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Abstract:

Vedanta is one of the oldest philosophical systems. While there are many
detailed commentaries on Vedanta, there are very few mathematical
descriptions of the different concepts developed there. This article shows how
ideas from theoretical computer science can be used to explain Vedanta. The
standard ideas of transition systems and modal logic are used to develop a
formal description for the different ideas in Vedanta. The generality of the
formalism is illustrated via a number of examples including samsara,
Patafnjali’s Yogasutras, karma, the three avasthas from the Mandikya
Upanisad and the key difference between advaita and dvaita in relation to
moksa.
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1. Introduction

The Upanisads, also called Vedanta [9], [25], move away from the purely ritualistic worship of God
that is present in the earlier section of the Vedas. The Upanisads are viewed as one of the earliest
philosophical texts and many of them pre-date Buddhist thought. These writings cover a variety of topics
including the origins of the universe, what happens after death, what is the root cause of our
experiences, and “Who am 1?” or “What is my true self”. They also wish to answer the question of
what is eternally true and what is changeable.

Because many of the Upanisads are terse, the core ideas in the Upanisads are expanded in different
writings including detailed commentaries. These include, the Bhyguvalli [29], [21], the Paricadasrt [1],
the Yoga-Vasistha [2] and the Vivekaciidamani [17]. More recent works (e.g. [31]) provide a high-level
summary of many of these concepts. They all explain the notion of Brahman, the ultimate entity who is
above the Vedic Gods, based on the descriptions in the Kena and other Upanisads [4]. Technically,

everything owes its existence to Brahman and Brahman is the sole “cause” of everything. In other words,
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if Brahman did not exist, nothing would exist. The writings also go on to argue that one’s true self,
i.e., the answer to the question “Who am 1?” is related to Brahman. Many of the Upanisads also state
that Brahman is not an object of knowledge. So Brahman cannot be known using conventional means
of acquiring knowledge. Brahman is a pure subject and the basis of all experiences [6].

Explanations related to the universe and human existence is often based on karma or the law
related to action and its consequences. Karma, in terms of the consequences that need to be bourne, is
associated with an individual’s jiva, which could be described as the individual’s soul. It is the jiva
that “carries” the karma. It is the presence of karma that leads to samsara which is the cycle of birth
and death. Moksa, which is salvation or freedom from samsara, is the aim of all spiritual seekers [16].
Moksa is not only getting out of samsara but it is also being one with the divine. The different
interpretations of Vedanta have slightly different definitions of beingonewith the divine. In advaita one’s
true self is identical to Brahman. Therefore, moksa in advaita is realising that one is Brahman. This
realisation is not just bookish knowledge. It is about how one interacts with everything and everyone in
the world. In dvaita, one attains moksa when one reaches the abode of God. Dvaita claims that one
cannot merge or become one with Brahman. This is because the jiva’s soul is different from Brahman.

All interpretations of Vedanta are based on the showing that one’s true self is not the body or
the mind. To explain this line of thought, these writings introduce different concepts including
the five body sheaths or the Pasicakosha [21],
the three types of bodies or sariras [24],
mithya which is loosely translated as illusion or what is unreal,
sat which is the opposite of mithya and thus loosely translated as real,
anirvacaniya or the one that cannot be described because of limitations in language and
the neti-neti (or apophatic) style of reasoning [28].

While the above ideas are developed at length using natural language, they are still subject to
different interpretations. In this article, we describe a formalism that can, in principle, capture the
semantics of all these different concepts. This is based using a labelled transition system [20], [12],
and modal logic related to knowledge [10]. The process formalism used here can describe a variety of
state based dynamic behaviours based on changes to the current state. This formalism can also be
used to describe concurrent behaviours. While we do not focus on concurrency in this article, it is
important that concurrency can be supported. Concurrency is needed to define how different entities
evolve independent of each other as well how different entities can interact together.

The main purpose of the formalisation is to present a framework where all the key concepts
from Vedanta can be defined in a precise way. The intention is that the formalisation will provide the
basis for further discussions including distinguishing the different interpretations of the same concept.
The usefulness of the formalisation is illustrated via a number of simple examples. These examples are
not necessarily complete, in that they do not completely describe all the concepts in Vedanta and
associated texts. They only illustrate the use of formalism to describe some of the key concepts. The
examples also show how the formal descriptions can be used to characterise the different
interpretations of Vedanta or comparing Vedanta with other schools of thought [19]. Such detailed
comparisons are beyond the scope of this paper. Similarly, we do not focus on the logical aspects
present in Vedanta-related epistemology or concrete reasoning systems (such as Nyaya [7]). Such
descriptions can be found elsewhere, e.g. [5].

In short, the aim of the paper is to give a formal semantics to ideas from Vedanta. Towards this
we use the idea of transition systems and logic of knowledge that are common in computer science.
The key aspects of the formalism are first described in Section 2; the examples that use the formal
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notation are described in Section 3. Based on the examples in Section 3, a high-level system view is
presented in Section 4.

2. Formalisation

In this section we explain the notation that underpins the formalism used to describe the key concepts.
The formalisation is based on the following building blocks.

e An infinite set of states S with a distinguished element called B. Here B € S represents Brahman.

e This set of states is partitioned into many subsets. That is, the intersection of each distinct subsets is
empty. Each subset is typically written as S; for a particular entity j. For example, j can be a jiva which
will be expanded in Section 3.1. Therefore, for different entities j; and j,, S;, N'S;, = @.

¢ An infinite set of actions A that represents the actions that can be performed.

e An infinite set of properties IP that can be associated with each state except B. B has no properties
axiomatically. A number of properties may hold in any given state. Thus the set of properties for any
given state will be a subset of PP.

Some of the descriptions in Vedanta are in terms of knowledge. That is, Vedanta outlines what
can be known, who can know what, etc. Here we focus on subset of the techniques outlined in the book
by Fagin et al. [10]. For the purposes of this article, we define a binary relation K to represent
knowledge. Elements of this relation belong to P as they are used to describe logical predicates. So we
can describe what is known and by whom in any given state. For instance, if K(a, b)(s) holds in a
given state, we can conclude that entity a knows b in state s. We can also have K(a, K(b, ¢))(s) which
indicates in state s, a knows that b knows c. As per the Drg-Drsya-Viveka [23], we cannot have
K(o, 0) as the object is different from the knower of the object. But we can have a chain of knowledge
relations. For example, K(o0,, 01), K(03,0,), and K(o,, 03) are all possible knowledge relations. That
IS, 0, knows o4, 03 knows o, and o, knows o5;. So an object can know other objects but not itself.
Disallowing self-reference prevents logical inconsistencies.

e As everything other than Brahman changes, it is natural to capture change as transitions between
states. So we define a set of transitions as pairs of states labelled with action(s). This is written as

s - s' where a € A. This indicates that one can move from state s to state s’ by performing action a.

Sometimes (mainly for notational convenience) we write s ﬂ s’ where ¢ represents the change in
properties as a result of performing some action a. Here the focus is not on the action but on the change
in properties corresponding with the change in state. Thus ¢ < IP.

e We use B as the initial state for the transition system. This will be used to capture the fact that
everything starts with Brahman. This indicates that without Brahman nothing can exist.

The above formalism suffices for the main concepts we wish to illustrate via examples. The
generality of this formalism has been illustrated in other research where different types of systems are
described. The formalism presented in this article is more concrete than the other characterisations of
Vedanta. For instance, the logic we are using here is relatively simple. More complex modal logics
(e.g. [27]) can be incorporated in this framework without major effort. Similarly, Corazza [8] uses
axiomatic set theory to define consciousness (an important aspect of Vedanta) but does not handle state
transitions that occur in the material universe. State-based systems can be used to describe
consciousness [13].



3. Examples of Reasoning

In this section we present a few examples to illustrate some of the concepts developed in Vedanta. The
examples presented here are chosen to cover a number of diverse topics to illustrate the generality of
the approach.

3.1. Brahman and Jiva

Vedanta states that everything exists because of Brahman. This is captured by the requirement that for
every state s, one can find a path from B to s. As B is the initial state nothing in the system can be
obtained without Brahman B. This formalism answers the question what was there before Brahman. As
Brahman is the initial state, the question of having something before Brahman does not arise.
Otherwise, the entity before Brahman would be the initial state.

Furthermore, no entity can know Brahman and Brahman has no properties. This means that in
all states s and for all entities e including B, we have —=K(e, B)(s) and =K(e, K)(s). That is, Brahman
cannot know Brahman and it is not possible to know the relation K. These requirements are added to
avoid potential logical contradictions. The fact that Brahman has no properties holds by definition.

The next idea we consider is that of jiva or soul that has not attained moksa or salvation. This
captures the idea of living entities in this world. The reason for dividing the set of states into a set of
disjoint states is that each subset represents the behaviour associated with a particular jiva. Formally,
for each (say j), we can identify a set of states §; c S and as described earlier for different j; and j,
the S; N'S;, = @. These properties state that the evolution of each jiva occurs within its own state
space. Every jiva can interact with other jivas and this is illustrated in Section 3.4.

Every jiva that is alive has a sthiila (gross), siksma (subtle) and karana (causal) sarira (bodies)
[24]. To capture this, we define properties called ‘hasSthiila’, ‘hasSitksma’ and ‘hasKarana’. Formally,
{hasSthiila, hasSitksma, hasKarana} c P.

These properties are associated with the layers of the jiva and can be used to characterise, both
being embodied and being dead. In any state where all three properties hold, the jiva is said to be
embodied. When the body dies, the sthiila sarira ceases to exist. Thus death is characterised where
‘hasSthiila’ does not hold but ‘hasSiksma’ and ‘hasKarapa’ hold. Formally, death can be an
abbreviation for the formula ‘—hasSthiila A hasSiksma A hasKarana.’

These three properties can also be used to characterise pralaya or dissolution of the universe.
When pralaya occurs, all jivas have only their karana sarira. Both the sthiila sarira and the sizksma
Sarira cease to exist. So a state s can be said to represent pralaya when for all jivas the property
‘—hasSthiila A hasSitksma A hasKarana® holds.

The properties associated with the sariras allow us to impose consistency checks. For example,
if ‘hasSthiila’ holds, then both ‘hasSitksma’ and ‘hasKarana’ need to hold. Similarly, if ‘hasSiksma’
holds, then ‘hasKarana’ has to hold.

Given this characterisation of a jiva, reincarnation is now a sequence of transitions from a state

where the property associated with death holds to a state where the jiva acquires a new body, i.e., a
. ” death b .
sthitla sarira. Consider the sequence of transitions s, s S5 zr s3. Here s; and s; will belong to the

same state partition associated with a specific jiva. In states s; and s3 the property ‘hasSthiila’ holds
while in state s, the property ‘hasSthiila’ will not hold. It is not essential for states s; and s; to be
identical. The difference in s; and s; could be due to the change in karma (see Section 3.3) that is
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associated with those states.
3.2. Free Will

In some theories, God acts as a controller also called antaryami. But this does not necessarily mean that
all the jivas have a pre-determined life. The jivas have free will. God’s role in free will can be defined
in terms of the set of transitions that are available at each state. That is, the set of transitions represents
the options one has at any given point. Each jiva can choose one of these options based on its current
tendencies, thinking etc., capturing the semantics of free will. That is, free will is having choice to
select possible behaviours at any given state.

An example is shown in Figure 1. Assume that in state s, three choices are possible. God might
decide, for whatever reason, that in this state the option to perform b; should not permitted. Thus the
Jjiva still has choice to perform either action a; or ¢; but state s; is not reachable from s;. If the jiva
chooses a,, the states sg, sg and sy are potentially reachable. That is, God is not constraining any
behaviour from s, and sg. However, if the jiva chooses c;, the only possible move is to state s, via
action c, because action c; is blocked by God.

S3 58
bl // as
--""‘al a9
S1 >S9 > S5
c1 a4
co |
S4 —> 36 S9
C3
\\
ST

Figure 1: Free Will.

The example shows that behaviour of the jiva is not pre-ordained. Both God, via making options
available, and the jiva’s free will by choosing the option that is made available have a role in deciding
what happens in the future.

Such control of behaviour could occur via assigning specific karma values (developed in
Section 3.3) to each state. So one’s past or current karma could enable or disable certain transitions.
Therefore, the value associated with karma can be used to encode either the enabling or inhibition of
certain actions.



Overall, God or the principle of karma can act as controller (as in discrete control systems [26]) where
certain actions are disabled while all the jivas are like the environment in system theory. That is, the
behaviour of all the jivas is unpredictable as they have free will. They are free to choose from the
available list of actions. But unlike a safe controller, not all unsafe behaviours are necessarily blocked
by God. The chosen behaviour, be it good or bad, is left to the individual.

To capture this formally, we define a class of properties ‘‘godAllows(a)’ for every action a
(i.e.,, « € A). This can be used to describe aspects of the transition system in Figure 1 as follows.

In state s; the property ‘godAllows(a;) A godAllows(c;) A = godAllows(b;)’ holds.
In state s, the property ‘godAllows(c;) A = godAllows(cz)’ holds.
In state s the property ‘godAllows(as) A godAllows(a,)’ holds.

3.3. Karma and Moksa

Karma can also be encoded in this system as a specific class of property. Changes in karma are
captured via changes in the set of properties between the starting and ending state. For example, let us
assume for the sake of simplicity that the property of karma is denoted as a pair of integer values
representing good and bad karma (i.e., (g, b)). If one does a good action but it is not without dispassion
the in the new state will be (g’, b’y where g’ > g and b’ < b. The usual understanding is that b will not
change but it is possible to have a theory where a good action offsets a part of past bad karma; hence b
can decrease. Similarly, a bad action will result in the value of b increasing (g may or may not
increase) and a dispassionate action will not change the values associated with karma.

Normally, moksa occurs when one’s accumulated karma is zero or (0,0). Moksa at one level is
simple and it occurs when the transition from a state to B is taken. That is, one has reached the end goal
of spirituality, namely, “being one with Brahman”. Such a transition only occurs when the karma is
(0,0).

Such transitions are not sufficient as they do not handle the notion of jivan mukta [18]. A jivan
mukta is one who has realised Brahman but is still living, i.e., has a body. A jivan mukta can be
represented as a state where all the three sarira’s exist and there is no karma (i.e., karma is (0,0)). To
capture the semantics of jivan mukta, for all such states where they are alive, the only possible move is
to a state where the body is dead and then both the siksma sarira and the karana sarira disappear
leading to Brahman.

Technically, we have to split karma into sasicita karma or the accumulated karma during this
birth, prarabdha karma or the karma that is associated with one’s birth and agami karma that is the
result of current actions. That is, we are refining the pair of integers can be split into ‘sasicitaKarma’,
‘prarabdhaKarma’ and ‘agamiKarma’. This does not require any change to the basic framework. Only
the encoding of karma has to change from a pair into three pairs. The above description of change in
karma via current actions performed will apply only to the agami karma. When we say a jivan mukta
has no karma it applies only to the saricita and agami karma. The prarabdha karma will disappear only
at the time of death.

All transitions in the living world made by a jivan mukta must keep the absence of saricita and
agami karma invariant. That is, all transitions for a jivan mukta from a state where there is no sasicita
karma has to be to a state where there is no sasicita karma. Some aspects of this is captured by the
transitions shown in Figure 2. Here actions a and b are performed when the jivan mukta is living. Such
an invariant applies only after the jiva has become a jivan mukta. Otherwise, the jiva will continue to
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accumulate saricita karma.

Thus the property ‘hasSthiila’ holds in states s;, s, and sz. Also, ‘sasicitaKarma(s,) =
saricitaKarma(s,) = sancitaKarma(s3)’ and ‘agamiKarma(s;) = agamiKarma(s,) = agamiKarma(ss)’
are true. When the body associated with the jivan mukta dies, the jivan mukta enters the state s, where
‘hasSthiila’ does not hold. Now the only possible transition is to Brahman. This transition is called
videha mukti in the literature (i.e., mukti achieved without a body or moksa after death). The absence of
any other transition is shown using x. Formally, videha mukti occurs in state (say s,) where =3 s #

B,a: (s, 5 s5). That is, there is no action or state (other than Brahman) that the state s, can evolve to.

a b
S1 S92 S3
death
S —X—>
videhaMukti ~ ¢

Figure 2: Jivan Mukta
3.4. Interaction with Others and Joint Behaviour

Thus far we have outlined the behaviour of a particular jiva without any reference to other jivas. In
reality, each jiva interacts with other jivas. To capture this, we define an interaction relation which will
contain all possible interactions. This requires an extension to the basic formalisation which considered
each state transition in isolation.

Formally, interaction is represented by a set by a set I. This can be formally defined in terms of
subsets of the relation —. Each interaction is a set of transitions from different jivas. For example, the

set {s 5 st i t'hu LA u'} represents an interaction between three jivas. It describes the situation
where the in states s, t,u interact with each other and move to the states s’,t’,u’ respectively. The
actions a, £, and y need to be performed by the individual jivas for the interaction to occur. We can
impose a consistency requirement on elements in 1. We require that the partitions that contains s, t and
u respectively are all mutually disjoint. That is, interaction occurs only between different jivas. So s, t
and u have to belong to sets associated with three distinct jivas.

We now give a simple example that uses the above formalism. The example describes the
incident from the Mahabharata where Bhima hits Duryodhana’s thighs. This can be seen as an
interaction between Bhima, Duryodhana, Sanjaya (who was narrating the incident) and Dhrtarastra
(who was listening to Sanjaya). This can be represented by the following four transitions operating
together.

hit . .
Bhima: b — b’ where hit represents hitting Duryodhana’s thighs.
gotHit
Duryodhana: du — du' where gotHit represents getting hit on the thighs by Bhima.
d ib
Sanjaya: s “Z¢ s where describe is Sanjaya narrating the incident.
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emotions

Dhrtarastra: dh —  dh' where the action emotions represents both feeling sad at
Duryodhana’s plight and feeling angry at the Pandavas. That is, the state dh’ associated
with Dhrtarastra denotes him feeling sad at the impending loss of his son, Duryodhana, and
also angry at the Pandavas for inflicting damage to his children.

Without explicitly considering interaction, one can state that hit and gotHit have to occur in the same
step. Other than this notion of “simultaneity”, none of the previous descriptions, say related to
properties such as karma need to change. One only needs to define what is the outcome of the joint
behaviour. While joint behaviours requires the participation of multiple jivas, the outcome for each jiva
in terms of the resulting state is defined individually. Therefore, the idea of associating properties with
states needs no change. For example, if aspects of the interaction are unethical, the performers’
negative karma will increase and the karma of the one who suffered could reduce. Specifically, the
result of this interaction could be the following.

e Bhima accumulates some negative karma (for violating the rules of war). This change in karma will
be reflected in the property associated with the state b'.

e Duryodhana who has become mortally wounded, has undergone suffering and will have some
reduction in his negative karma. As he is not yet dead, he still has his sthiila sarira. Similar to b', the
change in Duryodhana’s karma will be reflected in the property associated with du’.

e Dhrtarastra has also suffered and his negative karma will be reduced. The reduction would depend
on the level of mental anguish offset with his emotions desiring revenge.

e As Sanjaya is just an observer and is not affected by the above actions, there will be no change in
karma for Sanjaya.

3.5. Aspects from the Yogasiitras

Patafjali’s Yogasitras [3], have had a huge impact on Vedantic thinking especially the ideas related to
meditation and controlling the mind. In this section we describe two related concepts from the
Yogasutras. The first is a wandering mind, where in a given state one cannot focus and the second is a
calm mind which is not affected by the behaviour of others.

To describe a wandering mind, we first define a set of actions (say T € A) to represent one’s
thoughts. A mind is wandering in a given state (say s) when different actions from T lead to different

b . .-
states. For example, let a and b belong to T, and s 5 s, and s — s, be the two possible transitions
where s, and s, are different states. If the mind is focussed on only one thought (say on a), the

transition s kA s, Will not be taken. Otherwise in state s, the mind is wondering which action (a or b) to
perform.

In a way, this is related to free will. That is, certain transitions will not occur. In the case of a
focused mind, the control in terms of which transitions are generated (i.e., elements of T) and which are
not taken is exercised by the jiva. Here, unlike in the case of free will, God has no role.

In general one’s mind is less wandering in state s; than in state s, if the cardinality of the set

54|51 = s, a € T} is less than the cardinality of the {s,|s, — s,,a € T}. That is from s, there are
fewer options than from s,. Because the number of possible choices the mind has to consider (i.e.,
actions from T) in state s is less than the number of possible choices in state s,, one can conclude that

the mind in state s; is not wandering as much as from s,. An transition of form s; 5 s, indicates that
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the action a has no effect on s, and also represents a non-wandering mind, for the action a. Here the
thought a occurs but has not change the jiva’s state.

In the above formalisation, the set of actions in T are atomic. We can enhance T with actions
that represent the thought arising, the thought being extinguished as well as actually performing the
action that arose. This only increases the granularity of the possible transition system.

Towards defining a calm mind, we consider transitions in I because we wish to measure the
effect of external effects on one’s mind. One’s mind is calm in state s; with respect to a particular

thought a € T when for every set I in I, there is only state s, where s; 5 s, irrespective of the other
elements in I. That is, the behaviours of other entities have no effect on the behaviour from the state
s,. This definition allows change from state s;; but that would be based purely on the thought process
of the jiva associated with state s;.

As an example consider the two interactions {s 5 Sy, t 5 t;} and {s 5 Sy, U 5 u, } where
s1 # S,. Here the jiva’s behaviour in state s on the action a is influenced by the actions b or c resulting
in different consequences. Such a behaviour represents a mind that is not calm. The mind is reacting to
what others are doing (b or c in this case). However, if s; and s, were identical, the mind can be said to
be calm in this particular situation as it effectively ignores the influence actions b and c.

The above definition of a calm mind can also be used to define kshanti (forbearance) where one
IS equipoised in all circumstances [14]. That is, the behaviour (i.e., transition) chosen by people
exhibiting kshanti will not depend on the action of the others around them.

3.6. Dream State and Entities in a Dream

The Mandikya Upanisad [22] discusses how the three avasthas of waking, dreaming and deep sleep
are all different from Brahman. Here we show how the basic structure of the set of states and
knowledge can be used to capture the intended semantics in the Mandiikya Upanisad.

Given a jiva j, the set of states associated with it (i.e., S;) can be further divided into S}) and Sf‘
to represent the states in the dreaming and the waking world respectively. A person starting to dream is

captured by the state transition s, aregm s, where s; € Sj‘-“ and s, € S}’ . As dreaming can occur only
when the jiva has a body, the property ‘hasSthiila’ needs to hold in both state s; and s,.

In a dream state, the entities dreamt by the jiva j belong solely to j’s space. Thus whenever
K(j, 0)(s) holds where s € S}), the object o has to belong to j’s state space. It is possible that o may
correspond to an object in some other’s jiva’s state but it itself has belong to j’s state space.

For example, one may dream about Krsna teaching Arjuna but both Krsna and Arjuna are in the
dreamer’s state and are not the “real” Krsna and Arjuna. The Krsna in the dream corresponds to the real
Krsna but is not the real Krsna. So in state s where jiva j is dreaming, we have K(j, teach(k, a))
where the predicate teach(k, a) indicates Krsna is teaching Arjuna. But k and a are not the same as
Krsna and Arjuna and neither are k and a some random entities. The Krsna and Arjuna in the dream do
have a link to the real Krsna and Arjuna.

To capture the relation between the entities in the dream state and in the real world, we define a
map that links Krsna with k and Arjuna with a. Formally, this map contains elements of the form

(a, dé) where a is an entity and dé IS a’s appearance in j’s dream. So if, K and A represent the real
Krsna and Arjuna, we will have (K,d3) and (4,dj). That is, k, the real Krsna is mapped to dj the
Krsna in the dream and a, the real Arjuna, is mapped to d; the Arjuna in the dream.
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The linking of state transitions and knowledge-based predicates using the above example is
illustrated below. Consider the following sequence of state transitions for an individual jiva j.

dream . A
s; — S, representing j starts dreaming,
teachingInDream . . .
S5 - s; Where j starts dreaming about Krsna teaching Arjuna

awake i
s3 — s, and j wakes up.

In state s; we can state that K(j, teach(k,a)) holds while in s, K(j,teach(k,a)) will not hold.
However if the person knows that Krspa taught the Gita to Arjuna, the knowledge formula
K(j, teach(K, A)) will hold. in states s; and s,.

Another simple example is when a person (say jiva j) dreams about achieving something. The

person dreaming (j) and the person in the dream (djj, i.e., j is dreaming about j) are clearly not the

same but are related. Thus j will be mapped to d]’

This concludes the description of the various examples. In the next section, we will put some of
these ideas together to construct a big-picture system view.

4. System View

Thus far we have looked at individual concepts that are used to explain the different metaphysical
concepts in Vedanta. We now present a high-level system view without all the internal details of the
individual systems. Figure 3 has a simple depiction of how the universe arises from Brahman, and an
abstract semantics for samsara, pralaya and moksa. The system has a potential unending cycle because
after pralaya there is a re-creation of the universe. Figure 3 does not indicate how many times the cycle
of samsara is taken. The exact number of iterations would depend on the specific values of karma and
the actions that update it. Thus the karma shown in the diagram is not a specific value. It represents the
presence of karma for all concrete states associated with the jiva. So, this general description needs be
instantiated for each particular situation, to explain how an individual’s life unfolds.

The transition labelled moksa leading to Brahman is technically valid only in advaita. Also, it
does not capture the behaviour of a jivan mukta. Similarly, the label of maya on the transition from
Brahman to the universe is also specific to advaita. A dashed arrow is show from Brahman to the
universe to illustrate that the state “Brahman” does not change. So the transition does not represent an
evolution of Brahman’s state. Formally, this can also be represented by asserting that Brahman exists
at each and every state.
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moksa
death

= hasKarana =
maya - o hasSthula
Brahman [ = = = | Universe hasSuksma
karma
karma

birth

pralaya
creation

— hasSthula
= hasSuksma
hasKarana
karma

Figure 3: System Behaviour in Advaita

The transition system in Figure 3 can be interpreted as giving a precise semantics for the mahavakyas
[15] that appear in the different Upanisads. For example, the statement “tat tvam asi” (or Thou are
That) can be stated as follows. For each jiva j that corresponds to “Thou” in any state S, we can always
find a path from s that leads to Brahman. So in our formalism we do not equate the true self of any jiva
with Brahman. It is about the possible evolution of behaviour that can eventually reach Brahman. Thus
the semantics of the mahavakya in our system is that all jivas can reach Brahman.

The statement “prajiianam Brahma” requires a more careful analysis. The statement is not
about any jiva. Hence it is not directly related to the transition system. As the statement is about
knowledge, the semantic characterisation of Brahman is the relation K. This relation K can be
associated with Brahman because Brahman cannot be known in the conventional way but “knows”
everything. All other states will have some item that is not known. That is, for every state s # B, there
exists a formula K(i, o) such that K(i, o) does not hold at s. That is, entity i does not know object o in
state s. We axiomatically equate Brahman B with IK. We do not wish to state that B knows everything
as that could lead to logical contradictions.

The dvaita view is captured in Figure 4. Firstly, moksa is reaching Brahman’s or Visnu’s abode
(Vaikuntha) and not merging with Brahman. The relationship between Vispu and Vaikunzha is captured
by the transition labelled “lives” to indicate Visnu lives in Vaikuptha. In dvaita, grace of God is
important. Hence apart from karma, we include a new predicate called ‘getsGrace’. Dvaita does not
believe in maya but has a notion of lila (God’s non-selfish play). Therefore, the transition (again shown
as a dashed line to show that Brahman does not change) from Brahman or Visnu is now labelled /i/a.
Here again, each jiva has a sequence of transitions that lead to Vaikunzha.
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Vishnu's

Abode
o
lives
death
4 hasKarana
Brahman lila hasStuksma hasSthula
- - - -9 . _
Vishnu karmas karmag
getsGrace
birth
pralaya

creation

- hasSthaula
= hasSuksma
hasKarana
karmag

Figure 4: System Behaviour in Dvaita

Apart from identifying the difference in the definition of moksa, the formalism identifies what is
common to advaita and dvaita. For instance, concepts such as sthiila sarira and pralaya are not
affected by the different interpretations of moksa.

5. Conclusion

In summary, this article has illustrated how many aspects of Hindu philosophy, viz., Vedanta can be
captured in a mathematical framework. The key contributions are
e A set of states (S) that can be partitioned for each jiva and within the states for the jiva it can be
divided into dreaming and waking states. A map that can captures the correspondence between entities
and their occurrences in people’s dreams.
e A set of properties (IP) that can be used to describe the properties that hold at each state. This can be
used to encode a variety of concepts including the sariras and karma. The different sariras are
represented by simple predicates while karma is represented either as a simple pair of integers or as a
pair of pair of integer values to capture sasicita karma and prarabdha karma. The notion of knowledge
(K) can also be associated with states to indicate what is known in each state.
e A set of transitions (—) between states to capture behaviour. Transitions combined with properties
such as ‘godAllows(a)’ for specific actions, enables the description of the role of God in free will for
the jivas. The transition system can also be used to define a jivan mukta and when videha mukti can
12



occur.
e A set of interactions (I) which are nothing but sets of transitions to capture joint behaviour. This is
necessary as the jivas interact with each other in this world. It is also useful to define the influence of
others on a particular jiva and how that jiva reacts to this external influence. This set of possible
interactions is used to identify a calm mind.

e Various examples (e.g., free will, aspects from the Yogasitras, moksa) to illustrate the usefulness of
the formalism.

The formalism presented here can be used to describe concepts such as consciousness [11]. The
formalism can also be extended to cover probabilistic behaviours and notions of information to
accommodate other descriptions of consciousness [30]. Potential future work is to develop a deep
semantics for specific concepts in Vedanta.

Acknowledgements
Many thanks to Lakshmi Narasimhan for her comments on an initial version of the paper.
References

1. Abhedananda, S. An introduction to the philosophy of the Panchadashi, 1948.

2. Ansari, A. A. The Ethical Philosophy of Yoga Vasishtha. PhD thesis, Aligarh Muslim University.
2008.

3. Aurobindo, S. Bases of Yoga. Sri Aurobindo Ashram Trust, 1981.

4. Aurobindo, S. Kena and Other Upanishads. Sri Aurobindo Ashram Trust, 2001.

5. Balcerowicz, P. Is there anything like Indian Logic? Anumana, ‘inference’ and inference in the
critique of Jayarasi Bhatta. Journal of Indian Philosophy, 47:917-946, 2019.

6. Barua, A. The absolute of Advaita and the spirit of Hegel: Situating Vedanta on the horizons of
British idealisms. Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Reearch, 34:1-17, 2021.

7. Burton, J. Diagrams from Navya-Nyaya. Journal of Indian Philosophy, 48:229-254, 2020.

8. Corazza, P. Mathematics of pure consciousness. International Journal of Mathematics and
Consciousness, 2014.

9. Easwaran, E. The Upanishads. Nilgiri Press, 2018.

10. Fagin, R., Halpern, J. Y., Moses, Y., and Vardi, M. Reasoning About Knowledge. MIT Press, 2004.
11. Floridi, L. Consciousness, agents and the knowledge game. Minds and Machines, 2005.

12. Gorrieri, R. Labeled transition systems. In Process Algebrasfor Petri Nets, 2017.

13. Grindrod, P. On human consciousness: A mathematical perspective. Network Neuroscience, 2017,
pp. 23-40.

14. Lele, V. Yoga of Gita Expounded by Saint Dnyaneshwar: Inner Secrets of Raja Yoga. Yogeshwar
Kutir Publication Vrindavan Dham, 2015.

15. MacPhail, J. The great sayings of Vedanta, integral style: Vivekananda’s iterpretation of the
Mahavakyas. Lecture to Postgraduate Students, 2010.

16. Madaio, J. Liberation and Hindu studies. The Journal of Hindu Studies, 12:1-11, 2019.

17. Madhavananda, S. Vivekachudamani of Sri Sankaracharya. Advaita Ashram, 1921.

18. Malkani, G. R. A note on liberation in bodily existence. Philosophy East and West, 5:69-73, 1955.
19. Milne, J. Advaita Vedanta and typologies of multiplicity and unity: An interpretation of nondual
knowledge. International Journal of Hindu Studies, 1997.

13



20. Milner, R. A Calculus of Communicating Systems. Springer Verlag, 1980.

21. Mishra, Y. Critical analysis of Panchakosha theory of Yoga philosophy. World Journal of
Pharmaceutical Research, 8, 2019.

22. Nikhilanand, S. Mandukya Upanishad With Gaudapada’s Karika and Shankara’s Commentary.
Advaita Ashram, 2006.

23. Nikhilananda, S. Drg-Drsya-Viveka: An Inquiry Into the Na- ture of the Seer and the Seen. Sri

Ramakrishna Asrama, 1931.

24. Nikhilananda, S. Self-Knowledge: Sankaracharya’s Atma Bodha. Sri Ramakrishna Math, 1947.

25. Radhakrishnan, S. The Principal Upanishads. Indus/Harper Collins, 2016.

26. Ramadge, P. J. and Wonham, W. M. Supervisory control of a class of discrete event processes.
SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 25:206-230, 1987.

27. Schumann, A. Nagarjunian-Yogacarian modal logic versus Aris- totelian modal logic. Journal of
Indian Philosophy, 49:467-498, 2021.

28. Sharma, A. Neti Neti and via negativa in Hindu thought. Prudentia, 1981.

29. Sharma, A. Philosophical notes on the dark Yajur Veda: The findings of sage Bhrigu, 2015.

30. Tononi, G., Boly, M., Massimini, M., and Koch, C. Integrated information theory: From
consciousness to its physical substrate. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 17, 2016.

31. Waxman, R. Vedanta Hinduism: The Path to Transcendence, 2018.

14



§ sciendo &

Studia Humana
\Volume 12:3 (2023), pp. 15—23
DOI: 10.2478/sh-2023-0012

studiahumana

CHUARTERLY JOURNAI

Representation and Reasoning in Vedanta
Subhash Kak

Chapman University, Orange, CA 92866, USA
Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, OK 74078, USA

e-mail: subhash.kak@okstate.edu
https//orcid.org/0000-0001-5426-9759

Abstract

This paper considers the matter of representation in Vedanta by examining key
claims in the Rgveda and the Upanisads, which are some of its principal texts.
Specifically, we consider the logic behind the paradoxical verses on creation
and the conception of consciousness as the ground on which the physical
universe exists. This also is the template that explains the logical structure
underlying the principal affirmations of the Upanisads. The five elements and
consciousness are taken to pervade each other, which explains how gross
matter is taken to consist of all the four different kinds of atoms that get
manifested in different states of the substance. The verses on creation are an
example of the use of catuskori in Indian philosophy prior to the use of it by
Nagarjuna in the Madhyamaka tradition. It also contrasts central ideas of
Vedanta with the corresponding contemporary scientific ideas on
consciousness.

Keywords: logic in Vedanta, consciousness, superposition, error in reasoning,
representation.

1. Introduction

This essay considers representation at the basis of reasoning in Vedanta. For this we use some
references from Upanisads which, together with the Brahma Sitras and the Bhagavad Gita, are the
fundamental texts of Vedanta. Since their dates are indubitably much before the rise of Buddhism, one
need not be concerned about questions of the possible innovations of Buddhism having influence on it.
The motivation is not only to determine how reasoning was used and described but also throw light on
some key passages of the Upanisads.

Vedanta is concerned with the jrianakanda or the knowledge portion of the Vedas and, therefore,
it addresses the duality between the subject and the object as well the presumed unity of knowledge.
The Upanisads assert that knowledge is paradoxical: paroksa-priya iva hi devah, “the gods love what is
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paradoxical” (Aitareya Upanisad 1.3.11; Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.2.2). This is explained elsewhere
(such as Mundaka Up. 1.1.4) on the basis of knowledge being of two kinds: first, of things (dravya,
substance, that can also be an abstraction as in Panini’s Astadhyayr 1.2.45) and their relationships
(apara, lower); and second, of cognitions and consciousness (para, higher). Words represent the apara
perspective, whereas the sentence communicates the para, and paradox arises when these two
categories are conflated [1].

For the reasons articulated in Vedanta, paradoxes are a common theme in Hindu mythology
(e.g. [2]) and also in the grammatical tradition, emphasizing the inconsistency of language when it
contains its own truth predicate. An example of the latter is the Bhartrhari’s paradox [3] that if
something is unnameable or unsignifiable (Sanskrit: avacya) it becomes nameable or signifiable
precisely by calling it unnameable or unsignifiable. Bhartrhari in Vakyapadiya 3.3.25 mentions sarvam
mithya bravimi, “everything I am saying is false” to highlight the tension between the lower and the
higher meanings.

The Vedanta tradition asks how the physical universe and consciousness, which belong to
different categories, interact with each other given that normal evolution goes according to natural law
(Sanskrit rta). To put this question in a contemporary perspective, note that the case has been made that
consciousness, that is awareness of internal or external existence, is not computable [4], [5], that is it
cannot be explained in terms of known physics or computing models. Furthermore, everything is taken
to be part of a causal chain where the past determines the future, yet individuals believe that they
possess freedom.

Language is associated with the mind, and thus with the brain, and it is interesting that neural
network theory provides a number of autonomous agents of the brain that is consistent with the
Sankhya categories [6]. Also, according to the drsti-drsti-vada of Vedanta, observation (drszi) [7] leads
to creation (srs#i) which may be compared to the Quantum Zeno Effect where a quantum state can be
steered by observation alone [8]. This reasoning is perfectly consistent with the general framework of
Indian logic that includes conscious agents [9], [10].

This essay examines the paradoxical nature of knowledge in the Indian tradition by considering
claims in early Vedanta literature. We begin with the Creation Hymn of the Rgveda, analyze key
passages from the Upanisads for their logical structure, and discuss how adhydsa, that is
superimposition of characteristics of one entity on to another, becomes a source of error.

2. Paradox in the Creation Hymn

Consider the Rgveda where in the hymn 10.129 (Creation Hymn or the Nasadiva Sikta) reality is
represented in terms of logical divisions that were later formalized as the four corners of catuskori: “A”
(affirmation), “not A” (negation), “A and not A” (both), and “not A and not not A” (neither). The
difficulties of interpreting catuskoti in Buddhist narratives are well known [10], and it is not our
purpose to go into these.

For any claim, A, one can speak of four possible cases:

(@) A

(b) ~A
(c)AA—A

(d) = (AV—A)

The interpretation of each of these cases depends on how the claim is defined in the universe of
possibilities. If the universe consists of clearly defined objects (such as colored or numbered balls) and
A represents balls of specific color or colors or numbers with a given property, then case (c) is the null
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set, and (d) is equivalent to (c), which doesn’t make the scheme useful. But if some of the balls have
multiple numbers, or properties that are superpositions (as, say, in quantum theory, or in real life) then
this may be of value in certain deductions.

For example, consider the set {1,2,3/4,5,6}, where 3/4 means dual label of 3 or 4. Let A be
numbers that are even: {2,3/4,6}. Then —A: {1,3/4,5}; AA—A: {3/4}; and ~A A = —A: {3/4}. There can
be other more interesting examples, where the cases (c) and (d) are not identical. In general, the Venn
diagram for the catuskoti will be as below, where the properties of A are defined suitably.

ANAN—A

Figure 1: Venn diagram for A and —A.

Let us now consider the first two verses of RV 10.129 that describe the universe at creation:

nasad asin no sad asit tadanim

nasid rajo no vyoma paro yat

kim avarivah kuha kasya Sarmann
ambhah kim asid gahanam gabhiram

Not non-existence was it nor existence was it then; there was no air nor the heavens beyond.
What covered it? Where? By who sheltered? Was water there, an abyss unfathomable?

na mrtyur asid amytam na tarhi

na ratriya ahna asit praketah

anid avatam svadhaya tad ekam
tasmad dhanyan na parah Kim candsa

Neither death was there nor immortality then, not of night or day was there distinction. That
alone breathed without air by its own power; apart from that there was none else.

In this description of the creation of the universe, the first verse speaks of there being neither existence
nor non-existence, which appears illogical given that if there is no existence then one has non-
existence, so how can one make the assertion of no non-existence. It further asks what the covering was
over this state, hinting that something additional had been left out.

The second verse clarifies the ambiguity by explaining that this was before time came into the
picture (so no death, nor immortality), indicating further that what remained was the cover within
which existence and non-existence were wrapped, as indicated in the first verse.
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3. The Interpenetrating Elements and the Witness

In the Sankhya system, reality may be seen through the two elements of purusa (consciousness) and
prakrti (nature). These two, in turn, lead to another twenty-three elements (tattvas), namely intellect
(buddhi or mahat), ego (aharikara) mind (manas); five sensory capacities; five action capacities; and
five “subtle elements” or potentialities (tanmatras), from which the five gross elements (mahabhiitas)
of prthivi, apas, tejas, vayu, akasa arise. The interplay of all these elements leads to sensory experience
and cognition.

But it is important to note that the Sankhya categories are not hierarchically defined, or
separated from each other, as in the case of the contemporary scientific view in which chemistry
emerges from physics, biology from chemistry, and consciousness from the complexity of the electrical
activity in the brain. The relationship between the Sankhya tattvas is similar to the relationship between
the classes of existence and non-existence. To understand this, it is helpful to go to the famous dialogue
between Yajnavalkya and Gargi in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (BU 3.8), which by scholarly
consensus is considered several centuries prior to the Buddha. The setting for the dialogue is the series
of questions that Gargi asks of the sage Yajfiavalkya.

The first questions with answers describe how the elements are pervaded by other elements in a
sequence:

Verse 3.6.1:

yadidam sarvamapsvotam ca protam ca, kasminnu khalvapa otasca protdsceti; vayau
gargiti; kasminnu khalu vayurotasca protasceti; antariksalokesu gargiti

If all this is pervaded (Skt. ota-prota) by water, by what is water pervaded?’ ‘By air, O
Gargl.’

‘By what is air pervaded?’

‘By the sky, O Gargi.’

This means that the five elements (mahabhiitas) of prthivi, apas, tejas, vayu, akasa that are normally
translated as earth, water, fire, air, and ether are not quite identical to the conventional meaning of these
terms. The Sanskrit word ota-prota means interweaving, and it implies that the elements are always
presents in what might be seen as entanglement with the other elements. Also note that ota-prota is a
symmetric concept, so that if A pervades B, then B also pervades A. The literal meaning of ota-prota is
from ota (from udict, northward) and prota (from praci, eastward), that is lengthwise and crosswise
weaving.

The Vaisesika system explains that four elements prthivi, apas, tejas, and vayu are atomic and
gross matter consists of all four [12]. The example is given that gold normally is solid (seemingly, and
erroneously, only prthivi atoms), but when it is heated it becomes liquid (a@pas atoms get manifested),
and further heating it starts to flame (tejas atoms manifested), and if the process is continued it will lose
mass (owing to the working of the vayu atoms).

Further on in the dialogue, Yajiavalkya says:

Verse 3.8.4:

sa hovaca, yadirdhvam gargi divah, yadavak prthivyah, yadantara dyavaprthivi ime,
yvadbhiitam ca bhavacca bhavisyaccetydacaksate, akase tadotam ca protam ceti
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He said, ‘That, O Gargi, which is above heaven and below the earth, which is this heaven
and earth as well as between them, and which they say was, is and will be, is pervaded by
the unmanifested akasa.’

In this cosmology, the physical universe with objects is composed of the elements prthivi, apas, tejas,
and vayu that are pervaded by akasa (ether). And finally, all this is contained within “consciousness”:

Verse 3.8.11:

tadva etadaksaram gargyadrstam drastr, asrutam srottr, amatam mantr, avijidatam vijiatr,
nanyadato'sti drasty, nanyadato'sti Srotr, nanyadato'sti manty, nanyadato'sti vijnatr;
etasminnu khalvaksare gargyakdasa otasca protasceti

This immutable, O Gargi, is never seen but is the witness; It is never heard, but is the hear-
er; It is never thought, but is the thinker; It is never known, but is the knower. There is no
other witness but this, no other hearer but this, no other thinker but this, no other knower
but this. By this immutable, O Gargi, is the (unmanifested) akasa pervaded.

There are two interesting aspects of this assertion:
1. Witness (drasfr) — and hearer, thinker, knower — is the name given to the conscious agent
behind the cognition that takes place in the mind.
2. This consciousness does not only reside in physical space, but transcends it.
Now we can return to the Creation Hymn (RV 10.129), and see that non-existence and existence were
within the cover of this consciousness, who is the Witness. It is only later that time and space were
created and then one can speak of things.
Since consciousness is taken to transcend physical space and time, it doesn’t figure in the
definition of “existence” and “non-existence” (Figure 2).
AAN—A

A

Consclousness

AN

RN

Figure 2: The universe within consciousness.

Considering consciousness as the “ground” on which the physical universe is created leads to several
representational paradoxes. Noting that Brahman is the term used to define the Universe together with
consciousness, the following mahavakyas (great statements) from the Upanisads sum up the heart of
the Vedic conception:

1. tattvam asi, That thou art. Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.7.

2. aham brahmasmi, | am Brahman. Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.4.10.

3. prajiianam brahma, Consciousness is Brahman. Aitareya Upanisad 3.3.

4. ayam atma brahma, This self (atman) is Brahman. Mandiikya Upanisad 1.2.
The first means that Brahman includes all that one can see and think of, so it includes both physical and
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cognitive categories; the second means that the consciousness that illuminates the mind (the individual
self) is the same as the “ground” on which the universe exists; the third and the fourth are direct
assertion of the identity of consciousness and the universe.

By including consciousness within the conception of the universe, one can speak of paradoxes
concerning whether one is in true reality or merely a simulation of it, which is a matter that
contemporary futurists have speculated on. Ordinary consciousness has time as a foundational element,
but the time variable depends on physical phenomena. In contemporary discourse, it has been said that,
someday, technology will make it possible for humans to become “post-human,” that is, transcend the
limits of the human condition [12]. There are others who believe that the only way to make sense of all
the scientific facts is to take reality as a simulation. Another scenario is to imagine that once humans
learn how to completely characterize brains, they will be able to copy themselves into computers,
creating their emulations, or ems, in the process. In a world of emulations, one cannot speak of what is
real.

The paradoxes related to the impossibility of determining the difference between an event and a
simulation thereof are encountered in the Puranas [2], the Yoga Vasistha [13], and other books.

Although these paradoxes may be resolved by privileging the initial state as real and the later
states as simulations or dream states, that cannot be done otherwise. In absolute terms, the situation
becomes one of unresolvable illusion, which is called the Maya.

Consciousness is not a property of Brahman but its very nature. Brahman is one without a
second, all-pervading and the immediate awareness and in this abstraction it is nirguna Brahman, or
Brahman “without qualities.” This Brahman is ever known to itself and constitutes the reality in all
individuals selves, while the appearance of our empirical individuality is due to avidya (identification
with our material self).

Brahman thus cannot be known as an individual object distinct from the individual self.
However, it can be experienced indirectly in the natural world of experience in the mind. Later Vedanta
speaks of Brahman as the light (Prakdasa) that illuminates the mind [14].

4. The Problem of Time

The problem of distinction between the real and its emulation is a part of the larger question of the
relationship between consciousness and time. Ordinary consciousness is anchored on physical
phenomena and time as a conceptual category becomes problematic even in contemporary cosmology
where in the theory of black holes, time and space are assumed to flip to make sense of how an object
simply disconnects from the rest of the physical world [15].

To emphasize the relative nature of time and space, there are stories in the flow of time at
different rate for individuals in different worlds [2]. To give an example, the Devi Bhagavata Purana,
has the story of the sage Narada questioning Visnu about this, who says: “Before I explain, will you
fetch me some water?” pointing to a river. Narada does as he was told, but on his way back, he sees a
beautiful woman. Smitten by her, he begs the woman to marry him. She agrees and he forgets about
Visnu.

Narada builds a house for his wife on the banks of the river. She bears him many children.
Loved by his wife, adored by his sons and daughters, and by his grandchildren, he feels happy and
secure. Suddenly, dark clouds appear in the sky and there is thunder, lightning, and rain. The river
overflows, breaks its banks and washes away Narada’s house, drowning everyone he loved, and
destroying everything he possessed. Swept away by the river, he cries for help, and Visnu from
nowhere stretches out his hand and pulls him out of the water. Visnu asks, “Where is my water?” And
the spell that was upon Narada breaks, and he realizes that the years that he felt he had spent with his
family, which had brought him such joy, were just an instant.
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Ordinary consciousness in our mind is grounded on objective reality, in the absence of which
one cannot distinguish between real and dream states.

5. Brahman as the Universal Set

We now return to the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad verses about the interweaving (or interpenetration) of
the different elements. This may be represented variously and for illustration we do so in Figure 3.

T - e S ......_.....,...

Figure 3: The interweaving of the elements.

Consciousness pervades through all the elements and it is accessible directly to the individual in the
light that illuminates the mind, which is an instrument based on the brain’s neural networks.

The mind is atomic and its size depends on the acuteness of its concentration, therefore it
apprehends consciousness that can be as small as is possible and since it is the foundation for reality, it
is also as large as can be conceived. This is expressly stated at many places as in the Isa Upanisad,
which is one of the most significant texts of Vedanta. Speaking of the arman (consciousness), it says:

anejadekam manaso javiyo nainaddeva apnuvanpiirvamarsat |
taddhavato 'nyanatyeti tisthattasminnapo matarisva dadhati

The [atman] is motionless, yet faster than the mind; and the senses cannot overtake for it
runs before them. Inactive, it goes faster than those who run after it. In it, the all-pervading
air supports the activity of all beings.

tadejati tannaijati taddiire tadvantike |
tadantarasya sarvasya tadu sarvasydasya bahyatah

It moves, yet it is motionless. It is distant, yet it is near. It is within all, yet it is outside of
all.

Brahman as the universal set is accessible to us through our mind means that it is possible to reach false
judgments about things by invalid associations. A common error of perception arises from conflation of
material and cognitive aspects of one’s self, and similar errors can also arise within a more limited
locus based on invalid generalization from a limited set of attributes.
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6. Error and True Knowledge

The Advaita Vedanta scholar and teacher Adi Sankara used the term adhydsa to indicate erroneous or
illusory perception. In the introduction to the Brahma Sitra, Sankara defines adhyasa as the
apprehension of something as something else with two kinds of confounding, namely as the object and
its properties. The illusory object, like the real object, has a definite locus [16].

The Advaita theory of error (anirvacaniya khyati, the apprehension of the indefinable) holds
that misperception is a product of the ignorance about the substratum. The illusion could arise from
association with the memory of a previous experience (smytirupak paratra piirva drstah avabhasah), or
confounding the appearance of one thing with the properties of another (anyasya anyadharma
avabhasatam).

Adhyasa arises when properties of the body are superimposed on the experiencing self. The
argumentation in the Brahma Sitras is to establish that consciousness cannot arise from the body alone
[17] which is the same view that consciousness cannot be computed or computers will never be
conscious [4].

7. Conclusions

This essay presented the logical framework in which reasoning is done in Vedanta. It began with the
Creation Hymn of the Rgveda, analyzed key passages from the Upanisads for their logical structure,
and discussed how adhydasa, that is superimposition of characteristics of one entity on to another, can
become a source of false perception. Some key verses of Upanisads that are central to the Vedanta
system were examined using Venn diagrams.

Consciousness, which is the universal set in these diagrams, is accessible to the human agent
through the cognitions of the atomic mind, which is a category separate from consciousness. It is this
counterintuitive dichotomous basis that is the primary source of the paradoxes of Vedanta.
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Abstract:

The author enters an already old dispute, that is, whether a counterpart of the
notion of philosophy could be encountered in the traditional India, upholds the
view that the term anviksikt (lit. “investigation”) was nearest to it and traces its
meaning along the texts on dharma, politics, poetics and philosophy properly.
Two main avenues to the understanding of philosophy’s vocations in India
have been paved in the Manavadharmasastra, along with the commentaries
thereon and by Kamandaki, the author of the Nitisara (as the knowledge of
Atman) and in the Arthasastra and the Nyaya texts composed by Vatsyayana
and Uddyotakara (as a metascience helping the other branches of knowledge
bear their fruits). Therefore philosophy in India as well was regarded as the
duality of ideological and methodological constituents, while the emphasis on
analytic practice in the definitions of anviksiki (Wittgenstein’s conception of
philosophy as a practice is also referred to in this context) paves a good
promise for comparative philosophy.

Keywords: philosophical self-reflexion, defining, controversy, dharma, politics,
Nyaya, philosophical practice, analytic philosophizing.

In spite of such facts that Indian philosophizing is as old as in Greece and the texts in Indian
language which could be regarded as philosophical completely or at least partly can be counted in
five-digit numbers,* the very notion corresponding to philosophy is so comparatively a rare bird in
the texts of Indian culture that some even eminent Western scholars have doubted whether we have
there any real counterpart of it at all. So Paul Hacker, a great authority in Advaita-Vedanta and in
Indian spiritual culture in general, while acknowledging that the term anviksiki is near to it, came to
conclusion that it means (bearing in mind its contexts in the Arthasastra in the first place) rather
some “examining science” (nachpriifende Wissenschaft) suitable for any field of knowledge and
that in spite of doubtless presence of philosophy in Indian culture and even a notion of it, a
corresponding term has nevertheless been lacking there [6, pp. 80-81]. His follower and critic
Wilhelm Halbfass, the author of an epoch-making book on Indo-Western cultural encounters and
dialogue, doubted his predecessor’s point that we can have a notion of something without having a
term for it and put into question whether we have a univocal term for philosophy in Western culture
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as well, and substituted the issue of “an Indian counterpart” by another one, i.e., of the importance
of Indological studies for Western philosophical self-reflection [6, pp. 80-81]. Both named
Indologists, nevertheless, devoted very careful job to disclosing the conceptual and historical
contexts of the related terms. As to Indian Indologists, they revealed, at least in the second half of
the twentieth century, a scarce interest to these texts and contexts but comparatively numerous
among them of them took more interest in pretended apologetic perspectives of the issue (see
below).

My point is that in order to identify philosophy in Indian culture one has to take as premises
not intuitions, preconceived suppositions and still less wishes but some objective criteria. | believe
as well that such criteria should necessarily involve the possibility or, contrary, impossibility to
detect such a concept and, correspondingly, a term which could both cover the specific
characteristic of the phenomenon under discussion and serve as an umbrella (not in our eyes but in
Indian text-sources) for those schools which fall into the category of philosophical ones with the
same rights as all Western schools identified as philosophical (without embarking on an endless talk
what philosophy as such is or should be).

The only term fit for it is, according to the texts in my disposal, the same anviksiki (lit.
“investigation”), highlighted in this capacity already by such a luminary in Indology as Hermann
Jacobi more than centenary ago and endorsed slightly later by Moritz Winternitz (see: [9] and [24]),
the main case for it being the monumental treatise on politics and state government Arthasastra
where it is defined as exploratory activity and the class of such units as the schools of Saikhya,
Yoga and Lokayata univocally philosophical ones. Later on one found that the same covering of
both a specific investigating activity and philosophical schools was testified also in the
Kavyamimansa by Rajasekhara, a very notorious treatise on poetics (see below).

On the other hand, some Indian historians of philosophy at least up to the end of the
twentieth century vigorously promoted the term darsana (lit. ‘vision’) which should demonstrate
spiritual advantage of Indian over Western philosophy as expressing direct vision of the spiritual
truth independent of rational instruments of knowledge and, in accordance with it, the main (if not
only) goal of Indian philosophizing, i.e. final liberation (moksa).? But this identification of
philosophy in India contradicts directly to the very texts of classical India. These texts, be they
Hindu, Buddhist or Jain, use this term in quite different sense, that is as the designation of
philosophical schools (and by no means methods of their work) in doxographic texts collecting their
tenets (sometimes with their justifications and refutations).® But its allegiance with mystical vision
inasmuch as it expresses the semantics of vision is not more evident than in the cases of such
English terms as “views”, “points of views”, “viewpoints”, etc. And as to the method of philosophy
as the latter has been identified in India, we’ll see that it was regarded in description of
“philosophy” just as the opposite to “mystical vision”. Therefore, to understand semantic
connotations of philosophy in India would be mostly profitable to center on the first term under
discussion in different texts. These texts belonged to various fundamental classes of Indian
literature, not to applied ones, like “compendiums” discussed just above.

The most ancient text where anviksiki was mentioned (at least for contemporary knowledge)
was the Gautama-dharmasiitra composed most likely about the 2" century B.C. It is stated there
that a king should master (only) two disciplines, i.e. the Three Vedas (¢rayi) and just one under
discussion (XI.3). The term occurs in the later teachings of dharma as well, in more extensive royal
curricula, that is of the versified Dharma-sastras. So in the Manavadharmasastra (circa the 1%
century A.D.) already four disciplines are testified, i.e. the Three Vedas and anviksiki are
supplemented by the science of government (dandaniti) and science of economics (vartta). It is
essential that anviksiki is disclosed also concerning its subject, as atmavidya — “the science of
Atman”, i.e. almost mataphysics (V11.43). The same quodrangle of disciplines which had become
already canonical was reproduced in the Rajadharma, i.e. one of two didactical sections of the
Mahdabharata (XI1. 59.33) which cannot be dated more exactly than from the first half of the 1%
millennium C.E. The same “date” could be attributed also to such an authoritative text of the smyti
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class as the Yajnavalkya-smyti wherein the same four disciplines of royal competence are also listed
(1.311).

Medhatithi (circa 9" — 10" centuries C.E.), the most authoritative commentator of the
Manavadharmasastra interpretes anviksiki in two formats, i.e. according to its subject and its
method. In the first regard, he treats it as the science of Atman, with the explication that “the inner
Atman” is meant in the commented verse and that the profit from this science for a king consists in
its usefulness for any Atman (therefore of a king himself) and therefore commends it for
pacification of the excitements of mind. In the second regard, philosophy is treated as the science of
right use of reasoning (tarkavidya), and here two interesting clarifications are offered. On one hand,
this science is recommended for study in order to repel onslaughts of the Buddhists, materialists and
other impious persons who use quasi-reasonings for alienating “weak ones” from the faith, on the
second hand it is needful for a king to be on a firm ground in negotiations with ambassadors of his
royal neighbors. Medhatithi was followed also by a later interpreter, Sarvajnanarayana, wWho
clarifies that “the science of right reasoning” should be taken from such philosophers as the
Naiyayikas and Satikhyas (not from the Buddhists and other nastikas,* as is suggested). But other
later commentators, Killuka, Raghavananda and Ramacandra leave an impression that they suggest
(against the quadrangle of the royal sciences embraced by the compiler of the Manavadharmasastra
itself) divorce anviksiki and atmavidya as two different sciences. Killuka treated the second science
already as “the science of Brahman” and Raghavananda clarifies that anviksiki deals with
justifications of some and refutations of other propositions while armavidya with such statements as
Atman is unborn and therefore eternal and that removing sadness implied by that should be
regarded wholesome for the soul.’

Raghavananda’s logic slips away from me. Indeed, what is the difference between
justification of the statement that Atman is eternal and, correspondingly, rejection that it is
ephemeral (as the Carvakas and Buddhists promulgated it from different presuppositions), on one
hand, and dealing with Atman’s eternality on the other, if it was not only stated but repeatedly
endorsed by his time by Indian philosophers that to establish one tenet is the same as to repudiate
one opposing to it? But it is true that such detachments of what was the same led Paul Hacker to
scepticism in relation to anviksiki as the counterpart of philosophy (see above).

The second class of literature has been already touched above when we substantiated the
view that it was just the place occupied by anviksiki in the science of politics that made it the
nearest counterpart of philosophy for some authoritative Indologists. The compiler (or editor) of the
Arthasastra, dating probably from the 1% — 3 centuries A.D.° appeals to anviksiki in many contexts
in the first chapter of his great code of the political science (1.2). A very exquisite panorama of
authoritative (even if semi-historical) views on the very body of the quadrangle of the royal
disciplines was displayed there. The Manava school rejects anviksiki as a Separate science by
incorporating it into Three Vedas. Some Brhaspati school rejects both it and the Three Vedas by
maintaining that only politics and economy deserve the title of sciences. The school of USanas
asserts that there is only one necessary knowledge, i.e. the science of government. But the compiler
(or editor) of the text posits his own view (while identifying it with that of Kautilya) that all the four
sciences are both independent and necessary for all other knowledges and human prosperity. As to
anviksiki, he not only makes it the designation of the class to which three philosophical schools
belong but describes its method as “investigating by means of arguments” (hetubhir anviksamana),
and still more, reveals such a secularism (which in the Dharmic literature could have been quite
unreal) as to name it (in one verse, most likely composed by him but cited as a piece of a lore) the
light of all knowledge (the Three Vedas being included) and the foundation of all successful activity
and human prosperity: “Light to all kind of knowledge, easy means to accomplish all kinds of acts
and receptacle of all kinds of virtues, is the science of Anviksiki ever held to be”’ By what reason?
Because the light is such a thing that helps see all other things in their truth, i.e. what profit and
damage are in economy, correct and incorrect means in politics and even dharma and adharma in
the scope of the Three Vedas.®

26



But Kamandaki in the Niisara (circa 5" — 6™ centuries A.D.), a follower of the author of the
Arthasastra, who managed to expound its subjects in twenty versified chapters, corroborates, while
receiving royal sciences again, the definition of the Manavadharmasastra to the result that anviksiki
is the science of Atman, with such a clarification that its profit for anyone (a king, certainly, is
being included) consists in the fact that investigation of the nature of enjoyment and suffering
offered by it delivers its student from both of them (Il.7, 11). But he does not overdo as his
predecessor did (who made philosophy the light even for the Three Vedas, see above) by leaving
dharma and adharma wholly on the care of the Vedas.

It is not surprising that the place occupied by philosophy in the traditional quadrangle of
royal sciences was comprehended in philosophical texts themselves, i.e. in the texts of the Nyaya
school. Vatsyayana, the founder of the multistory exegetical building of the school who commented
its sitras in the Nyaya-bhasya (4™ — 5 centuries A.D.) tried to realize the correlation between
anviksiki and atmavidya from a quite new view-point. For him to “atmavidyamatram”, i.e. nothing
more than the knowledge of Atman in such texts as the Upanisads, sixteen “scientific” categorical
topics (beginning with the sources of knowledge and ending by the points of defeat in a dispute) are
as it were added in the science of Nyaya. And, one could read up Vatsyayana to the end, just these
16 topics constitute that medieval science of reasoning (tarkavidya) whereon the late interpreters of
the Manavadharmasastra beginning with Medhatithi will write (see above). But Vatsyayana inserts
the Nyaya philosophy into anviksiki as well, by their identification by means of intended play of
assonances. Namely, inference basing itself on perception and tradition is after-knowledge
(anviksa), but after-knowledge is also an examination of what was known by means of perception
and tradition before, and what is realized by means of this examination is just anviksiki which is the
knowledge of Nyaya (nyayavidya) or, in the other words, the science of Nyaya (nyayasastra).
Therefore, anviksiki which is “the light of all sciences” (the verse from the Arthasastra is cited — see
above) is just that science whose distinguishing features are sixteen categorial topics expounded in
the Nyaya-sitras (1.1.1). And this science is implemented, according to Vatsyayana, by means of
three intellectual operations, i.e. the nomination of objects of knowledge (uddesa), their definition
(laksapa) and critical examination of definitions (pariksa), viz. inspection whether definiens
corresponds to definiendum, and he also adds classification (vibhdaga) in another fragment of his
text (1.1. 2-3) [22, pp. 3, 4, 17].

Vatsyayana’s ideas were approved by his interpreter. Uddyotakara in the Nyayavarttika (7"
century A.D.) comments not only his predecessor but also that verse from the Arthasastra wherein
anviksikt as the science par excellence was glorified (see above). He clarifies that it is “the light to
all kinds of knowledge” inasmuch as all other sciences can deal with their matters by means of the
sources of knowledge and other categorial topics which, in turn, are dealt with only by anviksiki. To
the objection of an imaginative opponent as to why other sciences cannot do with these sources of
knowledge themselves, Uddyotakara responses that it is because it is not their business
(anadhikarat) and therefore they are dependent on the science under discussion. And also
concerning it as “the means to accomplish all kinds of acts and receptacle of all kinds of virtues”
(the same verse from the Arthasastra) the point is the same: it is because of the capability and
vocation of anviksiki to serve as the assistant to all other sciences for their fruiting (upakarakatva)
[21, p. 21].

Medhatithi’s contemporary Jayanta Bhatta in the monumental Nyayamanjari (circa 9
century A.D.) while having endorsed that there are just four sciences in the world also devoted
himself (like Vatsyayana) to pastime with etymologization, very estimated in Indian traditional
scholarship. The word anviksiki came from the verb ks + anu, but derivation according to this
view contains the very essence of any thing, which in this case is after-vision or examination of the
knowledge acquired from other sources, viz. perception and inference [12, p. 4]. Therefore Jayanta
follows Vatsyayana almost in everything with only such a difference that the second source of
knowledge has been changed and anviksiki becomes something like after-inferential knowledge.

As to “after-knowledge” of anviksiki itself in the Kavyamimarnsa by Rajasekhara (10"
century), it is identified here as the polemical activity of two camps, viz. the deniers of the Vedic
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authority (the Buddhists, Jainas and Carvakas) and its defenders (the Sankhyas, Naiyayikas,
Vaisesikas). Moreover, it is clarified that polemics is being accomplished in three modes as
canonized in the Nyayasitras — debate for truth (vada), wrangling (jalpa) and cavilling (vitanda)
(11.2) [16, pp. 18-19]. But here an attempt is made to combine different calculations of the sciences
(sastras), and while venerating the quadrangle of the “royal sciences” (suggesting however with an
older authority named Yayavariya that the science of poetics could be added to them as the fifth
one) Rajasekhara acknowledges also eighteen disciplines of “the sacerdotal scheme™® wherein
anviksikt is also inserted by him in spite of the fact that usually the place of philosophy had been
usually occupied according to this scheme by nyayavistara, “the wealth of nyaya”.*°

All the said reveals that even if quantitatively self-reflection of philosophy in India has been
more than moderate if compared with European tradition'!, its small ‘extent’ helped it be more
qualitatively centered. Two avenues for understanding the vocation of philosophy had been paved:
in the Manavadharmasastra as the science of Atman and in the Arthasastra as a kind of meta-
science, the idea enthusiastically developed by the philosophers of Nyaya, and in accordance with
these two vocations philosophy was considered later in India as the dual unity of the ideological and
methodological constituents.

Most clearly the methodological dimension of philosophy has been clarified by the great
philosopher Vatsyayana who differentiated “mere knowledge of Atman” in the manner of the
Upanisads and the same knowledge in the context of professional investigation supplied with the
special categorial topics. Under the angle of comparative philosophy one cannot avoid almost exact
parallels here with Arthur Schopenhauer for whom “ordinary sciences” can also bear their fruits via
corresponding applied philosophies (like philosophy of botany, philosophy of zoology etc.) which
in turn draw upon the proper Philosophy which investigates the principle of sufficient reason while
they only use it [18, pp. 155-156]. But what is still much more important, Indian understanding of
philosophy from the Arthasastra and culminating with the Nyaya-bhasya and Nyaya-varttika is
nearest to Ludwig Wittgenstein’s vision wherein it iS a practice and by no means a set of
doctrines.™ A difference could be identified by the fact that in India this practice was cogitated not
as monologic clarification of notions but as the dialogical, i.e. controversial work on propositions
and, correspondingly, concepts as has been highlighted “visually” by Rajasekhara but presupposed
also in the related contexts of commentaries on the Manavadharmasastra and in the very practice of
Indian actual philosophizing. One can mention only such things that ancient Indian syllogism itself
included “superfluous members” as compared with Aristotelean inference, and not because of
“inductive mentality” ascribed sometimes to Indian mind in the West but for such a reason that
polemics of a proponent with an opponent (usually an imaginative one) left its vestiges in the
classical five-membered syllogism of Nyaya and was directly incorporated in the seven-membered
and ten-membered ones in ancient Jainism and Séﬁkhya.13

And this justifies, | believe, my earlier idea that analytic philosophizing has been by no
means specifically Western but intercultural undertaking which could be described as philosophical
classicism with clear-cut parallels in both the axial time in all the three breeding grounds of
philosophy in the world and full blossomed scholasticism of the medieval and post-medieval ages
in European and Indian traditions.** There are only two reasons for overlooking these parallels, one
of them being residual hypocritic Eurocentrism and another one, and much more important, quite
sincere lack of understanding that analytic philosophy is just a practice and not a set of doctrines
wherein Wittgenstein was also sure (see above).™
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Notes

1. One can make sure in it while looking at least in the last edition of the most notorious bibliography of Indian texts
(by no means complete as the whole literature in all Indian languages was not referred to there): [14].

2. See, e.g.:[8, pp. 182-183; 2, p. 2; 3, p. 102; 19, p. 13; 17, p. 22] to name only a few publications.

3. One can name here the titles of most notorious texts of this genre, popular in the schools of Jainism and particularly
Advaita-Vedanta, i.e. the Saddarsanasamuccaya (7 — 8" centuries A.D.) by the Jaina Haribhadra lately twice at least
commented, Sarvadarsanasiddhantasaiigraha of surely Advaitic authorship and falsely ascribed to Saiikara (as
numerous scriptures of the school), Sarvamatasarigraha of the same school and again without recognized authorship
and, at last, the most detailed and renown text of the class, the Sarvadarsanasaiigraha composed by the Advaitin
Madhava Viidyaranya (14" century A.D.) wherein 15 schools were reviewed (if one regards the last chapter on Advaita
itself an authentic one). The text was used by Western Indologists of the later half of 19™ century as the main textbook
on Indian philosophy wherein one could find the essentials of every school without much job. It occured only recently
that some Indologists argued that not Viidyaranya but some Cannibhatta, the preceptor of both Viidyaranya and his
brother Sayana, was the author of it judging by numerous textual coincidences in the Sarvadarsanasarigraha and his
other works. Almost exhaustive description of the contexts of the term darsana in the related literature has been
presented in [7, pp. 296-309].

4. Philosophers denying the authority of the Vedas and related texts along with other corner-stones of Brahmanism
were meant under this designation

5. See: [11, pp. 774-775]. Mutual correlations of these two notions in the commentaries under discussion were
carefully dealt with in [15, p. 52] and [7, pp. 322-323]. Among Indian scholars Dharmendra Nath Shastri is to be
mentioned who did not see any evidence against the view that the science of Atman was included in anviksiki (see: [13,
p. 21]).

6. Kautilya-Visnugupta, the famous minister of the Maurian emperor Candragupta living in the end of 4™ century B.C.,
could not have been the author (against the univocal traditional lore) inasmuch at least as the person under this name is
mentioned many times in the text along with other authorities not to mention the fact that this text mirrors realities of
many historical epochs.

7. The classical translation of the text by R. Shamasastry is cited here: [1, p. 6]. In the original:

Pradipah sarvavidyanam upayah sarvakarmanam// Asrayah sarvadharmanam sasvadanviksiki mata.

8. Just before the verse cited it was stated that the same science “keeps the minds steady and firm in wheal and woe
alike and bestows excellence of foresight, speech and action” (Ibid.). So it is true that philosophy in India was regarded
a means for the right way of life but not as “the direct vision of reality” (see above), in contrary, as a science of
reasoning by arguments.

9. This distinction of two schemes of sciences, very successful in my opinion, was formulated in [6, pp. 66-69] and
developed later in [15, pp. 31-39].

10. It goes without saying that my survey, however detailed in a sense, was confined mostly to the evidences on the
traditional disciplines of knowledge in classical Sanskrit literature. It does not claim on the coverage of all sources, such
as, e.g., Saivite treatises or Puranic texts, nor it took account of vernacular Indian literatures, but | believe that the very
infinity of these scriptures could be at least a small excuse for me.

11. Although not all cases of the use of the term under discussion in all commentaries and subcommentaries (including
Very later ones) to the named texts were mentioned above, they don’t contribute, | believe, anything substantial to what
has already been stated. In contrast, different facets of understanding ¢iloco@io only in Plato’s texts could constitute
the contents of a book (and numerous investigations in the field have been already published), in Greek and Roman on
the whole of an extensive one and in the whole Western tradition up to the end of the 20™ century could not be packed
in one volume. To make sure of it one can look only in the article Philosophie (Bd.7) in many volume Historisches
Worterbuch der Philosophie under the guidance of Joachim Ritter, Karlfried Griinder and Gottfried Gabriel (1971-
2007).

12.Compare the famous “siatra” in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (the very structure of this text reminds
strikingly that of the basic texts of Indian dar$anas) 4.112: “Philosophy aims at the logical clarification of thoughts.
Philosophy is not a body of doctrines but an activity. A philosophical work consists essentially of elucidations.
Philosophy does not result in “philosophical propositions,” but rather in the clarification of propositions. Without
philosophy thoughts are, as it were, cloudy and indistinct: its task is to make them clear and to give them sharp
boundaries.”

13. All of them had a very ancient lineage in the debates of experts in Vedic rituals and texts in the first half of the 1
millennium B.C. and in the debates of the first Indian dialecticians in the epoch of the Buddha (the very middle of the
same millennium).

14.See: [20]. Then | was almost a solitary in this attitude but not one-aloner. For example, L. Cohen avowed that
analytic philosophers are those who are interested in issues connected with reason and reasoning and therefore they
constitute the historical line in Western philosophy beginning with Socrates, and D. Follesdale included Aristotle in
their ranks. As to anviksiki, it was at least such an authority as Alan Warder who, while referring to the definition of
Rajasekhara (see above) characterized it as “philosophy and more accurately as what is sometimes called analytical
philosophy” with clarification that in the first place “it is an area of controversy”. See: [4, p.49; 23, pp. 7, 9]. But some
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features of the same practice can be discerned also with ancient Chinese disputants from the School of Names (with
Gongsun Long at the head) even if it was suppressed by the authoritative rulers, and only later Chinese culture got
acquainted with analytic methods by means of translations of Indian Buddhist texts dealing with it.

15. It is true that some cases of incorporating Indian philosophy (of the very late period) in this format take place now,
see, e.g., [5]. But its analytic features had revealed themselves already one and half millennia before Navya-Nyaya for
already contemporaries of the Buddha practiced perpetual critical analysis of propositions (sometimes of definitions as
well) in everlasting disputes (using very willingly such polemical expedients as trilemma and especially quadrilemma —
catuskori) for which some kings and queens (Mallika from Kosala was one of them) erected even special lodgings
called kutzhalasala. On this intensive analytic activity and using manifold means of investigation-in-polemics one
could be referred to a masterpiece on the topic which is by no means outdated even today, that is [10].
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Abstract:

This paper is devoted to the methodology of history of philosophy. There are
considered two approaches: the Hegelian and Schellingian ones. It is shown
that the Hegelian approach has many weak points. Both approaches are
demonstrated on the material of Indian philosophy. The Schellingian approach
was hammered out then by Foucault as archeology of philosophy.
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1. Introduction

There are two extreme approaches to the study of the history of philosophy authored by: (i) Diogenes
Laértius (ca. 3rd century A.D.) who wrote the book Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophers (Biot
Kol yvdpor tdv &v @lhocoeig gvdokiunodvtov; Vitae Philosophorum) and (ii) Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831) who is an author of the following three books on this subject:
Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Geschichte (1837), Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der
Religion (1832), and Vorlesungen iiber die Geschichte der Philosophie (1833-1836). The first
approach is focused on differences among philosophers and their concepts. The second approach
accepts some general features and joint viewpoints in philosophies to reconstruct a joint history of
philosophy of all nations as a linear development.

The methodology for the history of philosophy reflected by Hegel is based on two principles,
used by many philosophy historians so far: (1) the philosophical idea is considered given only as the
history of this idea (each philosophical system has a genealogy and does not arise without the influence
of previous systems, on the one hand, and competing systems, on the other hand); (2) the philosophical
idea develops from its abstract forms to more concrete ones (after development, the philosophical
system becomes more complex, and there is an increase in its philosophical reflection).
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Hence, according to Hegel, each philosophical idea is defined by its genealogy in the retrospective
view or by its history in the perspective view. In Hegel’s terminology, each idea is a development and
transition from the state an sich (in itself) to the state fiir sich (for itself) and it can be revealed only
genealogically from the end of the transition process or historically from the beginning of the transition
process.

For example, Brahman from the Upanisads as the supreme existence and absolute reality was
regarded by Hegel as “a supreme being, but one that merely thinks itself, or is merely at home with
itself, outside which all other content and configuration still lies” [6, p. 331]. In this feature, He is close
to “the God of Judaism”. Both are “an abstraction, God in the spirit but not yet God as spirit” (Ibid.).
As a consequence, Brahman of the Upanisads as well as the God of Judaism is the God an sich (in
Himself), i.e., He is just a beginning in the theological reflections, where Jesus Christ should become
the God fiir sich (for Himself) as the end of theological reflections.

Hegel claims that the movement of the human spirit, including any philosophical reflection, has
proceeded from the east to the west. It means that philosophy begins in the east and ends in the west.
To the same extent, there were only three principles in religion proceeding from east to west: (i) the
God in Himself as He is presented in the world of Far Eastern religions (Mongolian, Chinese, Indian);
(i) the God out of Himself as He is presented in the Islamic world; (iii) the God for Himself as He is
presented in the Christian world:

For if we cast our eyes around the world, we can discern three main principles in the older
continents: the Far East (i.e., Mongolian, Chinese, or Indian) principle, which is also the
first to appear in history; the Mohammedan world, in which the principle of the abstract
spirit, of monotheism, is already present, although it is coupled with unrestrained
arbitrariness; and the Christian, Western European world, in which the highest principle of
all, the spirit’s recognition of itself and its own profundity, is realised. This universal series
has been described here as existing perennially; but in world history we encounter it as a
sequence of successive stages [7, pp. 128-129].

Now, only Christian peoples play a significant role in the world history:

The whole eastern part of Asia is remote from the current of world history and plays no part
in it; the same applies to the north of Europe [7, p. 172].

In this paper, some strict limits in the Hegelian approach to the history of philosophy are shown. So, |
am going to discuss that the deep problem of the approach founded by Hegel is that all the substantial
differences among cultures and philosophies of different times and geographic locations are ignored so
that a reconstructed philosophical tradition is examined as hermetic and self-sufficient — as a linear
development from an sich to fiir sich. In Section 2, the traditional periodization of Indian philosophy is
examined as made in accordance with the Hegelian approach and there its main problems are shown. In
Section 3, | consider the criticism of the Hegelian approach proposed by Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von
Schelling (1775-1854).

2. Periods of the Indian Philosophy According to the Hegelian Approach

A good illustration of applying Hegel’s methodology can be presented by the following periodization
of the Indian philosophy. This periodization is intended to reflect the linear development of Indian
thought, starting from the period of the compilation of the Vedas: (H1) the four Vedas (veda’): Rgveda,
Yajurveda, Samaveda, and Atharvaveda, and the Vedic period as such (developing an abstract ideal
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picture of the world through organizing a complex religious ritual with reciting hymns); (H2)
Brahmanas, Aranyakas, and Upanisads — the first proto-philosophical books comprehending H1 (the
birth of Indian proto-philosophy as a beginning of reflection carried out by the Brahmins in respect to
the Vedic texts as well as Vedic rituals); (H3) Sitras belonging to Astika (classical schools) — the first
philosophical books in the strict sense as treating the texts of H2 (creating saddarsana or Six
philosophical schools of Astika: Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya, VaiSesika, Mimamsa, and Vedanta); (H4)
Sitras belonging to Nastika (non-classical schools, first of all, Buddhism and Jainism).

We see a linear development from H1 and through H2 to H3, and then H4 appears as a critical
revaluation of previous periods. It is a step-by-step revelation of Vedic thought from its state an sich
(H1) to its state fiir sich (H3) and then it comes to its negation (H4). This periodization was well
formulated by Friedrich Max Miiller (1823-1900), one of the founders of Indology, see [10]: (1)
Khanda period, earlier than 1000 B.C. — composing hymns of the Vedas and forming the Vedic
religion; (2) Mantra period, from 1000 to 800 B.C. — collecting hymns into the four Vedas; (3)
Brahmana period, from 800 to 600 B.C. — composing the texts of Brahmanas, Aranyakas, and
Upanisads; (4) Sitra period, since 500 B.C. — first of all, the Sulbasitra (considering the fire-altar
construction) and the text of Panini about the Sanskrit grammar — the Astadhyayr.

Miiller pays attention that the same periods are repeated as appropriate classes in the traditional
study of Rgveda:

A student of a Rig-Veda-sakha (a recension of the Rig-Veda), if sharp and assiduous, takes
about eight years to learn the Dasagranthas, the ten books, which consist of (1) The
Samhita, or the hymns. (2) The Brahmana, the prose treatise on sacrifices, etc. (3) The
Aranyaka, the forest-book. (4) The Grihya-siitras, the rules on domestic ceremonies. (5—
10) The six Angas, treatises on Siksha, pronunciation, Gryotisha, astronomy, Kalpa,
ceremonial, Vyakarana, grammar, Nighantu and Nirukta, etymology, Khandas, metre [10,
p. 161].

In the meanwhile, Miiller understands that Buddhism is out of this scheme and explains this fact based
on archaeological data. According to these data, there were the Northern conquerors of India from the
1st century B.C. to the 4th century A.D. who were not believers in the Vedas, but they follow
Buddhism with some own religious traditions such as Mazdeism and other Iranian worships. These
conquerors were Indo-Scythians (Sanskrit: Saka), i.e., they are one of the Iranian-speaking tribes from
Tiran (the region of today’s Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, and the north-eastern
parts of Afghanistan and Pakistan):

The Northern conquerors, whatever their religion may have been, were certainly not
believers in the Veda. They seem to have made a kind of compromise with Buddhism, and
it is probably due to that compromise, or to an amalgamation of Saka legends with
Buddhist doctrines, that we owe the so-called Mahayana form of Buddhism — and more
particularly the Amitdbha worship — which was finally settled at the Council under
Kanishka, one of the Turanian rulers of India in the first century A.D.

If then we divide the whole of Sanskrit literature into these two periods, the one anterior to
the great Turanian invasion, the other posterior to it, we may call the literature of the former
period ancient and natural, that of the latter modern and artificial.

Of the former period we possess, first, what has been called the Veda, i.e., Knowledge, in
the widest sense of the word — a considerable mass of literature, yet evidently a wreck only,
saved out of a general deluge; secondly, the works collected in the Buddhist Tripitaka, now
known to us chiefly in what is called the Pali dialect, the Gatha dialects, and Sanskrit, and

probably much added to in later times [9].
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Thus, according to Miiller, H4 differs from H1, H2, and H3 due to some external influences of the
Sakas (Indo-Scythians) on the Indo-Aryans. Without their invasion of North India up to some central
parts, we would have a pure hermetic philosophical tradition from H1 and through H2 to H3, but after
their invasion, Mahayana as a part of H4 appeared.

The periodization close to Miiller on the basis of the Hegelian approach was also proposed by
Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan (1888-1975), the Indian philosopher [13, pp. 57-59]: (1) the Vedic period
(1500 B.C.-600 B.C.) which covers the spread of the Aryan culture in India and “it was the time which
witnessed the rise of the forest universities, where were evolved the beginnings of the sublime idealism
of India” [13, p. 57]; (2) the epic period (600 B.C.—200 A.D.) — developing the early Upanisads and the
saddarsanas, composing the two Indian great epics: the Ramayana and the Mahabharata, forming and
expanding Buddhism, Jainism, Saivism, Vaisnavism; (3) the sitra period (from 200 A.D.) — founding
philosophy in the narrow sense in India; (4) the scholastic period (from 200 A.D.) — founding the
tradition of philosophical commentaries.

Miiller and other indologists have continued the Hegelian approach to the periodization of
Indian philosophy as a hermetic and self-sufficient tradition. For instance, Erich Frauwallner (1898—
1974) proposed the following general periodization:

First, the continuation of the Vedic thought-world and the beginning of the Vedanta up to
the time of the system built by Sarikara. Secondly, the systems built by the Saivas. Thirdly,
the decline of Buddhism and the rise of the Tantric Schools. Fourthly, the Vedanta system
of the Vaispava and the other Vispuistic Schools. Finally, is dealt the continuance still of
the systems of the older period, so far as they continue in this period. A sub-division of the
period of the modern Indian Philosophy renders itself to be unnecessary as it embraces only
an entirely small compass of time. Thus, is given an organization of Indian Philosophy
which, in my view, largely docs justice to the course of historical development and also
simultaneously summarizes in clarity the phenomena belonging together, in well-arranged

groups [5].

Nevertheless, there is a great deal of textual evidence which refutes this insularity of Vedic tradition
from H1 to H3 assumed in advance. First, many of the earliest philosophical siitras of Astika contain
quotations from Madhyamaka and Yogacara — two early schools of Mahayana from North India. So,
the Gaudapadiyakarika, on the one hand, represents the earliest available record of an uncompromising
non-dualistic doctrine (advaita-vada) — the central and principal concept of Vedanta school, and, on the
other hand, shows that its author(s) had a good knowledge of Madhyamaka and Yogacara texts [8]. The
Nyayasitra, the basic logical treatise of Astika, also contains some direct quotations from
Madhyamaka and Yogacara books and was written surely after the Buddhist logical treatise
Milindapariiha [17].

The Pali Canon was composed from the 1st century A.D. to the 4th century A.D. It is one of the
earliest hermetic corpus of Indian texts with effective dating due to some inscriptions and cross-cultural
textual analysis. It is quite surprising that many times there are mentioned not the four Vedas, as it can
be expected, but only three Vedas (Rk, Yajur, and Sama), for instance:

tena kho pana samayena brahmanassa pokkharasatissa ambattho nama manavo antevasi
hoti  ajjhayako mantadharo tinmam vedanam paragii  sanighanduketubhanam
sakkharappabhedanam itihasaparicamanam padako veyyakarano
lokayatamahapurisalakkhanesu (Ambaghasutta 1, 3); [14, p. 88].
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At that time Pokkharasati had a student named Ambattha. He was one who recited and
knew the hymns (manta) by heart, and was an expert in the three Vedas (tinnam vedanam
paragi), together with their vocabularies (nighanda), ritual (kerubha), phonology (akkhara)
and etymology (pabheda), and the stories (itihasa) as fifth. He knew philology (pada) and
grammar (veyyakarana) and was well versed in cosmology (lokayata) and the [32] marks
of a great man (mahapurisa).

Why three? It is possible to explain by that the Atharvaveda was not a canonical book at least in the 1st
century A.D. Another critical point in respect to the assumption of linear development from H1 to H3
is that at the time of Buddha and his disciples for a few hundred years early Sanskrit or Vedic was
associated only to the Vedas and was not popular as a language of philosophy or other literature:

tena kho pana samayena yame/akekuta nama bhikkhii dve bhatika honti brahmanajatika
kalyanavaca kalyanavakkarana. te yena bhagava tenupasankamimsu, upasankamitva
bhagavantam abhivadetva ekamantam nisidimsu. ekamantam nisinna kho te bhikkhii
bhagavantam etadavocum— “etarahi, bhante, bhikkhii nananama nandagotta nandjacca
nanakulda pabbajita. te sakaya niruttiya buddhavacanam disenti. handa mayam, bhante,
buddhavacanam chandaso aropema’ti. vigarahi buddho bhagava ... pe ... kathaiihi nama
tumhe, moghapurisa, evam vakkhatha — “handa mayam, bhante, buddhavacanam
chandaso aropema’”ti. netam, moghapurisa, appasannanam va pasadaya ... pe ...
vigarahitva ... pe ... dhammim Katham katva bhikkhii amantesi — “na, bhikkhave,
buddhavacanam chandaso aropetabbam. yo aropeyya, apatti dukkatassa. anujanami,
bhikkhave, sakaya niruttiya buddhavacanam pariyapunitun” ti
(Khuddakavatthukkhandhaka, Ci/avagga 5, 33); [12, p. 139].

At that time, Yamela and Kekuta were the names of two monks who were brothers,
brahmanas (Brahmins) by birth, with beautiful voices, with excellent enunciation. They
went to the Lord; and after arrival they greeted the Lord and sat down at a respectful
distance. As they were sitting down at a respectful distance, these monks spoke the
following to the Lord: “Recently, Lord, monks of various names (nama), various clans
(gotta; Sanskrit: gotra), various births (jacca; Sanskrit: jati) have gone forth from various
families (kula); these corrupt the words of the Buddha in his own dialect (sakaya niruttiya).
Now we, Lord, transform the words of the Buddha into the metrical form (chandaso
aropema) [of Vedic].” The Buddha, the Lord rebuked them, saying:

“How can you, foolish men, speak thus: ‘Now we, Lord, give the speech of the Buddha in
the metrical form (chandaso aropema) [of Vedic]’? It is not, foolish men, for pleasing those
who are not pleased ...” And after rebuking them, he gave a reasoned talk — he talked to the
monks the following words:

“Monks, the speech of the Buddha should not be given in the metrical form (chandaso
aropema) [of Vedic]. Whoever should give it, there is an offence of wrong-doing. | allow
you, monks, to learn the speech of the Buddha according to his own dialect (sakaya
niruttiya).”

The hypothesis that the expression chandaso aropema means early Sanskrit or Vedic was put forward
by Thomas William Rhys Davids (1843-1922), see his translation (1899-1921): (i) as the antithesis to
“his own dialect”; (ii) because of using the word chandasi in the Astadhyayr of Panini with the meaning
“the Veda-dialect”; (iii) since this change of sermon language was proposed by “Brahmins by birth”;
(iv) within the traditional commentaries to this verse by Theravada scholars — so, Buddhaghosa (5th
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century A.D.) comments: chandaso aropema ti vedam viya sakkara-bhasaya vacana-maggam
aropema, Where sakkara means samskrta.

In the Pali Canon, we do not find quotations from the Indian epics, only some references to
epics as an especial genre (itihasa). Furthermore, we do not find some contexts of phrases showing that
their authors knew the Vedas or Upanisads. The critique against the notion of atman (the idea of non-
self; Pali: anatta; Sanskrit: anatman) is an attempt to develop a Buddhist type of reflection on all the
cognitive and emotional states to distinguish them from ourselves. Initially, atman (atta) is a singular
reflective pronoun for all three persons and all three genders in Sanskrit (Pali). The Buddha criticizes
different idols of the mind and using the pronoun arman is regarded by him as a sign of uncriticism in
general. Hence, anatman (anatta) in the Pali Canon is not directly connected to a critique against the
atman from the Upanisads. It is a Buddhist critique against non-reflection and nothing more.

Nevertheless, in the Mahayana sitras we can find some ideas of arman which are close to the
Upanisads. For instance, in the Mahdaparinirvana-siitra (RKHEEEE; Daban nihudn jing, T. 12, No.
376), the first Chinese translation of which appeared in 417 A.D., it is maintained that every separate
mental state (dharma) [Vi%; gié fd], according to its nature [E1%; g7 xing], does not have itself
(anatman) [#&3; wi wo]. But it does not mean that the atman does not exist. It is dé (punya)
[FeB =21E; wo zhé shi dé] and it is obtaining mastery (vasita) [E& BTE; wo zhé zizai]. Thus, the
atman is the Mahayana path as such:

UIRAERINRS REMAHERER, LR2MRNBAEERER, R-UNIEHMLERE
¥, FMHEAZER SME-UNEHMERER. BERYE NHREBRAIEER E
MEERE HEREFLHEEERE HERE HEEHE WEILEE W
RNARAEMERER LR —VRRENIR

qie zhongshéng chéng rulai yan zhdnzhudn xiang jiao jié shué wu wo, ci shi ruldi zhi shi
fangbian ji zhongshéng gu, shuo yigie fa qi xing wu wo, fei rushijian suo shou wu wo, gu
shuo yigie fa qi xing wu wo. shi fit shué wo, ru bi liang yi ming ru yao fd, dang zhi wo zhé
shi shi, wo zhé changzhu fei bianyi fa fei momie fd, wo zhé shi dé, wo zhé zizai, ru shan ri
yao yi, ruldi yi ran weéi zhii zhongshéng shuo zhénshi fd, yigie si zhong dang ru shi xué

(Taisho Tripitaka 1988, T. 12, No. 376, 0863a09-0863a16)

All sentient beings who inherit the Tathagata’s words, change their cognitions and all say
that there is no arman. This is because the Tathagata knows that it is convenient for all
living beings. It is said that the nature of all dharmas has no ego [atman], and it is not the
same as the world accepts itself [atman]. This is as in the case of the great doctor who well
understands the dharma [fa] for the milk medicine, you should know that the atman is true
[shi], the atman is permanent [chanhzhu], it is a non-changeable [fei bianyi fa] and non-
erasing dharma [fei momie fa]. The atman is virtue [dé, punya], the atman is obtaining
mastery [zizai, vasita], like a good milk medicine doctor, and the Tathagata is also the same
who teaches all sentient beings about the true dharma, and all the four groups should learn
it like this.

Hence, instead of a linear development of the Buddhist teaching from a Brahminical context to a more
independent doctrine we encounter some Brahminical ideas such as the concept of arman not in early
Buddhist texts, but, on the contrary, only in later ones, i.e., dated from the 2nd century A.D. This is
explained by the fact that Buddhism and Brahmanism developed in parallel for some time. This fact is
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well confirmed archaeologically, too. For example, refuting the linear development of the Vedic
thought from H1 to H3 is confirmed by the fact that the earliest Sanskrit inscriptions are dated strongly
from the 1st century B.C. to the 1st century A.D., not earlier [15]. And for a long time, we can observe
a smooth change from Prakrits such as Gandhari into pure Sanskrit through some hybrid forms from
the 2nd century A.D. to the beginning of the 5th century A.D. Only since the 4th-5th century A.D.
there have been many long phrases in pure Sanskrit, although the earliest Prakrit inscriptions are dated
to the 4th century B.C.

It is worth noting that the earliest Vaisnava inscriptions are dated to the early 2nd to the late 1st
century B.C., while all the early Saiva objects and inscriptions are found exclusively at Buddhist sites
for a long time within a syncretic Buddhist-Saiva culture and only since the early 5th century A.D.
Saivism has been completely emancipated from Buddhism [18].

Thus, the Hegelian approach to historically consider each philosophy as a linear development
from the state an sich to the state fiir sich is not validated by the textual analysis and there is no
archaeological evidence at least on the example of Indian philosophy. We face a mixture of various
concurrent movements presenting H2, H3, and H4 until about the 2nd—4th centuries A.D., when the
philosophical discourse in India had been finally formed.

The dating of the life of the Buddha is a decisive moment for the dating of the post-Vedic
period (i.e., the period after H1). And there are two approaches to this: long and short chronology.
According to the long chronology, Sakyamuni Buddha lived from ca. 566 to ca. 486 B.C. (i.e.,
Buddha’s parinirvana dates to 218 years before Asoka’s coronation). According to the short
chronology, he lived from ca. 448 to ca. 368 B.C. (i.e., Buddha’s parinirvana dates to 100 years before
Asoka’s first regnal year).

The short chronology was substantiated by Heinz Bechert [1], [2] who showed, based on the
references to Dipavamsa 1.24-26 and 5.55-59, that the long chronology of 218 years was a later
development [2, p. 104 ff.]; [1, pp. 329-343]. The short chronology is acknowledged by the following
quotation from a 1st century A.D. Kharosthi manuscript (British Library fragment 4.6 recto): Asoka
was “a century after the Blessed Buddha achieved parinirvana (vasasada paripurvude budhe
bhagavade)” [11, p. 68].

According to the Gilgit manuscript of the Bhaisajyavastu [3] written in Sanskrit and dated to the
8th century A.D., the short chronology may be even much shorter, namely Buddha’s parinirvana goes
back to 400 years before the Kaniska stipa (erected ca. 130 A.D.). It indicates the years of
Sakyamuni’s life from ca. 350 to ca. 270 B.C.:

bhagavan kharjurikam neuropath | khajurikayam baladarakan pamsustiapakaih kridato
'draksit* | bhagavan baladarakan pamsustipakaih kridato drstva ca punar vajrapanim
yaksam amantrayate | pasyasi tvam vajrapane baladarakan pamsustiapakaih kridatah |
evam bhadanta | esa caturvarsasataparinirvrtasya mama vajrapane kusanavamsyah
kanisko nama raja bhavisyati | so 'smin pradese stipam pratisthapayati | tasya
kaniskastipa iti samjiia bhavisyati | mayi ca parinirvrte buddhakaryam Karisyati
(Mulasarvastivadavinaya 1: 2-3); [3].

Bhagavan [Buddha] reached Kharjirika where he saw boys playing with a heap of earth.
Seeing the boys playing with the mud heaps, he then turned to the yaksa Vajrapani, “Do
you see, Vajrapani, how the boys are playing with the mud heaps?” “Yes, sir”. “Four
hundred years after |1 have completely liberated, Vajrapani, there will be a king named
Kaniska of the Kusana lineage. He shall set up a stipa on this very spot, and it shall be
called the Kaniska stipa. Since | have been completely ceased, it will be he who will carry
out the duty of the Buddha.
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Evidently that the shorter the chronology is, the better we may explain various facts of the non-linear
development from H2 to H4. The point is that in the short post-Vedic period until the 2nd—4th centuries
C.E., Brahminical and Buddhist stages of development really coexisted. Furthermore, the shortest
chronology with the dating from ca. 350 to ca. 270 B.C. agrees well with the facts of the beginning of
the sramapa movement from ca. 400 A.D. in the context of the first large growth of Indo-Aryan
urbanization in the Ganges Valley at that time.

3. Schelling versus Hegel

An alternative methodology for the history of philosophy was proposed by Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph
von Schelling (1775-1854) in his late works such as die Philosophie der Offenbarung (\Vorlesung;
1841-1842) and die Philosophie der Mythologie (Vorlesung; 1842). He was the first who grounded
that the historic time (die geschichtliche Zeit) as a history of philosophical idea from an sich to fiir sich
is just an official imagined history, i.e., it is a history within the current dominance of our certain
ideology. To reveal the true genealogy of the given idea, we need to turn to its prehistoric time (die
vorgeschichtliche Zeit) — we must refute the official ideology, where this idea is presented now within a
linear imagined or made-up history of geschichtliche Zeit. It means we should go beyond a unified
hermeneutics for one corpus of studied texts. Thus, the “Hegelian” periods from H1 to H4 correspond
to the existed (Saiva as well as Vaispava) traditions of today’s Hinduism, for example, to the classes of
studying the Rgveda [10, p. 161] mentioned above as corresponding to the periods from H1 to H3.

Schelling maintains that die vorgeschichtliche Zeit means to be before the historic process as
such (to be vorhistorische) at the stage, where our consciousness did not yet reconstruct a linear
development in the meaning of Hegel. At this stage we can observe religions and mythological ideas in
their pure forms, i.e., without our imaginations and one-sided (historic) interpretations:

Der wahre Inhalt der vorgeschichtlichen Zeit ist die Entstehung der formell und materiell
verschiedenen Gotterlehren, also der Mythologie iiberhaupt, welche in der geschichtlichen
Zeit schon ein Fertiges und Vorhandenes, also geschichtlich ein Vergangenes ist [16, p.
588].

The true content of prehistoric time is presented by the emergence of formally and
materially different doctrines of gods, therefore, [by the emergence] of mythology in
general, which is already given as something finished and available in the historic time,
therefore, as something past historically.

Hence, according to Schelling, historic and prehistoric times are two different approaches to the history
of philosophy and our thinking as such:

DemgemilB sind die geschichtliche und die vorgeschichtliche Zeit nicht mehr blof relative
Unterschiede einer und derselben Zeit, sie sind zwei wesentlich verschiedene und
voneinander abgesetzte, sich gegenseitig ausschlieBende, aber eben darum auch
begrenzende Zeiten. Denn es ist zwischen beiden der wesentliche Unterschied, daf3 in der
vorgeschichtlichen das BewuBtsein der Menschheit einer innern Notwendigkeit, einem
Prozel3 unterworfen ist, der sie der duBeren wirklichen Welt gleichsam entriickt, wahrend
jedes Volk, das durch innere Entscheidung zum Volk geworden, durch dieselbe Krisis auch
aus dem Prozel3 als solchem gesetzt und frei von ihm nun jener Folge von Taten und
Handlungen sich iiberldft, deren mehr duBerer, weltlicher und profaner Charakter sie zu
historischen macht [16, pp. 588-589].
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Accordingly, historic and prehistoric times are no longer merely relative differences of one
and the same time; they are two essentially different and separated, mutually exclusive, but
just, therefore, also limiting times. So, there is an essential difference between the two so
that in the prehistoric one the consciousness of humanity is subject to an inner necessity, to
a process which, as it were, removes it [time] from the external real world, while every
people, which has become a people through an internal decision, is also composed of the
process as such through the same crisis, and free from it, it is now left to this sequence of
deeds and actions for which a more external, worldly and profane character makes it [time]
historical.

In line with the Schellingian idea of prehistoric time, Paul-Michel Foucault (1926-1984) views
genealogy in a new way (not Hegelian) — as a necessary method of philosophical analysis, in which we
should get out of the isolation of one hermeneutic tradition with a one-sided historical reconstruction —
in other words, we must abandon the Hegelian principle of ascent from the abstract to the concrete,
while preserving the idea of the historicity of philosophical knowledge. According to Foucault, each
cultural or social phenomenon can be philosophically investigated through a genealogical
reconstruction of epistemic frameworks. To this end, he began to distinguish between the
epistemological level of knowledge, representing what is now, and the genealogical reconstruction of
existences. He called the genealogical reconstruction “the archaeological level of knowledge” or “the
archaeology of knowledge.” According to Foucault, philosophy also has its archaeology. It is one of the
core objectives of philosophy:

(...) archaeology, addressing itself to the general space of knowledge, to its configurations,
and to the mode of being of the things that appear in it, defines systems of simultaneity, as
well as the series of mutations necessary and sufficient to circumscribe the threshold of a
new positivity [4, p. xxv].

As we see, the archaeology of philosophy in the sense of Foucault should replace the history of
philosophy in the sense of Hegel, if we would like to consider philosophical texts outside of only one
closed philosophical tradition. The periodization of Indian philosophy from H1 to H4 reflects only one
philosophical tradition with one hermeneutics — the Hindu philosophy of existing Saiva as well as
Vaisnava religious traditions.

Within the framework of Foucault's approach, structuralist methods of text analysis are used.
These methods are easily enhanced by the methodology of other humanities dealing with the history of
knowledge: (a) historical reconstruction based on both archaeological data and other methods of
studying material culture (description, interpretation, cataloging); (b) reconstruction presented in
historical sociology, which studies societies in their historical dynamics; (c) methods of comparative
textology and hermeneutics, which study different corpora of texts of the same or different traditions.
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Konrad Szocik: One of your research areas is cognitive and evolutionary science of religion. |
wanted to ask you about the attitude of believers, non-scientists, towards this research perspective.
What in it might be useful to believers, and in turn, what potential elements might be a threat?

Lluis Oviedo: In my opinion the impact of these new studies on religion is very limited beyond the
narrow circle of their practitioners and little more. To start with, my colleagues theologians — who
could be more concerned — have largely ignored those developments, as if they were irrelevant for
theological research. This is for me wrong, as theology should be more aware and receptive towards
every attempt to better understand religion. That said, general believers could find several points of
the new scientific study of religion interesting, for instance how many cognitive biases weight in
our way to believe; or how much religion is evolving as all other cultural expressions; or how much
religion as a culture is entrenched with the general evolutionary process we humans undergo. |
myself use sometimes these ideas in my lessons and even in my preaching, to render believers
aware about aspects of their faith and life, otherwise hidden to them. Obviously, the greater risk is
that religious belief and praxis becomes naturalized, reduced, deprived of transcending and healing
strength, and that the scientists could provide an explanation of religion that could become more
convincing than traditional ones, and would displace it as something outdated, as several colleagues
in that area have already tried.

Konrad Szocik: How do you assess the future of religion globally? To what extent is the weakening
of the role of religion in Western culture an exception, and to what extent can we assume that other
parts of the world will repeat the fate of religion in the future inherent in Western culture?

Lluis Oviedo: The question regarding the global future of religion can be answered only in a
nuanced way, and considering its great complexity. | have been following such declining process in
Western societies for more than 30 years, and a surprising thing is that, despite the odds, religion,
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and especially Christian faith, resist in a stubborn way in many areas, some of them quite
unexpected. | could speak even about post-secularization and revivals when | witnessed in a recent
visit to Oxford how full churches from different confessions were, or how many visitors attended
the beautiful Church of England Evensongs. This is happening in many places, and appears to many
as almost ironical. For instance last August the New York Times published an article with the title
“New York’s Hottest Club is the Catholic Church”
(https://www.nytimes.com/2022/08/09/opinion/nyc-catholicism-dimes-square-religion.html). Well,
something is changing, especially because the minority now attending churches is younger, better
formed, and urban; several studies describe this new trend and new books of high intellectual level
reflect on the positive value of Christian faith. A possible explanation is that now that attitude is
free and less constrained by habitude or social norms; then, many are discovering to what extent
faith and religious practice have a positive influence in their lives, provide coping and resilience in
adversity; give quality to our relationships and families; and are a factor of personal and social
wellbeing. Indeed, hundreds of studies are published each year to indicate that positive effect. This
is truly the real and most promising new scientific study of religion.

Konrad Szocik: One of the topics of your research is the influence of religion on the evolution of
morality and cooperation. This is undoubtedly a very complex issue. What, in your opinion, was
and is the influence of religion on morality? How could religion be useful today for strengthening
morality?

Lluis Oviedo: Again, we need to be more subtle. Contrary to some generalist views, not every
religious or spiritual form has a prosocial effect. We know in history and in the present many
religious forms very little concerned about other’s welfare and focusing just on the one’s own
interests and perhaps its immediate niche. | think that just a bunch of religions and religious
expressions inside them stress the prosocial dimension or identify their cult with the attention
towards to benefit others. Even Christianity has had to struggle along its history to remind its
followers about that call and duty, since it does not appear as the religious cognitive default
position. That said, yes, | think these evolved religious forms are clearly committed to the task of
moralizing, or now better, they contribute to character formation, to human flourishing or to a
virtuous life, concepts somehow démodé today, but still looked for in many cases, especially when
dealing with development of the youngest, and with growing corruption mentality in Western
societies.

Konrad Szocik: Public interest in the war between Russia and Ukraine seems to be waning after the
initial shock. How do you assess the attitude of Western European societies toward this war? Is it
possible to point to any one dominant approach? And, in your opinion, are there any significant
differences in thinking about this war between intellectuals and academics on the one hand, and lay
people on the other?

Lluis Oviedo: I think that the dominant attitude in Europe is against war and for peace. However,
such rejection of war assumes later a political tone and divides the public: for a sector — 1 think still
the biggest — peace can be achieved only after deterring the aggressor efforts, and so supporting in
every way the victim party and its resistance; for the other, peace can be achieved only through a
reduced military support to the victims of aggression, so to constrain them to seat down and
negotiate. The difference is between those who think that arming one side is not the best way to
stop the war, and that a compromise or settlement is desired and expected. I do not have figures that
allow me to answer to the other question, about differences between intellectuals and other people, |
am afraid. | expect intellectuals to be more nuanced and less emotionally driven, better informed
and aware of how complex these processes are, but | am not sure in this case. Even the idea of
moral sensitivity could favor both tendencies. This is clearly an unsettled issue.
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