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When we search for the body by looking for it from the top of our heads down to the tips of our toes, it cannot be found. Although each body part is not the body itself, whenever we think of the body, how does that body appear to our minds? It still appears as very solid. Then the question will arise in our minds: “Yes, I can point to something that is the body. It is the mere aggregation of the body parts. The collection of those parts together is the body.” 
We can establish that each individual body part that makes up the body is  not the body. But what about the aggregation of those parts together?  We have to analyse whether that collection of parts is the body.  
The great Indian master, Chandrakirti uses the analogy of a chariot to help us determine whether the body is the mere collection of all its parts. Chandrakirti said: “If the mere collection of the bodily parts is the body then, similarly, one will have to say that a chariot is the mere collection of all its constituent parts. If we agree a chariot is basically the mere collection of its parts - the axle, the wheels and so forth - if we were to disassemble the chariot and lay out all its parts, we have to say that those parts are the chariot as well. But where is the chariot?” 

If we can understand this analogy, we can apply it to the body. When we maintain that the chariot is the mere aggregation of its parts, this means the chariot remains even when it is taken apart and all its parts laid out. 
But we will not say those parts are the chariot. The chariot no longer exists. Similarly, the body is not the mere collections of its parts. 
Another argument that refutes the body being a mere collection of its parts is shown by this example: We can no longer say that a physically impaired person who is missing a body part, say an arm or a leg, has a body. In fact, we would have to say that the physically impaired person has no body because his body no longer fits our definition of what a body is. 
If we were asked, we would probably say that the body is the collection of its parts. That is how we usually perceive our bodies which appear as something very solid and complete entities by themselves. But from the reasons given, we  can establish that the body is not the mere collection of its parts. 
Someone may then wonder: “The mere collection of the body's parts is not the body, perhaps, the shape of all those parts when put together is the body?” 

We had seen earlier how the chariot ceases to exist when its constituent parts are disassembled and laid out. We would say that the collection of parts in this  disassembled state is not the chariot. But what if we were to put all the parts back together again, giving rise to the peculiar shape associated with the chariot? We would have to say that that is a chariot. When we say that, is that not akin to saying that that peculiar shape is the chariot? What is the fallacy in asserting that that shape of the assembled chariot parts is the chariot? 
When we look for the inherently existent chariot, first, we have to examine whether any of the chariot parts is the chariot itself. It is relatively easy to establish that the individual parts of the chariot are not the chariot. 
Then we proceed to the next level: “Is the mere collection of all those parts assembled together the chariot?”  We had already established that that is also not the chariot because when we disassemble the parts, the chariot no longer exists. 
The next level of inquiry then is: “Is the peculiar shape of that assembly of collection of parts the chariot?”  


Answer to student’s question:

A scarecrow with the shape of a human body does not have the function of one. The function of the human body is not to scare off birds! If we were to assert the inherent existence of a human body, then the peculiar shape of the collection of the human body parts is the human body. 

According to the CMWS, all phenomena are established through the force of conceptuality and are merely labelled by the mind. Whatever are merely labelled by the mind (our mental creations) however, do not necessarily exist.


Under certain conditions, such as darkness, it is possible to mistake a coil of rope to be a snake. Because of the  darkness, we see the appearance of the snake and believing that there is a snake, we become frightened and run away. The mind is completely convinced of the existence of a real snake but in reality there is no snake there at all. 

The object of inquiry here is the body.  We look for the body, analysing where it could be step-by-step through the various levels mentioned above. We have to analyse what is the fault in asserting that the body is the shape of the assembly of the collection of body parts. This assertion seems to be true, that the body is really there and inherently existent.

Although we had been discussing the emptiness of inherent existence for the last three to four months, after this period of inquiries and studying, we may conclude, “Things do exist inherently!”
Only the CMWS asserts that phenomena are empty of inherent existence. All the tenet systems below the CMWS assert that for anything to exist, they exist inherently. What does inherent existence mean? It means when the imputed object is sought, it is findable. If it cannot be found, then the imputed object does not exist inherently. It seems we have found the body!
Geshe-la: We have found the chariot!
We have to understand the difference between inherent existence and non- inherent existence and know the measure of each. The great Indian pandits and masters such as Nagarjuna and Chandrakirti are unanimous in asserting that the measure of inherent existence is that when the imputed object is sought, it is findable. That is the rule of engagement and cannot be changed. 
The CMWS has its own reasons for asserting that phenomena do not exist inherently just as the schools below it have their own reasons for saying that phenomena do exist inherently. This is the basis for debate here. 
We had seen earlier how the different Buddhist tenets have different illustrations of the person, the I, ranging from the collection of the aggregates to all the five aggregates to the mental consciousness. For the MOS, the person is the mind-basis-of-all. The reason for these different illustrations is because all these tenet systems point to an inherently existent person who can be found upon analysis. 
The CMWS, on the other hand, asserts that things do not exist inherently. Why? Because when one looks for the imputed object, it cannot be found.  There is nothing that one can point to as the object one is looking for. 
The whole purpose of using the chariot as an analogy is to help us to establish within our own minds the selflessness or emptiness of the inherently existent person. When the object of inquiry is the person, we have to check if the person is abiding within the parts of the body – the individual body parts, the mind or the collection of these two? Is the shape of the collection of the body parts the person? We have to check.
If we posit that the chariot is the shape of the collection of its assembled parts, then we also have to assert that the person is the shape of the collection of the five aggregates put together. B
ut is the shape of  the collection of the five aggregates the person? We can say, “No,” because shape is form which means the person has to be form but the person is not form.
In the module on Lorig, we saw how composed phenomena (or functioning things) are divided into three categories: 
form, consciousness or non-associated compositional factor. The person is neither form nor consciousness but since it is a functioning thing, it has to be a non-associated compositional factor. 

It is easy to say the words, “The person is not inherently existent.” But we really need to check up – can the person be found upon analysis or not? It is only upon analysis, when we discover that the person we seek is not findable, that we have ascertained that the person really does not exist inherently. 
At the same time, we know the person still exists. How does the person exist? The person exists on the basis of being merely labelled by the mind, through the force of conceptuality. This is the conclusion we should arrive at. 
But we should not stop there. 
How do we account for the functionality of the person when it is merely labelled by the mind through the force of conceptuality? There is the agent, the action and the object. These elements still appear as very real and inherently existent in our minds. That is the difficult part.

There is another issue to be analysed. Mere imputation through the force of conceptuality 
can be divided into two categories: 
(1) existents that are merely labelled by the mind and (2) 
non-existents that are merely labelled by the mind.



When we analyse existents and non-existents, the mind can fall into the trap of thinking things exist inherently. We may be inclined to think: “For things that do exist, there is some objective reality and something about them, existing from their own side.”
We can see from this discussion it is easy to say the words, “merely labelled by the mind” and “things are empty of inherent existence.” But when we really study and analyse these concepts, things are no longer so straight forward. It is very difficult and our understanding seems to fluctuate and be very unstable.  This is the difficulty we will experience. 

*************************
We have been spending a few months trying to study Chapter 9, Wisdom and we have finally finished the chapter. You should rejoice that you have persevered in coming to class.  We will recite Chapter 10, Dedication, to dedicate the roots of virtue and the merit we have acquired through studying and listening to this wisdom chapter of Shantideva's text.

Some of you may be feeling discouraged or disappointed that, even after coming to class, you do not understand this topic, which is so difficult. You may feel there is no difference whether you attend class or not because you still do not understand anything. But this is not the case. Even if you do not understand everything, it is definitely beneficial for you to come to class and listen to the teachings. It definitely makes a difference. 
There are people who mentioned to me how much they had benefited from attending classes. They used to find it so difficult to understand books and texts on emptiness in the past. After attending these classes, they find these same materials so much easier to understand when they read them again. In fact, they are motivated to continue reading more about emptiness. 
There are also people who said that,  precisely because of having attended these classes and listening to the teachings, they are able to understand the teachings on emptiness that were recently given by His Holiness the Dalai Lama in Dharamsala. Some students told me that, due to coming to class, they found their interest in the teachings have increased and they have generated greater determination to take their studies to the next level.

I believe these people are merely expressing their own experiences. I do not think they are out to make me happy.

All this has happened because of the coming together of all the conditions: there is a teacher, a translator and students. From my side, I am not sure whether all of you benefited from this module but I am quite sure that at least one or two persons definitely benefited. By coming to class, it increased their enthusiasm for their studies and their understanding of the importance of studying. Their interest in the Buddhadharma has become stronger. Even if only one or two persons experience this kind of benefit, I think that is a very good thing. I rejoice. 

Sometimes, I do question the point of teaching this complicated material here when people are so busy and already have so many difficulties in their own lives. The text is tough. People did not seem to understand what I was trying to explain. I wondered then what is the purpose of giving such teachings. 
It was difficult for me, especially for this chapter. Things must have been difficult for you too. Of course, from my side, I cannot really explain the topic of emptiness well but when I saw that a few people benefited from it, their understanding of emptiness improved a little and they were a little more encouraged and interested in their studies, my enthusiasm and determination was revived.  

From my side, I had completed my studies. I always pray for those who are actually studying correctly to study well and to continue to put in effort in their studies. I always pray that they may be able to complete their studies. Anyway, I had spoken on many occasions before on how extremely important it is to listen and to study the teachings. Relatively speaking, I had studied more than you, so from that point of view, I can tell you from my personal experience how extremely important it is.
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� The fivefold reasoning as stated in Nagarjuna's Treatise on the Middle Way is:


The self does not inherently exist because of :-


not being the aggregates,


not being other than the aggregates, 


not being the base of the aggregates, 


not depending on the aggregates, and 


not possessing the aggregates. 


An example is a chariot.





The reason is fivefold, and thus it is called the fivefold reasoning.  Chandrakirti added two more 'corners' to the reason:


not being the shape of the aggregates, and


not being the composite of the aggregates.





In a slightly longer form the sevenfold reasoning is:


Except for only being imputed in dependence upon the aggregates which are its basis of imputation, there is no self-subsistent self, for:


the aggregates which are the basis of the imputation are not the person


the person is not an entity other than the aggregates which are the basis of its     imputation


the person is not the support of the aggregates which are its basis of imputation


the person ultimately does not depend on the aggregates which are its basis of imputation


the person ultimately does not possess the aggregates


the person is not the shape of the aggregates which are its basis of imputation


the person is not the composite of the aggregates which are the basis of its imputation.


For example, if a chariot is sought analytically, there is no self-subsistent chariot to be found.





In the sevenfold reasoning, in order to realize the thesis that the I does not inherently exist, it is necessary first to realize the pervasion of the sevenfold reason by the predicate of the thesis. In other words, one must first realize that whatever does not exist in these seven ways does not inherently exist. After that, one establishes the presence of the seven reasons in the subject, I. By the force of realizing the pervasion of these seven reasons by the predicate of non-inherent existence and by the force of establishing the presence of these seven reasons in the subject, I, the I can be realized as not inherently existent.





First, the predicate of the thesis ('does not inherently exist') is to be applied to an example ('chariot') which is familiar in the wor1d, since an example is easier to understand than the actual thesis. It is not that the emptiness of a chariot is to be realized re realizing the emptiness of a person, but it is important first to see how the mode of analysis works through an example which is easier than the actual subject. Applied to a chariot the reasoning is: A chariot does not inherently exist because of not being its parts, not being other than its parts, not being in its parts, not being that in which its parts exist, not possessing its parts, not being the composite of its parts, and not being the shape of its parts.





These seven reasons must be established as qualities of the subject, a chariot. 





A chariot is not inherently the same entity as its own parts (axles, wheels, etc.) because if it were one with them, just as its parts are many, so the chariot would also be many. Or, just as the chariot is one, its parts also would be one. Furthermore, the agent—the chariot as the whole which conveys its parts when it moves—and the object—the conveyed parts—would absurdly be one.





A chariot is not inherently other than its own parts because if it were other, it would be a different entity from its parts. Things which are different entities and which exist at the same time must be unrelatedly other; therefore, just as a horse and a cow are unrelatedly other and apprehendable separately, so a chariot would have to be apprehendable separately from its own parts. However, it is not so apprehended. Therefore, a chariot is not inherently other than its parts.





A chariot's parts do not inherently depend on the chariot because if they did, the parts and the chariot would have to be inherently other. The impossibility of this has already been explained.





Also, a chariot does not inherently depend on its parts because if it did, the chariot and its parts would have to be inherently other. The impossibility of this has already been explained.





A chariot does not inherently possess its parts either in the manner that a man possesses a cow or in the manner that a man possesses his body. For, the former mode of possession is that of different entities, and the latter mode of possession is that of the same entity. Thus, the chariot and its parts would have to be either different entities or the same entity. Both of these have-already been refuted.





A chariot is also not just the composite of its parts because the shapes of the individual parts cannot be a chariot nor can the shape of the composite of the parts be a chariot since it is impossible for the shapes before or after arrangement to be a chariot. II' it were said that the shapes of the parts which are not different from their shapes before arrangement are a chariot, then since there is no difference in shape before and after arrangement, just as the shapes are not a chariot before arrangement, so they would not be a chariot after arrangement. If it were said that the shapes of the parts which are different from the shape that they had before arrangement are the chariot, then since there would be different shapes to the axles, wheels, and so forth, after arrangement, these different shapes would have to be apprehendable. However, they are not.





Also, the shape of the composite of the parts is not a chariot because the composite of the parts does not inherently exist. There is no composite of the parts of a chariot separate from the parts of a chariot because if there were, the composite could be apprehended without apprehending the parts. Nor is the composite of the parts one with the parts themselves because if it were, either the composite would be many like the many parts or the parts would be one like the one composite. Therefore, the shape of the composite of the parts only imputedly exists and is not suitable to be a substantially existent chariot. For the Prasangikas, the shape of the composite of the parts is a basis of the imputation of a chariot, but not even conventionally can it be considered a chariot.





When a chariot is sought in these seven ways, it is not found, but a chariot does not thereby become non-existent. Still, the non-finding of a chariot in these seven ways is true both ultimately and conventionally. Even as a conventional truth a chariot is unfindable in these seven ways; however, a chariot conventionally exists because the assertion of a chariot is not made from the point of view of its being established by the reasoning that analyzes whether it inherently exists or not. A chariot is established as existing when there is no analysis to find the object imputed; it is established only by a non-defective, conventional, worldly consciousness. Thus, a chariot is presented as only imputedly existent in the sense that it is imputed in dependence its parts (the axles, wheels, etc.) and is not any of them.





The Svatantrikas, Chittamatrins, Sautrantikas, and Vaibhashikas all say that if the composite of the parts, or the shape, etc., could not be assigned as the whole, the chariot (or whole) would be non-existent. For there is no whole which is a separate entity from its parts. Therefore, in all these schools chariots and so forth are assigned as some phenomenon from among their bases of designation: either their composite, their shape, or one of the bases of imputation. These schools do not accept that chariots and so forth are just nominally imputed in the sense of being unfindable among their bases of designation. For them, things have their own natural existence. In these schools, to be merely nominally imputed only means that a phenomenon is not something separate from its bases of designation. For instance, though a person appears to be the boss of his aggregates of mind and body, he is shown to be one of the aggregates—either the mental consciousness, or a mind-basis-of-all, or the continuum of the aggregates, or the continuum of the mental consciousness, and so forth.





In the extraordinary Prasangika system, neither the composite of the parts nor the individual parts are taken to be the whole Still, the Prasangikas are able to present well all the objects and agents of cyclic existence and of nirvana within the context of just nominally imputed wholes, parts, qualities, qualificands, and so forth. Dzong-ka-ba urgently advises that this method of analysis be studied and practiced because it is a profound means of quickly finding the view of emptiness. As Chandrakirti says in the Commentary to the 'Supplement', 'These worldly conventionalities do not exist when analyzed in this way, but exist through non-analytical renown. Therefore, when yogis analyze these through this series [of reasons], they penetrate very quickly to the depth of suchness.'





Through the example of a chariot one gains familiarity with the modes of the sevenfold reasoning. However, unlike the other Buddhist schools, the Prasangikas do not say that for the example of the chariot to be correct the meditator must first realize the predicate of the thesis, 'does not inherently exist', as a quality of the chariot and then proceed to the subject of the original syllogism, the person. If one first had to realize the emptiness of a chariot before realizing the emptiness of a person, then the emptiness of a person would not be the initial object of meditation for those who seek liberation. Furthermore, it would be pointless to state many reasons to prove the selflessness of a person because one would realize the emptiness of a person through merely turning one's mind to this subject. For, the 'emptiness of a chariot would already have been validly cognized, and a realization of the emptiness of one thing is sufficient preparation for the realization of the emptiness of anything else that the mind turns to while still remembering the first realization. In the Prasangika system, examples which are merely more familiar in the world than the subject of the main thesis are often given. This is why mirror images and magician's illusions are so often used as examples; just as a mirror image of a face is empty of being a face, so objects are empty of being inherently existent, However, realization that a mirror image of a face is not a face is not a cognition of the emptiness of a mirror image. It is a conventional analogy of the extraordinary and unfamiliar cognition of emptiness.





Thus, a yogi's aim in analyzing a chariot is not to gain a thorough realization of a chariot's emptiness but to gain familiarity with the mode of reasoning so that he can apply it to the person, for it is misconception of the nature of the person that causes transmigration and the repeated rounds of the suffering of birth, aging, sickness, and death. (Meditation on Emptiness by Jeffrey Hopkins, pages 179-183)
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