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: 21
                   
  Date: 22nd July 2010 
We are now trying to delineate the view of the selflessness of persons. In this text, the analysis of the four essential points is used to help us to delineate that view. What are the four essentials? They are: 
· The essential point of ascertaining the object of negation 

· The essential point of ascertaining the pervasion 

· The essential point of ascertaining the self and the aggregates are not inherently one

· The essential point of ascertaining the self and the aggregates are not inherently different 

Today we will look at the third essential point: Why is it that the self and the aggregates are not inherently one?

In the previous lesson, we looked at the first essential point: Ascertaining the object of negation by looking at it from our own experience. The object of negation to be refuted is true existence. What does true existence mean? True existence refers to existence:

· that is not dependent on causes and conditions;

· which does not depend on the whole and its parts. 
· that is able to stand under its own power. 

That is the basis for our analysis. If we do not understand this well, then there is not much point in attempting the analysis we are about to do now. 
We must get a very good idea of what true existence is. True existence refers to existence that is under its own power and does not depend on some other factors. If something depends on other factors, that thing is not truly existent. This is a crucial point that we must understand clearly in our minds. For a truly existent phenomenon, it is just there by itself,   set up under its own power without depending on some other factors. 
Question: If something is truly existent, does that mean it is (also) unitary and independent?

Answer:  They are part of the deal but it is not limited only to that because true existence means existing without depending on any other factor.  Here being unitary and independent is related to emptiness or the lack of a self that is unitary and independent. 
When I brought up the example of (true existence) not depending on causes and conditions that is to make it easier to understand. But if  something is truly existent, it is not only not dependent on causes and conditions but it is more than that. If something is truly existent, it is not dependent on anything at all.

In the first essential point, ascertaining from our own experience the object of negation, what we should experience is this clear recognition of the “I”  that is able to stand alone as a solid true existent. We have to recognise such an “I” from our own experience, from how the “I” appears to us. This is very important. The whole point of this analysis is based on recognising from our own experience how the “I” is so solid, real and truly existent and to realise the “I” that appears to us in that way does not exist whatsoever. 
On the basis of recognising from our experience the inherently (truly) existent self which we are trying to negate: 
1. We then analyse if this truly  existent self is inherently one with our aggregates. 
· If the self and aggregates are inherently the same, they become inherently one without depending on any other factor. 
· If that is the case, one would not be able to distinguish between the two no matter from which perspective one looks at them. 
2. If the self and the aggregates are inherently different from each other, then they will have no relationship with one another. One will not be able to find a single trace of relationship between the self and the aggregates. 
You have to understand these two points now, otherwise you will have no way of understanding what we are going to discuss later and you will find it very challenging.  
· If the self and the aggregates are inherently one, they will become indistinguishable. 

· If the self and the aggregates are inherently different, they will not be related in anyway. There mustn’t be any connection between the two. The slightest trace of relationship or sameness between these two will mean they are not inherently different. 
The main thing we are trying to see is the damage to the positions that (1) the self and the aggregates are inherently the same and (2) the self and the aggregates are inherently different. (In general, when we talk about the self and the aggregates, they are different. There is nothing wrong with that but the discussion here relates to the fallacy that lies behind the view that the self and the aggregates are inherently different). 
If the self and the aggregates are one inherently established entity, there are three fallacies as explained by Buddhapalita in one of his works.   
the three fallacies are:

1. It will be pointless to assert a self
2. One will have to assert many selves 

3. The inherently existent self will undergo production and disintegration. 
If the self and the aggregates are inherently one, the first fallacy (or damage) is that the assertion of a self will be meaningless and pointless. This is because if the self and the aggregates are inherently one, that means they are indistinguishable (from one another). That being the case, it is pointless to talk about a self. We assert a self for the purpose of establishing how there is something that takes on and something that discards the  aggregates, to establish an appropriator of the appropriated aggregates. If the self is the aggregates, then it is pointless to talk about the self. 
If the self and the aggregates are inherently one, i.e., they become one indistinguishable entity, then the self is the aggregates. The aggregates cannot be that which takes on the aggregates and (at the same time) be the thing that is taken on. Also, there is no need to talk about the appropriator (of the aggregates) and the appropriated (aggregates).
The second damage to the position that the self and the aggregates are inherently one is that the self will become many selves. Just as there are five aggregates, there will be five selves. Just as there is only one self, it follows then that there can only be one aggregate.
The third damage to the position that the self and the aggregates are inherently one is that the self would then undergo production and disintegration. Since the aggregates produce and disintegrate, if the self is inherently one with the aggregates, the self will also undergo production and disintegration. When the aggregates cease (disintegrate), the continuum of the self will also cease. That is the fallacy. 
We are not refuting the conventional production and disintegration of the self because conventionally speaking just as the aggregates undergo production and disintegration, so does the self. 
What we are refuting is the inherently existent self undergoing production and disintegration. Chandrakirti points out three fallacies related to the position of the inherently existent self undergoing production and disintegration:

1. Memory would be impossible

The fact that we can remember past lives or what has happened in the past is due to the connection between former and later moments. There is a continuity of memory or thought. 
If the inherently existent self undergoes production and disintegration, such memory will be impossible. Why is that so? Because if the self is inherently existent, that inherently existent self or person of this life will not be able to remember what happened in his previous lives. Why? Because the inherently existent person of this life does not depend whatsoever on the person of the previous life. If there is no connection or dependence, how is it possible to remember what happened in the past?  
If the person of the present life is dependent on and connected to the person of the previous life, that contradicts true or inherent existence. Dependency and inherent existence are mutually contradictory. 
The “I” or self which is inherently existent undergoes inherently established production and inherently established disintegration. If the person in this life disintegrates (ceases to exist), there will be no connection to the next life. When the person is in the next life, he will not be able to remember what happened to this life since the person of this life has inherently disintegrated. 
2. Whatever action one has done will be wasted and will not bear any result.

If the inherently existent self undergoes production and disintegration, then whatever action in this life this inherently existent self engages in will not bear fruit in future lives and the actions will be wasted. 
3. One will meet with the result of actions one did not commit. 

There will also be the fallacy of meeting with the results of actions one did not do. 
When we understand the first fallacy, the second and third fallacies will be easily understood. When we talk about a person over many lifetimes, there is a connection between the various lives of this person. If the person is inherently existent, there will be no connection whatsoever with his past  or future lives. If that is the case, then whatever happens to the inherently existent person, whether good or bad, we have to say that the person is experiencing the result of something he did not do in the past. 
To summarise, if the self and the aggregates are inherently one then they become indistinguishable. They become one. When we apply logic and reasoning (to this position), we can point to these three fallacies:

1. It will be pointless to assert a self

2. One will have to assert many selves
3. The inherently existent self will have to undergo production and disintegration. 

If the inherently existent self undergoes production and disintegration (cessation) that will incur another three fallacies:

1. Memory would be impossible
2. Whatever actions one has done will be wasted and will not bear results.
3. One will meet with the results of actions one did not commit.

If one analyses these points well, the conclusion one will come to in one’s mind in the end is that the self and the aggregates cannot be inherently one (inherently the same).
If the “I” or person is indistinguishable from the aggregates i.e., the self is inherently the same with the aggregates, then, for example, if the aggregates are burnt, the self will have to be burnt as well.  If the current set of aggregates are destroyed, the self will also go out of existence. If that is the case, there will be no future lives. 

If you have read the few pages mentioned in the previous lesson, what I have explained today is the essence of those pages. 

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 




i) [Third essential point:] Refuting that the self and the aggregates are 
                          inherently one 




    1' First refutation 




    2' Second refutation 




    3' Third refutation 




    4' It would amount to asserting that the self is produced and destroyed not  


        merely conventionally but inherently 




    5' The consequence that memory of [former] lives would be inadmissible 



    6' The validity [of memory] in our system 




    7' When certain people assert that buddhas and ordinary beings are one, it 
                               is an extreme view 



    8' The consequence that actions done would be wasted 




    9' The consequence of meeting with actions one has not done 

                          10' If the earlier and the later were established by way of their entities a       
                      

                single continuum would be impossible 

1' First refutation 
Concerning that, if the two—the self and the aggregates—are one inherently established entity, from among three fallacies the first dam​age to this position is that the assertion of a self [or person] would be senseless. If the sameness of entity of those two were inherently estab​lished, then they would become an utterly indivisible one. This is be​cause if a sameness of entity were ultimately established, then to what​ever awareness those two appeared, they would necessarily not appear to be different. The reason for this is that although among falsities - conventionalities - it is not contradictory for the mode of appearance and mode of being to be in disagreement, such is necessarily contradic​tory in what is truly established because the mode of being of what truly exists must appear just as it is to any mind to which it appears (Page 67 of the root text).
What we are trying to establish is why something that is truly established must definitely appear as truly established to any mind to which it appears. 

According to the CMWS, phenomena are divided into falsities and truths. 
· Something is a falsity because it does not exist in the way it appears. It is false and therefore such phenomena are called falsities. 
· Truths are those phenomena that exist in the way they appear, i.e., there is no disparity (between existence and appearance). Because there is no disparity, therefore they are true. 
A truth is so-called because it is posited by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. There is such a mind.  For example, emptiness is a truth because it exists in the way it appears to a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. The final (or ultimate) valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate is the meditative equipoise of a superior being. To the perspective of the meditative equipoise of a superior being, emptiness exists in the way it appears. 
There is a reasoning (or rational) consciousness that investigates whether a particular chosen object is truly existent or not. If something is truly existent, it must appear as so to the perspective of that reasoning consciousnesses, which is an inferential cogniser. The ultimate reasoning consciousness that investigates whether things are truly existent or not is the wisdom of meditative equipoise of a superior being. If things are truly existent, if there is inherent existence, they must appear to the perspective of that wisdom of meditative equipoise of a superior being. 
If true existence appears to them, then it necessarily means that true existence does exist. That means true existence must be a truth. That means true existence must exist in the way it appears. Then true existence will become emptiness. If there is true existence (inherent existence) in reality that means it must be a truth. If it is a truth then it must appear to the perspective of the wisdom of the meditative equipoise of a superior being. If that is the case, true existence cannot be a falsity because there will be no disparity between how things exist and how they appear. 
This point is difficult. This is just my view.

Geshe-la: Maybe, it could be a wrong view? Or could it be a right view? You have to give me feedback.

The assertion of an inherently established self is for the sake of es​tablishing an assumer and discarder of the aggregates; however, if it is one with the aggregates, those are not feasible. About that, Nagarjuna's Treatise on the Middle says:
When [you say that] there is no [inherently existent] self [who is the appropriator of the mental and physical aggregates] 
Separate from the appropriated [aggregates],
Then if [you claim that] just the appropriated [aggregates] are the [inherently existent] self [who is the appropriator,
This is not reasonable because] there is no [meaning to the as​sertion in] your [system that] the self [inherently exists be​cause the self is reduced to being only a synonym of the ag​gregates] (Pages 67 – 68 of the root text).
Nagarjuna's Treatise on the Middle establishes that it will be pointless to assert a self, an appropriator of the aggregates, which are the appropriated.
2'  Second refutation
The second [damage to the position that the self and the aggregates are one inherently established entity] is that the selves would be mani​fold. If the self is one with the aggregates, then just as one person has many aggregates, so even one person would have many selves. [Or] just as there is no more than one self, so the aggregates would be one. Those are the fallacies. Chandrakirti’s Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) "Trea​tise on the Middle" says:
If the aggregates were [inherently] the self, then 
Since those [aggregates] are many, the selves also would be [as] many [as the number of     the aggregates] (Page 68 of the root text).
3'  Third refutation
The third [damage to the position that the self and the aggregates are one inherently established entity] is that the self would have produc​tion and disintegration. Nagarjuna's Treatise on the Middle says:
If the aggregates were [inherently one with] the self, 
Then [just as the aggregates are produced and disintegrate momentarily, the inherently established self also] would have production and disintegration [moment by moment].
Just as the aggregates are produced and disintegrate, the self also would be produced and disintegrate because those two are one (Pages 68 – 69 of the root text).
These three fallacies relate to the position that the self and aggregates are inherently one. 
4'  It would amount to asserting that the self is produced and destroyed not merely conventionally but inherently 
Objection: It is accepted that the self, or person, is produced and dis​integrates each moment.
Answer: There is no fault in merely asserting such in conventional terms, but the opponent asserts that persons are established by way of their own character and consequently has to assert that persons are produced and disintegrate by way of their own nature (Page 69 of the root text). 
What are the faults when one asserts that persons are produced and disintegrate by way of their own nature? One fault is stated in the next outline.
5'  The consequence that memory of [former] lives would be inadmissible
That has three fallacies, as set out in Chandrakirti’s Commentary on the "Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) 'Treatise on the Middle.'" With respect to the first fallacy, his Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) "Treatise on the Middle" says:
Those that are separate by way of their own character 
Are not feasible to be included in one continuum.
Hence, it is not feasible for former and later individuals that are estab​lished by way of their own nature to have the relationship of the later depending on the former. For, since the former and later would be es​tablished as able to set themselves up under their own power, reliance on others would not be suitable. When in that way a sameness of con​tinuum is not feasible, memory of a former life as in "At such-and-such a time in that life I became such-and-such," is not possible. It is like the fact that when Devadatta remembers a [former] life, he does not think, "I became Yajnadatta," who [is his contemporary and] has a separate continuum (Page 69 of the root text).

Devadatta is used to illustrate the fact that if the person undergoes inherent production and disintegration, then memory will not be possible because when the person dies (when the person disintegrates in one particular life), since that is inherent disintegration, the person of the next life will be a different person. There will be no connection whatsoever. If that is the case, it will be impossible for the person of the later life to remember who he was in the previous life. 

6'  The validity [of memory] in our system 

In our own system, although there is [conventionally existent] dis​integration in each moment, it is not contradictory for former and later to be one continuum. Due to this, memory of lives is feasible (Page 69 of the root text).

7'  When certain people assert that buddhas and ordinary beings are one, it is an extreme view
Those who do not understand the meaning of the above think that because in the sets of discourses' Buddha frequently says, "In the past I became such-and-such [a person]," the two persons—the one after enlightenment and the one at an earlier time—are one. Furthermore, [they think that] it would not be suitable for them to be one if they were compounded phenomena, since they would disintegrate moment by moment, and therefore they say that both are permanent. In this way the first of the four bad views based on past factors is generated in them. To prevent falling to such [a view], when Buddha remembered a life, he spoke of remembering in general, saying "I" without qualifying it with a specific place, time, or nature. You need to understand well this feature of his mode of remembering [former lives] (Pages 69 – 70 of the root text).

We do not have time to analyse this. Think about the first paragraph on  page 70 starting from: “To prevent falling to such [a view]…”

Question: The text is saying that when the Buddha spoke of his past lives, he did not qualify it with a specific time, place or nature. But in the Jataka tales, he says: “I was a prince in such-and-such a life and I did this-and-that ..”

Answer: That’s why you need to analyse. Try to read the next two pages that deal with the fallacies of asserting the self and the aggregates are inherently different.
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