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Preface

 

For a long time, I have thought of writing a book on the critique of Western philosophy from a Vedic perspective. Western philosophy is the source of many assumptions in modern science that prevail today, which have shaped the central dogmas of modern thinking, but they don’t explain our experience, and if different theories are used to explain the world, then mutually contradictory descriptions about the world are produced.

Take for instance the Cartesian mind-body divide in which the body is defined as matter, and called res extensa, with the property of extension, due to which the external world is described as geometrical objects—points, dimensions, lines (which can be curved or straight), surfaces, and solid forms; algebra and calculus are just summarized expressions of geometrical forms. Due to this assumption, the perceptions of the five senses, such as taste, color, smell, and touch, must be reduced to geometry, which proves very hard both in terms of identifying what geometry corresponds to which sensation (e.g. there are no geometrical mappings of taste and smell today), as well as in why geometry is not perceived as geometry but as color, smell, taste, and touch. The latter is called the ‘hard’ problem of consciousness.

Our problems do not end here, because the concepts in the mind are relegated to a different substance, and res cogitans—as the mind is called—cannot have properties that the res extensa has. This means, for example, that theorems, paintings, music, or literature do not possess meaning in themselves. Rather, we give this meaning to a physical reality. In short, there is an active interaction between the mind and the body in every act of observation and interpretation, but how this interaction occurs cannot be explained.

Similarly, the mind has an emotive aspect, but because it is in the res cogitans, it cannot appear in the body. For example, your stress levels should not influence your heart rate, blood pressure, etc., which is patently false. Within the mind, the rational aspect must be used for science, while the emotive aspect—which is considered inferior to rationality—must be used for religion. Thus, after restricting religion to the mind, it is further restricted to emotions, which are, by definition inferior to reason. Thus, we cannot talk rationally about God, and we can only accept God on faith. God’s rules and commandments are now guidelines for controlling the baser emotions in us, such as desire, anger, lust, greed, etc. These emotions must be subordinated to laws given by God, and if these laws are not followed, then God intervenes in nature (perhaps by altering the geometry) to punish us. 

However, if these rules and commandments are replaced by legal edicts enacted by people-elected governments, some immoral laws are legalized, while many moral laws remain illegal. Thus, a clear conflict between religion and government is produced—after religion’s role was restricted by the mind-body divide and instituting a distinction between reason and emotion. Now, the conflict between religion and government is solved by making religion a ‘private matter’. God doesn’t even intervene in nature, and has no role in punishing people who don’t follow His rules. He doesn’t even decide moral conduct. He is—if you wish—the gubernatorial head of the world, with no influence on our body or our public life. You can believe in God if you want, and worship Him in private. Or don’t do anything at all. 

The Cartesian mind-body solution wasn’t meant to separate mind and body. It was meant to eliminate religion’s role in our lives without seeming to do so. History has played along the trajectory that this divide defines.

But the mind-body divide itself suffers from many problems. For example, we cannot convert sensations to geometry. The emotive aspect is not inferior to the rational aspect; it actually rules over rationality. Emotions are not just in the mind; they are also visible in our body as tones of speech, as tremors in the body, as changing blood pressure and heart rate, etc. To control the body, the mind must intervene in the geometry, but this begs the question: Which aspect of geometry? Does the mind expand and contract the distances and durations—in which case the law of energy conservation would be false? Does the mind bend and twist space—in which case matter would be created and destroyed? Does the mind produce new dimensions in space—in which case all of scientific laws would be false? Regardless of which type of geometric modification is chosen, there is no way that the mind can impact the body, without violating principles of geometry. Thus, after removing God from the world, science must also attack the mind, and hopefully try to reduce it to matter, call it a mystery, or a hallucination.

Now, one of two things is possible— (1) the mind is real, and matter is not res extensa and the laws of science are false, or (2) the laws of science are real, but because we cannot explain sensations, thoughts, judgments, and feelings based on geometry, therefore, such mental entities must be illusions. This mind-body dichotomy forces materialism upon people, because the very existence of the mind violates science. Then we either try to reject and ignore the existence of the mind, or we fail to explain it away using geometry, and just call it a ‘mystery’ without agreeing to revise science.

In Vedic philosophy, the world is like speech, and comprised of three aspects— (1) the words which symbolize meanings, (2) the grammar which structures this meaning into sentences, and (3) the tones which modify the cognitive meaning with emotive undercurrents. This speech exists as a possibility and is selected by the soul to become its cognitive experience. As the soul moves from one experience to another, its focus shifts from one sentence to another, and this ‘moving’ of consciousness is called the ‘change of body’—the past and the future sentences still exist as a possibility, and the present sentence is experienced. If we contrast this idea with the Cartesian mind-body divide, then (1) emotion is not just lust or devotion to God; it is objectively visible in the body and speech, (2) the fundamental property of the world and the observer is not geometry but meaning, (3) whatever we call ‘geometry’ is modified from the study of flat, open, and infinite space into a hierarchical, closed, and finite tree-like structure because meanings, grammar, and emotions are all organized from ‘higher’ to ‘lower’, (4) whatever we call the ‘laws’ of nature in science pertain not just to the motion of bodies, but also to the motion of the soul from one body to another, and (5) the latter are the laws of choice and responsibility, and thus morality is not just a natural law, but also the law that governs changing experiences.

In this process, all fundamental ideas underlying modern science—namely (1) the nature of space and time, (2) the idea of matter and force as geometry, (3) the idea of motion of physical objects, (4) the mathematical laws governing this motion, and (5) the separation of choice and responsibility from the physical world, are rejected in the Vedic description. This view of reality is then replaced by choice, possibility, and responsibility—the choice selects and rejects possibilities, and based on the selection and rejection it gets results and consequences: the results are seen immediately, but the consequences become possibilities to be reaped in the future. Our choices are ruled by our emotions; the cognition pertains to seeing the world as the possibility; and responsibility pertains to the relations with things that define our identity as roles. Choice, possibility, and responsibility, can thus, also be described as emotions, cognitions, and relations, respectively.

The ‘mind’ is defined as the ‘knower’ and more specifically as the many kinds of senses—that include the five senses of sense perception, the five senses of action, the four divisions of the ‘internal sense’ that perceives concepts, and judges them to be true, right, and good, and finally, a consciousness that controls them by accepting and rejecting the sensations (both internal and external). Conversely, the ‘body’ is redefined as ‘known’ and more specifically as ‘sense objects’ for the internal and external senses, as well as their properties. Due to hierarchy, the same thing can alternately be called an ‘object’ and a ‘property’, so we can just call them ‘sense objects’.

Thus, the ‘mind’ and ‘body’ of Western philosophy are replaced by ‘senses’ and ‘sense objects’ in Vedic philosophy, and the body comprises emotions, relations, and cognitions as sense objects, just like the mind comprises emotions, relations, and cognitions as the sense contents. Now, ‘science’ is redefined as the changes to three things—(a) the nature of the senses, (b) the nature of the sense objects, and (c) the connection between the senses and the sense objects, or between the knower and the known.

This ‘science’ can also be described rationally, but it involves a different kind of logic and mathematics. The mathematics, in which we can include numbers (as individual entities) and structures (as their hierarchical organization), describe the sense contents, the sense objects, and the relation between sense objects and sense contents, which leads to experience. Numbers and structures pertain to the world of possibilities. The logic then pertains to the evolution of possibilities, and the attachment of consciousness from one possibility to another—that creates the change in experience. 

In this logic, the senses can be described as questions and problems while the sense objects are described as answers and solutions to these problems. What we call ‘experience’ and ‘change’ is the combining and matching of questions to answers, or of problems to solutions. Some of these matches solve the problem, some of them exacerbate the problem, and some of them change the problem—i.e. lead to a new problem. Both problems and solutions have three aspects—a cognitive aspect, an emotive aspect, and a relational aspect. If the cognitive aspect of the problem is solved, then the matching of the problem and solution is ‘true’. If the matching of the problem and solution exacerbates the cognitive problem, then it is ‘false’. And if the matching of the problem and solution lead to a new cognitive problem, then match is ‘neither false nor true’ or ‘both false and true’. Likewise, if the matching of the problem and solution solve the emotive problem, then the match is ‘good’. If the matching exacerbates the emotive problem, then it is ‘bad’. And if the matching leads to a new emotive problem, then it is ‘neither good nor bad’ or ‘both good and bad’. Finally, if the matching of the problem and solution solves the relational problem, then it is ‘right’. If the match exacerbates the relational problem, then it is ‘wrong’. And if the match leads to a new relational problem, then it is ‘neither right nor wrong’ or ‘both right and wrong’. All judgments are thus relations between problems and solutions, and logic emerges from the encounter between real elements.

Now, if all three problems—cognitive, emotive, and relational—are solved simultaneously, then experience comes to an end, until a new problem is produced. Under this situation, the knower or the internal and external senses are ‘quietened’, and the person becomes ‘peaceful’. If one of these three problems are not solved, are exacerbated, or a new problem is produced, then the experience continues. But, if the problem is not solved, the previous experience becomes useless; if the problem is exacerbated, the previous experience becomes false, wrong, or bad; and if a new problem is produced, then the previous experience is neither good nor bad, neither true nor false, neither right nor wrong, or it could be both good and bad, both right and wrong, and both true and false. Our experience continues when the problem is not solved, when the problem is exacerbated, or when the problem is solved, but a new problem is produced by the solution.

What we call ‘logic’ is this complex dialectic between problems and solutions and creates the succession of the problems and solutions. This ‘logic’ changes the senses (e.g. when problems are exacerbated, or new problems are produced). This ‘logic’ changes the sense objects (e.g. when new answers are sought to the problems). And this ‘logic’ changes the connection between the senses and the sense objects (thus producing the experience of truth, right, and good, or knowledge, moral action, and happiness, or its very opposite, namely, false, wrong, and bad, or ignorance, immoral action, and suffering). The main conclusion from here is that ignorance, immoral action, and suffering cannot be separated. They are indeed three different types of things, but each can be the cause of the other, and each can be produced as an effect of the other. For instance, the quest for pleasure can produce immoral action, which is then justified by the ignorant ideas that our sole purpose of existence is the search for pleasure. Likewise, the ignorant idea that we exist only for our pleasure can lead to immoral action, which then leads to suffering. In brief, ignorance—which must be overcome through knowledge, through philosophy and science—is not merely the passive absence of the understanding of reality. It can also be actively pursued due to motivations for pleasure, or the absence of morality.

The critique of Western philosophy that I wanted to write would have countered the hopeless contradictions and inadequacies of the mind-body problem, the flawed and false ideas about matter, causality, space, time, and motion that exacerbate the contradictions and inadequacies as they are widely accepted, the problematic separation between truth, right, and good, and how focus on truth alone makes alternative thinking impossible.

But none of this can work, unless we address the root of all problems in modern Western philosophy and science, namely, that it arose out of its conflict with Christianity, and many of its unscientific and dogmatic ideas. These famously include the idea that the earth is flat, that human life, and indeed the earth is recently created, that the truth in religion must be established through power exerted by wars and conquest rather than by reason and understanding, and that a small group of nobility and priesthood preach austerity to the masses, while they lead a life of luxury and extravagance. The problems engendered by Christianity were unquestioned political power, societal disparities, and irrational and contrafactual ideas. In usurping the political power, reducing societal disparity, and returning to reason and fact, the baby was thrown out with the bathwater—the casualties of the European Enlightenment were God, the soul, morality, and all ‘big questions’ that had bothered and occupied philosophers for thousands of years. Change in ideas cannot emerge unless we throw the dirty bathwater and keep the baby. Keeping both or discarding both, leads to a problem.

The solution to the problem is understanding the true nature of God and the soul, morality and big questions, without the irrationality, unquestioned forced acceptance, and unfairness that previously accompanied these discussions. Over the centuries since European Enlightenment, many attempts have been made in this direction. Some of these accept the mind-body reciprocal influence, some argue that morality is natural rather than God-given, some even accept the soul, its transmigration, and liberation. All of them, however, have a problem with the idea of God, at least as a person who creates and controls the world. Therefore, all alternative religious ideologies—or “spiritual movements”—also tiptoe around Christianity, selectively choosing those ideas that they consider unproblematic, but always avoiding the elephant in the room—namely, the question of God. The outcomes of these alternatives are also predictable—they are not true rational alternatives to science, not good emotional substitutes for theistic religions, and not right replacements for an atheistic and immoral society. The more such attempts at truth, right, and good fail, the greater is the skepticism against any such alternative. The task therefore gets steeper with time.

But equally steep is our desire for utopia, especially as societal discrepancies mount, the investments in science begin to have diminishing returns, and the unhappiness and dissatisfaction in the individuals increases. All these are simultaneously coming to fruition at the present time. And this may then be the appropriate time to talk about the nature of utopia.

God is a sense of perfection and utopia in Vedic philosophy. He is the completion of knowledge, the fullness of happiness, and the embodiment of morality. In short, He is defined as truth, right, and good. I think most people approximately understand that God is goodness and righteousness (although despotic and tyrannical notions of God are not hard to find). The central question about God, even if we accept that God is beneficent and righteous, is whether the idea of God is true, and whether He exists! It is rather a simple question: Does utopia exist in reality or only in our minds? Can a perfect person exist, or are we merely dreaming of this perfection when all that we see in reality are selfish, ignorant, and immoral people?

In simple terms, the existence of God is a more important question than His goodness and righteousness. If God doesn’t exist, then the idea of God is false, and notions of goodness and righteousness are also imaginary. This world—however painful and immoral it may be—is the only one. We have no choice but to exist and survive in this world and to make the best use of the available resources to create the most comfortable life possible. For sure, it will never be perfect, as it has never been perfect in the past. But through harder endeavors we can make it better. This is the most optimistic view of life without God. The cynical view, in which there is no such thing as morality or truth, just our individualistic pursuit of pleasure, is a more likely conclusion to be obtained, when God is believed to not exist. 

Therefore, before talking about God, we must distinguish utopia from optimism and cynicism. If optimism declines, then we must choose between utter cynicism and perfect utopia. If optimism is high, then, both utopia and cynicism are rejected, and pragmatism about the present life is emphasized. This book caters to the presentation of the utopia of knowledge, happiness, and righteousness, but we will primarily focus upon knowledge. 

If we can say that knowledge of perfection is true, then we can say that the pursuit of the knowledge of that perfection is also a valid pursuit. If perfection is itself impossible, then it cannot be a goal in life. Therefore, this book focuses on describing the nature of that perfection. If we can understand perfection in one case, then we can extend it to other things. Knowledge is such a thing. It covers the entire world, because everything is potentially knowable, although it may not be known perfectly. By understanding how knowledge can be perfected, we also understand utopia. If such perfection is possible, then it can be viable goal. If that goal can be attained, then such attainment becomes the perfect purpose of life.

This brings me to why I wrote a book on the critique of Western philosophy and called it The Science of God. The simple reason is that all modern philosophy begins in the desire to remove God from the study of nature, or limit God’s role in this study, under the assumption that God is either unknowable, or at least unknowable rationally. Science, as the pursuit of rationality is then defined as being fundamentally opposed to the idea of God. To separate the powers of the Academia from the Church, their concerns had to be separated, which underlies the mind-body separation framework of thinking, which leads to numerous scientific and philosophical problems. But their solution cannot be proposed rationally because all scientists and philosophers assume that the subject of God must also be irrational. We cannot critique science and philosophy without talking about the alternative, and if that alternative requires us to introduce God, then the discussion can never be carried out unless we address the central problem: the irrationality of the idea of God. The topic The Science of God is aimed to address this central problem and show why this idea is the definition of rationality.

This discussion of rationality can be undertaken in the context of modern philosophy. I will show in this book that there are 12 dominant ideas about rationality which define what we mean by knowledge, and they divide into six pairs which seem mutually contradictory in modern thinking. The conflict between these 6 pairs of ideas undercuts all rationality. Therefore, we don’t have a good definition of what it is to be rational at present. 

The six pairs of ideas that I will discuss in this book, and which I will describe as the fundamental principles of rationality, are as follows:


		Consistency and Completeness, 

		Simplicity and Parsimony, 

		Necessity and Sufficiency, 

		Empirical and Rational, 

		Operationality and Instrumentality, 

		Stability and Originality.



 

Each of these principles often contradicts the other principles, and yet each of the principles is necessary because the other principles are inadequate and they do not adequately eliminate all that is not knowledge, nor do they effectively identify what knowledge is. For example, as knowledge gets more complete, it is also ridden with contradictions; if we remove contradictions, then we get incompleteness. As we make knowledge simple, we also make it very lengthy; as we make it short, we also make knowledge complicated. As we try to make knowledge sufficient, we produce unnecessary claims which can never be verified; but as we remove these unnecessary and unverifiable claims, our explanations become insufficient. As we collect more and more data, we make it impossible to analyze it rationally; as we get the ability to analyze rationally, we reduce the data. As we try to operationalize our knowledge, it becomes less and less instrumental in solving the day-to-day life problems; then as we try to make our knowledge instrumental in solving problems, we find that our theories can no longer be operationalized. As we talk about incremental progress in knowledge, we find that breakthroughs lie in originality; however, since originality produces instability, therefore, we seek the stability achieved via incremental progress.

What is knowledge? It is the coexistence of these opposites. It is completeness without inconsistency, parsimony without complexity, necessity without insufficiency, observation without irrationality, instrumentality without the inoperability, and originality without instability. Knowledge is perfect if all these contradictory qualities are present simultaneously. 

But is this only the perfection of knowledge? Or is it perfection itself? For instance, can we apply the idea of perfection to making a perfect car or a house? The answer is that if we know the principles of perfection, then we can apply them to anything—including building a perfect house or a car. But it is not as easy to understand the nature of perfection while studying a house or a car. Perfection is that the house or the car must be consistent, complete, simple, parsimonious, necessary, sufficient, rational, empirical, operational, instrumental, stable, and innovative. All cars and houses are aimed to be perfect, but they trade off one attribute for another, which represents imperfection. Things in this world become imperfect if they are unable to reconcile these contradictory requirements simultaneously. The fact that we can apply the idea of perfection to anything in the world allows us to elevate the perfection of knowledge into perfection of anything.

That elevation allows us to say that the knowledge of perfection is the perfection of knowledge. Because by knowing the nature of perfection, we can make everything perfect. By this knowledge, we can also judge if something is imperfect, and why it is so. The study of what makes knowledge perfect allows us to apply the ideas of perfection to anything, and the reason is that ‘knowing’ is the most fundamental concept. Just as knowing that what makes something mammal, also allows us to apply the same epithet to cows and horses, similarly, knowing what makes knowledge perfect defines perfection itself.

This is then what I mean by the ‘science’ of God. It is the investigation, analysis, and study of what makes something perfect. And once we know what the idea of perfection is, then we can call that idea God. God is, therefore, not just a perfect being; He is that being Whose definition is perfection. There isn’t a separate adjective of ‘perfection’ which stands apart from God and we use that adjective to judge whether God is perfect or not. If such an adjective exists apart from God, then we will ask ourselves: Why is God being judged by something other than God? Doesn’t that constitute a contradiction in the definition of God, as the Supreme Absolute Truth?

Therefore, all the adjectives that can be applied to God, must constitute God Himself. As a result, in Vedic philosophy, God is defined as knowledge itself, beauty itself, power itself, wealth itself, heroism itself, and renunciation itself. We don’t say that God is knowledgeable, beautiful, powerful, wealthy, heroic, and renounced, because that would mean that these qualities have a separate existence from God, and they are being used to judge God. By definition, God is the qualities by which He is described. In this book, I will summarize these six qualities as one idea—God is perfection. And these six qualities then define the meaning of the word ‘perfection’. We all aim to attain perfection in our lives, and we define it as the attainment of greater knowledge, wealth, power, heroism, beauty, and renunciation. God doesn’t need to become perfect, because He defines perfection itself.

The study of perfection involves the investigation of the conditions or criteria that define perfection. These qualities of perfection can be applied reflexively back to perfection itself to say that the definition of perfection itself satisfies all the attributes that are applied to call something perfect. For example, we can show how each criterion is consistent, but they are complete collectively. We can describe how each criterion is simple, and they are collectively parsimonious. We can delineate why each criterion is necessary, and they are collectively sufficient. We can demonstrate how each criterion is observable, but they are all collectively required to define what we mean by rationality. We can describe how each of the ideas is operational, and how they are instrumental. We can show how shifts from one attribute of perfection to another creates originality, but also how the shift brings greater stability in our knowledge. This is an objective definition of perfection.

To discuss perfection, we need a subject in the context of which we can discuss it. For example, we could discuss what makes houses and cars perfect, and then everyone will have to be aware of the mechanics of a car, or the architectural tenets underlying houses. This will prove to be harder, and not relevant to everyone. Therefore, I will not use houses and cars to study perfection. I will rather use ‘knowledge’ to do that. Knowledge is the most general concept, and it includes all concepts. Knowledge is also amenable philosophically and its nature has been debated endlessly for thousands of years. In contrast, very few people debate the perfection of cars and houses. Therefore, knowledge is an appropriate subject for discussing the nature of perfection. When we apply perfection to knowledge, we also define what it means to call something ‘knowledge’. Everything that doesn’t satisfy the criteria for perfection also cannot be called knowledge. And we cannot call that perfection a lie, a falsity, or non-existence, because then we would simply be left with imperfection, or the absence of knowledge. 

When we study the properties of perfection, then we can understand why something is imperfect. And by knowing that imperfection, we can find that thing which is perfect. In the same way, if we embark on knowing the perfection, then we can find that which is the perfection of knowing. The methods of philosophy lay down many contradictory criteria for knowing. All these criteria are important, but they cannot always be applied to everything, because these things are not the perfect and ultimate truth. The ultimate truth is that which reconciles these contradictions, and by that reconciliation of such opposites, it can be called the perfection of knowing. Knowing that perfection is therefore also the perfection of knowing.

In this way, the study of God is a rational subject. The perfect thing to be known is God, but because people say that perfection doesn’t exist, is elusive, or simply not well-defined, therefore, we can define God as perfection, and then study the different properties that constitute this perfectiveness. The discussion of perfectiveness involves philosophy. And the embodiment of this perfection is God. If we can define perfection, then we have defined God. And by knowing this definition, the possibility of God’s existence is established—it is the possibility of perfection. The next step is to explain how imperfection arises from the perfection, by removing aspects of this perfection. The imperfect world is a part of perfection, but not perfection itself. By studying the imperfect, we can also know the perfect. 

This idea of God’s existence hinges on the premise that the reader accepts the possibility of perfection and wants to understand how imperfection entails that something is missing from perfection. It is not necessary that you be so optimistic. You can also be cynical, and say: There is nothing called perfection, there is no such thing as perfect knowledge, it is not possible to know the nature of truth, and rationality is quite overrated. In that case, you are also welcomed to continue on your path of imperfection.

This book is meant for the cynic who may not believe in God although believes in perfection. The idea of God can be easily explained to such a cynic, rationally. This book is not meant for the cynic who either believes in God, but not in perfection (e.g. if the person believes that God is irrational, immoral, or jealous), or doesn’t believe in either of these two. In short, your belief of God is not important; your belief in perfection is important. If you believe in perfection, then God can be presented rationally. But if you don’t believe in perfection, then nothing at all can be discussed, because knowledge itself doesn’t have to be perfect, and whoever claims to know something cannot be judged by any standards of knowledge. Then if someone says that “I know God” the statement cannot be judged true or false, just as the statement “God doesn’t exist” cannot be called true or false.

In brief, if you are not a theist, that is not a problem that this book cannot address. But if you are not a perfectionist, or don’t believe in the possibility of perfection, then it is a problem that this book cannot solve.

One final note to the reader, who may have read some of my previous work. This book comes after a number of other books which have dealt with other topics, that generally did not discuss God so directly. Many of my previous books don’t mention God at all or mention Him to the extent necessary for the discussion of other topics, such as the nature of matter, the nature of the soul, the process of creation, and so forth. Having spent so much time describing these topics, why change the focus now?

The answer to this question is that reality in Vedic philosophy is said to comprise three categories—Purusha, Prakriti, and Jīvā, or God, Nature, and soul. My earliest books largely focused on Nature. Then I wrote a few books about the soul and used the idea of the soul to describe both soul and Nature. All that discussion is pertinent, and I will recapitulate it when necessary. I am now turning toward the third major category in Vedic philosophy—namely God. My method and style don’t change—i.e. don’t stop asking the hard questions, be relentless in questioning every idea, frame the problem and the solution in an accessible manner, and leave the reader in a better place than where they started. I apply this method to discuss the topic of God in way that I believe has not been done before—not just in my writing, but in any other that I’m aware of. I approach the God question in a way that open-minded people of other religions can also appreciate. 

What is perfection? When can we call something perfect? What conditions must something satisfy in order to be considered as being perfect? If you are not a cynic who believes that perfection is impossible, then this book will be useful for you. It describes the meaning of ‘perfection’. Once this definition is obtained, then it also describes how Vedic philosophy presents God as these very qualities of perfection. In short, God is the definition of perfection. He is not just perfect; He defines perfection itself.

The religious people can perfect their lives by worshipping perfection, meditating on perfection. And the philosophers, scientists, and academics can perfect their lives by discussing, debating, and analyzing perfection. Their paths and methods can differ, but if the goal is the understanding of perfection, then the goal is perfect, and it can make our lives perfect. This is then the meaning of the word “God”: the thing that is most perfect, and the science of God is the study of what we mean by perfection itself.


 

1: The Problem of Knowledge

 

The Definition of God

The Vedic scriptures describe God as the Absolute Truth that expands into many relative truths, and many ‘worlds’ are thereby created. These relative truths, or ‘worlds’, are the proofs of the truth, because from the understanding of the ‘world’, the source of the world—i.e. the Absolute Truth—is known. The proofs, however, are different from the truth, since a proof indicates an aspect of the truth but is not the full truth. Similarly, the world represents parts of the Absolute Truth, but is not itself that Absolute Truth. Ultimately, there is nothing else to be known other than the Absolute Truth; whatever we know in this world is the proof of the Absolute Truth. 

This idea can be illustrated by an example. Suppose the truth is a subject called ‘number’. To illustrate this truth there are hundreds of theorems about numbers that explicate their nature. All these theorems collectively prove the nature of ‘number’. Many of these theorems were at one time not proven, but people still believed their truth. Thus, these properties about ‘number’ existed even if their proofs did not. And yet, even if the proofs exist, they are not the fundamental truth; they are only describing the theorems, which in turn describe the properties of the numbers. Quite simply, number expands into theorems, which then expand into the proofs of the theorems, and the expansion describes the thing it has expanded from. Each theorem or proof describes some properties of the numbers, and all the theorems and proofs collectively explain what we mean by number. 

Since there are many theorems, therefore, we must be able to distinguish and sequence these theorems—the first theorem, the second theorem, the third theorem, etc. Similarly, we must be able to distinguish and sequence the steps in the proofs—the first step, the second step, the third step, etc. If we cannot distinguish and count the theorems or the steps, then we cannot know number. But in distinguishing and sequencing the theorems, we use numbers, and so we must assume the truth of numbers.

Thus, we can identify the two ways in which we use numbers, by calling them description and demonstration. There is an abstract truth called ‘number’ which expands into some properties {P}, which expand into some theorems {T}, which expand into some steps {S}. Then, {P} is a description of number, {T} is a description of {P}, and {S} is a description of {T}. However, even as {P}, {T}, and {S} are expanding from ‘number’, we must be able to count—i.e. distinguish and sequence—the properties, theorems, and the steps. In such counting, we also assume numbers. Hence, we can say that {P}, {T}, and {S} also demonstrate the properties of number.

The ‘number’ can exist even if we don’t know its properties. The properties can be known even if we don’t frame theorems about them. And the theorems can be known even if there are no proofs validating them. However, when properties, theorems, and proofs exist, then they must use ‘number’. Due to this peculiar property, we can say that ‘number’ transcends its properties, the properties transcend the theorems, and the theorems transcend their proofs. But, since numbers are used to distinguish and count the properties, theorems, and proofs, therefore, numbers are immanent in them. As a result, we get two contradictory notions about numbers: they are transcendent, and they are immanent. To know numbers, we must assume numbers and use them. In that sense, the description of numbers, which refers or points to a transcendent reality, must also demonstrate the numbers.

 The same idea is explained in Vedic texts by stating that the Absolute Truth is knowledge and the relative truths are the expansions of knowledge. The relative truths are the ‘world’, which can be compared to the properties, theorems, and proofs of ‘number’. Each of these expansions describes the previous expansion, and ultimately the Absolute Truth. But, in so describing, everything assumes the Absolute Truth. Therefore, the Absolute Truth is transcendent to its expansions. And yet, the Absolute Truth is immanent in all the expansions, because we cannot know the expansion unless we presuppose the Absolute Truth. Since the expansion presupposes the source, therefore, they demonstrate this truth, and they describe it. The description cannot exist without the demonstration and vice versa. So, these two are not mutually exclusive, and yet, they are distinct. By the principle of demonstration, since everything is expanded from knowledge, therefore, it is also knowledge. But it is referential knowledge in the sense that it describes a truth beyond itself. However, since it cannot describe this truth without using the truth, therefore, what is described is also demonstrated, and the truth being described becomes immanent in the description. This immanence allows us to call even the ‘proof’ as some ‘truth’, but it is not the original truth. In the same way, we can say that everything in this world constitutes knowledge, but it is not the original knowledge from which it has been expanded.

Quite simply, there is a transcendent idea called ‘knowledge’, like there is a transcendent idea called ‘number’. This idea then expands into many instances of knowledge, just like ‘number’ expands into many theorems. The one becomes many, however, the one is also immanent in the many. 

Thus, the Absolute Truth is explained by describing the three ways of understanding it, called Brahman, Paramātma, and Bhagavan. Bhagavan is the transcendent truth—like the idea ‘number’. Brahman is the expansion of Bhagavan, like properties, theorems, and proofs are expansions of number. And Paramātma is the immanent truth inside these expansions, just like the properties, theorems, and proofs can be counted using numbers.

This idea can also be made more intuitive by how we use grammar. The books on grammar describe a subject—grammar—that stands apart from the book. And yet, to describe the grammar, the sentences in the book must use grammar. The subject called ‘grammar’ is transcendent. The book is the expansion of the grammar. And the grammar is embedded inside the book. By using grammar, the book describes grammar. If grammar did not exist, then the book cannot come into existence. But when the book exists, then it describes grammar, and although the book also uses grammar, it is not grammar itself. You read the book not to know the book, but to learn grammar. The grammar is transcendent, and the grammar is immanent.

In knowing the world—i.e. grammar, theorems, proofs, and steps—we must satisfy the conditions that make something ‘knowledge’. These conditions are just like the properties of ‘number’ or the ‘rules’ of grammar. The properties of number are immanent in the theorems, proofs, and steps, and the rules of grammar are immanent in the sentences that describe the grammar. If these properties and rules are not satisfied, then we cannot call something ‘knowledge’. For example, if the sentences in the book on grammar do not satisfy the rules of grammar, then we would say that the book on grammar is ungrammatical, and hence it cannot be ‘knowledge’. Likewise, if steps in the proof were jumbled such that the first step was made the last step, and the last step was made the first step, then we would say that this sequence of steps is not a proof, and hence it cannot be ‘knowledge’.

In short, whatever is ‘grammar’ and ‘number’ must exist in the description of grammar and number, otherwise, those things are not grammatical and not numbered, and hence they cannot be representations of grammar and number. If we replace ‘grammar’ and ‘number’ with ‘knowledge’, then whatever doesn’t follow the properties and rules of knowledge cannot be called knowledge. This requires us to distinguish the object called ‘number’, ‘grammar’, ‘knowledge’ from the properties of these objects. The properties can exist in other objects too, and they must exist for them to describe their respective objects. If the property described by a book or a sentence doesn’t exist in the book or sentence that describes it, then whatever the book or sentence describes, cannot be called a description of that property.

If this idea seems difficult, then we can employ a completely physical example. Let’s suppose that we are measuring the weight of an object using a weighing scale. The measured object has some weight, but the weighing scale must also have some weight. If the weighing scale had no weight, then it could not measure weight. In this case, the weighing scale is the description of the weight of the object it measures, and it must also have the properties that it is describing in the object. Thus, from the perspective of the scale, the property of weight is both transcendent and immanent. The immanence means that the weighing scale can also be weighed using another weighing scale, so it satisfies the conditions of possessing a weight. 

You might say that we are just twisting words. If we use physical examples, then there must be something wrong with the way we are using language. This is not true. A weighing scale indicates two properties: (1) its own mass, and (2) the mass of the object it measures; there is a difference between the weight it possesses and the weight it describes. The described weight is transcendent, and the possessed weight is immanent. Physics theories don’t use this terminology because they convert the ‘described weight’ into acceleration—according to gravitational theory, an object pushes another weight and causes it to accelerate, and the amount of acceleration is due to the described weight. Thus, the second way of using the word ‘weight’ is converted into a different word— ‘acceleration’. The problem is not solved, but it is obfuscated. I am only clarifying what is obfuscated within a physics theory. 

Now, we can replace the concept ‘weight’ with the idea ‘knowledge’. This concept can be applied to anything because everything is knowable, and by knowing it, we get knowledge. However, before we know anything, we must know the criteria for calling something knowledge—i.e. we must know the meaning of the concept ‘knowledge’. The concept ‘knowledge’ can be applied to anything—e.g. you can say that knowing the weight is also knowledge. However, knowledge is not a weight. Therefore, in one sense, everything is an instance of knowledge, because they are different types of knowing. And yet, none of these instances are the criteria for something to be called knowledge. Thus, even if something is not a weight, it can still be knowable. However, if something is not knowable, then it also cannot be a weight. As a result, knowability is embedded inside the property of being a weight. And weight is a part of everything that is knowable. And yet, knowing the weight is knowledge, however, knowledge is not a weight.

If the concept of knowing still seems difficult, then it is because all concepts are difficult. They follow what we can call a non-dualistic logic, which must be contrasted to the conventional dualistic logic. Dualistic logic is based upon the separability of things: Each thing is different from the other thing, and each thing is only one thing; it is upon this basis that we develop the notions of identity and difference. However, when we use concepts, this separability begins to break down. For example, to counter the idea that each thing is different from the other thing, we can say that there are two apples; each apple is different from the other apple, but as the representations of the idea ‘apple’, they are also identical. Likewise, to counter the idea that each thing is only that thing, we can ask: What about the concept apple? It exists in many apples, which are different from each other, so the concept apple has millions of representations, and yet, as the concept that is represented, it is one thing. Again, that one thing is not only one thing.
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