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Question: What is the boundary for differentiating coarse and subtle dependent-arising?
Answer: I am not sure about the boundary. We looked at this in the previous lesson. The GES, SS and MOS explain dependent-arising in terms of cause and effect, i.e.,  how effects are dependent on causes. In that sense, that is the explanation of coarse dependent-arising. 
The explanation by the AMWS of dependent-arising is subtler than the first three tenets. They are able to explain dependent-arising in terms of the whole and its parts, i.e., how the whole is dependent on its parts. I am not sure whether the first three tenets are able to posit this.  
The CMWS’s explanation of dependent-arising is even subtler than the AMWS. They explain it to mean how things and events are posited (imputed) by the mind. Other than the presentation of dependent-arising becoming subtler as we move up the hierarchy of tenets, I am not sure whether we can talk about boundaries in relation to the concept of dependent-arising. 
It is the same with the selflessness of persons. The emptiness of the permanent, unitary and independent self is considered to be the coarse selflessness. The emptiness of the person existing by way of its own character is considered to be the subtle selflessness of persons. The difference lies in the object of negation. Other than differentiating the way in which the object of negation is negated, I am not sure about the boundary. I guess, in the texts, they usually don’t talk in terms of the boundary. 
B. Delineating the selflessness of phenomena 

a. How there is no difference in subtlety among objects of negation, but rather a distinction between two selflessnesses on account of their subjects 

b. How it is settled 
According to the CMWS, there is no difference in the objects of negation of   the two selflessnesses: the selflessness of persons and the selflessness of phenomena. 
Why are there these two selflessnesses? This is due to the essentials of the subject (the substratum). This is something you need to keep in your mind. This particular point has been brought up many times.
These two selflessnesses are not differentiated by the objects of negation. There is no difference in the subtlety of their objects of negation. If that is the case, is one easier to realise than the other? Although there is no difference in the subtlety of their objects of negation, nevertheless, it is said that one is easier to realise than the other. The text mentions that  due to the essentials of the substratum, one is easier to realise than the other. 
There is much discussion about this. For example, the Fifth Dalai Lama said that of the two selflessnesses, one is easier to realise than the other. However, he also said that there is no certainty in the order of realisation. What does this mean? It means that, of the two selflessnesses, the one that is easier to realise is not necessarily realised earlier, although it is easier to realise. 
In the Middle Length Lam Rim by Lama Tsongkhapa, it is very clearly stated that the selflessness of persons is realised first. Then one realises the selflessness of phenomena. 
According to some scholars, with regard to the order of realisation of the two selflessnesses, the selflessness of persons is delineated by focusing on the “I” that is included in one’s continuum and settling the selflessness of that “I.” On that basis, one then settles the selflessness of phenomena. When one settles the selflessness of phenomena, one focuses on the bases of imputation of the person that is included in one’s continuum, i.e.,  one’s (or “mine”) aggregates. Then, one delineates the selflessness of one’s aggregates, not all other phenomena. In this case, the order of realisation is certain. 
As Nagarjuna's Precious Garland says:
A being is not earth, not water,
Not fire, not wind, not space,
Not consciousness, and not all of them.
What person is there other than these? (Page 59 of the root text)
Here, one first delineates the selflessness of persons. On that basis, one turns one’s attention to the aggregates. Nagarjuna says: 

Just as because of being [only imputed in dependence upon] an aggregation of the six constituents, 

A person is not [established as his/her own] reality,'' 

So because of being [imputed in dependence upon] an aggrega​tion

Each of the constituents also is not [established as its own] real​ity (Page 59 of the root text).

First, one establishes that the “I” does not exist inherently. Then, one establishes one’s aggregates do not exist inherently. In this sense, one first delineates the view of the selflessness of persons then one delineates the selflessness of phenomena. I guess this is how you can explain the order of realisation is such. But as I have mentioned before, there are many different views on this matter. 
Regarding the order of realisation, in the text, it says that, first, one realises the selflessness of persons, then one realises the selflessness of phenomena. There are some difficulties if we were to follow that position. For example, on page 78 of the text, it is mentioned that that which is renowned as a falsity in the world is easier to realise than that which is not renowned as a falsity in the world.
If we explain the order of realisation in the way that I have done, probably then you will not have any problems:

· First, we establish the selflessness of persons.

· The person is the imputed object and the aggregates are the bases of imputation.  
· We establish that the “I” does not exist inherently. 
· On that basis, our aggregates, which are the bases of imputation of persons, do not exist inherently. 
I guess when we talk about the order of realisation of the two selflessnesses, this is how you can explain it. 
The selflessness of phenomena does not refer to the emptiness of all phenomena but one is seeking primarily to delineate the emptiness of one’s aggregates.
When you read the text and compare the different sections, probably this is the best solution. Of course, this is not the definitive conclusion. It is something we can continue to discuss. Anyway, there are different views amongst the scholars. If anyone thinks that this explanation is not so correct, you can bring it up. It can help. This is something to be analysed. 
My teacher, Gen Lobsang, always mentions the view of the great Fifth Dalai Lama who said that although there is a difference in the difficulty of realising the two selflessnesses, there is no certainty in their order of realisation.

a. How there is no difference in subtlety among objects of negation, but rather a distinction between two selflessnesses on account of their subjects 

The bases of imputation as a person—the five aggregates,
 six constitu​ents (earth and so forth),
 six sense spheres (eye and so forth),
 and so forth are phenomena. Their emptiness of an inherent nature-establishment by way of their own nature—is the selflessness of those phenomena (Page 87 of the root text). 

This is what the selflessness of phenomena means. 

b. How it is settled 

1) Refutation through moving over the reasoning explained earlier

2) Refutation through another reasoning not explained earlier
The delineation of that selflessness has two parts: refuta​tion through moving over the reasoning explained earlier and refutation through another reasoning not explained earlier (Page 87 of the root text). 
Refutation through moving over the reasoning explained earlier
There are two types within the phenomena of the aggregates, constitu​ents, and sense spheres, [these being the physical and the non-physical. Their inherent existence] is to be refuted, as before, through:
· analyzing with respect to the physical whether the parts - their directional parts such as the eastern part, and so forth - and the whole are established as inherently one or different 

· analyzing with respect to consciousnesses whether the parts—their own temporal parts such as earlier and later—and the whole are es​tablished as inherently one or different.

This is the meaning of the sutra quoted earlier:

Just as you know [how to generate] discrimination [taking to mind the delineation of the mode of subsistence] of a self, 

Apply this mentally to all [phenomena] (Page 87 of the root text).
We are trying to establish here whether the bases of imputation – the aggregates - exist inherently or not. The reasoning used is basically the same as that applied to the delineation of the selflessness of persons, i.e., the reasoning of one or different. 
When we think of our aggregates, how do our bodies appear to our minds? They appear as something self-instituted, able to stand on their  own feet, existing right there from their own side and real. You now need to investigate whether the body really exists in the way it appears to us. 
Your body is made up of different parts: two hands, two legs, a head and so forth. If they exist in the way they appear to you, as right there from their  own side, you then use the same reasoning. Are these five parts inherently one or are they inherently different? 

Your two hands, two legs and the head are parts of your body. The body is the possessor of those parts. The body is the whole, constituted of its  parts: 
· If these two (i.e., the whole and its parts) are inherently one, then there is the fallacy of the five parts (i.e., the two hands, two legs and the head) becoming one.
· If the parts and the body are inherently different, that means these two will have no relationship whatsoever with one another. That is not possible. 
If your body exists in the way it appears to you, i.e., self-instituted and so forth, then it has to be inherently one or inherently different. Since the body and its parts are neither inherently one nor inherently different, the conclusion is that the body and the aggregates do not exist inherently. 
Although they do not exist inherently, they do exist. How do they exist? The body exists as something imputed in dependence upon its various parts: two hands, two legs, the head and so forth.
This is analysing the body as a whole. 
You can also analyse the parts of the body. For example, the arm can be divided into three parts  – the hand, the lower arm and the upper arm.   In the same way, you establish whether the entire arm is inherently one with or inherently different from its parts. 
You can also analyse your hand. The hand is made up of five fingers. The hand is the whole and the fingers, its parts. Is the hand inherently existent? If it is, is it inherently one with or inherently different from its parts? The conclusion has to be that the hand does not exist inherently. 
If you focus on a finger, it is made up of three sections. If you focus on one section of the finger, that itself can be broken up further into parts, i.e. the front, back, top, bottom and so forth. Again, even a section of the finger is made up of its parts. 

If you extend your investigation down to the atomic level by looking at the atoms and particles (as discussed in Shantideva’s The Guide to the Bodhisattva Way of Life), there isn’t anything that is not made up of parts. There isn’t such a thing as a partless phenomenon. All phenomena possess parts. All phenomena do not exist inherently.  If they exist inherently, they have to exist as inherently one with its parts or inherently different from its parts. You will not find any phenomenon that is inherently one with or inherently different from its parts. The conclusion then is that phenomena do not exist inherently. 
Applying the same reasoning of one or different, you can switch your investigation to external objects such as mountains, houses or any physical object. 
Likewise, you can analyse in the same way non-physical things such as your consciousness. The consciousness can be considered in terms of time, particularly an instance of time, e.g., the consciousness of today. The mind of today possesses parts because there is the mind of the morning, the mind of the afternoon and the mind of the evening. You can then apply the same reasoning as before. 
The mind of the morning can also be divided into parts: the mind of the early part of the morning, the middle part and the later part of the morning. 
The consciousness can be analysed in terms of instances, i.e., the consciousness that exists in a single moment. There is the consciousness at the time of production, at the time of abiding and that is disintegrating in that moment. When you analyse in this way, the conclusion will be  that, although the mind appears to be inherently existent, your mind does not exist in the way it appears to you. 

You can only talk about the consciousness in relation to an object that appears to that consciousness. It is only in dependence on the appearance of an object to that consciousness that that consciousness can be posited as the consciousness. The consciousness depends on its object. In that sense, it is dependent. Therefore, the mind does not exist inherently. 
In this section, there is only the analysis of the physical and non-physical. The physical refers to the aggregates and the physical body. The non-physical refers to the consciousness. There is no analysis of the non-associated compositional factors. Perhaps, the reason that the non-associated compositional factors are not brought up here is because it was covered earlier in the section on delineating the selflessness of persons. A person is a non-associated compositional factor. 
If you wish, you can analyse time as time itself is a non-associated compositional factor. An eon is made up of many years. In this context, the eon is the whole and it is constituted of its parts, years. You can then analyse whether an eon exists inherently or not by using the same reasoning. 
Likewise, when you talk about year, a year is made up of 12 months. A month is made up of 30 days. A day is made up of 24 hours and an hour is made up of 60 minutes. A minute is made up of 60 seconds and so forth. 
We are trying to realise emptiness here. It is usually explained in relation to two categories of phenomena:
1. the composed

2. the non-composed 

Everything that exists falls into one of these two categories. Under the category of composed phenomena, i.e., impermanent phenomena, there are three categories:

(1)  form

(2)  consciousness

(3) composed phenomena which are neither form nor consciousness. These are called non-associated compositional factors. 
You can examine whether each of these categories exists inherently or not. The establishment of uncompounded phenomena as not truly existent will come in the later section of the text. 
Question: (Please confirm if this is statement is correct): There is no need to realise the emptiness of the reflection of a face in the mirror before you can realise the emptiness of a person. The reflection of a face in the mirror is that which is renowned as false in the world. The emptiness of that is the selflessness of phenomena.
Answer: One probably has to say that it is necessary to realise the emptiness of the reflection of a face prior to realising the emptiness of the person. To put across this argument in the form of a thesis and its reason: The subject, the person, is not truly existent because it is not truly one with and not truly different from, for example, the reflection. You have to provide an analogy to make it easier to understand. 
I think one probably has to say that you realise the emptiness of the reflection of a face prior to realising the emptiness of the person. This is not a definitive conclusion. This is just a view and you can think about it.
When delineating the selflessness of phenomena here, we focus on the aggregates, first turning our attention to our physical body. Here, we are trying to delineate the selflessness of phenomena by using the reasoning explained earlier. This is what this section is about. 
The reasoning explained earlier was the reasoning used to delineate the selflessness of persons - the reasoning of one and different. We analyse the physical with reference to our bodies and then we analyse the non-physical – the consciousness. We can extend the same analysis to the non-associated compositional factors.  
As I have mentioned earlier, all phenomena, everything in existence necessarily possess parts. The concept of the whole is made up of its parts. There isn’t a whole that is not made up of parts. Although things and events appear to us as being a whole, they don’t exist in that way because the concept of the whole is imputed in dependence on its parts. Because there is dependency, therefore things do not exist inherently. 
Analysing this with respect to the category of composed phenomena, one delineates that they are empty of existing inherently. With that delineation, one then enters into the meditative equipoise focusing on the non-existence of inherent existence. Because of having done the analysis correctly and hitting the target, when one arises from that meditative equipoise, naturally, all phenomena appear like illusions and one has the understanding that while they appear, they are empty. 
This is the main training that has to be done in post-meditative equipoise. As one has realised emptiness earlier, naturally, in post-meditative equipoise, one will have the understanding that although things appear, they are empty of existing the way they appear. With that realisation, naturally, the afflictions - the three mental poisons - will become weaker. 
This is the main purpose of engaging in the space-like meditative equipoise and illusory-like post-meditative experience. The whole point is to weaken the apprehension of true existence.
You should try to understand how, by using the reasoning of one and different that was explained earlier, one can delineate the selflessness of phenomena. 
Then there is the “refutation through another reasoning not explained earlier,” which refers to the reasoning of dependent-arising. Please read the next few pages.
Question: It was stated earlier that when one realises the selflessness of persons through the four essential points, the realisation of subtle conventionalities, illusory-like appearance will come without the need for  further analysis. Here it seems that we are doing further analysis on the illusory-like appearance.
Answer: If you have not realised the selflessness of phenomena, then you have to realise it before you can see phenomena as illusory-like in post-meditative equipoise.
Question: What are the phenomena that do not require further analysis for one to realize their subtle conventionality after one has realised the selflessness of persons?
Answer: In order for the person to appear as illusory-like in post-meditative equipoise, you must realise the emptiness of the person in  meditative equipoise. Similarly, in order to realise phenomena are illusory-like – although they appear, they are empty of existing in the way they appear - in post-meditative equipoise, you have to realise the emptiness of phenomena in the meditative equipoise. 
Of course, when you talk about those who are on the path of preparation, the path of seeing and the path of meditation, they would have necessarily realised both selflessness of persons and the selflessness of phenomena.  When they arise from meditative equipoise, there is nothing   new in relation to emptiness for them to realise. 
Question: In order to realise the selflessness of phenomena, must one actually focus on each and every object of negation?
Answer: Once you have realised the emptiness on one basis, it is a matter of switching the subject in question, i.e., when you turn your mind to another subject, you will immediately realise that it is empty as well.  Either you realise it or you don’t. The difficult thing is realising it. 
You have to realise emptiness in relation to a particular object, the basis. Once you have realised its emptiness, then just by switching your mind to another object, naturally, you will realise its emptiness as well. As mentioned in the text, when you realise emptiness in relation to one object, it does not mean that you will realise emptiness in relation to all objects. But when  you move your attention to other objects, you will realise their  emptiness there and then

.
Question: If I have realised the selflessness of persons, I then focus on my body. Do I need to think of it as being constituted of parts?
Answer: Yes, You need to do so but it does not take a long time. Just by turning your attention to it, you will realise it there and then.
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� That is forms, feelings, discriminations, compositional factors, and consciousnesses. 


� That is earth, water, fire, wind, space, and consciousness


� That is eye, ear, nose, tongue, body, and mental sense powers
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