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Epistemology is one of the main branches of philosophy. It is 
concerned with the notion of knowledge, especially how we know 
something. Consequently, there is knower and known, subject and object, 
experiencer and experienced. At the beginning of mainstream 
phenomenology, this gave rise to the notion of lived experience. Edmund 
Husserl, who was influenced by many, including William James, spoke of 
our lived experience and lived existence as “life-world” or Levenswelt.  

 
A significant aspect of our lived experience is “immediate 

experience,” where we coincide with our own selves as self-consciousness. 
In this paper, I will show how the structure and function of consciousness 
leads to knowledge. Secondly, I will support my claims by sharing Western 
and Eastern philosophical views that are compatible with my account, in 
order to provide an understanding of human consciousness and its epistemic 
role. Third, I will elaborate on the role of consciousness in science, namely, 
quantum physics.  
 

1. The Function and Structure of Consciousness 

Consciousness is consciousness of. It intends towards life. One can be 
conscious of oneself, other humans, or other objects. Self-consciousness 
starts with the simplest and most primordial human act, which is self-
awareness. The first act of self-awareness took place when we first came in 
contact with this life. This is when one realizes that one is, which is followed 
by evolving overtime through self-transcendence—i.e., metaphysical-self-
transcendence.   

What is this self that can be aware? Søren Kierkegaard tells us that 
“The self is a relation that relates itself to itself or is the relation’s relating 
itself to itself in the relation.”1 When the self relates itself to itself, it does so 
as immediate consciousness. This, for Sunnie D. Kidd, is self-disclosure of 
consciousness, where consciousness is the noesis that the noema is 
conscious of: 

 
The noesis and the noema depend upon the assuring 
consciousness which discloses itself-to-itself. This allows for a 
continuity of immediate consciousness and what is already 
experienced. The noema is the experienced, the noesis is the 
capacity of experience and the integral consciousness in self-
witnessing is the assuring knowledge.2 
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This is intuition. For Pierre Thévenaz, immediate consciousness is the 
assuring continuous becoming as the result of intuition. This is the reflexive 
function of consciousness.3 It is continuous due to the lack of temporal gaps 
interrupting its immediacy. Intuitive consciousness is a direct apprehension 
of what is as immediate experience. Intuition is wholistic, where one is able 
to see the whole picture at once. 

Yet for knowledge to be complete, consciousness reassures that which 
has been assured. This is mediate reflective consciousness—i.e., cognition. 
This is the comprehension of what is. It is the reassuring cognition revealed 
through time of what has been already intuitively assured. The reflective 
function of consciousness leads to knowledge that is mediated through the 
senses. Cognition is a part of the whole structure of consciousness. Intuition 
and cognition are integral in consciousness. There is distinction between the 
two, but there is no separation.  

Henri Bergson draws a distinction between intuition and analysis, 
which is similar to the abovementioned:  

 
By intuition is meant the kind of intellectual sympathy by 
which one places oneself within an object in order to coincide 
with what is unique in it and consequently inexpressible. 
Analysis, on the contrary, is the operation which reduces the 
object to elements already known, that is, to elements common 
both to it and other objects. To analyze, therefore, is to express 
a thing as a function of something other than itself.4 

He also describes intuition as that which “perceives in it an uninterrupted 
continuity of unforeseeable novelty; it sees, it knows that the mind draws 
from itself more than it has.”5 

 
When one is conscious of an object, for instance, one intuitively 

apprehends the wholeness of such object. One’s receptivity goes out to meet 
the meaning, which is approaching one. This is because a phenomenon is 
approached by one’s intuition, yet the phenomenon presents itself within an 
intersubjective context. Phenomenology, according to Martin Heidegger, is 
“to let that which shows itself be seen from itself in the very way in which it 
shows itself from itself.”6 Within intersubjectivity, subject and object are 
distinct but not separate. This wholistic apprehension is an immediate, direct 
experience as the result of intuition. Such experience takes place before 
cognition can fully grasp meaning and integrate it by taking the whole into 
parts. Cognition does so by identifying, naming and analyzing the parts as 
various aspects, and then integrates them into one’s already existing field of 
knowledge, into consciousness that is, as the known. This is the 
reflexive/reflective function of the intuitive/cognitive structure of 
consciousness. For William James, these are the two ways for knowing 
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things: “knowing them immediately or intuitively, and knowing them 
conceptually or representatively.”7 For Kidd, Knowing immediately and 
intuitively is a presentation of what is, a witnessing. Mediate knowing is 
cognitively and conceptually knowing, which is a representation of what is, 
a re-witnessing. She says, “intuition is vision, cognition is re-vision.”8  

 
Unlike intuition, cognitive understanding is temporal. It starts with 

presuppositions and evolves further, over time, through interpretations of 
what is. An understanding of something could change over time through 
changes in interpretation. This is due to the idea that each time is 
qualitatively unique. When one says, “I understand something,” therefore, 
one is saying, “This is what I am seeing now,” where understanding could 
change later through further interpretation. Interpretation is one of many 
possible meanings. Although this is great, there is still something beyond 
interpretation and understanding, which is what is to be known to begin 
with—i.e., the object of knowledge. This means that the object-in-itself and 
our interpretation and/or understanding of it are not one and the same. This 
object, itself, can be arrived at only through an immediate apprehension of 
intuition. This also means that intuition leads beyond cognition. Intuitive 
knowledge transcends the limitations of cognition and its indirect perceptual 
experiences to direct immediacy. This is because intuition is not limited to 
the senses and can fully know existents that are beyond the categories of the 
observable, measurable and repeatable. This will become clearer in section 3 
and its subsections.  

 
In addition, when interpretation and understanding are mentioned, 

hermeneutics lingers nearly around the corner. This brings the hermeneutic 
arc to mind, where such arc stands epistemically within consciousness. 
Within hermeneutic phenomenology, for instance, a part of a text can only 
be understood within the whole and vice versa. Johann Gustav Droysen 
would say that the part is understood within the whole from which it 
originated and the whole is understood from the parts in which it finds 
expression. Such arc stands within consciousness, where intuition is whole 
and cognition is part.  

 
This also means that hermeneutics is not only the process of 

understanding the parts in relation to the whole and vice versa, but is also 
inclusive of the ontological aspects of discourse and consciousness, which 
go beyond themselves to open up the world through intuition, interpretation, 
understanding and relationality. Such open world reaches back towards our 
consciousness by what Wilhelm Dilthey would call “life-expressions.” It is 
how the world reaches back, relating to our epistemically inquisitive and 
aspiring selves.  

 
Heidegger’s hermeneutic phenomenology speaks substantially of the 

ontology of understanding. Understanding the world, as lived experiences, is 
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an essential part of being-in-the-world, where one grasps one’s own most 
possibilities. Humans, here, are inquisitively and temporally projected in the 
world in which they were thrown. Consciousness, nonetheless, is not 
separate from this world and is historically molded by lived experiences. 
Understanding, accordingly, is not merely a way to know the world, but a 
way of human existence; the way we are. He would say that understanding is 
within a set of fore-structures, which includes one’s historicity.  

 

Human Consciousness 

Intuition Cognition 

Wholistic Partial 

Reflexive Reflective 

Apprehension of what is Comprehension of what is 

Knower & known are intersubjective Knower & known are subject & object 

Witnessing Re-witnessing 

Beyond the senses  Uses the senses 

Intuitive realization Cognitive interpretation/understanding 

 
2. Eastern Epistemology 

 
According to Advaita Vedanta, Brahman is the Ultimate Truth. Atman 

is the inmost self of humans. It is pure consciousness. Brahman and Atman 
are different labels of the same reality. One can realize this oneness of 
reality only through intuition. Separation between the two labels is the result 
of ignorance, which is caused by being attached to mere appearances of 
reality. Thus, Samkara, the founder of this school, distinguishes between two 
kinds of knowledge. There is lower knowledge and higher knowledge. 
Lower knowledge is the result of the senses, which associates with 
conventional and relative truth. This is knowledge of the impermanent, 
finite, objective world of empirical experience. In this knowledge, there is a 
subject, object and an act of knowing the world as appearances. It is 
cognitive knowledge. Higher knowledge, on the other hand, is non-
perceptual and non-conceptual. It is knowledge of the real. This is the result 
of intuition. This knowledge is neither subjective nor objective, and is 
beyond both. It is a direct realization of what is.9 

 
Since Atman is the true self, there is a distinction between the self as 

pure consciousness and consciousness of. This means there is a difference 
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between consciousness itself and consciousness of as a mode of that self. 
Consciousness, as the very nature of the self, leads to fundamental 
knowledge. Consciousness of, on the other hand, leads to non-fundamental 
knowledge. The former is intuitive and the latter is cognitive.        

 
In Jnana Yoga, furthermore, there is the principle of two truths. This 

principle consists in stating that there are two kinds of truth: the relative 
conditioned, conventional truth; and the unconditioned, absolute truth. 
Relative truth, which is dependent, is lower knowledge and absolute truth is 
higher knowledge. Lower truth is a view of reality. Higher truth is reality as 
is. There are many lower truths but only one higher truth. Higher truth is 
intuitive, lower truth is cognitive.10  
  

Similarly in Buddhism, a view or a description of the world cannot be 
claimed as absolute and ultimate. A description of the world is an 
understanding through the human senses and intellect. Ultimate reality, 
Sunyata, on the other hand, is nameless and can only be apprehended in non-
sensual direct intuition.11 
  

The truth is a multilayer cake, so to speak, or a multifaceted diamond. 
Each layer/facet shows a part of the truth. In order to see the whole truth, 
one has to stand in a vantage point, where the whole truth could be seen. 
Each phenomenon, similarly, consists of a whole and parts. Each part gives 
its side of the truth. Such truth is conditional, conventional and relative. The 
whole, by comparison, presents the ultimate truth in regards to such 
phenomenon. When considering the wholeness of a phenomenon, such 
ultimate truth is unconditional and absolute. Apprehending the whole is 
intuitive, comprehending one or more of its parts is cognitive. 
 

3. Consciousness and its Role in Quantum Physics 
 

Science for the longest time was dominated by what is observable, 
measurable and repeatable. It was ruled by more rationality and less heart, 
where cognition was the decisive authority.12 After the shift from Newtonian 
physics to quantum physics, however, many changes took place. Some of 
these changes are the rise of intuition and the lean towards spirituality in 
science. I think it is important, therefore, to understand how consciousness 
plays a role within science, namely, quantum physics. 
  

Physicist John A. Wheeler describes the role of the participator in 
regards to quantum physics by saying, 

 
May the universe in some strange sense be “brought into being” 
by the participation of those who participate... The vital act is 
the act of participation. “Participator” is the incontrovertible 
new concept given by quantum mechanics. It strikes down the 
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term “observer” of classical theory, the man who stands safely 
behind the thick glass wall and watches what goes on without 
taking part. It can’t be done, quantum mechanics says.13  
 

Within the history of science, particularly physics, there was a paradigm 
shift from classical to quantum physics. This was, mainly, the consequence 
of classical physics’ failure to account for phenomena within the 
atomic/subatomic domain, where movement, for example, unlike that of the 
classical world, is constituted by quantum jumps and untraditional behavior. 
In the classical world, the observer is a subjective external consciousness, so 
to speak, describing objective phenomena of nature by mathematical 
language. In the quantum world, the participator is a corporeal 
consciousness who is a part of the whole intersubjective experience of 
probabilities of events within nature. Classical physics assumes, within its 
categorical framework, that there is an independent subject, an external 
object and an act of knowing. In quantum physics, on the other hand, there is 
entanglement or what is philosophically called intersubjectivity. This is due 
to the fact that consciousness is part of the process of scientific 
measurement, as much as, it is a part of the participator who performs such 
measurement. Not only that, but the probabilities of the quantum world are 
not independent and separate from other entities, such as particles, that are, 
only seemingly, unrelated: 

 
Consciousness may be associated with all quantum mechanical 
processes...since everything that occurs is ultimately the result 
of one or more quantum mechanical events, the universe is 
“inhabited” by an almost unlimited number of rather discrete 
conscious, usually non-thinking entities that are responsible for 
the detailed working of the universe.14  

3.1 Quantum Physics:  How Does Consciousness Manifest 
Reality? 

 
From the concept of relativity and illogical paradoxes of the quantum 

world, a philosophical paradigm emerges, where we significantly create 
physical reality. We are no longer bystanders. We are participators, where 
observer and observed are interrelated in a real sense. Total separation, thus, 
between what is here and out there is an illusion. Niels Bohr describes such 
reality by saying, 

 
An independent reality in the ordinary physical sense can be 
ascribed neither to the phenomena nor to the agencies of 
observation.15 

Although agencies of observation are instruments of measurement and not 
necessarily human beings, this, however, means that the world is not only a 
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collectivity of things but is also constituted by interactions. Properties, here, 
belong to interactions and not, for instance, to the independent existence of 
light. This enabled Bohr to solve the particle/wave duality. This, so called, 
duality16 is a characteristic, not only of light, but also of everything in the 
Cosmos, where it is a metaphysical and scientific fact. The particle/wave 
duality is when the same atomic object, such as a photon, behaves 
sometimes as a point-like particle and other times like a wave spread over 
space in time. The question of when each takes place depends on whether 
the atomic object is observed or not. Consciousness is, therefore, in the heart 
of what is taking place.  

 
Unobserved photons, for example, are waves of possibilities spread in 

space and time but the second they are observed, they are collapsed into 
particles of manifestation. Some questions, now, come to mind. What kind 
of an act is the action of observation and why would such an act cause such 
results? To answer this question, I would like to make the move from 
physics to metaphysics. This is due partially because metaphysics is not 
limited by the language of mathematics and its symbols and partially 
because metaphysics is beyond physics. 

 
First, I would like to assume that waves and particles are the same 

entity. They, both, are energy. This means that when physicists talk about a 
wave that collapsed into a particle, they are actually speaking of the same 
entity that went through two different forms. The only difference is that 
when unobserved, waves exist as mere tendencies. They are states of 
becoming. On the other hand, when observed particles exist as point-like 
particles, they are reality manifested, tendencies realized and actualities 
rather than possibilities. They are states of being. 

 
Second, The act of observation is an act of consciousness. Unobserved 

waves are unconscious of states of becoming. Observed particles are 
conscious of states of being. The degree of awareness on the part of the 
observing being is in relation to the degree of consciousness. Awareness and 
consciousness are different variations of the same entity just like waves, 
particles, energy and matter also are. Everything is energy including 
consciousness, matter, awareness, water, ice, you and me. Everything is 
different because there are different degrees of energy and different degrees 
of movement and vibration. From another view, observer and observed are 
one. Both are particles of energy vibrating to be. Simply put, the action of 
observation is a relationship between both the observing consciousness and 
that which is observed. This relationship is reciprocal and not necessarily 
symmetrical.17 

 
To answer the second part of the question, why the act of observation 

would result in the collapse of the wave function to what is viewed as a 
point-like particle, we need to understand what took place during the act of 
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observation and even before it. Waves (particles) move longing to meet their 
antiparticles. An unobserved waving electron, for example, moves in 
tendencies longing to reach its ultimate state of being, which is meeting its 
antiparticle, the positron. The reason for this quantum behavior is the 
quantum characteristics of particles such as, their charge (negative, positive, 
or neutral), mass and spin. The negative charge of an electron, for example, 
pushes it to seek its antimatter partner to reach a state of harmony, unity or 
the singularity in which it originally started from (the Big Bang). 

 
During the act of observation, the observing consciousness calls the 

wave (electron) into being (particle). The observing consciousness manifests 
the observed particle as an actuality rather than a further possibility. The 
particle’s long journey, thus, is cut short by its newly established 
relationship with the observing consciousness. Basically, it is easier for the 
electron to be satisfied with what could be of 60% certainty rate that its 
positron exists right here and now, rather than a 20% certainty rate that its 
positron might exists in space X in time Y millions of light years away. This 
strength of probability depends mostly on the observing consciousness, 
especially to its degree of awareness. An observer’s degree of awareness and 
certainty during an experiment in a physics lab is not the same as that of an 
observer living everyday life during a road trip, for example. The idea of a 
wave collapsing is normally more possible to the first, which dictates the 
strength of a probability of a wave actually collapsing. Simply, the degree of 
actuality of an event happening depends on the observer or, more accurately, 
the participator. Such varying degree of awareness, furthermore, gives rise to 
varying concentration and intensity of consciousness. 

 
The rest, of course, happens at the instant of the wave collapsing into 

a particle of manifestation. The observing consciousness, being energy itself, 
forms the relationship that the wave was, originally, longing to accomplish. 
The result is the manifestation of the now particle within this dimension, 
rather than the supposed possibilities and tendencies of waves taking place 
within the unobserved next dimension. Now, the particle of manifestation is 
observed in this dimension and is dead (zero or very small possibility) 
within what seemed only to the human mind as a totally separate dimension 
of void. 
 

3.2 Quantum Physics: How Is It  Related To Intuition? 
 

If all this use of consciousness, awareness, interdependence and above 
all non-cognitive science sounds like Eastern mystical philosophy, that’s 
because it is. Max Planck, the father of quantum physics, tells us that science 
is the 
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unresting endeavor and continually progressing development 
toward an aim which the poetic intuition may apprehend, but 
which the intellect can never fully grasp.18 

This is the shift caused by quantum physics toward a higher experience; an 
intersubjective experience of something that lies beyond cognition alone. It 
is an experience of a pure undifferentiated reality, a direct experience of that 
which is. Beyond the symbolic entities of cognition, such as concepts, 
words, objects and frameworks, lies that which is; pure awareness and the 
experience of reality as is. Intuition alongside cognition is the path, which 
leads there.  
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