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Now, therefore, it is time to inquire into the Absolute.
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Preface

 

The rise of science has created a fierce debate between creationists and evolutionists1. The evolutionists argue that the material universe came to its present form step by step over billions of years, while the creationists claim that it was created by God all at once. Creationists and evolutionists also differ in their claims about the age of the universe. But perhaps the biggest difference lies in the role they attribute to consciousness. Consciousness, in the evolutionist account, has come late in the existence of the universe, while consciousness in the creationist accounts existed prior to matter. In fact, in Vedic philosophy, consciousness creates objects from matter.

Science presently has no clear explanation for consciousness, but the evolutionist claims that we will get to that account eventually, based on advances in neuroscience and brain biology. This brings up questions about what in matter will explain consciousness, and the many types of experiences it generates, such as meanings, feelings, free will, personality and the sense of identity. There is also the question of whether experiences are entirely subjective, or they have objective counterparts in the body. If there are counterparts, then how are the mind and body interacting? Note how these questions are not merely of interest to creationists, but also to mainstream modern scientists. A solution to these problems, however, requires a different view of matter than what is prevalent in current science.

Attempts to bring alternative perspectives on matter into science have failed. There are serious questions about whether an alternative account will significantly alter the way matter is currently described or will merely reinterpret the currently well-established concepts. Thus far, alternative approaches have only offered reinterpretations, sometimes claiming that scientific concepts were foreseen by religious philosophies in the past. This isn’t very helpful to the cause of either science or religion. As far as the more dramatic revisionist approaches are concerned, they have never really taken off.

I will argue in this book that the reason the revisionist accounts haven’t worked is because we haven’t properly understood the nature of this revision. This revision is described in Vedic accounts of creation, which include a detailed theory of matter. Unlike science, which describes matter in relation to other material objects, Vedic theories describe matter in relation to the observer’s capabilities of perception. While current science describes the world in terms of quantities (such as temperature, mass and speed), the observer perceives the world in terms of types (sensations such as color and taste, concepts such as yellow and bitter, actions such as walking and talking). The types that exist in nature, in Vedic philosophy, are the types that consciousness can potentially perceive. Thus, the Vedic theory does not derive consciousness from matter but matter from consciousness. This viewpoint is not just different from current science, but it weaves mind and matter together in a more coherent way than other religious traditions or scientific theories currently known. 

In the Vedic account, mind, intelligence, meanings, emotions and sensations are all material, although they are different types of matter than the things that we can see, touch, taste and smell. These material varieties are further distinct from consciousness, which creates these categories. According to the Vedas, these different varieties of matter are created by reflecting the abilities of consciousness into matter. For instance, the material world consists of concepts and actions in just the manner that consciousness can know and act. The material world contains truth and other judgments in the manner in which consciousness can judge. Matter reflects intentions in just the way we experience intentionality. Many other aspects and abilities of consciousness are similarly embedded in matter during the process of creation. Vedic philosophy states that an eternal primordial matter is differentiated into several objective categories when the experiential abilities in the conscious observer are reflected in matter.

The conscious observer however is eternal and is never created or destroyed. Primordial, undifferentiated matter is also eternal, although the differentiated categories in matter, which arise due to the reflection of the abilities of consciousness in matter, are not eternal. Material categories include objective realities such as things, ideas, meanings and mental states, but the soul is subjective. The soul represents the ability for choice whereas matter represents the possible types of experiences. The soul’s abilities for varieties of experience are the source of the material differentiations and without the soul matter is undifferentiated. The ability for choice cannot be reduced to matter although the effects of choice can be observed within matter. In that sense, the study of matter can indicate properties of consciousness while not reducing consciousness to matter. 

Modern scientific theories portray a picture of reality devoid of choice. They argue that choice is emergent, epiphenomenal and a post-hoc explanatory addendum to changes that happen automatically according to the laws of nature. In the Vedic view, choice is fundamental and cannot be reduced to matter. In fact, consciousness divides and organizes matter through its choices. Nature is governed by moral laws of choice which current science abstracts as physical laws of matter by eliminating the observer out of the study. This elimination creates explanatory gaps which current science has been unable to fill. The study of laws related to choices and how choice interacts with material possibilities represents an alternative theory of matter. This theory is also a complete and consistent science.

There are several differences between the Vedic view and that of modern science in how they approach the question of origins. In modern science, the universe is the outcome of a big bang, and galaxies are created when the universe expands and cools down. In the Vedic account, God creates the universe by reflecting meanings in His consciousness into matter. Creation is described in the Vedas similar to the creation of artistic products like books and paintings. The universe is the product of a creative urge in the creator by which He externalizes His personality into matter. Notions of God’s personality and His nature therefore precede the existence of the universe.

The Vedic account of reality resonates with modern scientific accounts in many places, though these two accounts have very different conceptual foundations. With some effort, the similarities in these two accounts can be clarified and Vedic ideas can be used as intuitive grounds for new scientific theories. The Vedas also describe theories of mind, intelligence and personality, which are emerging fields in current science. The Vedic account can prove useful in building scientific theories within the emerging fields, but it requires one to subscribe to a semantic view of matter different from the current physicalist view. In other words, even to scientifically understand the mind, we have to revise our understanding of the body and its functioning. Vedic theories of creation give us an alternate account of the relationship between mind and matter, which is based on semantic rather than physical properties in matter. Matter itself is described semantically in the Vedas, and these differences highlight the possibility for a new type of material science and technology, which is based on the manipulation of meanings rather than matter.

The Vedic view weaves notions about the ethics and morality of conscious choices within the theory of matter because, ultimately, all objects are created due to choices of consciousness. The choices of consciousness represent its free will but this will is not without responsibility. The relation between a choice and its effects is studied within science as the relation between state preparation and measurement. But beyond these effects are the moral consequences associated with the actions themselves. When modern science restricts itself to the effects of causes it advances the idea that there is nothing good and bad, right and wrong in nature. Science deals in the judgments of truth, not the judgments of rightness or goodness. 

The Vedic view incorporates moral judgments in its descriptions of matter because it directly studies choices and their effects not just on matter but also on the actor. This moral ‘science’ is different from material science, but like material science, it is empirical and has effects that can be studied scientifically. The Vedas apply a threefold distinction in consciousness—existence, activity and pleasure—to the study of matter. Descriptions of existence are true or false, actions are right or wrong and pleasure is good or bad. This broader philosophical framework in Vedic philosophy allows us to integrate questions of morality with an objective study of matter. 

Unlike material laws that act upon objects, the moral laws act on the conscious observer. Like physical force transforms objects, our actions transform our experiences and the abilities for experience. This is intuitively well understood even today, although there is no scientific theory that explains the consequences our actions have on consciousness and its abilities to know and enjoy matter.

Vedic philosophy on creation is not always easy to grasp and its expositions have often been confusing to the lay person. These confusions are caused by a multitude of difficult concepts, which tend to overwhelm the novice. I have, in this book, tried to address this by using everyday intuitions, Western philosophy and commonsense ideas to explain Vedic concepts. This book shows how Vedic descriptions constitute a cohesive and coherent theory of reality spanning questions of matter, mind, intelligence, the unconscious and consciousness. This hopefully makes the book useful to those who may have been puzzled by Vedic descriptions in the past.

The Vedas describe the material creation as a two-part process. The first part concerns general principles, which I will cover in this book. The principles illustrate key philosophical views on the nature of the world, its relation to the creator, God, and how the universe originates when meanings in God’s consciousness are reflected in matter. The second part concerns the material objects such as planets, species, and things, which I will not cover here. The Vedas describe that the material creation is comprised of multiple “universes,” which differ not in the general principles of the universal creation, but in the type of material objects, namely, galaxies, species and things. In this sense, while principles transcend the individual universes, creations in them are unique. In this book, I cover principles, and defer the study of actual creations to a later work.

All spiritual philosophies distinguish between a material and a spiritual reality; the Vedic philosophy is no exception. In Vedic philosophy, God plays a preeminent role in both these realities. He is said to be the controller and enjoyer of both worlds. However, there is a considerable difference in the nature of His control and enjoyment in the two cases. While the Vedas are monotheistic, different ‘expansions’ of God are said to control and enjoy the material and spiritual realities. This book is almost exclusively about the material reality. Unless otherwise explicitly stated, all references to God are meant to refer to His form that controls the various material universes.

The idea that God creates the material universes poses difficulties for many theologians who struggle with the following apparent paradox. The paradox is that if God is benevolent and beautiful then why would He create a universe containing ugliness and suffering? The atheists argue that if God creates the ugly and painful world then He must be ugly and sadistic, and thus He could not be the benevolent and beautiful creator that the religionists claim Him to be. If, on the other hand, God is only beauty and kindness, then what is the origin of the ugliness and pain so pervasive in the material world? 

In Vedic philosophy, the spiritual and material worlds are created due to two different kinds of needs in God: the need to know Himself as He is and as He is not. These are complementary forms of knowing a thing, and they constitute the complete understanding of God. However, the negative aspect of knowledge is not considered the primary form of knowing. The material creation is the outcome of God’s negation, and it does not always exist. This negation is perceived as the opposition and strife between different things in the material universe. The differences in the spiritual creation are, however, not opposed; they are merely different alternatives. God is said to be the origin of all diversity, but this diversity exists as oppositions (or duality) in the material world while the same diversity is perfectly reconciled (as non-duality) in the spiritual world. 

Impersonal interpretations of Vedic philosophy treat this non-duality as non-diversity while personal interpretations view non-duality as non-contradiction. This book adopts the personalist viewpoint, and describes shortcomings in the impersonal view.  

The pain and strife in the material world is therefore an outcome of traits in God, but it is not a true reflection of God as He is because the diversity is created due to a negation in the process of creation.  The material world represents everything that God is not. What God is and what He is not are in one sense aspects of the same person, and yet they are expressed in two different ways. The Vedas state that these two forms are like milk and yogurt; yogurt is also milk but it has been transformed from sweetness to sourness. Except for this subtle difference, the material and spiritual worlds are created according to the same principles, and the study of the material world can enlighten us about the nature of the spiritual world.

The important takeaway from this viewpoint about the two types of creation is that the material world can also be understood as God’s expression of knowledge and pleasure, although it represents God’s self-negation and self-denial. Like an inverted tree, whose roots are above and the leaves are below, the material creation is an inversion of the spiritual creation. We cannot fully understand the inverted tree without understanding the upright tree, and in that sense without using the language of the spiritual creation, we cannot understand the manner in which the material creation comes about. This also means that the same language must be used for both descriptions, although with the caveat that the material creation is inverted. This viewpoint explains why the material universe has strife and suffering, even though God is benevolent and beautiful. 

The writing in this book is philosophical—in a specific Vedic sense. Philosophy in the West takes worldly facts to be a given, and builds theories of worldly facts. Philosophy in the Vedic sense takes the Vedas to be the given and builds theories to explain Vedic statements. Western and Vedic philosophies therefore differ in their starting point or what they regard to be the “given”. Nevertheless, the Vedas touch upon everyday experiences as evidences for the constructed theories. Those familiar with the philosophical study of the Vedas know that there are six main schools of Vedic philosophy, each based upon references from the Vedas. These are called Sāńkhya, Yoga, Vaiśeṣika, Nyāya, Vedānta and Mīmāṃsa. Each school or sub-school is a theistic interpretation of the Vedas and employs the Vedic aphorisms to build an encompassing outlook and consistent ideology about the universe. Each of these six schools focuses upon a specific aspect of the Vedic philosophy. For instance, Sāńkhya focuses on a theory of cognition, Vaiśeṣika on a theory of atomism, Nyāya on logic and methods of argumentation, Yoga on mediation, Vedānta on the nature of truth or reality and Mīmāṃsa on ritualistic practices. I will be doing the same for the process of creation in the Vedas. 

Although this practice of philosophy is dissimilar to practices by the same name in the Western world—where the facts about the world are taken as ‘given’—they are the continuation of a now somewhat broken Vedic tradition. Philosophy in the Vedic view is the attempt to understand the statements of Vedic texts, by articulating a philosophy and worldview underlying these texts, and making it more intuitively amenable to the human understanding. When the worldview of the Vedic texts is grasped, its statements are better understood. Therefore, the Vedic notion of philosophy as the attempt to understand the world is divided into two parts—(a) the attempt to understand Vedic texts, and (b) the understanding of the world that follows from the Vedic texts. In practice, these are not entirely disparate steps; as we understand the worldview in Vedic texts, we also begin to naturally understand the nature of the world as well.

 


Chapter 1: Why Creationism?

 

There was neither death nor immortality then. There was not distinction of day or night. That alone breathed windless by His own power. Other than that there was not anything else. Darkness was hidden by darkness in the beginning. All this was an indistinguishable sea. 

—Rig Veda, Creation Hymn

The Problem of Origin

A key philosophical question related to the problem of creation is “Why should something be created?” or “Why is there something rather than nothing?” Philosophers who ask this question may not necessarily doubt that the world presently exists, although Solipsists during Greek times did question it. They are instead looking for rational grounds for something to be created into this present form of existence. We know that the world around us is changing. Things are created and destroyed. The nations, communities, cultures and organizations to which we presently belong were created at some point in time. Could it be that this gigantic universe was also created at some point in history? If yes, how was the universe created?  

It has been customary to treat the problem of creation as a problem of change taken to its logical extreme. We see that new things are created through a process of material change. The philosopher therefore supposes that there must be some change before the beginning of the universe that caused the creation of matter and the universe. But, if the present universe is comprised of everything that exists, then what existed prior to the universe? If the visible universe is everything that exists, then the universe must come from nothing. 

Greek philosophers were aware of this problem and the question of origin was debated in this context for nearly two thousand years without much of a useful outcome. In recent times, therefore, the question has changed. Now, we don’t ask “How was matter created?” We rather ask “What caused the universe to appear in its present form, given that matter in some form already existed?” This approach preempts questions about the origin of matter and focuses upon giving matter a form—its current form. Matter in this view is eternal and not created. Matter is, however, given a form. The idea that matter is eternal arose along with the development of science when Newton wriggled himself out of nearly two millennia of paralyzing Greek questions concerning the origins of material existence by saying that science should study changes and not existence. Newton’s point was that we cannot debate the origin of matter and energy. We can only speak about the changes to matter and energy given that these already exist in some form in the universe.

From what we can know from within the universe, questions about changes to form can be tackled better than questions about the origin of matter. And yet, questions about the origins of matter are very tempting for some. Indeed, this is one primary area of methodological and ideological conflict between scientific and religious views of creation. In science, matter and energy are eternal, although they can be interconverted. The appearance of the universe is a transformation of energy, not its creation. Most religionists however think that God created the universe, which involved the creation of matter and the laws governing it. They are therefore involved with the question of what precedes matter and causes matter to exist. 

I will not debate whether matter is eternal or not, because the eternality of matter is assumed in Vedic philosophy. Similar to the scientific view, in the Vedic view matter is transformed from an ‘unmanifest’ or ‘dormant’ stage to a ‘manifest’ or ‘active’ stage. The primary difference between scientific and Vedic ideologies is how this transformation takes place. Scientists today hypothesize that matter acquires a form through a random fluctuation in empty space-time, which is, by itself, originally formless. In other words, the creation of form is a chance event. The Vedic view says instead that the forms in matter have an origin in the fundamental capabilities of consciousness to sense, use, know, judge, intend and enjoy. Consciousness embeds its abilities to know and act into matter. The primary difference between these two viewpoints is that consciousness arrives late in the universe in the scientific view, after billions of years of matter developing into sophisticated forms, while in the Vedic view consciousness exists from the very beginning and creates forms.

In modern times, the question about the origin of form has been debated for several decades between design creationists and evolutionists. The design creationist says that the laws of nature hold sway over matter—in exactly the same way that current science has discovered—but the laws of nature allow many phenomena to occur, not all of which are determined by the physical laws of nature. Biological species, specifically, are underdetermined by the laws of physics. For these species to arise in the form that we see them, enormous amounts of information is needed, which cannot be created randomly. This information, the creationist maintains, is an element of design by God2. The design takes place within the laws of nature and overcomes the information gap needed to create complexity. 

The evolutionist rebuttal to this argument is that our universe is a rare event. It is highly improbable but given enormous universal timescales, anything—even a small probability—becomes reality. 

A stronger version of the design argument, therefore, sees the hand of God in the laws of nature themselves. Physicists know that the formation of atoms, molecules and other complex structures depends on the values of natural constants. If these constants were even fractionally different than what they are, things that we see in the present universe would not exist. The values of these constants, the design creationist claims, are not random occurrences, but an element of design by God. The materialist rebuttal to this view is that material properties and laws appear through a step-by-step symmetry breaking in a multi-dimensional space. The design creationist however asks how that multi-dimensional space came into being. Such a complex mathematical structure is, after all, not “nothing” and the information needed to create such a mathematical structure had to have had a source. In recent times, this problem has become further compounded by the postulate of multiple universes which could differ slightly in terms of natural constants. The values of natural constants, the materialist claims, are perhaps an accident of our present universe; in another universe, these values would be different. 

The debate between creationists and evolutionists rages on because they appear to interpret the same facts—namely, empty space-time, physical laws and natural constants in these laws—in two different ways. The evolutionist says that these facts about nature are a coincidence of time and infinite possibilities allowed by modern mathematical theories, but the creationist claims that they are elements of God’s design. It seems to me that this debate cannot be settled without bringing additional ideas to the question itself.

The key missing piece in this debate is a lack of clarity in how we conceive information. The manner in which science conceives information is different from how observers perceive it. Science describes object states in relation to other objects while we perceive these states in relation to our minds and senses. For instance, science will measure temperature using a thermometer and produce values such as 50oC while the senses will measure the same temperature and produce types such as hot or cold. The mind and senses attribute to the world semantic information rather than physical states. The fundamental difference between these two notions about information is very important because if the type-based description is true, then we would be hard-pressed to ignore the necessity of the observer because our method of observing changes the nature of reality.

Before we get into the creation-evolution debate, therefore, let us define the difference between physical and semantic information. What is semantics and how is it different from the physical states? Semantics can be broken down into at least three distinct ideas. 

First, it is the ability in matter to hold information about other objects; the human world is characterized by the existence of thinking minds which hold information about the world. But minds are not the only stores of information. Books, paintings, music and sciences, which are descriptions of other things, also store information and our commonsense view says that we can hold information about other things within matter. However, no physical theory supports this idea. In all physical theories, matter provides information about itself, not about other objects. Thus, books, music, paintings and mathematical theories of nature are meaningless physical entities, to which we attribute meaning. But how can we attribute meanings to things if we are also material? The aboutness of semantic information is one key area of difference between semantic and physical information. 

Second, the manner in which sciences postulate the existence of reality is different from how we perceive that reality. Science says that reality is mass, charge and frequency, which we perceive as taste, touch and smell. Semantic information pertains to how we perceive the world, which is different from how current science describes reality. Our commonsensical view attributes our perceptions back to reality. For example, if the apple is perceived as red, round and sweet by us, we must be able to talk about the apple in terms of how we perceive it rather than as physical concepts of mass, charge, energy, momentum, etc. which we don’t perceive. In performing physical measurements, we perceive detector clicks and pointer movements, which are different from mass, energy or momentum. Every physical concept must be mapped to perceptions for science to be empirical, but the language used to describe matter and perceptions are quite different. Science employs the language of perception while describing observations but discards this language while forming theories of matter. Matter, in current science, must be described in terms of its relation to other objects, not in relation to observers. This gap between theory and experiment within science has never been bridged. We see pointer movements and hear detector clicks but interpret them as values of energy or mass. Every perception is typed, but science converts these types to quantities. For example, a sound may be loud or soft. In modern science, there is only one type—frequency—which has two different values that correspond to our perception of loud and soft. The gap between physical and semantic information is whether we describe nature in terms of types or quantities. 

Third, science studies the properties of individual material objects but the everyday world attributes new properties to collections of such objects which can’t always be reduced to the parts themselves. For instance, a plank of wood becomes a leg only when it is part of the chair, but not when outside of it. Biologists habitually describe the living body in terms of organs with functions while the materialist sees it as nothing more than atoms, molecules and their states. In the way that a plank of wood is not a leg outside the whole chair, chemicals are not organs outside the whole. While the physical states studied in science are states of the individual objects, the functional concepts we apply to them are properties of the collection of objects. Physical information is always about the individual parts while semantic information is generally about the relation between a part and the whole. Thus, meanings are defined collectively: something is a car only in relation to a driver, a road, a place to go, and the desire to go. Something is food in relation to a stomach, the desire to eat food, and the will to survive and lead a healthy life. Thus far, we know how to measure physical properties of individuals, but we still do not know how to associate these individual physical properties with meanings in the context of whole systems. This is another important area of semantic vs. non-semantic difference.

Semantics requires information to refer to other objects, to employ types rather than quantities, and to carry meanings which arise in contexts. These are problems not of religion, but of how matter is described in science. Accordingly, the roots of the debate between materialism and creationism lie in everyday intuitions about how the mind refers to things, cognizes the world in terms of types and sees new properties in collections, while science studies things-in-themselves, describes them in terms of physical quantities, and reduces collections to parts. The apparent conflict between these two descriptions would disappear if nature indeed had referential properties, could be described by types and had new properties that arise in collections. Since all these are within the scope of science, the answer to the question of whether religion has anything to offer to science is positively yes. What religion has to say is that there is another way to describe nature, namely in terms of references, types and collections with which we are familiar from everyday experience, but which does not exist in current science. The formation of theories that describe nature in new ways would not be any less empirical. If these theories make new predictions, beyond the reach of current science, then they would change our view of reality from things to meanings. A meaning can be objectified in matter, but its origin cannot be settled without reference to consciousness. In that specific sense, the origin of the universe requires the existence of consciousness which objectifies its choices as objects, by embedding meanings within matter. 

 

The Physical Basis of Meanings

One of the problems in semantics is that concepts by which objects are described individually differ from concepts by which they are described collectively. Material objects acquire new properties when aggregated into collections. These new properties are not just features of the whole system; rather, they are features of the individuals within the whole. Whether or not an object is part of a collection makes a difference to that object. The most important question at this time is: What do we mean by a collection? In current science, matter is situated in space-time, which does not have boundaries. Science loosely uses the concept of a system, which is a bounded area of space-time, but the concept of a boundary does not enter physical theories in any meaningful way. Objects inside and outside the boundary are the same. If there are no boundaries in space, and all matter exists in an infinite expanse of space-time, then how can we speak about systems in physical or even biological sciences?

This is a new facet about information that has gone unnoticed and undetected in both creationist and evolutionist accounts. Let’s suppose for the moment that there is nothing material about the boundary that divides matter into systems. Let’s say that these boundaries are properties of the observer that divide matter into macroscopic objects. Once matter has been aggregated into collections, each member of the collection has new properties that did not exist prior to the drawing of the imaginary boundary. The ability to draw boundaries in space-time therefore has real semantic consequences, even though we don’t equate these into physical effects. What if the ability to draw boundaries had physical effects? This basic insight forms the basis of an elaborate theory of mind-body interaction in Vedic philosophy. The mind conveys its choices by drawing boundaries, which creates new properties within matter. The boundary cannot be seen, but we can speak of it objectively.

In Vedic philosophy, mind and matter interact through the subtle element called Ether. Mind does not control matter directly. Rather, it changes ‘forms’ in Ether, which in turn change properties in matter. One of the fundamental aspects of the mind is that it divides the universe into parts. We commonly encounter this fact in our efforts to know the world where we break complex things down into parts, until we can comprehend the parts. This division of the universe into parts is somewhat arbitrary and governed by our ways of thinking and using the world. There is no reason for me to think that the table in front of me is a unitary object, which I can use for reading and writing, different from the air that surrounds it. For the ant on the table, the table may not be a unitary object and table drawers can be seen as different from the table. For me, the meaning of the drawer is given in relation to the table as a whole. Our ability to attribute concepts to matter depends on our ability to divide matter into macroscopic objects. The parts get their meaning from the nature of the whole, which is also a part within a bigger whole, etc. 

 If the observer’s ability to draw boundaries in space has an effect on reality, then the existence of functional parts and wholes can be attributed to the observer’s ability to draw those boundaries. These boundaries cannot be seen, although their existence has physical and empirical consequences. By drawing boundaries in different ways, matter is aggregated and disaggregated into macroscopic objects in many ways. The properties of the parts are a consequence of how the mind has drawn the boundary. Now, the fact that something is a table leg is not an accident. It is rather the product of drawing a boundary between the table and the rest of the world and dividing the table functionally into different types of parts. Scientists often describe macroscopic objects as systems, although object boundaries have no role in current scientific theories. By adding the notion of macroscopic boundaries—that exist in space, and yet are invisible to sense perception—it is possible to bridge the current gap between semantic and non-semantic ideas about matter. Semantic units arise when matter is divided by boundaries and aggregated into wholes. Without boundaries, matter is just non-semantic particles.

That semantics arises inside closed boundaries is an idea that can be applied to ordinary macroscopic systems and to the universe as a whole—a closed universe must be a semantic system. Like a human body is divided into a set of functions, which make sense collectively within the boundary of the body, Vedic philosophy divides the universe into functional parts. The universe as a whole is thus sometimes compared to a virata-purusha or a cosmic person. Although there is no single consciousness that inhabits the cosmos like a soul inhabits the whole body, the cosmos is still treated like a single ‘body’. The notion of a cosmic person is an extension of the idea that every closed system is divided into functionally distinct parts. If the universe is a closed system, then, like every closed system, it must also be comprised of functional parts. Parts of the universe will be distinct like the head, throat, heart, stomach, hands and legs in a human body. This functional treatment of the universe hinges on the idea that closed systems are semantic systems, and meanings arise automatically within closed systems. The only assumption we need in order to treat the universe semantically is that the universe is closed.

The notion of closed systems and the fact that they give rise to semantic properties leads us to a new view of space, different from the one used in current science. In a non-semantic space, a location in space denotes a different object, but not necessarily a different type of object. In classical physics, for instance, all particles are identical types of objects. Current science distinguishes matter as different existents, but not as different types. In this science, we see two particles, and say that they exist in different locations, although they are of the same type (i.e. they are both particles). This view has its roots in the notion that locations in space identify different existents, but not distinct types. The causal laws of nature too are defined for each type of object and not for every individual existent. Thus, the same law applies to a very large number of objects. Contrast this with a semantic space, in which each object is also a distinct type. In fact, each object is a different existent because of its type. For instance, each object can be different because it denotes a different concept—e.g., a table and a chair. This would imply that no two objects within a system can be exactly identical. Since the laws of nature are associated with different types of objects, each object must obey different laws. To do science, we need to associate the law with the type of object. A science that subsumes many types of objects under the rubric of a single type of law will be causally incomplete as compared to a science that associates a unique type of law with each distinct type of object. 

Two objects in separate locations in non-semantic space can have the same type. But two objects in a semantic space are in separate locations because they have different types. If something has a distinct type, then it must also be a separate existent. Type distinctions are therefore stronger than existence distinctions. Semantic space simply means that all things in a space are distinct not just as existents but also as types. There are as many types in the universe as there are locations in the universe. The law governing each object is relative to the type of object. Since each location is a unique type, there are as many unique laws as there are locations. In a semantic space, the laws of nature are tied to locations in space. Unless two locations are semantically analogous, objects at that location will have different behaviors. In current science, all locations in space are identical, and the notion of universal law is achieved by dropping the type distinctions between locations. Of course, in many cases, it is possible to partially ignore the type distinction amongst objects; for example, we can treat all humans to be of the same type. If we now draw laws of human nature and attempt to predict human behavior based on these laws, we will find that that these laws describe human behaviors to some level of accuracy, but, ultimately, these laws are incomplete because the universality of the law hinges on the idea that all humans have the same type, which is false. Laws of human nature will be incomplete, because they ignore type differences between the different humans. Similarly, in a semantic space, any theory that subsumes a variety of things into a single class of objects, regardless of the object’s location within space, will be incomplete. 

It is well-known that almost all areas of modern science are incomplete. These include mathematics, computing, physics, and biology. It is however less widely known that mathematics and computing are incomplete because completeness requires the ability to distinguish between things, names and concepts although names and concepts cannot be distinguished from objects in physical space. At the root of this problem is the fact that mathematics treats space non-semantically, and entities in this space are different identities but not different types. The assumption that two different objects in the same space denote different types contradicts the idea that all locations and directions in space are essentially identical in type. 

Physical theories in particular are based on the idea that there are a few types of things in the universe and hence a handful of laws that apply to these few types of things. Different physical theories are conceived in different types of spaces. To reconcile these theories, we must first reconcile the spaces of different objects. 

Unfortunately, this reconciliation has been very difficult because science believes that the only way two types of things can exist in a single space is if they are described by a new single type. This is often called unification in science where two diverse types of phenomena are explained as ‘surface’ symptoms of a deeper type. To conceive a more general type of thing, scientists postulate spaces with a greater number of dimensions than the dimensions needed for spaces of the individual phenomena. This has led to incredibly complex multi-dimensional theories of nature and scientists assert that these other dimensions are very small and therefore not commonly perceived. That also makes empirical verification of such theories highly problematic, because we cannot see these dimensions. The semantic space approach changes the landscape of how different types are supposed to exist in the same space. In this new view, we don’t require additional dimensions in space to incorporate additional types. We only need to treat locations in space as denoting different types of things. There are thus not additional dimensions in space to incorporate different types of things. Rather, location itself represents a type.

In current scientific theories, laws represent types of things, and physical properties represent existents. Their distinction arises because we suppose that there are many things in the universe but only a few types of things and eventually our laws will reconcile everything to a single type. But what if there were as many types of things as there are things so that we can drop the divide between things and types? If the distinction between existence and type is dissolved, there is room for a new kind of science that does not have the incompleteness that exists in almost all areas of science today. This is because we will no longer subsume many things into a fewer type of things. Since laws are associated with types, by allowing as many types of things as there are individual things, we will allow as many laws as there are objects. The law is now a function of the type. To predict the behavior of a thing, we must first know its type. This shift requires a change in current notions about space-time. Now, two objects in different locations are different types of objects.  

There are four kinds of space in Vedic philosophy called vaikhari, madhyamā, paśyanti and parā and they correspond to four kinds of experiences—waking, dreaming, deep-sleep and transcendent. Locations in these spaces create semantic distinctions between bodies, minds, personalities, and souls, respectively. This means that different bodies, minds, personalities, and souls are not merely different existents, but they are also different types of existents. Distinctions in parā are manifest in paśyanti which are manifest in madhyamā and eventually manifest in vaikhari. Thus, material creation manifests the pre-existent, eternal distinctness between souls first into the distinction between personalities, which is then manifest into distinct minds, subsequently manifesting distinct bodies. The body, of course, denotes distinctions between bodies, but it also represents distinctions between minds, personalities, and souls. To see these distinctions, new ways of interpreting the bodily states are needed. Accordingly, the body can be described in many ways, representing a type of object, a type of mind, a type of person, and eventually a type of soul. Note that the distinction between types implies a distinction in identity, but the distinction between (physical) identities does not always imply different types. The type distinction includes the identity distinction, although the reverse is not true. 

My body and your body are not just different bodies, but different kinds of bodies. The difference between our bodies also reflects the different types of minds, personalities and souls. If a body moves from one location to another, it is transforming from one type of body to another. This view changes many fundamental notions about motion in current science. Motion in classical physics is a change in location without change in identity. Thus, a particle moves without changing its type and the law at earlier and new locations is the same law. Motion in a semantic space is however a change in types. The cause underlying this change is the cause that changes type. If the object changes type, then laws at earlier and new locations are different. The laws of the body at present are different from the laws that were applicable in the past and will be different in the future, because the laws are tied to the types and the body is changing its type.

If space-time is semantic, then everything currently constructed in science is incomplete. This is because, in current science, we subsume many distinct things into limited classes of things and their laws, which can at best be loose approximations. The resulting scientific description is incomplete and leads to the impression that matter is non-semantic. Non-semantic views of matter now conflict with everyday semantic notions of matter, including the idea that we have minds which sense, conceive, judge, intend and enjoy. To fix this erroneous view of matter within science, science needs to revise its current notions of space-time. A shift in how we view the nature of space-time has the potential to resolve the conflict between semantic and non-semantic languages, and eventually the conflict between scientific and religious viewpoints. This resolution is based on new scientific notions, not on faith. The ideas towards this resolution are indeed drawn from Vedic philosophy which is considered revealed knowledge rather than researched knowledge. But, hopefully, in the search of truth, we wouldn’t care where the truth comes from. 

Vedic notions about space-time have many scientific consequences, which I will not discuss in this book. These are discussed at length in my book entitled Sāńkhya and Science. The brief expose of Vedic ideas above, and its relation to science, is meant to show that the debate between creationist and evolutionist ideologies depends on some simple scientific questions. Does the observer’s ability to draw boundaries in space have real effects in matter? Is the universe uniform at all locations and directions? Is the world governed by universal laws of nature or by laws unique to each object? Depending on how these questions are answered, there can be different sciences which describe matter in different ways. However, only one of these viewpoints will eventually be complete. This book does not discuss the scientific implications of Vedic ideas, how they can lead to new theories, and their new empirical consequences. This book assumes that the Vedic viewpoint is correct, and describes at length—in a lay person’s language—the intricacies of this viewpoint. 
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