Amitabha Buddhist Centre                    
Lama Tsongkhapa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom


Transcript of the teachings by Geshe Chonyi

Root text from The Medium-Length Exposition of the Stages of the Path of Enlightenment Practised by Persons of Three Capacities by Lama Tsongkhapa, translation Jeffrey Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom © 2008 Jeffrey Hopkins, Snow Lion Publications.  

All outline references refer to the outline by Trijang Rinpoche unless otherwise stated. Outlines are in bold. 

Lesson No: 20
                   
  Date: 20th July 2010 

We are now trying to delineate (i.e. to determine) the selflessness of persons. As a preliminary to the delineation of the selflessness of persons,  we must first identify clearly what is the person. 
In the text, the analogy of a chariot is used: “Just as the chariot is spoken of/In dependence upon a collection of parts [such as wheels, axles, and so forth].” Just as the chariot is imputed in dependence upon its parts, likewise the person is merely imputed in dependence upon the collection of the aggregates. 
It is said that when we have a good understanding of what a person is, it will be beneficial in our quest to delineate the selflessness of persons. Although there are many different reasons for establishing the selflessness of persons, in this particular text, the analysis of the four essential points is used.
b. Delineating persons as not inherently existent

1. Delineating “I” as not inherently existent
a) How the view realizing selflessness is born from the four essential points being complete 

i. The essential point of ascertaining the object of negation 

ii. The essential point of ascertaining the pervasion 
1' If a person is inherently established, it is either one or different and nothing beyond that

2' Through their direct opposition, accompanied and unaccompanied, in general, a third alternative to one and many is excluded 
iii. [The third essential point: to see the faults in claiming that the person and the aggregates are of one essence, established through their own nature] 

iv. (The fourth essential point: to clearly see the points invalidating [the position] that the person and the aggregates are established as essentially distinct]
b) Extensive explanation of the third and fourth points in particular

2. Delineating “mine” as not inherently existent
3. Showing how, in dependence on this, persons appear as like illusions
i. The essential point of ascertaining the object of negation 

Concerning this, the first of the four essentials is to identify the mode of apprehending a self of persons through analyzing your own contin​uum." It was explained earlier (Page 66 of the root text).
The first essential point is to identify the mode of apprehending a self of persons by analysing what goes on in our own minds. We have to see how we intuitively view the “I” within ourselves. The self or “I” definitely exists but we should see how that “I” appearsto our own minds. Through that analysis,  we will find  that the “I” that appears to us is an “I” which appears to be  independently existent, able to stand on its own. This is how the “I” appears to us. When we look inside, this is what we will discover. This is something we have to see clearly for ourselves. 
After clearly identifying from our own experience how the “I” appears,   the next question we have to ask ourselves is this: “Is that how the “I” exists in reality?”

In reality, the “I” or person is that which is merely imputed in dependence upon the collection of the aggregates. Although this is reality, this is not how the “I” or self appears to our minds. The “I” appears with the strong feeling that this “I” is real and that it exists without depending on the aggregates, the body and mind.
Recognizing The Mother (A Song on the Experience of the Middle Way View) by Changkya Rolpai Dorje

9. Based on the 'instructions sent through wind'

by masters Nagarjuna and Chandrakirti,

I am spared by Manjushrigarbha

The hardships of a long and tiring search,

Hence I hope to see the accompanying mother!

The great masters, Nagarjuna and Chandrakirti, are the ones who clearly delineated the view of selflessness. Nagarjuna composed a collection of six texts dealing with this topic. Chandrakirti composed The Clear Words and Supplement to the Middle Way.
Manjushrigarbha is Lama Tsongkhapa and in his works on emptiness such as his commentary on Nagarjuna’s Fundamental Wisdom, his Illumination of the Thought, a commentary on Chandrakirti’s Supplement to the Middle Way and his Essence of Eloquence, he clarified and explained all those difficult points pertaining to emptiness. 
This verse is saying that we are very fortunate to have access to such texts, that they still exist and that we can read, learn from and study them. These wonderful texts very clearly delineate the view of emptiness or selflessness. By depending on such texts, without taking too long and undergoing too much difficulty, there is a real hope that we can come to an understanding of the topic of emptiness. 
Generally speaking, it is really challenging to come to a decisive understanding of emptiness. The texts that explain this topic are difficult.   But we are very fortunate to have this opportunity to believe, to have some faith and interest in these teachings and to read and study these texts. By doing so, we place many virtuous imprints on our mental continua.
10. There seem to be amongst today's scholars

Those who, being caught in the web of terms,

'Thoroughly withstanding', 'true existence', etc.

Seek only something with horns to be negated

While leaving intact this solid appearance.

11. But on my mother's unveiled face

Such vivid dualism is not found, I am told!

Through excessive discussions off the mark,

My mother is likely to run away!
These two verses highlight what the object of negation (or refutation) is. 
Verse 10 is saying that when we study the topic of emptiness, we learn various terms such as “inherent existence,” “existing from its own side,” “truly existent,”  “self-instituted,”  “able to stand on its own” and so forth. 
We may  know these terms and may be able to rattle them off but we do not do anything with regard to how the “I” appears to us. We have a very vivid appearance of the “I.” The feeling of the real “I” is there. For example, when you are standing up, you have a vivid sense of this real “I” standing up or when you are seating down, you feel the “I” is somewhere there and you think: “I am sitting down.” In these situations, this is how the “I” appears to our minds but when we do not recognise or acknowledge that this is the object of refutation, naturally we will say that this appearance needs not be refuted. What should be refuted is “inherent existence,” “existing by way of its own character” and so forth. 
This verse is saying that we are becoming like that. Instead of paying attention to how the “I” appears to us, we neglect that and seek something else to be negated.  As it says in the text, “Seek only something with horns to be negated.” 
Whether we actually think of the term, “object of negation,” or not, let us take the example of an elephant standing in front of us. We don’t have to analyse what an elephant is. Immediately, there is this concrete belief that there is a “real” elephant right there in front of us with the shape and colour (of an elephant). We won’t analyse whether the elephant is inherently or truly existent. Rather, we believe that there is a real elephant there. That is the object to be negated. This example of the vivid appearance of a real elephant - that is what is to be negated, not anything else. 
“But on my mother's unveiled face” refers to what appears to the arya’s (superior being) wisdom while he is in meditative equipoise. An arya being in meditative equipoise has the wisdom realising emptiness and according to the perspective of that wisdom, which is “on my mother's unveiled face,” there is no mention of this appearance, which is the object of negation. “Unveiled face” refers to the perspective of the superior being’s meditative equipoise on emptiness, i.e.,  to the perspective of that wisdom. 
‘Such, vivid dualism’ refers to the vivid appearance of inherent existence which appears to us. But to the perspective of the wisdom of the superior being, ”Such vivid dualism is not found, I am told!”
These two lines tell us what is the object of negation is. If we do not know these difficult but essential points which we have to take note of in our quest to delineate the view of selflessness, then even if we know terms such as “inherent existence,” “existing by way of its own character” and so forth, there is the danger that we end up with just so much talk: “Through excessive discussions off the mark,/’ My mother is likely to run away!” and we will fail to delineate the view of selflessness.
Amongst the four essential points, the first essential point of correctly ascertaining the object of negation is said to be of vital importance. We have to be very clear as to the object that is to be negated. It is taught in the teachings that it is very important for all of us individually to identify from our own experience the object of negation. 

In reality, the “I” or person is merely imputed by the mind, i.e., posited through the force of conceptuality. Although that is the reality, how the “I” appears back to our minds is something we have to check within  ourselves. On the basis of clearly identifying from our own experience the real “I” or self that has to be negated, only after having correctly ascertained that object of negation can we then move on to analyse whether such an “I” exists or not. We undertake this analysis to arrive at the conclusion that the “I” does not exist. 
ii. The essential point of ascertaining the pervasion

The second essential point of ascertaining the pervasion is to be done without forgetting the first essential point. We first clearly identify  from our own experience this vivid sense of the “I” which is so real and which has to be negated. Without forgetting that as the basis, we then move on to the second essential point of ascertaining the pervasion. This is important. 
I believe we have covered this before - knowing what is “one (with)” and  “different (from).” Everything that exists is either one entity with or a different entity from (something). It is important that we arrive at this conclusion. There is no other third possibility. These options are exhaustive.
Another way of saying this is that everything that exists is either singular or plural. There is no third possibility. There isn’t anything out there that is  neither singular nor plural.
Student: (Inaudible)
Geshe-la: You have one body from the combination of your hands and legs. Your example is something like that. Your body is one or two when  your limbs are combined together? We consider that one (body). 
Student: (Inaudible)

Geshe-la: The flame you get when you combine two flames together is bigger or smaller than the previous flame? The flame should become bigger but the flame is still one flame. When you put two flames together, it becomes one flame but we are not saying that that flame is the same as the previous flame although they have become one flame. It is a different flame. When we put two flames together, it becomes one flame and one entity. It is singular.
Student: (Inaudible).

Geshe-la: You are talking about the (pregnant) mother? That is one body only. You are talking about the mother and not the baby. If you were  talking about the baby and the mother, then of course there are two bodies but if (you are referring) only to the mother, then it is only one body.

Student: (Inaudible)

Geshe-la: You mean the baby’s body is the mother’s body? We usually don’t think in such a way. 
Perhaps you are all not accustomed to this: 
· Everything that exists is either singular or plural. 

· The definition of a singular phenomenon is a phenomenon that is single.
· The definition of plural phenomena is phenomena that are not single.
The way of thinking (about this) is the same whether it is:

· one and different or
· one and many or 
· singular and plural 
If you think of a vase or a human being as being one, then it is singular. If you say a vase and a human being, then they are different and not singular. If it is more than one, it is many. 

Geshe-la: Two is one or many? Two is many and not one? That is strange, I thought two is one!
What about different? Different is one or many? Different is singular.
That is just to exercise your brain. Two is not many, is it? When you say one hundred dollars, is it one or many? Two and two dollars are the same?
This is something for you to think about. In reality, everything that exists is either one or different. There is no third possibility. Having concluded that, we go back to the outline: 
ii. The essential point of ascertaining the pervasion

1' If a person is inherently established, it is either in or different and nothing beyond that

2' Through their direct opposition, accompanied and unaccompanied, in general, a third alternative to one and many is excluded 

1' If a person is inherently established, it is either in or different and nothing beyond that

The second essential is the decision that if a person is inherently established, it must be established as either one entity with or a different entity from the aggregates and that there is no mode of estab​lishment other than those two (Pages 66 -67 of the root text). 

On the basis of the first essential point in which one clearly  recognises from one’s own experience what is to be negated, the second essential point is arriving at a decisive ascertainment that if the (object of negation exists), it can only exist either as one with or different from the aggregates. If it exists, it can only do so in these two ways. There are no other alternatives.

2' Through their direct opposition, accompanied and unaccompanied
, in general, a third alternative to one and many is excluded 

It is established through experience that when "pot and pillar," for instance, are positively set off as plural, it is eliminated that they are single.  And when "pot," for instance, is positively set off as single, it is eliminated that it is plural. Hence, there is no third category that is neither one nor many; thereby, it is deter​mined that something that is not one entity or different entities does not occur (Page 67 of the root text).
On the basis of clearly identifying the object of negation, the second essential point is the decisive conclusion that if the object of negation exists, it has to be either one with the aggregates or different from the aggregates. One is certain in one’s mind that there is no other alternative whatsoever. 
iii. [The third essential point: to see the faults in claiming that the person and the aggregates are of one essence, established through their own nature] 

The third essential is to see the damage to [the position that] a per​son and the aggregates are one inherently established entity (Page 67 of the root text).
iv. [The fourth essential point: to clearly see the points invalidating [the position] that the person and the aggregates are established as essentially distinct] 

The fourth essential is to see well the damage [to the position that] those two are inherently different. When in that way the four essentials are complete, then the pure view realizing the suchness that is the selfless​ness of a person is generated (Page 67 of the root text).
Here it says that when the four essentials are complete by first recognising the object of negation, i.e., the self or inherent existence, and performing the analysis, one comes to realise the selflessness of persons.
The paragraphs that follow are difficult and challenging:

· They point out the faults of asserting that the self, the object of negation, and the aggregates are one inherently established entity. 
· The other possibility is that if this self, the object of negation is inherently different from the aggregates, what are the problems that would arise?  
If the self, which is the object of negation, really exists, then it has to be inherently one with the aggregates or inherently different from the aggregates. By analysing the third and fourth essential points one will see the damage reasoning does to these two positions. One realises that the self cannot be inherently one with the aggregates and also cannot be inherently different from the aggregates. By considering these two possibilities, the conclusion then arises in our minds: “This self, which is the object of negation, does not exist at all.” It is possible for that thought to arise. 
Student: (Inaudible)
Geshe-la: Pot and pillar are essentially different. They are not the same phenomenon. They have separate entities. 
The two truths are different but they do not have different entities. They have the same entity but nevertheless, they are different phenomena. 
You first have to establish in your mind that, with regard to the pot and pillar, they are essentially different, are different phenomena and are different entities. 
When we talk about the two truths, they are different phenomena but they have the same entity. The two truths exist in all phenomena. 
If you were to ask, “Is the pot and pillar one or different entities?”, one would have to say they are different entities. In emptiness, however, nirvana and samsara are one (entity).
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� Translator’s note: “Accompanied and unaccompanied” has been translated by Jeffrey Hopkins as “plural and singular.”  
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