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Lesson No: 7
                      Date: 28th March 2010 
We looked at the meaning of “perfect in knowledge and in good conduct” from the prayer, Praise to Shakyamuni Buddha. Guru Shakyamuni Buddha, by practising the Noble Eightfold Path or, from another perspective, by depending on the three higher trainings, became “perfect in knowledge and in good conduct.” Due to this, the Buddha became a “Sugata,” the one gone to bliss, i.e., having gone to a state of unsurpassed happiness, a state free from all faults and endowed with all the qualities. 
Unlike the hearer and solitary realiser foe destroyers who, upon achieving their own liberation, only become absorbed in the bliss of that liberation, the Buddha, after having found the unsurpassed state of happiness, became the “knower of the world” and the “supreme guide of human beings to be tamed”:
· “La na me pa,” usually translated as unsurpassed or peerless, is translated here as “supreme.” 
· “De war sheg pa” is “Sugata,” the one gone to bliss
· “Jig ten khyen pa” is translated here as the “knower of the world.” “Jig ten” has many meanings. Literally, it means ‘the transitory basis,’ but here, it means ‘sentient beings.’ 
The Buddha, after becoming the Sugata, the one gone to bliss, works for the welfare of sentient beings, in particular, the fortunate disciples (or literally, the objects to be subdued) according to their dispositions, inclinations and abilities. To these fortunate disciples, the Buddha taught the Dharma and displayed the twelve deeds and by doing so, led all of them to the state of full enlightenment. 
The Buddha teaches the Dharma for the purpose of subduing and disciplining the minds of sentient beings. The main emphasis is not on performing the practices done with the body and speech but rather the Buddha taught the path to and practices for achieving enlightenment. In particular, he taught the antidotes to our afflictions which cause us to meet with undesirable things. The Buddha teaches the meaning of emptiness and by doing so, the Buddha tames (or subdues) sentient beings. 
Because Guru Shakyamuni Buddha works to subdue the sentient beings of this world for their benefit, therefore he is called the “supreme guide of human beings to be tamed.” 


A. The apprehension of an I, the view of the transitory collection has a person as its observed object 


What is the object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons? It has to be the I or person.  

With respect to the object of observation of a consciousness appre​hending a self of persons:
· Chandrakirti's Supplement to (Nagarjuna's) "Treatise on the Middle" explains that one Sammitiya sect asserts that all five aggregates are the object of observation of a view of self, whereas another Sammitiya sect asserts that just the mind is the basis, or object of observation, of a view of self.
· Also with respect to the mind, some Proponents of Mind-Only and Proponents of the Middle who assert a mind-basis-of-all assert that the mind-basis-of-all is the object of observation, whereas other Proponents of the Middle such as Bhavaviveka who do not assert a mind-basis-of-all and many Hearer Schools assert that the mental consciousness is the object of observation (Page 41 of the root text).  
"One Sammitiya sect asserts that all five aggregates are the object of observation of a view of self": for them, they assert that the collection of the five aggregates is the illustration of a person. What does this mean? It means they are saying that the five aggregates are the person.
"Whereas another Sammitiya sect asserts that just the mind is the basis, or object of observation, of a view of self": this particular sect of the Sammitiya feels that the mind is the person.
There are some Proponents of Mind-Only who assert a mind-basis-of-all is the person. 
There are some Proponents of the Middle, such as master Bhavaviveka, who do not assert the mind-basis-of-all. They assert that the mental consciousness is the person. 
Therefore, for some Proponents of Mind-Only, the mind-basis-of-all becomes the object of observation of the view of the self of persons whereas for some Proponents of the Middle, the mental consciousness becomes the object of observation of the view of the self of persons.
"Many Hearer Schools assert that the mental consciousness is the object of observation (of a view of self) ": there are many Hearer Schools who assert that the mental consciousness is the person or I. For them, the mental consciousness is the object of observation of the view of self of persons.
Concerning the meaning—even in these systems—of the usage of conventions for person, as in the cultivator of a path and the revolver in cyclic existence, and so forth, you need to know the two modes of:
- [the Consequentialists] positing the mere “I”

- [the other schools'] positing the mind-basis-of-all, and so forth, as the illustration of that "I" [that is to say, as what is the person] (Pages 41 -42 of the root text).
In the last lesson, we saw how there were many different views with respect to what is the I. The non-Buddhists had certain views and even amongst the Buddhists, there are different philosophical systems. Everyone is trying to ascertain what is this I or person who does not want to suffer and who wishes to be happy. 
Amongst the different Buddhist philosophical systems, there are some who say the I is the body (physical aggregates) and some who say it is the mind, i.e., the I is either the body or the mind. 
The non-Buddhists assert that the I or soul is something separate or different from the body and the mind.
The assertions of the Buddhist tenets are based on the sutras. In some sutras, the Buddha said that the five aggregates are the person and in other sutras, he said that the mental consciousness is the person. The assertions of the different Buddhist tenets are based on such statements made by the Buddha. But Buddha also said that the five aggregates are not the I and that the consciousness is not the I. The "I" is that which is merely imputed in dependence on the aggregates.
The Buddha made these different statements because the disciples - the objects to be subdued - have different abilities, dispositions and interests. It does not mean that everything the Buddha said actually accords with reality. 

How do we determine whether what the Buddha said is true or not, whether it accords with reality or not? 

· If the statement accords with reality, it can withstand logical analysis and cannot be harmed by logic and reasoning or by a valid cognition. 
· If the statement – even though it was made by the Buddha - cannot withstand logical analysis and can be harmed by logic and reasoning, then it does not accord with reality. 
So the truth of a statement, whether it accords with reality or not is  determined not by whether it was said by the Buddha but rather whether it can withstand logical analysis. If it can withstand logical analysis and cannot be harmed by a valid cognition, then that statement is true.
With respect to the innate view of the transitory that is a con​sciousness apprehending self, Chandrakirti's Supplement to (Nagarjuna's) "Treatise on the Middle'" refutes that the aggregates are the object of observation, and in his commentary he says that the dependently im​puted self is the object of observation (Page 42 of the root text).

The five aggregates are not the objects of observation of a consciousness apprehending the self (of persons). Then what is the object of observation of the consciousness apprehending the self? It has to be the “dependently imputed self.” This means that the five aggregates are not the person.
In general, there are many reasons why it is incorrect to posit the five aggregates as the person. 
If one posits the aggregates to be the person, as there are five aggregates, then it absurdly follows that there will be five 
Is. When the aggregates cease to exist, it also absurdly follows that the I will also cease to exist. 
These are some of the mistakes that come with this position.
Since he says that even just the collection of the aggregates is not the conventional self, neither the collection at one time, nor the collection that is the continuum of the aggregates over time are the object of observation (Page 42 of the root text).
Lama Tsongkhapa goes on to refute that the mere collection of the aggregates can be posited to be the person. Just as the individual aggregates cannot be the person, then even the collection of the aggregates cannot be the person. If that is the case, then neither the collection at one time nor the collection that is the continuum of the aggregates over time can be the person i.e., they cannot be the objects of observation of the consciousness apprehending the self of persons.

Rather, the mere "I" that is the object observed in generating the mere thought "I," that is to say, the mere person, is taken as the object of observation (Page 42 of the root text).
What do the CMWS assert? According to the CMWS, the mere I that is involved in generating the thought I, the mere person, is the object of observation.
Neither one from among the aggregates nor the collection of the aggregates is posited as an illustration of that "I" [that is, none of these is the "I"] (Page 42 of the root text). 
This is the position of the CMWS. The aggregates are not the I nor is  the collection of the aggregates the I. Lama Tsongkhapa continues: 

I have explained at length elsewhere that this is an unsurpassed distinguishing feature of this Middle Way Consequentialist system (Pages 42-43 of the root text).

There are many different ways of positing the I and many different ways of understanding what a person is. Because there are differences in the view of what the I is, therefore there are many different objects of observation of a consciousness apprehending the self of persons. In reality, the I is not the aggregates and the I is also not the collection of the five aggregates. 
 The I is just the mere I that is imputed in dependence on the aggregates. It is this mere I that is the object of observation of the consciousness apprehending a self of persons.
It is important for us to constantly investigate, discuss and analyse the reasons why the individual aggregate or all the five aggregates are not the person. 
Why is the mind (or mental consciousness) also not the person? We should constantly think about this and analyse: "If I believe that the body or the aggregates - either individually or all the five aggregates - are the person, can this belief be harmed by logic and reasoning? Or if I believe that the mind is the person, can that belief be harmed by logic and reasoning?" Of course these beliefs can be harmed by logic and reasoning but we have to see this for ourselves.
The feeling that the aggregates, the body is the I occurs in our minds instinctively. We think, "I am young. I am old. I am sitting down. I am walking." Somehow there is the feeling that the body is the I. When we say, "I am young," what is the only reason for making that statement or feeling that way? It is the status of our bodies. If our bodies are relatively young, then we will feel or think, "I am young." If our bodies are old, then we will feel, "I am old." There is no other reason for saying, "I am young/old" other then the age of our bodies. When we think like this, doesn't the body become the I?
It is the same thing with the mind. You may feel or think, "I am intelligent. I am sharp." But the reason for believing or saying that is because you have a good mind or your mind is flexible. Because of that, you say, "I am sharp. I am intelligent." In that case, you actually believe that your mind is you. When you feel this way, the body does not come into the picture. So, sometimes, you may feel the body is the I and at other times, you may feel the mind is the I. 
What happens then at the time of death? We have to die and go on to the next rebirth. At the time of death, this coarse body - the physical aggregates - will be left behind. It doesn’t go on to the next life. What goes on to the next life is the mind. It is the I that goes on to the next life. Between the body and mind, it is the mind that goes to the next life. Based on that, we feel that the mind is the I. 
These are a few examples. In fact, (the proponents of the) different Buddhist tenets also thought about this issue. Following similar lines of thinking and also based on some statements made by the Buddha, some Buddhist tenets assert that the five aggregates are the person while others assert that the mind is the person. The highest school, the CMWS, asserts that neither the body nor the mind can be the I. The I is that which exists in mere name. 
Therefore, in your discussions, you have to understand why and conclude that neither the body nor mind is the I. The I exists only in mere name, i.e. it is merely imputed by the mind. How does one use logic and reasoning to arrive at that conclusion?
B. The difference in observed objects between the two apprehensions of true existence


The object of observation of an innate view of the transitory must be something that naturally generates an awareness thinking "I." Therefore, although an innate consciousness apprehending [the inher​ent existence] of a person whose continuum is other [than one's own continuum] is an innate consciousness apprehending a self of persons; it is not an innate view of the transitory of that person.

With regard to the object of observation of an innate view of the transitory that apprehends [inherently existent] "mine," the object of observation of an innate awareness thinking "mine" is that very "mine"; it should not be held that your own eyes and so forth are the object of observation. The subjective aspect [of such an innate misap​prehension] is that, within observing the "mine," it apprehends the "mine" to be established by way of its own character.

The objects of observation of an innate consciousness apprehend​ing a self of phenomena are the form aggregate and so forth, the eyes, cars, and so forth in your own and others' continuums, and the envi​ronments and so forth not included within the [personal] continuum. The subjective aspect [of such a misapprehension] is as explained before [to apprehend them to exist by way of their own character],
Chandrakirti's Commentary on the "Supplement to (Nagarjuna's) 'Trea​tise on the Middle'" says:
[Because this apprehension of true existence is mistaken and obscures viewing how the nature of things is, it is called] bewil​derment. This ignorance -having a nature of obstructing per​ception of the nature [of all things] by superimposing an inher​ent existence of things [even though such] does not exist -is an obscurer (kun rdzob, samvrti).

and:
Thus, [obscurational truths are posited] through the force [of being true in the face] of the afflictive ignorance included [as the initial link] within the [twelve] links [of the dependent-arising] of cyclic existence.
Hence, he asserts that:
- [a consciousness] apprehending an object as truly existent is an ignorance
- and this itself is afflictive ignorance.
Therefore, between the two modes of positing the apprehension of a self of phenomena as an afflictive emotion or as an obstruction to om​niscience, here [in the Consequence School] it is the former (Pages 43 – 44 of the root text).
The two apprehensions are: 

1. the apprehension of a self of persons:
· The object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons has to be the person or the I, i.e., the person is the object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons.
· How does it apprehend the person? It apprehends the person to possess a self, i.e., the person exists without being imputed (or labelled) by the mind through the force of conceptuality.

2. the apprehension of a self of phenomena


The object of observation of the apprehension of a self of phenomena is a phenomenon other than the I or the person. A p

· henomenon is the object of observation of the apprehension of a self of phenomena.
· Phenomena here refer to everything other than the person. 
· It apprehends phenomena to possess a self, i.e., apprehending phenomena to exist without being imputed by mind.
A

lthough these two apprehensions have different objects of observation,  their mode of apprehension is the same in that they apprehend their respective objects of observation to exist without being imputed by the  mind.
Question: When I apprehend Ven. Gyurme to be inherently existent, is that an apprehension of a self of persons or the apprehension of a self of phenomena?
Answer: What do you think Ven. Gyurme is? Is he a person or not a person? If Ven. Gyurme is a person, then what is your qualm? 
Your question is answered.
Question: Why can't a human being have two Is – a spiritual I and a physical I?
Answer: To understand why this is not possible, you have to understand that there are three conditions for the production of a consciousness. It is mentioned in the Heart Sutra that there are six faculties (or sense powers) and based on these faculties, one has the six consciousnesses. Based on the six sense powers (which includes a mental sense power), one  has six consciousnesses. 
One has to distinguish between the sense power and the consciousness. For example, one has to distinguish between the eye sense power and eye  consciousness. In order for an eye consciousness to be generated, it must depend on its sense power, the eye sense power. By depending on the eye sense power, which is physical, the eye consciousness apprehending form is generated. These two are different. One is form and the other is consciousness.
One has two eye balls and without them, there is no eye consciousness (but technically speaking, the eye sense power is not the eye balls). At the time of death, the two eye balls are left behind. What about the eye consciousness? The question is: Does the eye consciousness go on to the next life? 
The physical sense powers are coarse forms and the consciousnesses that are generated in dependence on them are also coarse.  One has to analyse and see whether these coarse consciousnesses go on to the next life or not. We had mentioned that there is something that goes on to the next life. It is the mind (mental consciousness) that definitely goes on to the next life. 
I guess when you talk about the spiritual I, that is what you are referring to - the thing that moves on to the next life. It is not the body. It is the mind that goes on to the next life but which mind actually goes on to the next life? This is an extremely complicated issue. Therefore, in Buddhist teachings, there is such an extensive presentation of what the mind is, especially when one looks at the presentation of the mind according to Tantra. 
You mention that we can have two Is. One is the physical I which dies when the body dies and the other is the I that moves on from life to life. You can say this provided you understand that there is a particular I that is related to this life (the I of this life) and a general I that pervades the continuity of consciousness that came from before and moves on to the next life. The particular I of this life dies. 
In Tantra, there is a distinction between the coarse self and the subtle self. In that sense, you can talk about the two Is.
Student: When we become enlightened, we are all the same. I am you and you are me. 
Geshe-la: It depends on how you are able to explain this. Otherwise, it  becomes very complicated. If you know how to explain this, then it can be correct. It is said in the texts that there is no difference between samsara and nirvana as they are inseparable in one taste but it is not saying that samsara is nirvana and nirvana is samsara. 
You are also saying that sentient beings and the buddhas are the same in one taste. If you take that to mean that the buddhas are sentient beings and sentient beings are buddhas, there is no way you can explain that. It is wrong.
Geshe-la: Are sentient beings and the buddhas the same? 
Student: We are like colours of the rainbow. You are red. I am yellow. But we are all colours of the rainbow…..(But) sentient beings and the Buddha are different.
You are encouraged to ask questions. You must think. This particular qualm can be thrashed out during the discussion session. 
Now I want to share with you how one can make a discussion session perfect, what an ideal discussion is like. 

· The first requirement is that whatever you are debating about or  discussing, you have to know the text well. 
· You should discuss with a smile. 
· During the discussions, whether you are posing a question or giving an answer, you should speak very clearly and of course, without any harsh language. 
· There should be some life and energy in the discussion. You have to put in effort and want to do it but you should not be too forceful. 
· You shouldn't discuss with a sense of pride and arrogance - this will show in your physical demeanour and is not helpful - but with enthusiasm and energy. 
· With the wish to benefit from the discussion, you should respect whatever others say when they are giving their answers or sharing their opinions.
· When you are giving an answer, the motivation should be to help to eliminate the incorrect position or wrong understanding held by the other party. You should be motivated by a sense of concern and compassion for the person who has given the (incorrect) answer. 
· Here we are discussing the Buddhadharma so it is not like an ordinary argument in which participants aim to put down or intimidate their opponents. That is not acceptable in Dharma discussions.  You shouldn't give the impression that you are out to bite off the head of your opponent! 
· When the discussion is over, your mind should be calm and undisturbed. 
· If the after-effect of the discussion is a disturbed and unhappy mind, then it doesn't become a Dharma discussion as the mind has fallen under the control of the afflictions and the fruitional effect of that can only be unpleasant. Even in this life, instead of being praised, you will be criticised and put down by others.
The discussion should be of mutual benefit. You should feel satisfied with the discussion, that you have gained some understanding and have eliminated any misunderstanding (of the material discussed), that you have achieved something positive.  
When you can conduct a discussion or debate in such an ideal manner,  you become an object of praise and others will look up to you. The effect of a good discussion or debate is that you will eliminate all the wrong concepts and by doing this, you will be in a  position to offer service to the teachings of the Buddha, to preserve the Buddhadharma. 
All of us here, without exception, still have afflictions. Things will happen during the discussions. The point is to try not to be upset or angry or show an unpleasant physical demeanour during discussions. The important thing is to have mutual respect for each other and to try to help one another during the discussions. 
The discussions will start at 1.30pm. We have decided to continue with the discussion format for these classes to help the newcomers, i.e., those who are not from the Basic Program. 
As I have mentioned just now, it is important to read the text and based on what you have read, you can ask questions related to what we are studying in this text.  That will be beneficial. Sometimes you may end up talking about some other things that are not directly related to what we have studied and then we may have to spend quite a lot of time to resolve those issues. 
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