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Lesson No: 10

                    Date:2nd August   2007

Chapter Nine, Verses 57-69, Outline D a 2) c) i) 3’ onw
In his collection of advice, Gungtang Rinpoche noted that once people start studying the Buddha’s teachings, they expect to know everything and change into an angel overnight. Such thoughts are useless. Then, there are others who study for a few days but forget what they had studied in the beginning. Studying this way is also not beneficial. 
Because of this expectation of knowing everything, even those who are genuinely interested in understanding the Buddhadharma and engage in listening and reflecting on them, within a short period of time, when they find they are unable to understand everything, they become discouraged and discontinue their studies. Then, there are those who continue studying but   keep on forgetting what was taught earlier. Both these groups of people will not benefit from their studies. Therefore, we must apply joyous perseverance continuously.

When we study the Buddha’s teachings, some topics are more difficult and challenging while others are easier.  People usually avoid learning the more difficult texts but when we do not bother to even try studying them, those texts will only become more difficult, not less. It is important to persevere when studying the difficult texts. We should constantly revise and reflect on those topics and not forget them. 
We may also feel bored with teachings we have heard before. When we hear those teachings repeatedly, we may think: “I know this already. This is not beneficial. It is so boring. Why is the teacher saying this again and again?” I know this happens from my personal experience. At times, my teachers liked to repeat certain topics again and again for more than 20 to 30 times. I would feel bored listening to these teachings. But having heard the same teachings over and over again, they remain in my mind even after 15,  20 years later. The fact I can remember those teachings after so long is due to the kindness of the teachers who went through the same teachings repeatedly. But at that time of hearing those teachings, one does not  think about the kindness of the teacher. One only thinks how boring it is.

In particular, when we study the great treatises, it is important to hear the teachings over and over again. We may not understand the subtler points or there may be things we cannot grasp fully no matter how hard we try. 
When we study the great treatises and philosophical texts, each and every word or sentence is so profound that there seems to be no end to how they can be analysed. There are so many ways of understanding them.  It is difficult to say that we can have complete understanding of even a single word of such texts. Because there are so many viewpoints and qualms, we have to look at certain topics over and over again. Due to their profundity, there will be a different understanding and perspective each time we read the texts. It is not like reading story books like Harry Potter which we can easily understand. 
The essence of this advice is to study the great treatises over and over again.

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


a’ Rejecting the consequence that karma and its effects would be invalid

1” The objection

2” The response

b’ Rejecting the consequence that cultivating compassion would be invalid

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



1” The objection

(9, 70)
“If a self does not exist,

A relationship between action and result would not be suitable.

Having done an action, one would disintegrate,

Whereby whose action would it be?”
All the four Buddhist tenets assert that, because all composed phenomena are impermanent, a permanent self does not exist. Also many sutras mention that once the karma has been accumulated, we will experience the fruitional effect of that particular karma even after many eons had passed.
The refutation put forth by the Samkhyas: 

The self (soul) is permanent and moves from life to life. For this reason, one  will definitely experience the result of the karma accumulated in this life in one’s  future life.
But you Buddhists are not able to explain how the karma accumulated now will yield its effect in a future life since you assert that the self is impermanent. If the self is impermanent (i.e., disintegrating from moment to moment), then the self that should be experiencing the result of the karma accumulated would have disappeared. In other words, by the time the self who created the karma is supposed to experience the result of that specific karma, that self will no longer exist.  Since there is no self to experience the result, then you Buddhists cannot establish that you have to experience the effects of karma that you  have accumulated.

The karma has to remain from the time of its creation until it ripens. If that is the case, then karma is permanent. When you say karma is impermanent, it will disintegrate. Then how are you going to experience the effect?
Looking at their argument, it can be seen that the proponents of non-Buddhist tenets have put in a great deal of thought before they arrived at the conclusion that the self is permanent. To the Samkhyas, the Buddhist assertion of the impermanent self leads to the absurd consequence that the self will not be able to experience the effect of the karma that it had accumulated earlier.

The response from the CMWS
But if you (the Samkhyas) say that the self is permanent, it also absurdly follows that that self will not experience the effect of the karma that it has accumulated earlier.  When the self is permanent, there is no agent and no action rendering the discussion about the self experiencing the karmic results irrelevant. 
Furthermore, when you assert that the self is permanent, how do you then explain the taking of rebirth, the movement of that self from life to life, experiencing the karmic results of past actions? Your assertions therefore are contradictory.  
Does the person who created the karma experience the effect? If the answer is ‘no,’ 
we can no longer say that karma does not disappear. It is said i
n the Lam Rim that all karma is not wasted and will yield consequences. It will not disappear on its own accord. The answer is explained in the next four verses.

2” The response

(9,71)
Since it is established for both of us

That the basis of the action and of the result are different

And that there is no self that does it,

Is it not meaningless to argue about this?
(9,72)
It is impossible to see

That possessing the cause as well as the result.

In dependence on being one continuum,

He taught “The doer is the experiencer.”

(9,73)
The mind of the past and of the future

Are not the self because they do not exist.

“The mind that has been produced is the self.”

Also when that disintegrates, there would be no self.
(9,74)
For example, when the trunk of a banana tree

Is split into parts, there is nothing at all.

Likewise, when sought with thorough analysis,

Also the self is not real.
The CMWS asserts that the agent (the self) who accumulated the karma is designated on the aggregates. The self, who will be the experiencer of the result in the future, is imputed on the future set of aggregates. These two selves are different. 
The self at the time of accumulating  the karma is different from the self at the time of experiencing the effect of that karma. This is established through logic and reasoning. Since both of us have to accept this, there is no need to argue over the fact that the self is impermanent and that karma is not wasted.

At the time of accumulating karma (be it virtuous or non-virtuous), the self who is going to experience the result of that karma does not exist yet. If the self did exist at that time, it has to be realised by a valid cogniser. As there is no valid cognizer that can certify the existence of the self who is going to experience the result of that karma at the time when it was created, that self does not exist at that time. 
If that is the case, does that mean the creator of the karma (the self) does not experience its effect? 
When we accumulate karma, we have to experience its result, as explained in the third line of verse 72, “In dependence on being one continuum.” 
The basis of labelling (or designation) of these two selves is either the continuum of the aggregates or the continuum of the consciousness. 


There is many ways of differentiating the self (or person):-
1. The specific self of this life 

2. The specific self of the next life

3. The specific self who exists as a human being (or as an animal)
4. 
5. The self that pervades all of this (without differentiating between this  and the next life, i.e., the self that exists in the past, present and future)
In general, there is an all-pervasive self because there is the self who  came from the previous life, the self who will go on to future lives and the self who  goes on to enlightenment. This is the self that pervades both the previous life and the present life. This self, who is designated on the continuum of the consciousness or continuum of the aggregates, moved from the previous life to this life. Because there is such a self, therefore we can say that there is a self who accumulated karma in the past and there is a self who will experience the karmic results in the future. This is how we prove that karma will not go to waste and that karmic results will be experienced. 
The self of this I (as a human being) is designated in dependence on the aggregates of this human body. 
If one is reborn as a hell being in the next life,  then the self of this life (as a human being) will not exist in the hell realms. If one were to say that this human self exists in the next life in hell, then one would still have to be called a human being. Therefore, the self of this life does not go on to the next life.
Karma
, once created, disintegrates from the very next moment onwards and does not remain until it ripens to give rise to the effect. Although it disintegrates so quickly, it does not mean it will not give rise to effects and each of the four Buddhist tenets has its own explanation as to how this takes place. 
All the schools below the CMWS (the AMWS, MOS, SS and GES) assert that  karma disintegrates in the very next moment after its creation, leaving a potential in the form of an imprint (or predisposition) on the mental continuum. This imprint, which is a non-associated compositional factor, will give rise to an effect in the future. 

The MOS asserts that the mind-basis-of–all is the carrier of the latency of this action. 

The CMWS also asserts the immediate disintegration of karma after its creation.  To the CMWS, however, it 
is this factor of disintegratedness, which  is a functioning thing, that will give rise to the effect in the future. 
The factors of production and disintegratedness are asserted to be functioning things and are composed (impermanent) phenomena.
According to the CMWS, the self who is the creator of karma and the self who is the experiencer of the result of that karma cannot be found, upon analysis, either within the aggregates or within the consciousness. Nevertheless, the self  exists conventionally.
If the self is findable upon analysis, then we should be able to point to either the body or the mind as being the self. 
If we were to posit the consciousness (or mind) to be the self,  this would mean that:
1. the consciousness of the past, which has disintegrated and no longer exists now, cannot be the self; 
2. the consciousness of the future, which does not exist as it has yet to be generated, cannot be the self; and 
3. the present consciousness also cannot  be the self as it disintegrates in the very next moment.
As mentioned then in verse 73: “The mind of the past and of the future/Are not the self because they do not exist./’The mind that has been produced is the self.’ Also when that disintegrates, there would be no self.” 

If we were to search for the self amongst the collection of the aggregates, we will also not be able to find the self there, as pointed out in verse 74: “For example, when the trunk of a banana tree/Is split into parts, there is nothing at all./ Likewise, when sought with thorough analysis,/Also the self is not real.”
 According to the CMWS, nothing exists inherently (truly, from its own side). If something exists truly, it has to be findable upon analysis. 
We should think about how karma is never wasted. When we create karma, we will definitely experience the result. This is fundamental Buddhadharma but it is also the most difficult point for many people. 
Some people think that the self  of the present moment and the self  of the future are different. They therefore doubt whether they will experience the result in the future for the karma  they create now. Because of this, they do not bother about doing virtuous deeds and avoiding non-virtue. 
We need to sort this out clearly  in our minds until we realise that we definitely have to experience the result of our actions.
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� The Lack of True Existence of the Person's Self


General refutation


The considerations that lead to the establishment or the non-true exis�tence of the person's self are thus expounded in the stanzas of the root text.


Teeth, hair, and nails are not the self; the self is not bones nor blood; it is neither mucus nor phlegm; nor is it lymph or pus. The self is not fat nor sweat; the lungs and liver also are not the self; neither are any of the other inner organs; nor is the self excrement or urine. Flesh and skin are not the self; warmth and energy winds are not the self; neither are bodily cavities the self; and at no instant are the six types of consciousness the self. [57—59]


This is because if one is searching for a truly existent self in the name that designates it or on its basis—the person it is attributed to—one does not find it. So, an intrinsically existing self does not exist, but the self does exist.





Refutation of the views presented by some hindu schools witfi regard to the person's self


The school of the Samkhyas (the Enumerators) maintains that the self is consciousness, and that it is permanent. An objection is made that audi�tory consciousness that perceives sound, for example, cannot be perma�nent, because when its object—sound—ceases, its particular knower, or perceiving subject, must necessarily cease, too.


The two non-Buddhist schools of the Vaisheshikas (Those who Dif�ferentiate) and Naiyayika (Logicians) are considered together because, in spite of slight differences in some doctrinal principles, they share a similar philosophical view. They both maintain that the self is matter and that it is permanent. The Prasangikas' objection to this is that atoms are not the self because they do not possess the nature of mind. The Vaisheshikas and the Naiyayikas reply that the self is a very subtle energy that is able to experience because it is endowed with a mind that is sep�arate from it and can know objects.


The Prasangikas reply to the above statement by saying that a self knows only when encountering its specific referent. This means that before the self has come into contact with the object it cannot know it, but that it apprehends the object a moment later, when encountering it. Therefore, if the self of the first moment does not know the object, whereas the self of a moment later does, that self cannot be permanent, and is in fact imperma�nent. It is precisely because the self possesses a mind and is impermanent that it receives benefits and suffers changes.


The Vaisheshikas and the Naiyayikas continue to maintain that the self has no consciousness and that it is separate from the function of perform�ing activities and producing effects. The Prasangikas reply that if their pre�sentation of the self is true, then one could say that space is a self.


Their interlocutors then say that if the self were not permanent, the rela�tion of cause and effect could not work. They state that the self must neces�sarily be permanent, because the self that accumulated the cause must be the same as the self experiencing the effect, and to this purpose they say, "Since as Buddhists you maintain that the self is impermanent, the self that accumu�lated the cause cannot be the same as the one experiencing its effect." [70]


To this objection the Prasangikas reply thus, "The self of a previous life accumulates karma, whereas the self of a later life experiences its effect. This is possible because the self of the past life and the self of the future life are two different states of the same continuum." They add, "One does not experience the effect when accumulating the cause, and does not accumu�late its cause when experiencing its effect. We agree on this point, but what differentiates our view from yours is that you state that the self is perma�nent, whereas we say that the self is not truly existent; and that if it were permanent, it could neither perform the action nor experience its result, and therefore there is no basis for our debate. [71]





Also those actions whose effect is experienced in the same lifetime cannot be established by stating that the accumulation of the cause and the ripen�ing of the effect occur simultaneously, because even in this case karma must still be accumulated in a moment previous to the ripening of the effect."


In any case, Buddhists state that the self is impermanent, although con�tinuity exists between the person performing a deed and the person experi�encing its effect. Therefore, if we are looking for a permanent, truly existent self, either in its name or in the basis of its designation, we do not find it, in the same way that no essence is found in the trunk of a plantain tree. [72—74] (The Way of Awakening by Geshe Yeshe Tobden, pg. 312 – 313)
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