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Chapter Nine, Verses 57-69, Outline D a 2) c) i) 1’ onw
Guntang Rinpoche, in his collection of advice, said: “Even if you know and have memorised many phrases and terms of the Buddha’s teachings but you have not reflected on or analysed the meaning of these words, then it is like when sutras  are recited, upon request, without contemplation or understanding of their meaning.” 
Simply knowing and being able to recite the words of the Buddha’s teachings are not enough. Even animals can do that. What we must do is work at eliminating any misconceptions or lack of understanding of the teachings. This can only be achieved through analysis and reflection and not mere knowledge and recitation. We must ascertain the meaning of the words through critical analysis. 

In essence, Gungtang Rinpoche is pointing out that it is insufficient to know the words alone. He is not saying that that is unimportant. It is as important to memorise and rely on the terms and phrases as an old man relies on his walking stick to move around. Without the words, there will be nothing to analyse in the first place. 
For example, when there is a teaching of a commentary on a text, knowing the words and their meanings are important to understand what is being taught.  Knowing the words gives us something to reflect on and to arrive at a deeper understanding of the teaching. This is how we should study. But simply knowing the words alone will not be beneficial.  
2) The methods by which one develops the wisdom realizing suchness

a) A presentation of the two truths

b) Establishing that even someone who wants to attain mere liberation must realize emptiness

c) An extensive explanation of the reasoning establishing emptiness


i) The reasoning that establishes the selflessness of persons

1’ Refuting the conceived object of the innate apprehension of self

2’ Refuting the imputed self

3’ Abandoning objections to the refutations

ii) An extensive explanation of the reasoning that establishes the selflessness of phenomena





1’ Refuting the conceived object of the innate apprehension of self

(9,57)
Teeth, hair, and nails are not the self.

The self is not the bones or blood.

The mucus is not it, nor is the phlegm,

Neither is the lymph or pus.

(9, 58)
The self is not the fat nor sweat.

The lungs and liver are also not the self,

Nor are the other inner organs the self.

The self is not the excrement or urine.

(9, 59)
The flesh and skin are not the self.

The warmth and winds are also not the self.

The cavities are not the self. In all ways

The six consciousnesses are also not the self.

The meaning of the three verses is the same as the famous quotation from Nagarjuna’s Precious Garland: “A person is neither the earth, nor water, nor wind, nor space, nor sky. A person is not other than these as well.”
According to the CMWS, selflessness is divided into the 
selflessness of persons and the 
selflessness of phenomena. “
Selflessness” means the absence of a self that is 
established from its own side, without being posited by conceptuality. 
When the basis for such a self is a person, it is called  self of persons. 
When  the basis of such a self is something other than person, a phenomenon, then it is called  self of phenomenon. 
Does that self of persons exist? No. 
Does that self of phenomenon exist? Again the answer is no. 

According to the CMWS, the selflessness of persons and phenomena do not differ with respect to the self that does not exist. With respect to the object of negation, the self, it is the same with respect to the self of persons or self of phenomena. But they are differentiated with respect to the basis. 
The lack of self of persons (or when the self is negated with respect to a person) is called the selflessness of persons and 
the lack of self of phenomena (or when the self is negated with respect to a phenomenon) is called selflessness of phenomena.




This means that both selflessness of persons and selflessness of phenomena have the same object of negation, the self. The difference is the basis of that selflessness, the person or phenomenon.

The apprehension of the grasping at such a self with respect to the basis of a person is called the grasping at the self of persons. 
The apprehension of  grasping at such a self with respect to the basis of a phenomenon is called grasping at the self of phenomena. 

What is the order in which the grasping at the self of persons and grasping at the self of phenomena arise?
As explained in the Middle Length Lam Rim by Lama Tsong Khapa, first, there is the grasping at the self of phenomena. On that basis arises the grasping at the self of  persons. 
With respect to realising the meaning of these two forms of selflessness, first understand the selflessness of persons. On this basis, then go on to understand the selflessness of phenomena. It is easier to realise the selflessness of persons than the selflessness of phenomena, not because of the difference  in the object of negation (the self) but because of the basis (persons or phenomena). 
According to the CMWS, both self graspings (grasping at the self of persons and grasping at the self of phenomena) have innate and intellectually acquired forms.
 This means that there is the 
innate grasping at the self of persons and the 
intellectually acquired grasping at the self of persons.
Innate grasping at the self of persons: Regardless of whether we are humans, animals or proponents of tenets, the moment we focus on the object, “person,” innately we grasp at that person as existing from its own side (existing by way of its own character). This arises naturally, without reason or dependence on any tenets.
Intellectually acquired grasping at the self of persons: This grasping does not arise innately or naturally but arises due to having thought about and adhering to a tenet system.  
For example, when one thinks of the object, “person,” one thinks that the person is truly existent and does not seem to change. One then concludes that the person exists by way of its own character. When one concludes that the person is truly existent with such reasoning, this conclusion is called the intellectually acquired grasping at the self of persons. It 
did not arise innately but came about through a process of reasoning.
The coarse self of persons is the grasping at the self-sufficient substantially existent person. This 
also has innate and intellectually  acquired forms.

The intellectually acquired grasping at the self-sufficient substantially existent person is the grasping at the permanent, unitary and independent self. This g
rasping at the permanent, unitary and independent self is necessarily intellectually acquired 
because it does not arise innately but  comes about only after one thinks about it. One concludes the self is permanent by thinking the I does not disappear or disintegrate but remains forever. 
One concludes the I is unitary because one thinks the I does not possess any parts and by thinking that the I does not depend on causes and conditions, one concludes  the I is independent. Therefore, one concludes that the self must be permanent, unitary and independent.
The innate grasping at the self-sufficient substantially existent person is grasping at a self who is like the owner of the aggregates. This self is the entity of the aggregates of body and mind. The text gives an example of a trader and his wares. The things that the trader deals in belong to him, just like the body and mind (the aggregates) belong to the self. In the same way, the innate grasping at the self-sufficient substantially existent person is like this sense that the aggregates depend on the self but the self (which is grasped at) does not depend on the aggregates. 
Another example: When one is in poor health and a strong, healthy person comes along and offers to exchange his body for one’s sickly body, instinctively this self wants to take up the offer. In other words, this self can do as it wishes and the aggregates would simply have to obey.  Or another example: One has an opportunity to exchange one’s dull mind for a smarter mind, again, instinctively, the self will 
agree to the exchange. There is a sense that this self exists independently of the aggregates and it owns the aggregates. 
According to the CMWS, the view of the transitory collection is the mind grasping at I and mine as established by way of its own character (inherently existent). 
Whatever is the view of the transitory collection is necessarily grasping at the self of persons. 
It is all right to say that grasping at the I to be established by way of its own character is grasping at the self of persons. 
But it is questionable whether we can say that grasping at that which is mine as established by way of its own character is grasping at the self of persons. Or is that grasping at the self of phenomena? 
Grasping at mine is necessarily a grasping at the self of person. What is the basis for this self that is being refuted? 
The object of observation for this view of the transitory collection is the conventionally existent I, the self. That exists. 
However, the object of the mode of apprehension of the view of the transitory collection does not exist, i.e., w
hen the mind focuses on the self and  apprehends it to exist inherently, that inherently existent self does not exist at all. 

If the inherently existent self exists, it is findable. Is it inside the aggregates? Is it one of the aggregates or all of the aggregates? Is it the body or the mind? 
We will not be able to find something that we can point to as the self. Upon analysis, the inherently existent self, I or person cannot be found. But this is not to say that the self does not exist. It exists as being merely labelled by the mind, through the force of conceptuality. 
For example: In the darkness, one misapprehends a coil of rope to be a snake. When seen from a distance, it is possible to mistake the rope or the whole coil to be a snake. On closer examination, however, there is nothing within the rope that can be pointed to as the snake. In the same way, when we look for the I or person that is designated on the body and mind (aggregates), there is no person who is one of the aggregates or the collection of the aggregates. In both examples, looking for the snake on the coil of rope and looking for the person on the aggregates are the same in the manner in which we search for the object. The difference is that the snake does not exist on the coil of rope but the person does exist. Does the person exist on the aggregates? 

The CMWS asserts that neither the person nor phenomena exist inherently. The schools below the CMWS 
assert that the person and phenomena are necessarily inherently existent. Since they make this assertion, it means they can point to something that is the person. Some tenets say that the mind is the person while others say it is the collection of the aggregates. Yet others assert that the person is the continuum of the aggregates.  




2’ Refuting the imputed self

a’ Refuting the Samkhya’s position that the self is awareness

1” The actual refutation

2” Refuting the response to that

b. Refuting the Vaisheshika’s position that the self is matter




1” The actual refutation

(9, 60)
If a knower of sound were permanent

At all times there would be the apprehension of sound.

If there is no object to be known,

Due to what type [of object] is it said to be a “knower”?

(9,
61)
If without a knower there is a knower,

It would follow that wood is also a knower.

Therefore, without a closely abiding object of knowledge

It is definitely to be stated “There is no knower.”

The CMWS is refuting the assertion of the Samkhyas that self is awareness and the assertion of the Vaisheshikas that self is matter.
The Samkhyas assert that the self is awareness (consciousness) without  beginning or end and that it is permanent and unitary. The object apprehended by such a self, sound, is also asserted to be permanent. 
However, upon analysis, we find that such a self cannot possibly exist. If the self is permanent, then there is a fallacy that self will not be able to apprehend sound.




2” Refuting the response to that

(9,62)
“That very one knows form.”

At that time, why is there also not hearing?

“Because there is no sound nearby.”

Therefore, a knower of that [sound] also does not exist.

(9,63)
How can that which is the nature of

Apprehending sound apprehend form?

That [for you] one is considered to be

Both father and son is not correct.

(9,64)
In that case, the lightness, motility, and darkness

Are not a son, nor are they a father.

That [apprehension of form] is not seen to be the nature

Of possessing the apprehension of sound.

(9,65)
If that itself, like an actor, is seen in other modes,

It would not be permanent.

“That itself has other modes.”

Such a oneness is a oneness that never existed before.

(9,66)
“Although it has other modes, it is not true.”

Tell us what is its nature.

“It is just consciousness.” If it were like that,

It would follow that all beings are one.

(9,67)
Also that with mind and that without mind

Would become one because they are similar in existing.

When instants are mistaken,

How can they have a similar support?

b. Refuting the Vaisheshika’s position that the self is matter

(9,68)
Also that without mind is not the self

Because it is not mind, like a vase and so forth.

Nonetheless, if because it is endowed with mind,

It is conscious, it follows that the non-conscious disintegrates.
(9,69)
If the self does not change,

How can it act due to mind?

Thus, that which is not conscious and free from activity –

Space – would also act as a self.
The Vaisheshikas assert that self is matter. This mean the self is not mind. This absurdly follows that the vase is also a person.

The CMWS refutes that the self is awareness or matter. They object that if the self does not exist, then there will be problems positing the law of cause and effect and meditating on compassion will be meaningless. 

Due to time constraints, we will not look into the non-Buddhist tenets and their assertions in detail.  
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� The Samkhya school is a non-Buddhist tradition of philosophy founded in ancient India by the Rishi Kapila. The followers of this system believe that all phenomena—except the permanent and unchanging self—are created from an all-pervading primal substance (prakrti). When the self comes into contact with this primal substance, a series of manifestations such as the intellect, the sense faculties and the objects of the senses issue forth from it, and are then experienced by the self. The primal substance is a permanent, partless and universal material which creates and is the nature of phenomena in the experienced world. The self is the unchanging consciousness principle that becomes bound to the world through its false identification with the manifestations of the primal substance.


Madhyamika: (60) If the consciousness that apprehends sound were a permanent (self), there would be a conscious apprehension of sound at all times even when sound was absent. Since the consciousness of sound is dependent upon sound, if there were no sound as an object of consciousness, for what reason and through the cognition of what object could it be called a consciousness that apprehends sound? (61) If there can be a consciousness that appre�hends sound, even though there is no consciousness of sound, it would (absurdly) follow that even a piece of wood could become a consciousness of sound. Therefore, without an object of consciousness remaining close by, we can definitely say that there is no consciousness that apprehends it. (Root text, pg. 134) 





� In general ‘self’, ‘person’ and ‘I’ are synonyms along with ‘creature’ or ‘being’, which has also been translated here as ‘person’. However, when Prasangikas speak specifically of a self of persons, this ‘self’ does not refer to the conventionally existent person which is imputed in dependence on the aggregates of mind and body.


 


In the term ‘self of persons’, ‘self’ means ‘inherent existence’, and the word ‘persons’ means ‘nominally exist persons’. Hence, the term ‘selflessness of persons’ means the non-inherent existence of nominally existent persons. 





‘Inherent existence’ means ‘independent existence’, ‘objective existence’, ‘natural existence’, or ‘existence under its own power’ etc. The meaning of inherent existence is best seen when one progresses toward realizing the imputed nature of the person. (Meditation on Emptiness by Jeffrey Hopkins, pg. 175) 
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