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We have been trying to identify what ignorance is. In the context here, ignorance is the mind that apprehends an object as possessing a self. It is also mentioned that we have to cultivate the antidote to this ignorance. Why? Because this antidote is the antidote to all the afflictions.

When ignorance is divided, there are two types:

1) the ignorance apprehending a self of persons
2) the ignorance apprehending a self of phenomena
What does ignorance apprehend (or conceive)? Ignorance conceives phenomena to exist established by way of their own nature, by way of their own character, or inherently. In order to understand what that means, we have to understand how phenomena are posited through the force of conceptuality. 
That is why Lama Tsongkhapa quotes the Questions of Upali Su​tra, Nagarjuna’s Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning and Aryadeva's Four Hundred to show phenomena are posited through the power of conceptuality. 
The analogy of a rope-snake is used. It is possible to impute a snake to a coil of rope. This imputation is done through the force of conceptuality. First, you have to understand how the rope-snake is imputed. With that understanding, you can then apply that manner of imputation to all phenomena. All phenomena are the same in that they exist through the force of being imputed by conceptuality. 

On page 40 (of the root text), Lama Tsongkhapa explains that desire and so forth are like a snake imputed to a rope. They are similar in the sense that both are imputed by the force of conceptuality and they do not exist truly. However we do have to differentiate between these two: desire and so forth exist whereas the snake imputed to a rope does not exist. 
From what we have discussed so far, we can conclude that:

· All phenomena exist as merely imputed (or labelled) by the mind 
· However, whatever is merely imputed by the mind does not necessarily exist. 
· But whatever exists is necessarily imputed by the mind. 

Imagine someone puts a toy snake in your room. When you enter your room and see the toy snake, it is very likely that you may think that there is a real snake there. The mind imputes that there is a real snake and fear arises. But there is no real snake on that toy. The concept of a real snake is made up by your mind. The real snake does not exist. This shows that whatever you label does not necessarily mean it exists. 
The mind that apprehends the toy snake to be the real snake is a wrong consciousness and a mistaken consciousness. Although the real snake is imputed by the mind, it does not exist. But how do you  know it doesn’t exist and that it is a wrong consciousness? This is because when you decide to go nearer to investigate, you find that it is just a toy snake. You realise that there is no real snake there. That is a conventional valid cogniser that realises that it is just a toy snake. 
The fact that there is no real snake there is verified by a conventional valid cogniser realising that it is just a toy snake. The mind that apprehends the toy snake to be a real snake can be “harmed” by the conventional valid cogniser realising the toy snake. Because the mind that apprehends the toy snake to be a real snake can be harmed, therefore we can say that there is no real snake there. In short, the snake that is imputed by the mind which apprehends the toy snake to be the real snake does not exist. Why? Because it can be harmed by a conventional valid cognition of the toy snake.

It is mentioned in the teachings that we can determine whether something exists or not in dependence on whether it can be harmed by the conventional valid cognition:
· If it is harmed by the conventional valid cognition, it does not exist.

· Whatever exists cannot be harmed by another conventional valid cognition.

Let us look at the I. This I is imputed in dependence on the collection of the five aggregates and this I exists. The existence of this I is not harmed by another conventional valid cognition. Is there a valid cognition out there that can harm this I? Is there a valid mind out there that realises the non-existence of this I? The answer is “No.” Since the existence of this I cannot be harmed by another conventional valid cognition, therefore it exists.

As mentioned in the text, “A rope-snake and desire and so forth are not similar in terms of whether they do or do not exist in conven​tional terms.”   The I that is imputed in dependence on the collection of the five aggregates does exist. But when you look for this I among the aggregates, you will not be able to find it as one of the five aggregates or as a collection of the aggregates. Yet this I exists. The valid cognition that is distinguishing the ultimate cannot find this truly existent I. The person or I exists but if you search for the imputed I it cannot be found. Therefore, the I exists through the force of conceptuality. One cannot come up with an explanation that is better than this. How does the I exist? The best explanation is that the I exists through the force of conceptuality. 

Let us go back to the example of apprehending a toy snake to be a real snake. When you look for a snake on the toy snake, you will not be able to find a real snake either on the entire toy snake or a part of it. Similarly, when you look for the I among the aggregates, you won’t be able to point to the collection of the aggregates or any individual aggregate to be the I. These two are similar in that when you look for them, they cannot be found yet one (the I) exists and the other (the real snake) doesn’t exist:
· The toy snake does not function as a real snake. 

· The I does function as a person or as the I.

In short, desire and so forth and the snake imputed to the rope are similar in that both do not exist truly but exist through the force of conceptuality. But these two are not similar in terms of whether they exist or not in conventional terms, because one exists and the other doesn’t. What makes one an existent and the other a non-existent? The difference comes in whether that particular phenomenon can be harmed by another valid mind or not, in this case, the conventional valid cognition.

E. Detailed explanation of the conceptions of self 

1. Explanation that the apprehension of a self is twofold 

A. How the two apprehension of a self are the same in their [subjective] aspect, but still differentiated through their observed objects

B. The reason for differentiating the two apprehensions of a self in that manner  

2. The difference between the apprehension of a self and the view of the transitory collection 

A. How the two apprehension of a self are the same in their [subjective] aspect, but still differentiated through their observed objects

For those reasons, the mode of apprehending true existence—the object of negation—is to conceive [that objects] are not posited through the force of beginningless conceptuality but are established objectively by way of their own entity (Page 40 of the root text).
The earlier paragraphs explained how phenomena are posited through the power of conceptuality. The conception that things and events  exist objectively by the way of their own entities and not by being posited through the force of conceptuality - that is true existence:

· If it is truly existent, it must be something that can exist without being posited by conceptuality.

· If there is a phenomenon that exists without being posited by conceptuality, then that phenomenon is truly existent. 
The mind that apprehends that truly existent phenomenon is called the conception grasping at true existence. 

The conceived object of that apprehension is called "self," or "inherent existence." The non-existence of that with a person as the substratum is called a selflessness of a person, and the non-existence of that with [other] phenomena such as an eye, ear, and so forth as the substratum is called a selflessness of phenomena. Hence, it is implicitly understood that consciousnesses apprehending inherent existence with respect to persons and [other] phenomena are con​sciousnesses apprehending a self of persons and a self of phenomena

(Page 40 of the root text).

The “self” of the word “selflessness” is the object of negation. “The conceived object of that apprehension is called “self” or “inherent existence””: the apprehension (referred to here is an apprehension) that conceives things as true existents and what is being conceived of is the truly existent. 

There is a mind that conceives all phenomena as truly existent. In order to understand this mind, first one needs to understand what true existence is. What is true existence if it exists? If there is a phenomenon that exists but is not posited by conceptuality (i.e., not labelled by the mind), that means it is truly existent. The mind which conceives things and events as truly existent is grasping at and apprehending this true existence. 

What is the conceived object of this grasping at true existence? It is true existence which is our object of negation. “The conceived object of that apprehension is called ‘self’”:  “Self” here refers to the object of negation. The non-existent “self ”– i.e., true existence - is the object of negation:
· A self of a person refers to a truly existent person. When we conceive of true existence in relation to a person as the basis, then that would be apprehending the self of a person. 
· Establishing that such a self does not exist on the basis of a person is the selflessness of a person. 

· A self of phenomena refers to truly existent phenomena other than persons. When we conceive of true existence in relation to phenomena other than persons (such as eye, ear and so forth) as the bases, then that would be apprehending the self of phenomena. 
· Establishing that such a self does not exist on the bases of phenomena other than a person is the selflessness of phenomena.

The apprehension of the self of persons and the apprehension of the self of phenomena - how do they apprehend their objects?  The way in which they apprehend their objects (their mode of apprehension) is the same but their observed objects are different. 

Someone asked in one of the earlier lessons, what is the self of phenomena. A self of phenomena is truly existent phenomena other than persons. If such phenomena exist, then there is self of phenomena. 
· If a person exists by way of his own character, that is the self of the person. 

· If phenomena exist by way of their own character, then that is the self of phenomena.

· Because a person doesn’t exist truly, doesn’t exist by way of his own character, therefore we say, “selflessness of a person,” since such a self of a person doesn’t exist. 

· Because phenomena don’t exist by way of their own character, therefore we say, “selflessness of phenomena.”

In this way, we come to understand what is the apprehension of the self of a person and the apprehension of the self of phenomena:  

· If the object of observation of an apprehension of the self is focussed on a person, that is the apprehension of a self of a person. 

· If the object of observation of an apprehension of the self is focussed on phenomena other than persons, that is the apprehension of a self of phenomena.

B. The reason for differentiating the two apprehensions of a self in that manner 

In order to substantiate these points, Lama Tsongkhapa quotes from Chandrakirti’s commentary on Aryadeva’s Four Hundred: 

Chandrakirti's Commentary on (Aryadeva's) "Four Hundred" says:

Concerning that, "self" is inherent existence, an entity of things that does not rely on [being posited by] others [that is, conceptuality]. The non-existence of that [inherent existence] is selflessness. Through the division of [its substrata,] phenom​ena and persons, it is understood as twofold, "selflessness of phenomena and selflessness of persons" (Pages 40-41 of the root text)
Whatever has been explained so far is the intent of this quotation.

Question:  When you realise the selflessness of one, don’t you necessarily realise the selflessness of the other? Why do we have to realise the selflessness of the person before we can realise the selflessness of phenomena?

Answer: In general, we talk about two things: the I or person and  phenomena other then the person. The I or person is the experiencer. Phenomena refer to all objects other than the person. Such phenomena include the five aggregates. Phenomena are the objects or things that one gets attached to. 

In terms of developing attachment (or desire), one can generate attachment for the I or person as well as for the objects other than the person, one’s aggregates. So it is not certain that when one realises the selflessness of persons, one will necessarily realise the selflessness of phenomena. 
It is explained in many texts that one initially realises the selflessness of persons. When one realises the selflessness of persons, through the force of that same logic and reasoning, one can quickly realise the selflessness of phenomena. This is not to say that when one realises the selflessness of persons, one necessarily realises the selflessness of phenomena. It is just that by applying the same reasons that are used in the realisation of selflessness of persons, one can quickly realise the selflessness of phenomena. 
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