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Swami Akhandanand Saraswat

‘T" knows itself as a finite single unit, There is scattered
before it a plurality of countless ¢bjects, @ parorama of infie
nite space grd an ex diess fow cf i'me, Having first TECOgE In
sed itself as one endowed with certein fc 1m, it lafer experie=
rces ilself as an exircmely cmell upit. How {risial i§ feels
amorg a multifude of percons s1d objecis es if itis o partis
cle of the flyirg dust, a ticy droplet of splashing water, a
dying spark of fire, en insignificent corser of spsce or a
shinirng irstent in time ! At {te teme time, this ‘1" kr ows all,
It tries to edjcin to itself all such other cbjecis &5 come
within the periphery cf its mycpic vision, It tries o sireich
out in space and wishes {0 preserve itself in the unsuly flow
of time. This unit of ‘I’ locke in all directicrs and loves all,
It pines for what it cannot possess and feels small ard defi-
cient by their nonpossession, It is perturled if it is pushed
into & coroer ard feers its own extinetion in foture, It won'y
give up what it possesses and even bate those who are insfry-
menial in this cct It puffs up with lesting relationship and
gets suffocated in isolation, Thus has this ‘1’ become a help-
less captive of its own narrow egoism,

Is this ‘I" knowledge or an illusios ? It is both, in as
much &8 its rature is knowledge and its finite uniy en illu-
sion. By uvnity we mean thatit is ame among the many,
What is this ‘many” ? 1} is an cxtension of the conscionsness
of I ( i e, Drishti ). How ? An impression of form as refic-
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cted in confciousness (dr'ishgilk becomes the odject, its (xpa-
nsion and cosatraction space and its variation time | But con-
sciousness in itself is knowledge-mosotons, To superimpose
attribates of noa-self (Time, Spuce and objects) on self (1)
or of self on non-self is an illusior. For example, poverty
and richness, smallaess and greataese, birth and death,
sorrow, deiusion, fecar, diseass and death—allthese are illu-
sions and not of our naiure; these are merely superimpositions
on us, It is this illusi>n which geaerates dasires—the desire to
attract o repel, the desire to comes &ad go, ths desire to
live and die. Whaat is the root of these dssires ? it is the
circumscribed ‘I’, If this ‘I’ were not to suppose itself a body
occupying space and compo’ed of several biclogical parts,
how could it aspire to go after death to heaven or hell or
to some divine or uadivine sbodes ? 1If this ‘I’ were not fo
suppose itself a body tsking birth or dyiag et a specific
juncture of time, how could it desire transmigration or fear
death 7 If this ‘I’ were not to accept itself as particular
body, bow could it desire to gain or los: or attract or repel
anything ? The root of desires is not ‘I’ but the finiteness of
‘I", In such a situation, the question if whether in reality
this ‘I’ is finite ( limited ) or not !

‘I’ cherishes a dssire to extzad bayoni it its rays of know-
edge into time and distance and onto exiransous objecis, It
tries to fathom the unknown frontiers of time aad spece and
know the hitherto unknown good or bad properties of matter
with the help of natural sense-organs and human brain on
one hatd and other scientific accessories on the other. But the

1 Drishti here means a modification of mind endowed with
the impressions of and capable of visualising Time-Space-
matter continum as ia dream and waking states,
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fact is that th= sum-total of ths quint: of kuowledge colle~
cted through these instruments only burdeas ths cemire of
Bnowledge i.e. ‘I’, butit hardly solves the problem ( of
quenchisg the thirst of knowledge ). The forceps can hold
other cbjects but nct the fingers that hold them, The rays of
sun illumine all object but not the sua from which they ema-=
nate, Similarly, the desires to know, in their state of unfuifil~
ment, only add to affliction rather than alleviate it, and in the
event of their fulfilment superimpose an ago which sits heav~
ily upon I, covering the very source of knowledge, It is only
in the ren‘unciation of thess desires of knowledge that the
true nature of [, the pure knowledge, gets revealed ( and the
thirst of knowledge is finally quenched ),

The desires to enjoy bliss need also be prubaﬁ, If bliss
is other than you, is not already possessed by you, i3 some-
whers else aad is to be achievaed through an agency other
than you, can it bs one with your innate self ¢ ‘I’ will conti-
nu: to desire such an extramecus bliss and it will coatinue
to slip away. Holding it fast will increase the tension,
and if it be afar or delayed anxiety would prevail; and
then ‘I’ shall not rest in peace, DBliss without peace is mzrely
turbulence. What is then the bliss that ‘I’ should hanker
after. If ‘17 is not itself the bliss then for howloag can it hold.
on to superimposed bliss 7 The fact is that the desire to
enjoy or be prosperous arises out of the flasz comcept of
oae’s innate miserableness and poverty just as the desire to
kaow is rooted in the misconception that one is ignorant
and the desire to live long or forever sprinsgs up from the
acceptance of one’s destructibility, Fuandams=ntally speaking,
this whole process i, 2, first assuming oneself misersble, poor,
ignorant and perishable and then desiriag to remove them or
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ecquire their ccurterparts, ramely bapir ess, prosperity, know-
Jedge ard immcitelily thiokipg that these are extranccus fo
srd prpciscsced by orerelf, in vnacientific. This however
happens because of projection of ore’s own mature info
others and superimpesing the mpature of others on one’s own,
Hence all these desires, fo live, to know and to enjoy, are
born of ignorance,

It is only sppropriate at thie stage to glance at how this
ignorance extends its scope, What are the requirements for
this finite self to live on ? Ia truth, the inventory of this
demand-list is never complete. Wealth, marsions, garments,
family, and stafus sare ell requisitions to the same and.
‘Without education, without the power {o domirate or rule,
‘withcut eating and drinking &nd without being clothed, this
‘I’ begins to suffir from an inferiority complex Nay, it
gets agitated and iritated, calls bad semes, laments and grie-
ves over; and finally it is overcome with a resl sense of
lowliness, poverty and enslavement, Truly, desire is the
motker of enslavement. But wherce came this desire ? It
is the result of flaso knowlsdge of the true nature of ‘I’
which in turns ieads to identification with non self. There-
fore one must first ceasc to identify with non-self.  Let it
be said what is said, Let is happen what happens, Let is
g0 what goes, and let it come what comes. Do not care for
what is said, dorne or lost, The resl grief is not the coming
or going of something but the desire that something shouid
come or go, Coming and going ( acquiation and loss ) are
merely ureal interpretations ( Vivarfa ) of existence ( Sat },
appearances of consciousness { Chit ) and spiashes of Bliss
{Anand), However, desires ghorao this fizite I, make it dance
to their fune and fisally ait heavily on it. Desites, nowith-
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-standing the spiritual robes that they may don and the noble
aims they may profess, ere characteristic of imperfection,
Therefore for a seeker of Truth, renunciation of triple
.desires has been prescribed : (1) desires for concrete
material things related to the body as means of subsis-
tence of the body which is concretised existence (sadvivarta);
(2) desires in the formof acouigition of status, fame,
-worship, scholarship, kingdome, etc. for oneself as means
of self-propagation which is merely a reflection in consci-
_ousness ( chidvivarta ); (8) Desires for possession and
long preservation of woman, children and other enjoyable
objects as means of buoyancy of Bliss ( Anand vivarta }, The
_desire for scn and the desire for woman are but one.. In them,
there is not only a temgptation for immediate enjoyment bnt
also a latont desire to propage oneself to eternity through
- posterity.
We may also describe these desires as follows (—
(1) Degires peftaining to the body (Dehvasna) i—A
strong and stout body, fragrant body, beautyful body, soft
‘body with sweet and sobre voice, boby ‘with capacities for

immense enjoyment etc. etc. These desires arise on account
-of ignorance of the Existence-nature of ‘I’

(2) Degires pertaining to knowledge ( sghastra-
‘yagana ) :—Enbancement of intelligence and book-know-
ledge and acquisition of knowledge of various subjects etc.

etc. These desire arise or account of ignorance of knowledge—
~nature of *I'.

(3) Desires pertaining to the world-opinion ( Lok-
vasana ) :—These are but one single desire to magnify arti-
-ficially the illusory finiteness of *I’. But if ‘I’ is intriusically
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small, how far can it be stretched vithout tear ? The desires.
for self-worship, fame, status, appreciation, world-wide name
and fame and lasting memorials ate all various forms of

Lokvasana. They arise on account of ignorance of Perfection--
nature of ‘I’,

The centre of these triple desires is the finite ‘I’ and the
same is being afflicted with fear of death, bonda ge and grief.

We can analyse this situation in an a,lfernative way., Cla--
ssify your desires. You will get three broad categories : desire
to live, desire to know and desire to enjoy. Ponder whether I’
can fulfil them while remaining a limited entity | This life is-
death-bound, The objects of kno wledge are innumerabl:. The
objects of enjoyment are mutable while the instruments of enjaye-
ment have their owa limitations; the sense-organs are incapici-
tated, the mind losss tastes and inclinations and 1;he intelli--
gence loses its sharpness. Then how can the desires be perfe-
cted ? And if not, shall we always remaian grief-striken ? Is it
not tryiog to realise the impossible then ? What is the basis.
of the source of these desires ? The reality is that without
understanding the true nature of ‘I’, desires of objects, appea~-
ring as non-self, are allowed to dwell in ourselves. They do-
not let *I” rest in peace and compel it to wander about. There
are countless places where this ‘I’ wanders and gets stayed-
temporarily, for example the body; the senses, the distant, the
near, the inside, the outside, the past, the future, the own, .
the others and so on. The irony is that one’s own comfort and .
happiness, knowledge and light ard existence and stability-
are completely ignored while the whole life is ill-spent in .
tasting various dishes in different hotels against payment of
bills of vitality, The nett gain is a fattering intelligence,.
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arestless micd and a completely tensed and fatigued out body.
This illusion must be rooted out or we perish,

Come, let us now analyse this ‘I.” It is nearest to us and
so there is not a moment’s delay in its perception. The only
requiremant is that one should not be indifferent to its obse
rvation. What is the locus of ‘I"? Is it some insentiznt
matter 7 It cannot be, for an insentient object is not
selfluminous; it requires another self-conscicus principle to
illuminate it. If ‘I’ be not consciousness ifseif, then even this
knowledge that ‘the insentient exists’ or ‘I is insentient’ will
not accrus to it. If it be asked how this ‘I" was creat:d and
if it be answered that ‘I’ was created from insentient matter
or from void or ficm Ishwara ( the supreme consciousness }
or from chaos or from other conscious entity, then we say
that all thes: sp:zculitive questions and answers rest on the
single conscicusness ‘I’ which is self-luminous. It is impossible
for anyone to experience one’s own creation | The implica-
tion is that in the field of knowledge the creation of ‘I" is a.
fib and a baseless proposition without any proof whatsoever.
Any form of ‘I' which becomes an object of experience 15 not
the true ‘I’, for a form is ‘seen’ whereas ‘I” is the *seer.” No-
object which is in the category of the seen, Whether
sentient or insentient, soul or God, void or mediate, can be
the cause of ‘I’, the seer. To say that ‘I’ is the cause of ‘I’ is
a meaningless statment. Thus ‘I’ has no cause. If it be insi-
sted that ‘I' has some cause, then know it for certain that
that cause is piece of imagination and can never be experie-
nced. Therefore renounce the thought of the creation and
camsalty of ‘I’ and 10 ! the uncaused ‘I’, the uncreated ‘I’ and

the self-luminous ‘I’ is revealed as your very solf.
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- It may be argued that *I' may nct have a cause but it can
‘have an effect. Foe example the insentincy is the effect of
‘the conscicusness, ‘I’. But this proposition is not tenable;
for every cause which produces an effect must be mutable.
Now everything can change but ‘I’ canmot change, for ‘I’ is
the conscious witness. If ‘I’ were to change who would kuow
this change ? Who will witness and substantiate the change ?
Then again if *I’ were to create an ‘other’ where shall it be-
outside or inside, far or near ? What will be that spacs in
which ‘I' would create the ‘other’ ? The concept of ‘inside
and outside’ or ‘far and mear’ is only imaginary. The entire

length-breadth-height concept with its expansion and contra-
«ction js visualised in the imagination only, The boundaries

of space are not attained, and therefore space devoid of a
beginpirg and an end and devoid of all differentiations of
East, West and middle portions is experienced in imagination
only and nowhere else. All imaginations of space are permea-
ted with ignorance. The boundaries of North and South are
unknown and the dividing line between them does not exist,
In such a situvation can the concept of space by anything
other than a figment of imagination ? The locus of space in
imagination is the same as the locus of imagination itself.
The consciousness that is limited by imagination is the same
as that limited by the imagined space. Therefore space cannot
limit the consciousness, ‘I’ 1 -—consciousness is absolutely
-wunlimited. Neither within nor without ‘I’ does there exist any
space in any form whatsoever. How can then there exist
matter or its creation in such an‘I’? The matter shines in

the substratum of its non-existence, namely space which is
illumined by ‘I’— ccnscicusness. Hence the matter shines in
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‘I where there is no space and so no matter, for where shace
is not matter cannot ba ! :This ‘I’ is therefore absolutely unli
mited by space and matter and is infinite,

It may be conteaded that although space and matter may
not exist in or limit the I-consciousness, yet Time may be
there. What is the harm if Time exists in ‘I’ or every unit
of consciousness (I) is independent or I-consciousness appears
only for discrete intervals of time? These contentions are
now refuted, If I-consciousness shiness only for moments,
we must then accept that ‘I’ is the witness of its own des-
truction which is absurd. Time too, like space, is permeated
with ignorance, Both the beginning and the end of Time are
unknown and unknowable, and the illuminator of Time is
unrelated to the beginning or the end of Time, for it is the
{lluminator of both., Hence ignorance does not get attached
to consciousness. Timeis in a flux from ignorance to ignorance
iznorance in the beginning and igmorance in the end. But
consciousness does not flow ( for it isa witness of flow ) and
so is devoid of any concept of begiﬁning, end or middle.
Consciousness illumines even the ignorance and so is related
to ignorance. Truly speaking, Time-concept is rooted in the
visualisation of matter, Time, space, matter are not independe~
nt entetees; they form one continum. That which witnesses the
rise and fall of imagination also witnesses the imagined object.
The consciousness limited by imagination is ideatical with.
that limited by the imagined object. Therefore Time is in=-
capable of producing any limitation on its own self-luminous
substratum. *I’ is imperishable and all perishable objects
appear and disappear in the substratum -of their non-existe
nce, they don’t have any ontological status of their own and.
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50 they are unreal. This I which is everybody’s own self and

which is self-luminous is both the illuminator and the subst-

ratum of the unreal Time, Space and matter. Itis beginning-
less, endless and without a middle. It is beyond any imagica-
tion of past and future, inside and outside, inner and outer.
“This ‘I’ is not self relative to other *self’s’ (and therefore ‘I’ is
not many). Such an *I” is being burdened with desires, made
captive of them and is becoming dreadful of their nonfulfil-
‘ment. Only ignorance is the cause of all misery, narrowness
and gried. It is therefore necessary that ignorance of the real
pature of Truth is annihilated.

Observe al¢o the rush and restlessness of ‘I” for Bliss 1 It
4s here, it is there, it has gone, it is to come l! What all this
Strange as it looks, mnevertheless it is true, that non-existent
objects i.e. Time, space and matter, are dear to you, are the
objects of your love. But rest assured, never can a garland
of ( non-existing ) sky-flowers adorn your neck ! If your be-
Joved is the son of a barran woman, it is sheer stupidity to
hope to meet him. Alas | why after all do you want to love
imaginary objects while ignoring your self-evident blizsful
nature ? Your absolutely lovable ‘I’ is immediate and directly
perceptible \ :

Why does this ‘I’ want bliss ? It is because it does nob
know itself Bliss. Strnage ! Bliss in its ignorance as Biliss
desires Bliss || It is worth observing that ne bliss can ever
be realised without being attached with ‘1’. Being one with
*I¢ is Bliss. How foolish to think that one would get bliss
4vhen one faces the ‘other’ and backs the ‘I’ only by identi-
fication with which bliss becomes blissful ! It is futile to go

-out anywhere in search of Bliss, for I is Bliss. It is not nece-
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.ssary to acquire anything for Bliss, for I is Bliss. You need
not wait for Bliss, for your ‘I’ is Bliss. Nor you need render
this Bliss an object of knowledge, for Iis self-knowledge,
4lluminator of all concepts of self and non-self and indepen-
dent of other illuminating agents. True, I’ is not knowable
asan object of knowledge such as sound, touch, taste etc.,
nevertheless it is immediate and directly comprehended, be-
cause it is our own *self’. Knowledge and Bliss are not two,
but one. Who can witness the destruction of ‘I’ ? It is impossi-
‘ble that ‘I’ should witness its own destruction, Nelther any
cause nor effect of ‘I’ can cause its destraction for it has no
‘cauce and no effect. Also, neither ‘I’ is the locus of anything
nor anything has ‘I’ for its locus. Therefore ‘I' canmnot be
destroyed by the destruction of its locus, Further, it is nei-
‘ther equal to nor superior to anything, it is neither the master
nor the servant as it is neither a friend nor a foe of anybody.
“In such a state who will destroy it ? This ‘I’ is a solid mass of
‘Abeolute Bliss, self-luminous consciousness and imperishable
“Truth, Duality cannot even tough it, It is therefore absolutely
‘wrong to suppose one’s ‘I’as perishable, ignorant, unhappy and
-mutable. The dualities of come and going, birth and death, sin
and virtus, pleasure and pain simply do not exist in ‘1.
where there is no iimitation of any kind, how can there be any
relation with these dualities, Leave alone relationship
limitedness in the unlimited cannot acquire ary status of its
owrp. 'I' is not a finite (limited) single unit, it is Perfect
‘Brahman. The desite to abdicate what is already possessed
and the desire to achieve what is not already possessed, are
both born of igznorance. And in knowledge even ignorance
does not exist. What is achieved through knowledge is already
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achieved, for knowledge does not bestow, it only illuminates.
__Si_mi_lﬁrly,__ What is lost by ignorance is not really lost; it
remains in tact all through., Knowledge or ignorance of any
object does not produce or destroy that object; they are
simply the process of destruction of the veil of knowledge
that is apparent in 'I’. Igoorance is free trom the dualities of
knowledge and ignorance and independent of self. To call it
knowledge is merely a process of knowing it as undifferentia~
ted consciousness.

Is this ‘I’ mine or yours, his or other’s ? There is no occas
ssion for such a question | ‘I’, you, he and others are not
separate units, All these small units, whether explicit or
implicit, are purposeless in the immediate and directly per=
ceived Truth that is identical with ‘I.’ The real ‘I’ is of the
nature of Brahman. As soon as this knowledge dawns upon
the aspirant, the imagined Nescience together with its family
of misér_y. ignorance and fear is completely vanished. After
this, even the Knowledge acquired is rendered purposeless.
What is the need of further sublation when the superimposi-
tion has already been sublated ? There is a limit to sublation.
also, and this limit is reached in the self-luminius, non-dual,
Brahma, ‘I’, which is the substratum of all.

( Translated by Shri V. K. Gangal }:
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