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Bhaktivijnana Muni, Ph.D.
1. Consciousness comes back into
modern biology as the Concept of
Living Form
Due to the work of a great number of
plant and animal biologists,
including the work of McClintock,
biology
has
discovered
two
irreducible features which are life’s
distinguishable features: (1) They are
Intelligent, meaning they are
purposive and, (2) They exhibit
cause/consequence circularity. Last
year the Cambridge declaration of
consciousness held that all animals
were
conscious
and
display
intelligent behavior. [1] One consequence of the cognitive revolution
in biology is the confirmation of the
teleological arguments of Kant which
were later substantiated by Hegel.
Although Darwinists talk of
teleology in terms of Natural
Selection, in reality it is irrelevant to
Hegel’s description of natural
teleology. Hegel’s description is
based on the observable evidence of
dynamic
living
phenomenon,
whereas neo-Darwinists rely on a
presupposition which has been
shown to be an error of judgment
about the historical development of
the living organisms and the living
process.

Modern Biology has no ground for
establishing any law for intelligence
through necessary connections in
mechanical systems. Crick dogmatically pursues the idea that the
origin of consciousness was explainable
in molecular terms. Yet he is unsure,
when he claims, “… the brain is very
good at detecting apparent causation.
Exactly how it does this is more
controversial. The main mechanism is
probably Hebbian, but Hebb's seminal
suggestion needs to be expanded.” [2]
Hebb was primarily concerned with the
cortex and his rule is like one
component of an algorithm [3]. It cannot
be said that it is any ontological
explanation about the origin of
consciousness from neural networks or
synapses. The pioneering neural
cartographer, the renowned Canadian
Brain Surgeon Wilder Penfield (Figure
1.) said,

Figure 1. William Penfield
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"it [Consciousness] is not in the cerebral cortex! … I
am forced to choose the proposition that our being is to
be explained on the basis of two fundamental elements
... mind and brain as two semi independent elements
[4]."
2. Kant’s Teleological Understanding of Life
Kant gave a teleological explanation to organisms
and called them Naturzweck or embodiments of
Natural teleology. Naturzweck is different from
artifacts or zweck [5]. There are two questions
posed in Kant’s argument of natural teleology: (1)
What is it?, and (2) Can we have a knowledge of
it? Organisms are natural ends, and can never be
described in mechanical or chemical terms. Kant
said, “There will never be a Newton for the blade of
grass [6].” Consumption/digestion of nutrients
and reproduction lead us to consider that
organisms are natural teleologies. Kant concluded
in nature (natural teleology) the part/whole
relations are so demanding a concept that we can
never know if anything meets those requirements
[5, 7]. Each part must form others, or parts are
combined into whole by being reciprocally the
cause and effect of their form. Kant thought that
real causes or purposes cannot precede them
because that will mean it influences its own
causes. Parts are possible only through their
relation to the whole. An end must be
comprehended by an idea that determines
everything that is contained in it quite a priori [7].
In this way for Kant, any knowledge of Natural
teleology is denied, except as a priori ideal or first
representation. But we could say that such thing as
natural teleology exists only because we observe
reproduction and consumption/digestion of
nutrients by organisms.
3. Hegel’s Substantiation of Teleology proposed
by Kant in the Gattung or Kind
However Hegel substantiated Natural teleology by
showing that the ground for it is there in Kant’s
own analysis. Hegel has three requirements for
natural teleology: (1) Reciprocal relations between
part and whole, i.e. all members are reciprocally
momentary means as well as momentary ends. This
is the principle of self-preservation, (2) assimilation
from environment by which the system of life
maintains, develops and objectifies itself, and (3)
reproduction, i.e. all organisms must also pursue
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self-preservation by reproduction by producing
itself as another individual of the same species.
In reproduction the determination of the entire
structure of the organism is manifest. This is the
genus-process or maintenance/preservation of
the species and is called Gattung or kind by
Hegel. This results in natural teleology – as a
system of activities which is actualized into a
system of organs through which those activities
proceed. The living thing is in this way
articulated purposefully as a natural teleology.
All its members serve only as means to the one
end of self-preservation. In Kant’s analysis there
was no mediation through which we can
comprehend the genesis of a teleological system.
It remained only as an immediate presupposition
which was not yet authenticated by the living
individual itself. But Hegel has given us the focus
of self-preservation, within the representation of
species [5].
Hegel explained that organisms did not have
parts but were manifolds of members. Members
are what they are only by and in relation to their
unity, meaning they are means to the end or
purpose of the whole. Neither mechanism, nor
chemical substances fit the analysis of life as they
do not have internal ends as in life and hence
cannot form any natural teleology. What the
evolutionists describe about organisms in terms
of physics and chemistry is a dead thing, it is
never living. Only a genuine internal
purposiveness can grasp it. Yet Hegel’s
teleological explanation does not defend or need
to defend the historical development or the
evolutionary history of organism. It was
irrelevant to the problem left by Kant. Hegel
thereby leaves no reason to doubt that we can
know that there are indeed living organisms and
brings it to the sensible realm [5]. These are quite
unlike non-living matter or artifacts. The
proponents of natural selection and evolution
can be called as another kind of neo-teleologists.
But they cannot give any robust causal
explanation. Hegel’s teleological argument is
defendable even without a need for any view of
the historical development, yet Darwin’s Natural
Selection is essentially a statement of the
historical development of the organism. The
burden of proof of that then lies with the

THEHARMONIZER NOVEMBER 2013

3

Darwinists to show how chemicals could ever
give rise to life which exhibits natural teleology
as self-preservation. This is Hegel’s strength and
Darwin’s weakness that is confirmed in
advanced cognitive features of biology.
4. Aristotle’s Hylomorphism as the Concept
of Living form
In de Anima, Aristotle approached the concept
of life from empirical observations [8]. Hegel
praised Aristotle's work, ‘On the Soul’ as "by far
the most admirable, perhaps even the sole, work of
philosophical value on this topic" [9]. Aristotle
considered that soul was the first principle of
living things and acquaintance with the thought
of soul makes a great contribution to the truth
of everything and especially to the study of
nature. He categorized three nested degrees of
soul corresponding to growth and nutrition,
perception and locomotion, and intellect
respectively: Nutritive souls (plants), sensitive
souls (all animals) and rational souls (human
beings). This is a non-Cartesian picture where
initial life is a potential or a concept, where the
living entity exists and comes out. Entelechy is
the stage of development or process by which
a potentiality becomes an actuality. Actuality is
something like teleology of Kant and is self
determined. What comes out of the potential is
already within the potential and is nothing new.
The concept of life in a potential form becomes
actualized by necessity. Biology follows
hylomorphism: its matter and form is inseparable,
and always united in the potential and actual
form. Real substantial being is the determinate
being. For example human being is distinct from
every other kind of being and so are bacteria,
animals and plants, every species representing
a distinct hylomorphic body-form. We will not
be able to scientifically transpose a species, e.g.
bacterium to some other species. However some
adaptability and development is there, but that
constant restless alteration is bounded, but
pliable within the boundaries that do not cross
its species line. Species are conserved in nature
but Darwin came with a wild thought that
species become divergent. But there is neither
any actual evidence for Darwinian evolution
nor abiogenesis. Non-living matter does not
possess the living potential and there is no
evidence.

5. The Pancha-kosha Model of Vedanta in Indic
tradition for Living Form
In Vedanta, species have been categorized
according to their degree of consciousness as well
as their body/form. This is the object/subject unity
of a proper understanding of nature. Sankya of
Vedanta calls for a subtle/gross conception of
matter. There are 8.4 million species of life [10].
There are 900,000 forms in water, 2,000,000 forms
of trees and plants, 1,100,000 forms of insects,
1,000,000 forms of birds, 3,000,000 forms of beasts
and 400,000 species of human beings. According to
Manu the trees have the feelings of pain and
pleasure similar to ours and their souls are not of a
lower standard [10]. Yet their consciousness is not
yet developed to the extent of animals and the still
higher category of human beings.
The species categorization in Vedanta is based on
the consciousness that a particular soul is attached
with. The different species are categorized as five
koshas or stages of consciousness, (1) annamaya, (2)
pranamaya, (3) manomaya, (4) vijnanamaya and, (5)
anandamaya koshas. These five stages are hierarchical
and are nested. The annamaya stage is the, feeding
stage and is common to all life forms in the world.
This was also understood by Aristotle, when he
explained that the nutritive stage is common to all
life. According to Sripad Madhva Acharya, the
suffix ‘maya’ indicates pracurya or sense of profusion
in relation to Brahman or Spirit w.r.t. terms like
anna, prana, manah, vijnana and ananda in the
Upanisads. All these five forms of Brahman are to be
taught as immanent in different koshas. Anna (food)
is defined as “that which eats the creature and is
eaten by them.” This becomes clear when we get
the knowledge that all living entities are dependent
on Brahman or Spirit. Similar analysis of pranamaya
will signify Mahaprana etc. This is clear from the
statements of Brahma, “Know annam to be Brahman
…” etc [11]. Pranamaya stage is the immediacy of
living symptoms, it is found in the vitality of living
organisms. Plants, animals and humans have the
potential for self-recognition to different degrees.
Manomaya stage is the mental stage. Human stage
is more advanced than plants and animals although
all contain in degrees some mental or cognitive
quality. It produces mental speculations among
human beings leading to different cultural
identities. Vijnanamaya stage of consciousness is the
stage of reason. Aristotle said, “Man is a rational
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animal”. Soul has the potential either to go down in
different stages of material consciousness like plants,
insects, animals or human being, or become situated
in its true unmixed spiritual identity, or a serving
member of the Absolute reality. All living entities,
from the simplest on up, are immanently covered by
the anandamaya kosa, the tendency of enjoyment. Only
the devotee knows the proper process for
establishing that fulfillment perfectly. Here he
contributes by proper knowledge received from
proper source [12]. The gradation presented in
upanisads has reference to the stage of material
bondage, or release and ultimately to the degree of
dedication to the Absolute Center. The dedicated
stage is the plane of unalloyed happiness and is
characterized by grades and themes of ecstasy.
Srila Sridhar Maharaja has explained that Hegel was
a very good philosopher in the West [13]. In him we
can find many considerations that are useful in
comprehending the Concept of Life. He is very close
to Vaishnava Vedanta. The task of reason is to
comprehend how the wholes are wholes. The being
of the whole must be grasped as not being
independent. Reality is in and for itself and not only
for consciousness and reason culminates in
comprehending the Whole Truth in and for itself.
6. Conclusion
McClintock understood through her Nobel Prize
winning work on plant genetics that the living
organism is a subjective being and a thoughtful
being. Plants interact with the environment
thoughtfully and respond to their internal necessities
thoughtfully. Hegel’s natural teleology explains the
concept of organisms through its activity of self
preservation of species, through assimilation and
reproduction. Darwin’s teleological explanation
through natural selection is an unsubstantiated
statement of the historical development of the species
and stands disputed as there is no evidence. We don’t
want to create Frankensteins in our laboratories due
to application of improper concepts to living
organisms. For example honey bees are being lost as
a consequence of agricultural chemicals [14]. Biology
proper needs re-evaluation of its conceptual
foundations to include more spiritual understanding
of life. The author acknowledges his deep gratitude
to his teachers Sripad Bhakti Madhava Puri
Maharaja, Ph.D. and Sripad Bhaktisvarupa Damodar
Maharaja, Ph.D.
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21ST CENTURY BIOLOGY
Uncovering the Code Delusion and the Cellular Mind with No Brain
Bhakti Niskama Shanta, Ph.D.
Abiology, “Easy Problems” and “Hard Problem” of
Consciousness
Modern science leaves no room for the subjective aspect
of consciousness in its attempt to know the world in terms
of relationships among forces, atoms, and molecules. This
mechanistic approach created the duality between the
experience and the experiencer – “easy problems” and the
“hard problem” of consciousness.[1] The approach for
“easy problems” is in line with the classical methods of
scientific observation and experimentation, and hence they
call this category “easy problems.” However, merely
knowing
the
mechanistic
explanations,
like
neurophysiological processes, functions, states, and
operations that are necessary for the sense perception
cannot fully elucidate another much more complex
conscious realm—selfhood. The questions: “how sensations
acquire characteristics, such as colors and tastes?” and “how
an organism develops a sense of self?” cannot be addressed
by any mechanistic explanations in abiology.
Code Delusion
Influenced by the grand success of computer sciences, life
sciences have also adopted the concept of code in genetics
and also in neuroscience to explain the sentient principles
of livings organisms. Following Crick’s central dogma or
“genetic determinism,” many believed the idea that the
secret of every sentient organism is coded in their genes
(see for example, “Deciphering the code of life”[2]).
However, we now know that in a living cell every genome
function includes inputs and information-processing
networks. Cells can rearrange their genomes—thereby
writing information that influences all features of genome
function. Referring several examples from studies in
molecular biology and genomics, Stephen L. Talbott
expertly summarized the demise of abiology in his
article[3], “Getting Over the Code Delusion.” Like
geneticists, neurologists also presumed that there is a
“neural code”[4] that represents the mind of the organism
and helps the brain to manage synaptic modulation over
wide areas of cortex. However, research shows that apart
from the behavior of the organism whose brain is under
study, interpretations of neural action are also very much
influenced by the brain states of the neuroscientists.
Eggermont[5] explains this difficulty:
“The information encoded in a train of neural action
potentials is interpreted by higher order neurons and it is
also interpreted by the neuroscientist who designed and
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performed the experiments. There need not be any
correspondence between these two interpretations. . . .
The interpretation by the neuroscientist, however, may
be influenced by the ruling paradigm in the particular
field of research.”
Information obtained from an organism’s sensory
stimulation is utilized to constantly renew the brain’s
internal image of the world.[6],[7] Therefore, neural
codes must change with time through conscious learning,
which implies that the same neural spike sequence may
represent a different behavior at different times. For
several such reasons, the concept that there is just one
mode of neural signaling represented by a single “neural
code” is certainly false. Recently, Erlich[8] stated:
“Extensive investigation of the brain’s synaptic
connectivity, the presumed material basis of cognition,
has failed to explain how the brain thinks. Further, the
neural code that purportedly allows the brain to
coordinate synaptic modulation over wide areas of
cortex has yet to be found and may not exist.”
Cellular Sentience- Mind with No Brain
After René Descartes (known for encouraging
mistreatment of animals[9]), many furthered the
misconception—that only humans are conscious and that
no animals are conscious. Recently, several prominent
scientists signed the Cambridge declaration at the First
Annual Francis Crick Memorial Conference, stating, “…
the weight of evidence indicates that humans are not
unique in possessing the neurological substrates that
generate consciousness. Nonhuman animals, including
all mammals and birds, and many other creatures,
including octopuses, also possess these neurological
substrates.”[10] However, the statement unfortunately
perpetuates
further
misunderstandings,
that,
“neurological substrates … generate consciousness”.
Scientists and philosophers following the concept of
“identity theory” believe that the brain secretes thought
like the liver secretes bile.[11],[12] Disproving all that,
twenty-first century biology shows that even the smallest
cells (brainless) are also conscious entities.[13]
1. Cellular Sentience from the Perspective of
Organismal Behavior
Cognitive studies on organismal behavior have been
done for the cases of many unicellular organisms such
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as bacteria, protozoa[14], amoeba[15], unicellular algae
(cyanobacteria)[16] and unicellular fungi (slime mold)[17],
and archaea[18]. Many biologists still believe that
Darwinian competition is the prime feature of life.
However, this is contradictory. Cooperation is the very
nature of all living organisms.[19] Humans, colonial
insects, like ants and bees and even microorganisms
(including bacteria) display cooperation.[20] Monod’s
pioneering studies revealed how E. Coli chooses the best
sugar to eat.[21] Quorum sensing is the language that
bacteria utilize to communicate important information and
coordinate bacterial populations into supracellular
colonies.[22] Apart from bacteria, green algae use
cognitive photo-induced intracellular electric signals and
their motor flagella in eye-apparatus.[23] In an
experimental setup, amoeba can answer geometric
problems.[24] Unicellular organisms display learning,
memory, anticipation, risk management, and other aspects
of cognitive behavior.[25]
Not only unicellular organisms can perform these
functions, but also the individual cells in the multicellular
organisms also exhibit individual cognitive behavior.
Gametes of multicellular living entities display sentient
cell-cell communication and chemotaxis.[26] Sperm cells
and oocytes use several cognitive transmitters.[27] Plant
cells and neurons in other multicellular organisms produce
sentient action potentials.[28] Root cells of plants exhibit
sentient features at the transition zone interpolated between
the apical meristem and elongation region.[29]
2. Cellular Sentience from the Perspective of Cell
Functions
Cells can cognitively read their environment, analyze the
received information and then execute the necessary action
to continue their survival.[30] This coordinated cell action
is known as cell signaling, and also substantiates that cell
also has a mind. A living cell regulates practically every
cell function, including DNA synthesis, RNA synthesis,
protein synthesis, cell division, cell differentiation,
morphogenesis, and neuroendocrine regulation.[31] A cell
cognitively monitors different cellular processes, and if
there is either a mistake or damage, a cell can detect the
problem. A cell activates a checkpoint and stops the entire
cycle until all has been set accurately to further progress
the cycle.[32] Cells execute programmed cell death where
they perform suicide by following an organized cascade of
events, known as apoptosis.[33] To coordinate functions
in cell communities, cells use integration-receptors which
respond to information signals. In different environments,
using intercellular signaling molecules, cells can select and
execute various essential actions.[34] Identity receptors are
also known as self-receptors, or histocompatibility-
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receptors, and they help cells to have individual and
collective identity.[35] Therefore, they help cellular
communities to collectively respond to a central
command—and are used by the immune system in the
multicellular organisms to discriminate self from
invader. Self-receptors also play an important role in
the functioning of organs or tissues. If our tissues and
organs recognize a requirement for protection, they can
compromise their growth activities. Completely
dismissing central-dogma, cells can rewrite existing
gene programs in an attempt to surmount stressful
conditions.[36] All such evidence clearly
acknowledges that all living cells are also individual
cognitive entities.
Conclusions
Scientists consider the cell nucleus (because DNA and
genes are within the cell nucleus) as an equivalent to
the brain of a cell. By considering brain as the source
of consciousness, it was believed that if the brain is
detached from any organism, the instantaneous and
indispensable outcome of that action is the organism’s
death. However, for over forty years, research in
medical science has proven this wrong. In 1970, Robert
White and his team successfully transferred the head
of a rhesus monkey to the headless body of another
monkey. The monkey survived for eight days.[37]
Researchers are also attempting to perform the same
scenario with human beings.[38] Cells are found to be
more robust towards brain removal than multicellular
organisms. It has been reported that enucleated cells
continue to survive and display a regulated control of
their biological processes for up to three months.[39]
Therefore, for both single-cell and also multicellular
organisms, the brain is not the source of life.
Srimad Bhagavad-Gita explains that consciousness is
the symptom of the existence of the soul; the soul of
each individual living entity is eternal and therefore has
no material basis. We have shown in this article that
empirical evidence in twenty-first century biology
substantiates that life requires cognition at all levels.
Moreover, we have also seen that the source of our
consciousness – soul is beyond the interaction of
neurons in our brain. This further ascertains that there
is no part in the body of a living organism which we
can call as the source of our consciousness and
therefore soul is a non-material entity. Modern science
was dominated by atheistic presumptions and therefore
it was a general practice to dismiss the concept of soul
as an object of religious belief. However, revolutionary
twenty-first biology and its new understandings of
consciousness have thoroughly challenged this
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unscientific attitude. This is an abridged version and full
article can be found here.
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WHY IS GOD NEEDED TO ACCOUNT FOR THE UNIVERSE?
Rsiraja Das, M.Sc.
One of the key ideas of modern science is that the world is
built out of matter of one kind – substantial, objective and
extended in physical space-time. This matter is further
governed by mathematical laws of ‘force’ that govern the
spatial-temporal evolution of objects comprised of matter.
And this idea has been very successful in building many kinds
of technologies.
The important question at this time is: can everything be
explained in terms of substantial, objective and spatialtemporally extended matter? Evidently, the scope of science
has been growing. Things that were outside the explanatory
powers a few centuries ago are well within reach today. Can
this not mean that we must continue extending what we
already know, and that all things would ultimately be
explained using concepts similar to what we have today?
There are two ways to answer this question. The first is to
merely take each problem and try to theorize it in terms of
what we know and see if it can be explained in terms of what
we know. If we could not, then would have to expand our
conceptual framework to incorporate new kinds of material
ontologies. This is how science works. The second is to
consider the kinds of ontologies that we are familiar with in
everyday experience and determine if some of these
ontologies are in fact reducible to others. The present article
will investigate this second approach. What kinds of
ontologies are there and can they be reduced to each other?
Different ontologies also define the domains of experience in
which they can be observed, so this is not contrary to the first
approach, although more shorthand for our present
discussions.
In our everyday experience, we employ several ontological
modes that go beyond objective thing-like matter, such as:
functions, processes, operations and actions, as well as
subjective categories such as sensations, emotions, cognitions,
pleasure and meaning. A trend in early 20th century
philosophy called positivism, tried and failed to reduce
concepts to sensations. However, the dominant approach
today is to try and reduce all forms of ontologies in ordinary
language to just one – namely that of objective and extended
matter. But, if there is nothing other than extended matter then
a living being is compositionally not different from a stone
(note that living beings are different structurally and
functionally, but structure and function are still everyday
concepts and not scientific concepts). How are living beings
then intelligent, conscious and experience sensations and
emotions? What are intelligence, sensation and emotion?
These questions are not answered today. However, there is a
tendency to think that these would ultimately be explained in
terms of current material ontologies. Why?
Imagine that we are trying to explain why a certain perfume
has a specific, peculiar smell. We could do a spectroscopic
analysis of the perfume and identify the molecular structure
of the constituents that comprise the perfume. We could then

9

determine that other perfumes with similar molecular
structure have a similar smell, or that certain peculiarities of
the molecular structure give the molecule certain kinds of
smell. By this analysis we could map the molecular structures
to sensations of smell. And a scientist can now claim that he
has indeed explained the sensation of smell. But, has he? There
could be other individuals or species that do not sense the
perfume in the same way. There could also be differences in
the sensations of a single individual at different times and
places. However, even apart from all of these, sensations
themselves are ontologically distinct from the molecular
correlates that create them. The tendency today is strong to
believe that if a molecule creates a sensation, then the
sensation must also be molecular. This is the belief that like
causes like, and if molecules can cause sensations, then the
two must be alike. In this case, since we have determined that
the perfume is a molecule, we must now conclude that the
sensation of smell must also be molecular. It then follows that
the entire world because it interacts in some way or another
with molecules must be molecules. And if it is not like
molecules then it cannot interact with the molecular world
and hence it cannot be relevant to our knowledge about the
world. Indeed, because our bodies are molecular, a nonmolecular reality cannot even exist because if it did then how
would it connect with the realm of molecules?
I have just paraphrased the famous mind-body problem in
which living beings seem to have both mind and body but
wherever the mind interacts with the body, it becomes the
body and so there cannot be two entities – mind and body.
We must rather construe only one entity – the body – and
attempt to explain the mind from that.
The question is however not unique to minds and bodies, but
a generic consideration about different kinds of ontologies. If
there are indeed distinct kinds of ontologies, then we must
construe a framework of causality in which these distinct
ontologies can co-exist and interact and mutually influence
each other. Unless we can construe this framework, we would
be forced to reduce all kinds of ontologies to just one kind
with the consequence that we would actually fail to explain
the nature of sensations, emotions and cognitions different
from molecules.
Such a scheme of construing multiple ontologies is available
in the Vedic philosophy that describes multiple kinds of
realities. Notably, however, unlike the current construal of
‘mind’ and ‘body’ which Descartes thought were two kinds
of substances, multiple realities are not of the same kind,
namely, these are not substances. Different kinds of realities
are distinct in the sense that an object is distinct from a process
or in the sense that reason is different from sensation. These
multiple kinds of realities are thus graded in levels or
hierarchies employing a consideration about how ‘subtle’ or
‘gross’ a level of reality is. The grossest reality is that which
is being considered by science today. This is comprised of
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matter that can be seen, touched, tasted and smelled. The
Vedas describe that there are several levels of reality that are
deeper or subtler than this matter. The subtler levels include
realms of objective reality such as structure, function and
intent. Thus for example, when we study objects in the world,
we should know them not just by their atomic constitution,
but also how these atoms are structurally organized, how these
structural organizations are functionally used and how we
view an object in our intentions. Atoms, structures, functions
and intents are distinct and yet objective levels of reality. These
levels are related not causally in the sense that causality is
construed today, in which like influences like through laws of
force. Rather, the different levels of reality are related to each
other as meta-informational levels. Thus, structures are metaorganizations of atoms. Functions are meta-organizations of
structures. And intents are meta-organizations of functions.
One only needs to think of an everyday organization to
understand this hierarchy. Every organization is formed with
some intent or purpose, such as the intent to make money or
with the intent to disseminate knowledge in a particular field.
This intent is gradually developed into a functional hierarchy,
involving different roles such as management, engineering,
sales, marketing, communication, finance etc. Each of these
functions gradually evolves into a structure requiring superior,
subordinate and peer relations and each structure is in turn
populated using individual entities. The individual entities are
objects, but these objects are organized structurally,
functionally and intentionally. Each of these levels of reality
is consistent in itself and can be studied in itself. However,
each of these levels is incomplete without the others. An object
is not completely known by just knowing the properties it
possess. Rather it is properly known only when we know how
to relate it to other objects in the structures of which it is part,
how it is used to perform functions and how we view it
through our intentions. In other words, new properties emerge
when an object combines with others in structural, functional
and intentional relations. Similarly, intents are incomplete
unless they are realized in functions, structures and objects.
The various levels of descriptions of an object are not causally
connected, but they are connected as levels of metainformation. If the intent of an organization is changed, then
automatically its function, structure and objective constitution
must also change. Similarly, if an organization is built out of
unwanted objects, organized in incorrect structures and
performing erroneous functions, these would not meet the
intents of the organization. Changing the objective constitution
changes the structures, functions and intents, not through
forces but through levels of meta-information. That is quite
like saying that if we changed the order of chapters in a book,
we would also change the table of contents in the beginning
and index at the end. The table of contents and index are
meta-information about the book.
Apart from different objective categories, Vedic descriptions
also include a number of subjective categories such as
memories of rules and regulations, memories of procedures
by which we do things, episodic and conceptual memories and
memories of individual tastes. They also include categories
such as the meaning of life, sensation, pleasure and the
experience of activity. While Western philosophy broadly
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classifies the world along subjective and objective dimensions,
implying that these are only two aspects in the world, Vedic
philosophy dwells deeply into distinguishing between various
aspects of the 'objective' and ‘subjective' spheres.
Think of an ordinary term such as a 'table'. What are the things
that this term can denote? The term can mean a collection of
atoms and molecules. It can also mean a certain kind of
structure that transcends whether the table is made out of
plastic or wood (different kinds of molecules). It can mean a
certain way in which we use objects functionally, which
transcends various kinds of structures (functionally useful
tables can be square or circular). The term can also mean how
we view certain things (transcending a particular functional
use), so I can see a ‘chair’ as a ‘table’ and use it as such, even
though others might not see it in that way. All these
denotations are in the objective realm. In the subjective realm,
the term ‘table’ can mean certain kinds of sensations of color,
shape, size and weight. It can mean a certain perceptual
wholeness of experience by which we cognize something as a
complete object of a certain kind. It can also denote a certain
kind of emotion that some object generates in me when I
cognize it. Objects in the world can give rise to pleasure in us,
and the meaning of the term can then be the pleasure it invokes
in us. ‘Table’ can also mean the act of consciously experiencing
something in a certain way. Finally, objects in the world give
a meaning to our life and so we can say that this particular
table ‘means’ a lot to me. We can debate endlessly about which
of these uses of the term ‘meaning’ is the ‘real’ meaning, but
the fact is that we use meaning in all these ways. Each of these
uses is distinct in its flair and it corresponds to a different
aspect of experience. The Vedic theory accounts for everyday
experience, so it must account for all aspects of meaning of a
particular term, no matter what that term is. The Vedic theory
of creation is based upon this multi-dimensional construal of
meaning.
In the Vedic view, the first thing to be created in the universe
is ‘sound’ or symbols. Such symbols are akin to the symbol
‘table’. As symbols, they are meaningless and in fact at this
stage of creation, meanings don’t exist. This is called in Vedic
parlance sabda-brahman and can be likened to the Biblical
aphorism ‘in the beginning was the word’. As creation
proceeds, the symbols are divided into various kinds of
meanings, both objective and subjective. The stage of the
universe in which the meanings are manifest is called arthabrahman. The division of a ‘word’ into multiple ‘meanings’
follows the act of interpretation of a word into multiple
different dimensions. This interpretation is done by
consciousness and so consciousness is necessary for meaning
to develop out of symbols. However, this consciousness is not
ordinary consciousness. It is rather the consciousness of God.
The act of interpretation of a word into meanings is sometimes
called the 'glance' of God over a symbolic reality — Pradhana
which is a reflection of God's existence in matter (the Vedas
also describe this as Brahman appearing to be 'covered' by
matter). By this glance, God divides a unified symbol into
many distinct meanings or experienceable categories. The
various dimensions or ways in which a word can be
interpreted are the ones briefly described above. So, a ‘word’
has not just objective meanings, as Western philosophy has
largely thought up until this point, but various kinds of

THEHARMONIZER NOVEMBER 2013

subjective meanings as well. The various objective and
subjective meanings are however not arbitrary. There is
instead a definite organization, form and inter-relation
between the various kinds of meanings. These relations are
various kinds of meta-informational relations between
meanings. By these relations, we can say that such and such
sensation corresponds to such and such structure or atomic
constitution in the world. However, by establishing this
relation, we are invoking a relation between various kinds
of information and not reducing one to another.
Science has thus far considered only one kind of information
– namely, atomic reality and there are multiple issues in this
construal, because we treat this reality not as one kind of
meaning but as some kind of thing. Moving to a semantic
construal of atomic reality requires us to reinterpret our
fundamental physical theories. However, even after we do
that, we would still be left with only one kind of meaning
of all words - the objective meaning. Since a word can have
many kinds of meanings, newer kinds of corresponding
realities must be invoked to account for each one of these
kinds of meanings. A complete set of kinds of meanings
would include all possible interpretations of a word. While
Western philosophy has construed meaning in a restrictive
way, in the Vedic view, meaning is definite not because there
is only one kind of meaning but because there is a definite
structure and interrelation between various kinds of
meaning. Science must therefore grow from one kind of
meaning to multiple kinds of meanings.
This brings us to the central point of this article, which is to
ask: why do we need God to account for the universe? This
question has a scientific counterpart and can be scientifically
posed as follows: why is the structure of meaning relations
the way it is? Why is there a fixed set of possible
interpretations of a symbol? Why should a term be divided
into meanings in only a certain definite way? Why is the
conscious structure of meaning cognition the way it is? We
can know through science that our meaning cognition has
a certain structure, that a word has certain definite kinds of
meanings, but how do we explain that these are the only
definite meanings of a word? Why is it that we can interpret
a word only in these definite ways and no more?
It is evident that there cannot be any answer to this question
from within science or from within the material world. The
Vedas offer an answer to this question, but that answer lies
outside science and outside the material creation. The
answer is that the form of our meaning cognition has its root
in the way God interprets the symbolic reality. This way in
turn depends upon what God is.
In the Vedic description, God has many aspects, and when
God interprets the material reality He interprets it according
to the ways in which He wants to know His Self. This is
because the act of creation is the act of self-actualization for
God, by which God externalizes His personality for the sake
of His knowledge. Obviously, then, the ways in which He
externalizes Himself is the way in which He desires to know
Himself. This desire to know Himself is further dependant
upon what He actually is, to make this His true self-

11

actualization. His acts of interpretation then result in the
creation of His 'reflection' in the material creation as
different kinds of meanings. God wants to know Himself
as His name, form, qualities, activities and
paraphernalia. Each of these aspects leads to a different
kind of meaning in the creation, which become different
kinds of ontological categories in the creation.
When there is only one ontological category, we might
assert that that category is the whole and sole reality.
But, when there are many distinct ontological categories,
then there is need to search for either (1) the 'original'
ontological category or (2) a category beyond these
categories. In the Vedas, the original category is God
whose many aspects create different ontological
categories in the universe. Science can help us
understand the several ontological categories and their
interrelations, but not why there are only such and such
categories and not any other. This can come only from
an appreciation of the creator in whose image the
creation is manifested. God alone is the integration of
all these aspects and therefore if we have to understand
why our meaning cognition takes a certain form, we
must begin to see God’s persona through this form of
meaning cognition. A person who has developed such
a vision sees nothing ‘other than’ God, because he is
seeing how everything is ultimately related to some or
other aspect of God’s persona as a reflection of His
personality in the creation. However, in order to relate
everything to God, we must first recognize the different
ontological categories that exist in the world. We must
then conceive an appropriate kind of God to whom each
of these ontologies can be mapped in a one-to-one
fashion. It is only when these two steps have been
performed, that new kinds of mystical experiences can
arise. The first step is purely scientific and the second
step is religious, but theoretical. The mystical aspect is
a development of a scientific understanding of matter,
a theoretical understanding of the relation of matter to
God and a practical application of this relation in
everyday experience.
God is necessary to account for the creation because it
is He alone that provides the unity in the different kinds
of meanings of a single term. He is in a sense the unity
in the diversity of the universe. Science can give us the
diversity and the relations between these diversities but
not the underlying unity. A conception of God is
necessary in addition.
The creation begins with ‘sound’ also called sabda from
which all kinds of realities emanate. This sabda is OM
and this sound is a symbolic representation of God. This
brings in more parallels with the Biblical statement that
‘in the beginning was word, and the word was God’.
The ‘word’ at the beginning is actually ‘OM’ and this
sound is a representation of God. From this word, many
different kinds of words emanate, beginning with the
division of ‘OM’ into ‘A’, ‘U’ and ‘M’, a sequence that is
verily described in Tantra literatures.
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Now, this sometimes leads to an impersonalist view of God
in which a unified existence leads to diversity and therefore
ultimately the diversity must be false. So, the impersonalist
claims that if OM is unified and this leads to diversity, then
we must discard the diversity of the world to attain the unity.
The impersonalist is not wrong, but he only has a partial truth.
The division of OM into letters and words is merely in the
domain of sabda-brahman (literally the word—God); arthabrahman (the meaning—God) has not yet been created. The
universe at this stage of creation is words without meanings.
This is because the conversion of word into meaning requires
an act of interpretation by consciousness. The ways in which
this interpretation is possible makes up the form of our
cognitions and this form ultimately comes from God.
Basically, the way in which we are seeing the world and
experiencing the meaning is ultimately due the way in which
He personally interprets reality. The fact that our experiences
comprise of sensation, perception of objectivity, emotion,
pleasure, perception of activity etc. is because these categories
of meaning emanate from God. Thus it is said that ‘man is
made after God’s image’. This should not be taken to mean
that God suffers or enjoys the way we do, but rather that the
form of cognition in us is identical to the form of God’s
cognitions. We have objective matter, sensations, emotions,
pleasure and activity because these are the ways in which
God interpreted a unified sound to create variegated
meanings.
There are therefore two kinds of diversities that arise from a
singular unity. The first is created from the unity of OM by
which a variety of symbols are generated. The second is
created from God’s persona by which all kinds of possible
interpretations of a symbol are created. Knowing the unity
behind the various symbols is knowing God as a single being,

also called Brahman or just sabda-brahman. However, knowing
the structure of cognition or the ways in which the words are
interpreted into meanings is knowing God as Bhagavan, arthabrahman or a person. Both forms of knowledge are essential,
one impersonal and the other personal. The impersonal
existence is the general, undifferentiated ‘being’ and the
personal is the individual, differentiated ‘interpretation’ or
meaning. Both kinds of existences form the basis for the origin
of the universe, and yet they transcend it. If we have to know
the unity underlying the diversity then, we need to know the
source, God, from whose sound representation and from
whose personality the creation proceeds.
In present science, the unity of the creation is laws of nature
and the sub-atomic particles of atomic theory. But, this unity
is partial because we have currently not considered theories
about all possible meanings of a term. Today, when we speak
of a ‘table’ we just mean atoms and molecules. When we will
add to this repository of meanings different other
interpretations of the word ‘table’ as described above, then we
would find the need to conceptualize the unity underlying this
new kind of diversity that currently does not exist. Today
because there is only one kind of meaning, there is no need to
think of a unifying agent and the single material reality and
the laws governing that reality appear to be ultimate. This is
only because science hasn't yet progressed enough to
incorporate theories about other kinds of ontologies. The
addition of other meanings requires us to consider other
aspects of our ordinary experience and incorporate them into
scientific theories. A logically orthogonal set of meanings and
their interrelations are available from Vedic literature. A better
appreciation of these meanings can help us formulate better
scientific theories which will advance the purposes of a
religious understanding as well.

Subjective Evolution of Consciousness
Evolution is generally thought of as something merely objective. But objective
evolution is a misperception of reality. Evolution is actually based on
consciousness, which is subjective. Subjective evolution, however, seems to be
objective evolution to those who are ignorant of this perspective. Consciousness seems
to be the unessential embedded in a concrete substance, but actually it is just the
opposite. Consciousness is the substantial and its objective content or world is floating
on it connected by a shadowy medium like mind. This view finds surprising support in
advanced modern science from which physicists like Paul Davies have concluded
that it is necessary to adopt “a new way of thinking that is in closer accord with mysticism than materialism.”
The dynamic super-subjective living reality that produces as much as is produced by its constituent
subjective and objective fragmental parts or moments is in and for itself the embodiment of ecstasy, that is forever
beyond the static reiﬁcation of materialistic misunderstanding. With an irresistible passion fortruth,SrilaBhakti
Raksak Sridhar Dev-Goswami Maharaja, the author of

takes us to an

incomparable synthesis of thought from Descartes, Berkeley and Hegel in the West to Buddha, Shankara, and Sri
Chaitanya in the East to reveal the ultimate conception of reality in all its comprehensive beauty and fulfillment.
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