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A few years ago I gave the evening class in one
of our Temples, from Sri Chaitanyacharitamrita. There was a man there who came
every day to hear the Chaitanya-charitamrita
class;
he asked a nonsense question to me:
.
“Maharaja, how did Mahaprabhu die?” I told
him, “You are not hearing Chaitanyacharitamrita. The Lord never died.”
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I replied, “This is a nonsense question. Put your
fingers inside your ears—do not listen to such
things. This is not written anywhere in
Chaitanya-charitamrita. Mahaprabhu’s Pastimes are never finishing; He did not
die.”
Mahaprabhu’s Pastimes are not like this—that He died or was killed by somebody. Nityananda Prabhu also—you will never hear anything about when He
expired, because they did not expire. They are not dead. They came here only to
rescue us, but we are holding on to the pillar; Krishna Himself came, Mahaprabhu
came to pull us, but we are holding on to the pillar. Do you understand? We will
not go because we are strongly holding on to the pillar. One hand is on the pillar,
and Mahaprabhu is pulling the other hand.
Mahaprabhu came here only to take us home. Jiv jago, jiv jago, Gaurachanda
bole (Lord Gaurachandra calls, ‘Wake up, sleeping souls, wake up sleeping souls!’).
But we are resisting. The situation is like this. It is due to bhukti-mukti-siddhikami; rupa, rasa, gandha, sabda, sparsa (the desire for material enjoyment, liberation from material existence, or mystic perfections; form, taste, smell, sound,
touch). We are following the beauty, the taste, rupa-rasa, and destroying our
future.
You see that so many insects are going to the light bulbs; they are attracted to the
beauty, rupa, and they are going to the light, and falling down dead. Rasa, taste,
also. You see that so many ants are going to the molasses container; they are
going to get some taste there, some rasa. They are thinking, “Oh if I go back from
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that I cannot eat more, then I am taking, taking, taking”, and they
are going inside, and they die there. You see when you take molasses so many ants are there. No one can stop them. They themselves went there, and they
can easily come back, but
they are not coming: “Oh,
next time if I go back I may
not get any; I will take, I will
keep taking, the taste is so
nice.” Material enjoyment is
like this, “Oh I will take the
taste, I will take more and
more, so much taste is
here!”—and then we cannot
come out of this illusory environment. We cannot come
out.

Dogs

Rupa rasa gandha sabda sparsa. You
see that dogs are so much controlled
by smell, sabda. And sound; snakes
are coming through
sound. When the
snake charmers are
playing their flute, all
snakes are immediately
coming to them. They
are coming in this way,
through sound, and
they are captured and
Snake
killed.

Rupa rasa gandha sabda sparsa: if we are always controlled by
these things, then our future is dark. We are not thinking—so we
have to think. Where there is the illusory environment, there it is
dark; where there is no illusory environment, no dark is there. If
we become weak, then the illusory environment can attack us.
When we become weak, when our Krishna consciousness is poor,
then maya can attack us and take us out from our life of Krishna
consciousness.

Ants

That is rupa-rasa. It is the same with sabda. When an elephant
becomes crazy, killing people, destroying crops’ fields, and destroying buildings, and the government cannot control him, then
they trap him with a lady
elephant. The forest department makes a hole and
puts the lady elephant inside, with her trunk up, and
that crazy male elephant
sees that and comes to
touch her, only touch her,
and forgets everything
else. When he sees, “Oooh
one lady elephant is
there!”, he loses control
and goes to touch her—
only touch—and falls into
the trap. That is touch,
sparsa.

We can die at any moment, so why should we waste our time
thinking “Tomorrow I will do”? Srila Gurudev [Srila Bhakti Sundar
Govinda Dev-Goswami Maharaja] used to tell us, when you are
going to bathe in the Ganges in the winter season, it is very cold,
and you are waiting, waiting, “When will the sun come?”—but if
you immediately take your gamcha [towel] off and throw it in the
Ganges, you will think, “Oh my gamcha is going, I have to jump!”
You have to throw your mind. You have to do it now; why wait for
tomorrow? Service tomorrow, chanting tomorrow—maybe tomorrow we will not be here. Uthore uthore bhai aro to samoya nai,
‘Krsna bhaja’ bole uchaihsvare, “Awake, arise oh brother, there
is no more time to waste! Serve and worship your Lord, Sri
Krishna.”

Elephant

RESEARCH SUGGESTIONS FOR EXAMINING LIFE’S ORIGIN
by
Srila Bhaktisvarupa Damodara Maharaja (T. D. Singh, Ph.D.)
A possible final test to see whether
life is a product of chemical reactions
or not is to design a super-catalyst
that may have the property to accelerate the chemical reactions manifold. At this point of our advancement in biological sciences we can
practically isolate all biochemicals
such as, nucleic acids (DNA, RNA),
enzymes (protein molecules), carbohydrates, lipids, etc., from organic
bodies. What is the necessity of taking the trouble to synthesize even
simple molecules like amino acids from the so-called primordial
gaseous mixtures, spending millions of dollars in many evolution-
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ary chemistry laboratories around the world and involving many
research scholars in the hope of understanding the primordial
chemical soup? Even given a cosmic time scale of billions of years,
will that chemical soup ever give rise to a living cell?

Living Cells (Eukaryotic and Prokaryotic)
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search work in this area by chemical modification of RNA, or a
combination of RNA enzymes, protein enzymes and other catalytic agents, etc., to see whether a better catalysis is possible or
not.
If we can produce a super-enzyme that can act as a super catalyst
to accelerate the rate of these chemical reactions, we can conceive that in the next few years from now, we will be in a position
to tell correctly whether life is a product of complex molecular
reactions or not. Thus there is no need to wait millions or billions
of years to see life’s appearance on earth. Today, with the computer-aided synthesis of chemicals, it is conceivable that such a
research project will be possible.
The study of life and its
origin in terms of molecules has been the model
of investigation of biologists and evolutionary
chemists. However, the
scientists so far are unable
to generate life from
biomolecules and cannot
fully explain life and its origin. Further, this conception negates completely
the inner and spiritual dimension of life, contrary to
experience. How can we
define life without taking

Chemical Evolutionists’ Believe on Early
Evolution of Life on Earth
Chemical evolutionists often claim that given a cosmic time scale
or a long time span, life could generate spontaneously from the
assembly of biomolecules. However, if we can synthesize a supercatalyst or a superenzyme, then the problem of a long time span
may be solved. That would be more reasonable than doing research on how small molecules would become big molecules, for
example, from amino acids to protein molecules, which in turn
might or might not lead to the first primordial living cell. Scientists
in this field can design some research work on how to find some
special enzymes in order to accelerate these chemical reactions.

Artist

One advantage we have is that we are starting with all the
readymade biomolecules and thus we are not worrying how these
biomolecules evolved from chemical elements like carbon, hydrogen, nitrogen, oxygen, etc., in the cosmic time scale. One possible
area is to investigate further about the RNA world. If RNA acts as
a catalyst it may be possible that we can further undertake re-

into account of our feelings, which occupy most part of our life?
We cannot neglect the whole world of aesthetics-beauty, music,
sculpture, poetry, literature, theatre, dance, etc., which play a major role in our life. Thus it seems that in the study of life and its
origin, a multi-disciplinary approach incorporating many fields
such as, biology, physics, theology and others, is quite important
and necessary. A scientific study of the spiritual concepts of life
from all religious traditions of the world including the ancient
Vedantic traditions will be extremely essential.
Bioengineering and biotechnology have
also raised a lot of bioethical questions.
We hope that during this 21st century
we may see the development of many extraordinary aspects of life-including the
spiritual aspect. We may have the opportunity to take a good look into theism
and atheism through the study of life sciences in the 21st century. Thus in the
search for a deeper understanding of life
and the universe, inclusion of spiritual-

Prayers
ity within scientific research works can become a significant factor. In other words, science and spirituality/religion should be
important partners in this most profound area of human quest.

RNA and DNA
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BEING AND BEYOND
by
Sripad Bhakti Madhava Puri Maharaja, Ph.D.

Although we attribute much substantiality to sensuous being yet
we have discovered that being itself is not sensuously detectable. Being is not any quality or thing, while every quality or thing
has being. In this sense being is not simply a thought like other
thoughts since all thoughts are or have being. Thought itself is
common to all thoughts just as being is common to all beings.
Therefore being and thought both have this identical quality of
all-pervasiveness or universality. Thought itself is the same abstraction as being in that it is present in every particular thought
and yet is different from any particular thought. Thus thought
and being are qualitatively indistinguishable or the same although
we mean them to be different.

Being in itself
Being is a peculiar
concept since it
seems to be associated with everything yet it is not
any of those
things itself. In
other words, every thing has being - but being is
not any of those
things. To say that
something “is”
means that it has
being. A tree is,
the color red is,
even a thought is
or has being, yet each of these things - a tree, a color, a thought is different from being. They all have being, and certainly being
cannot be taken away from any of them, yet they are not being
itself. Therefore we can say that being is not any thing. We can’t
point to being the way we can point to a thing, and say “that is
being.” Thus being is no thing, or nothing. Being is nothing! This
is one way to arrive at that elusive identity. Being is associated
with everything, but it is not any of those things itself.

Being for self
Generally we think of being in itself and stop
there. If we understand
“what” a thing is that
does not tell us the purpose or “what for” it is.
In this sense “what for”
means purpose or reason.
Hegel states[1] that “Reason is purposive activity.” The fact that a thing
is or has being does not
address the reason or
purpose for that being or
what it is for. However,
Hegel
this purpose is not to be understood as something external, but
as intrinsic or essential to the nature of the being under consideration. From the perspective of its ultimate purpose or reason it is
called the final cause.

Another way to think of the nature of being is to consider a specific thing like a sugar cube. If we take away all its sensuous
properties, such as its sweetness, crystallinity, whiteness, etc.
until we are left with only its being there, we cannot say what that
being is. It is indeterminate. Even if we say that the underlying
basis is a mass of matter, or a compound of Carbon, Hydrogen
and Oxygen atoms does not avoid the fact that we consider that
those things also are or have being. Yet being is not determined
any further, or is indeterminate. The same indeterminacy that characterizes Being is indistinguishable from the indeterminacy of
Nothing. This means that we have to go much further than mere
being in order to understand what reality and truth actually are.

Being and the cause of being are to be distinguished. It is in this
sense that we are using the “what” and the “what for” of being.
Both are necessary for a complete understanding. For example, a
hand is a structure of bone and muscle. If a five-limbed structure
like a hand were found in nature, however, we would not call it a
hand. A hand has a particular function with respect to the body. It
is not only a structure of bone and muscle. That is the “what” of
the hand. The purpose or “what for” of the hand must also be
known if we are to completely understand the full concept of
hand. Thus being and being-for are both necessarily to be considered.

So far we have been referring only to being or pure being - being
as such, or being in itself. Being-in-itself refers to implicit or undeveloped being. To simply say “being” does not tell us anything
about being - what it is, or what it does. Therefore pure being
holds implicitly or in-itself what it will become in it’s fully developed or explicated form. Being in itself or by itself has no other
basis than itself. It is immediate or unmediated. It is not caused by
anything. It merely is because it is. This is dark being, unknown
and unknowable being, or being without any detailed explication.
All detail, all development is lacking.

As regards being itself, the concept of being-for-itself means that
there is a relationship involved and this means that there is also a
division or sundered aspect. What is “for” another means that
there must be one and another which is for it. The fact that the
other is for the one, however, means that this division is overcome. What is for me is mine or my own. I take ownership of it or
take it as part of myself. Violation of that part is violation of my-

Such being is abstract, in the same way as a concept or thought.
A thought has being or is, but not like a thing of the senses.
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self. Being for itself is thus the negation of being as other than
itself. Yet the other as another to being is already the negation of
being, i.e. not the original being. If we start with being we arrive at
the other of being by negating it. This first negation of being
produces the other as another. In order to arrive at being for itself,
this other that is the negation of being must be negated. This is
the second negation or the negation of the first negation. This
negation of negation is therefore being-for-itself.

stance of a hand is not what we actually mean by hand. If a Martian comes to Earth and finds a clock, he may analyze it and recognize it as a mechanical arrangement of gears and springs but that
will not be sufficient for him to understand that it is a device for
telling time. In this way the “what” and the “what for”, or being
and being-for are equally important for a complete comprehension of things.
Being-in-and-for-itself

Being for itself is also infinite being. The infinite is that which has
only itself outside of itself. If it has something other than itself
outside of itself then it is finite, not infinite. Being-for-itself takes
all being that is other than itself as its own self. In this way it is
infinite. Being-for-itself may also mean the withdrawal into itself
as a point, negating all other being outside itself. Thus it may also
be finite.

The purpose for which a thing exists is the reason for its being. Is
it proper to distinguish being from its reason for being? Is being in
itself really different from being for something, whether for itself
or anything else? Let’s consider some examples.
When consciousness is aware of an object, and consciousness
always means awareness of an object, the object takes on a divided significance: (1) it is the external object that consciousness
confronts, i.e. the being in itself of the object that is independent
of consciousness; (2) it is the object for consciousness, the appearance or the perception, i.e. the being for consciousness. If we
represent this in abstract symbols we have C as consciousness, O
as the object in (1), and C(O) as the consciousness of the object in
(2). In ordinary consciousness we assume C(O) = O, but is this
valid? Consciousness in contact with the object (in the immediate
sense) becomes consciousness of the object (“becomes” indicates mediation or going from one thing to another). The immediate object is being in itself; the mediate object is being for consciousness. The question is whether consciousness of the object, C(O), is the same as the object, O.

Consciousness contains within itself the determination of beingfor-self. The being of consciousness is tied to the content that is
for it. In other words, consciousness is always consciousness of
something as Husserl would say. What Husserl did not know is
that this being-for-consciousness of the content or object is consciousness itself. This is what Hegel establishes in his Phenomenology of Spirit. In other words, consciousness presupposes its
object as being independent of itself. This first positing of an
object as being-in-itself is therefore actually a negation of consciousness or is literally consciousness itself as negated. The
negation of this negation is then the being-for-itself of consciousness.
Another meaning of being-for-itself is the actualization or realization of being-in-itself or making explicit what is at first implicit.
Being-in-itself as immediate or unmediated indicates that reasoning (or mediation) is still implicit. Therefore immediate being as
being “for us” or “in itself” means the same thing. “For us” in this
case means “for rational knowing.” Being-for-itself is the revelation or explication of the purpose or reason that is at first or immediately implicit. As explicit knowledge it is an object to knowing
itself. In this sense it is the being-for-itself of knowing or reason.

There is a difference between appearance and what is appearing.
This is the difference between being in itself (the thing that is
appearing) and the appearance (being for consciousness). Kant
called this the noumena and phenomena, respectively. Kant would
say that the thing in itself could not be known. Knowing for Kant
means only what is
present for us within
consciousness, i.e. being for consciousness.
According to Kant,
consciousness can
only know being for itself, while being in itself is away and beyond consciousness.
What this says is that
the ordinary or naive
acceptance of the identity between consciousness of an object and the object is
not valid.

In considering the “what for” of things, we must not make the
mistake of thinking in terms of external reason. Hegel warns against
this type of mistake by citing the example that one should not
consider cork trees
to grow “for” making bottle stoppers. This is not the
idea of cause that
is implied in the ontological concept
“being-for.” Rather
than external cause
one must think of
internal cause. An
example Aristotle
gives is the hand.
Without its function in relation to
the body the mere
shape and sub-

Immanuel Kant

But the thing-in-itself outside of consciousness is known by consciousness, at least in so far as consciousness posits (thinks) it
as being there outside of itself. Kant could not deny that this
much is known or presumed. But how can consciousness know of
a thing beyond consciousness if it is limited only to what is “for”
consciousness? The conclusion can only be that the thing-in-

Cork
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itself or being-in-itself is also a being-for-consciousness, or that
the being-in-itself is actually a being-in-itself-for-consciousness.
In this way consciousness has “taken up” the object into itself.
What starts out as being considered an independent object confronting consciousness becomes something different within or
for consciousness after further and more careful consideration. It
must be understood that the proper relationship was always there
but simply not comprehended. In this sense the whole ontological
status of the object has dramatically changed by this new consideration. What started out as an object outside of or beyond consciousness has become an object of consciousness. In other words
the object, O, has become C’(O) which is not really the same as the
original C(O) that we first encountered. The first C(O) is the being
for consciousness of an independent object beyond consciousness. The second C’(O) is the being-in-itself-of-the-object forconsciousness. The moment of being in itself is not lost. At the
same time both C(O) and C’(O) are identical because C(O) is implicitly C’(O).

into obtaining the result. The answer to a mathematical problem is
not considered true until the whole calculation by which the result was obtained has been confirmed. Likewise the result and the
whole process from the moment of the immediate beginning to all
the intervening steps must be considered in expressing the Truth.
The whole process is itself the Truth and not merely the statement of the result. Thus “Truth” as a simple statement does not
include all that it actually is. “Actual” means act or action, and the
activity of understanding or knowing the Truth and acting accordingly is what Truth “actually” is. As such it is not a thing;
Truth is a living and dynamic actuality.
To understand what actuality means we can refer to Aristotle who
explained reality in terms of dunamis and energia, or potentiality
and actuality, respectively. Aristotle understood matter to be mere
indeterminate potentiality, an abstract universality that could take
on any determinate form or actuality. Determinateness or determination refers to
thought. Thus Hegel
conceived of the Aristotelian energia as
actualizing subjectivity or as being a Subject. For Hegel the actual Truth is therefore
Subject as much as
Substance or being.[3] Therefore the
Absolute or the Ultimate Truth can be understood as Subject,
or God, not merely as
Supreme Being but as
self-determinate acting and actual Personality.

In knowing an object or thing-in-itself consciousness negates it
as being independent of itself. Whatever is independent of consciousness is posited as being independent by consciousness.
This is the conclusion. But the original immediacy of consciousness and the being-in-itself of the object are what we start with.
We can start with the conclusion and deduce the beginning, or we
can start with the beginning and arrive at the conclusion. We
choose to start with immediate being confronting consciousness.
The immediate means what we begin with. Mediation gives us the
result or what we end with. A result implies that it is arrived at
through a process. The process by which we arrive at a result is
not to be discarded once the result is obtained. The whole movement from the first immediate beginning to the movement required
to obtain the result is all to be retained. It is this wholeness that
includes all the intervening steps that is the truth. Thus the concept is the whole process that starts from the immediacy of the
beginning confrontation of consciousness and its object, to the
movement of thinking from this moment of immediacy to the taking up of the object into consciousness and then accounting for
all the moments and movements involved in this activity. This is
actually what is occurring and thus this is genuine actuality.

Reference:

[1] G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, translated by A. V.
Miller, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977), §22
[2] ibid., §20
[3] ibid., §25

Therefore Hegel states that the True is the whole. [2] Generally
there is a tendency to want to get immediately to the result and
once that is obtained to forget about everything else that went
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