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Chapter 9: An Analysis of What is There Before
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9.1
Some say hearing, sight and such
And mental modes like feelings
Are triggered by their object
Which must exist before

Arya Nagarjuna anticipates a possible objection to the claim that there is ne self

existent person or fimeo i n t hebefaitrulyst t wo ve
existent person because if there isnét, who
experiences something? There would have to

there to be hearing, a seer for there to be seeing, a feeler for there to badegétc.

In his commentary, Je Tsongkapa says that with this chapter Arya Nagarjuna is
beginning a discussion of the emptiness of p
having completed the explanation of the emptiness of phenomena (objects, the

A mi N elfdthere are hearers and seers and feelers who exist before the hearing,

seeing, and feeling, then one could say they exist independently and with-aateife.

The fAiobject which must exist befored which t
forth is thus the person who hears, sees, feels, etc. If there is such a person who

Aexi sts before, 0 tha-existergpecsasnul d say there is

One could also argue, on the same grounds, t
mentioned in thisverse could refer the objects of sense. How could there be a hearing

if there werendét something audible that occu
there werentd something there visible first?
up on what Aya Nagarjuna said in the last verse of the last chapter about a

Agrasping. o For this is how perception worKk
Buddhi sm: an object of sense is fAgraspedo b

But there also mustbsomeon e  wh o figr asipseoe t o be such a #dg
objection is that the grasper who grasps that which is grasped must exist prior to that
which is grasped.
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9.2
If these things did not exist
How could sight and such occur?
Objects must already be there
Existing before we see them

(T w2071 U1 wOi pOT U2 wepOl EOPOT wi PUT T UwUT T wi BRx1 UE
that trigger the experience) did not exist first, who or what would there be to see,
hear, etc.?

Both of the two great commentators, Candrakirti and Je Tsong kapa, give the

UEOI wi REOx Ol 6ww( I wUOI 1T Ul wbpl Ul Oz UwEOUI EEaAawUOOI
OEUEDOI EwOOO!l aOwi OPwWEOUOEwWUT T Ul wEl wEOa OOl wpkl
UEawUT ECwUOO! 601 wbl OWEPEwWOOUwWI RPUVwWeUIT T wg OEL
b O O E Xaecumulated wealth, would you?

(1 wbpl WOEOI w?2UT 1 Ul wUOT POT U2 wOOwWOI EQwUT 1T wOENT EC
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existing visible thing?

Je Tsongkapa al so explaresefistoghboanhdtsaechi v
faculties (sight, hearing, tasting, smelling
modeso or factors (as also indicated in the
there are fiftyone mental factord i st ed, beginning with the fiwv

feeling, discrimination, intention, contact, and mental engagement.

The point here is that, just as there must be seer in order to see, there must be a
previously existing mind or thinkerinordedfr t he mi nd t o Ahaveo fee
discriminations, intentions, etc.
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9.3
That thing which is already there
Sitting by itself
Before we ever see or hear
Or sense it or the like|
Tell me how it is that you
$UUEEOPUT wOT E0wPUzUwUT 1T Ul Y

previously existing self in order for experiences to be possible, or a previously
existing sense object in order for it to be sensed.

He first points out that it makes no sense to say that something exists before the
experience @ that something. For one thing, how can one know something is
there before it is seen, heard, felt, etc.? Something or someone who existed prior
to being perceived would indeed exist independently. But something that is not
perceived is not known. Sohow would one ever know that that something or
someone existed until it was perceived?

Furthermore, how can we say there is a seer, hearer, or feeler who exists before

they see, hear, or feel? The one who sees cannot exist before the act of seeing that

MEOI UwPUwx OUUPEOT wi OUWwUUWUOWEEOOWUT T Ow? 601 wb
differently, then there could be a seer before he or she saw anything, a hearer who
PEUOzUwi I EUDPOT Owl UEG

From another angle we can also say that if there were a self-existent,
independent, previously existing seer, hearer, smeller, taster or feeler, they would
always be seeing, hearing, smelling, tasting, and feelingt and therefore would
not need to see, hear, smell, taste, and feel again or anew.
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9.4
If you claim it sits there
Before ever being seen or such
No doubt their senses also
Could exist without its presence

Next, Arya Nagarjuna points out that if you assume a previously existing visible thing
which existed as such before being seen, then you would also have to say that there
were sense powers that couhlso exist without sensing anything. If there previously
existed a visible thing it would be separable from the sense power of seeiaw vice
versa.

So if there were an independently and previously existing visible object, there would

also haveto be an independently and previously existing sense power of seeing just

waiting to see the visible object when it appearddh er e coul d be a fiseein
wasnot a seeing of something!

The same |l ogic holds i f weveakbéeihg Betd DbDha
as the person who sees. If there were an independently and previously existing seer,

then there would also have to be an independently and previously existing ability to see

that was just waiting to be deployed by a seer who weesadly and always seeing!
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9.5
Which one is identified
And which identifies?
( OQwbi PET wOOI zUWEEUI OEl wbUwbU
That the other could not be?

Whichever one is absent,
How could the other be?

How could there be a visible object until someone sees it? And how ¢balé be
someone seeing something until there is a visible object to see? If one is absent, so is
the other. There is no visible object without someone seeing it, and no seer without a
visible object that is seen.

Arya Nagarjuna is here pointingtoarpof ound gener al point . Subj
objects (Amined) in general exist only in a
subject without an object, and vice versa. There is no previously existing me that then

perceives the world around me, nor is tleea previously existing world waiting around

for me to come and perceive it.

An fAexisting thingo and a fAknowable thingodo a
literally comes into existence only when known. And if it is not known by someone, it

literally does not exist. An object comes into existence only when perceived by a

subject. But by the same token, there is no subject who exists until it perceives an

object. The mind or subject too only comes into existences when it functions as a

perceiveror knower of an object.

Everything exists interdependently. And at the highest level this means in a mutually
dependent way that can only be coming from a mind that projects itself as a subject, the
objects the subject perceives, and the mutually depandelationship between them.
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9.6
(UDWEEOZUwWET wUIl EVwWEwWUT DOT wi RPUUU
Before the group of sight and such

Or else, establish it exists
In some other time
Than that in which you saw it
And through some other means
Besides seeing and the rest

This verse seems to be Arya Nagarjuna givingceato another possible objection.

So maybe t her e tesistedtsubjact tippeexistsdhefortothingsssach f
as seeing and the restafvebhyo darshanadibhyah). But there is such a person or self
existent subject who exists prior tach of these things individually. There is a person
who sees and who exists while the seeing is going on, and then at another time
(anyada) thereis someone who hears and exists when there is something audible, etc.

There is still, the opponent might clad, a real, truly existing person, self, or subject.
But that person is at one time a seer, and at another time a hearer, etc. The self would
under this understanding actually be a series of truly existing selves.
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9.7
You say a thing does not exist
Before the group of sight and such|
How then could it come before
Each individual power of sense?

Arya Nagarjuna replies that this makes no sense. If you concede there is no self
existing person beforeall the sense powers, how could there be one who existed
before eah one separately?

Je Tsongkapa says that to deny a self who exists beforeall the sense powers and
such, while affirming a self who exists before eachof these powers, is like saying

that although a forest does not exist before all the trees, it does exist before each
one of them.

If there were a person or self who existed before each of the powers of sense
individually and sequentially, would the person who is seeing at one time be the
same or different than the person who is at another time hearing ?
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9.8
But neither would it be co rrect
If eye or ear or feeler
Were themselves to come before
Each of their respective objects

It would make no sense to saythat there was a self who at different times was a
seer, a hearer, and a feeler while somehow remaining itselft a seer who remains
a seer while later becoming a hearer and hearing. For if there were a series of
selves, and the self at each point in that series was the same self, then again
there would be a self who had the capability to see, hear, and feel who existed
before the seeng, hearing, feeling, etc. that it would be doing later.

A seer who remained a seer while hearing a sound could not be seeing a sight at
the same time as hearing a soundt these things happen only one at a time. A
seer who remained a seer while hearingwould be a seer who was not seeing
while being a hearer who was hearing!

The supposed person who preexists beforeone of the sense powers arising could
not, therefore, be identical to the supposed person who preexists before another
of those sense powes.
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9.9
If seer, hearer, and feeler
Were really separate from each other,
Then if | saw when | was hearing
(ZEwOl 1 EwOOwOUOUDxOawbdauUul Oi

But if the person who is seeing is completely different from the person who later

hears, how could these two truly different selve s have any relationship to one

EOOUT T Uy ww( OwbpT ECwUI OUT whOUOEWUUET wWEWEOOUDOL
all?

Furthermore, if these different selves really or inherently existed as completely

different ¢ if there were a truly existing seer who was different and separable

from a truly existing hearer ¢ then these truly existing but different selves could

exist at the same time. There would, in this case, be (as one commentator says)
20U000Dx 01 wUDOUOUEOI OUUwWUI OYI1 Ub~2» ww

There would in this case haveto E1 w? EwOUOUD U bakdtvand I wUIT OY1 U? wmp

atmanam). Therewould be different seers, hearers, and feelers, but they would
all exist at the same time! It would be pretty crowded inside!

10
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9.10
This seeing, hearing, and the rest,
And feelings and the like,
And all the things that come from the m
3T T awUbOxOawEOOzOwI RPUU

Arya Nagarjuna is here saying that not only is there no self or person that can

inherently exist as the seer of seeing, the hearer of hearing and the feeler of feelings.
Neither is that self somebm& ffromndleedmj o the
elements fhutas) of earth, wind, fire, and water.

The self cannot be found in the physical elements of solidity, mobility, heat, and

fluidity, which are the bases for the objects that the sense powers sense, any more than
it can befound in that which is the seer, hearer, feeler, etc. of those sense powers. The
same reasoning as given above would apply. Could an experiencer of solidity exist
before there were solid things to experience? Could solidity exist before there was an
experience of solidity?

Everything exists in the same way: relationally and interdependently. Nothing exists
independently. Nothing exists on its own. Subjects and objects mutually create each
other.

11
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9.11
Who is it that sees and hears
And feels and all the rest?
Without this one, the re st of them
Would never come to be

Here Arya Nagarjuna does two things. First, he notes that if there is no inherent

or true existence to a seer who sees, a hearer who hears, a feeler who feels, etc.,

there cannot be any true existence to sense facultie®of seeing, hearing, feeling,

and the rest either. If the seer exists only dependently on the seeing, then the

Ul 1 DOT wEOUOwWI RPUOUWOOOawET x1 OEI OUO0a wOOwUT 1T wl
of whom seeing and the other kinds of perception does not exid, then it has been
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would reject the existence of the person who is the agent of such things as seeing

EQEwi 1 EUDOT O2 wbUPUI Uw) I w3UOOT OEXESww?31T 1 UITC
Ui OUI 6~

There is a middle way here. To say that the seer of sights, the hearer of sounds,

eUES OWEOI UOz Uwl R B U U wE Utheedréme Dfthihilist @ Gan O | wOOT wi
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the obsessbn with things as realities and the obsession with things as
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The subject arises only when in a mutually dependent relation with an object,

and vice versa. Things exist, but only interdependently. Both subjects and
objects are empty of existing on their own.

12
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9.12
Whether it comes before
Or after, or at the same time
As the seeing and such,
It simply cannot be
So give up all these fantasies
31T EUWEOCEPOwWUT 1 AawEOWOUWEOOZz Uwi RPUU

Arya Nagarjuna summarizes the chapter in this verse. Fir st, a seer of sights (or

EwUDT T Owbi PET wbUwOOUwWYDUDEOI OWEUI wbOxOUUDPEOI
who existed independently of the seeing, they would be always and already

Ul 1 DOT wET I OUT wOT T wUl 1 DOT wlUT EQwoOE®ient wOT I QWE w?
person, they would have to be the same person who saw, then heard, then felt,

etc., or they would have to different people. If they were the same, the person

who w as a seer and then became a hearer would still be a seer but would not be

seeing because they were now a hearer hearing. And if they were truly existing

but different selves who first saw and then heard, there would be multiple selves

who, being separableand different, could also exist at the same time.

Second, a seer of a sight could not exist after the sight seen, for that would imply
a sight and seeing that existed before a seer who sees a sight. It would also
mean that there could be a seer who coninued to exist as a seer after the sight
was seen.

Finally, if the self -existent seer and the selfexistent seeing of a sight occurred

simultaneously (and not only mutually dependently), then that seer (being self -

existent) could also exist even when not seeing, and the seeing (being self

existent) could exist even when there were no seer. Furthermore, Candrakirti

x OPOUUWOUUWUT E0wUT T UT wbUwOOwO! EOPOT wUOOWEwWUI |
PT PET wbUOz UwET POT wE OO wEa wE wtcurUOwU OwUpP Owb O x
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each of which by itself does not exist, like the two horns of a rabbit: subject and
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Meditation for Chapter 9:
An Analysis of What is There Before

Picture yourself walking into a room. You open the door and you see the things that are
in the room. So the things were in the room before you came in and saw them, right?
They were there, pre-existing, as visible things before you, the seer, came into the room
and saw them.

But is it possible for those thingAreto exi st
you really walking through the door into a pre-existing room with pre-existing things in
it?

What 6s really going on when you walk into a
things in the room before you came into the room and saw them. When you see the room
and the things in the room you are creating themasvisib | e t hi ngs. They wer ¢

things before you saw them.

Nor is there a you who sees things before you see things. Seeing things creates the seer
of things. When you see the room and the things in the room, you are also aware of
yourself as a seer of a room and the things in the room. You do not exist as seer before
you see something.

So when you walk into a room, you are creating the room and creating yourself as an
experiencer of the room at the same time. The room and you as the experience of the
room exist only in relation to one another, only mutually dependently.

Rehearse the process of walking into a room again and again and try to see yourself
creating both the room and yourself.

Then think: what forces me to create this room, and my experience of this room, the way
| do? How would I be able to create the causes that would force be to create this room as
more enjoyable, more beautiful, warmer, nicer? And how could | create the causes that
would force me to experience myself experiencing this room as happier and more
content?

15
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10.1
If the firewood was the fire
Doer and deed would be the same;
If fire was separate from its fuel,
It could happen without the fuel.

In this chapter, Arya Nagarjuna takes up the example of fire and fuel which others
used as a metaphor to argue that were things that were both truly or inherently existing
and alsodependentlyoriginating. Even dependent things have selfistence, it was
claimed. Fire depends on fuel, but fire and fuel are distinct but also have their own
separate exsitences. Fire is neither identical to nor absolutely different from fuel.
Similarly, it might be argued, there could be a self that truly exists even while also
dependingonitspartsa sel f who is neither identi
parts, but nevertheless truly exists.

Arya Nagarjuna will argue that things like fire anduel canneither be really the same
as each other nor inherently different from one anothieland these are the only two
alternatives.

In this opening verse, Arya Nagarjuna sets up the dilemma: If fire (equated in this
verse to the actor or agent) anddl(compared to the action) truly exist, they must be
essentially the sameKatva) or essentially differentgnyatva). If they were the
essentially the same, fire and fuel as well as actor and action would be identical and,
therefore, indistinguishable.If they were essentially different, then one could exist
without the other: fire could burn without fuel.

16
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10.2

It would be pointless to light this fire
Since it doesndot come from a caus

It would just stay there, always burning,

And then it couldndét ever burn
So | etbébs suppose that fire and fuel were ess
fire would not come from fuel; it would not
c a u s e sthexefora wodld already and always be burning. There would be no point

or need to ignite it since it would already
nothingo in the sense that it would not cons
ofordependet on the fuel. Fire would be an fdact

do anythingi and that would be absurd. There is no agent without an action, and vice
versa; they exist only interdependently.

17
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10.3

Since it didndt depend on anything
It would happen without a cause;
And i f ialwéysburaidg,r eady
How absurd to try and light it!

Being independent of its causes, fire would not need fuel to burn and would burn

eternally. And if fire was burning eternally it would be pointless to rekindle it; it would

need no rekindling, ever. Fireof course, does not exist this way. We never perceive

fire to exist apart from fuel. It exists only dependently on fuel. And it is because it is

not independent that it can Ado somet hingo (
also makes it neceasy for it to be reignited when it goes out having consumed the

fuel. Fire is not independent of its causbscause it is seen to be brought into

existence the fuel, burn for as long as the fuel lasts, and go out when the fuel is

consumed. So fire and &l cannot be inherently different.

18
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10.4
Suppose you were to think to yourself:
AWhat 6s burnimg is the firewood.

If indeed this is simply the case,
What makes the firewood burn?

But if fire is not different from fuel, how can we say that one thing brings about

anotherit hat #Afire burns fuel 07? Maybe fire and
Onemight argue hat it is not the fire but the fuel that burns. The fire, under this

viewpoint, does indeed depend on the fuel but is not different from it since the fuel is

what 6s doing the burning. But Arya Nagarjun
are saying hat the fire and fuel are identical and indistinguishable. And if we say that,

then we cannot say that the fuel is the cause of the burning or the fire. Cause and

effect, to be ficauseodo and fAeffect, 0 must be

19
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10.5
Since they are two separate things,
They coul dnét ever touch;
And if there is no contact,
It coul dndét ever burn;
If it never burned,
It coul dnét ever di e;
And if it never died,
It would stay fixed like that forever.

And now back to the other side of the problem: If fire were actually orlisedifferent
than the fuel, how could it interact with it? Really separate and different things never

touch (for if they did they would no longer be separate and different). If fire and fuel
were truly distinct, how could fire burn fuel?

20
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10.6
AHow does a wopman touch a ma
Or a man ever touch a woman?
|l tds because fire is different fr
That they can make contact. o
But, one might obj eictwodiffatentrihingsi um and begome wo me n
one in sexual i ntercour se? b8 bothwiffeyentc oul dn ot

and come together?
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10.7
Consider the two of fire and fuel:
If each is defined by the other,
Then even the fact that fire is
Something different than its fuel
Depends on the assertion that
It interacts with the fuel.

Arya Nagarjuna answers the objection by saying that different things like fire and fuel

might interact with each other, like men and ween do, but only if they werguly

differentt t hat i s, only i f they were mutually di
there be two discrete things that come together. But since fire and fuel cannot exist

apart from each other (as we have sedready), they are not truly different and

distinct. . . and therefore cannot interact!
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10. 8
So fire is something dependent on fuel,
And fuel is that which depends on fire;
If fire and fuel depend on each other,
Which one of them came first?
Here we begin an analysis of how theterdependence between fire and fueif that
interdependence is conceived of as existing in any other way than as a mere
appearancd is also impossible. For if fire depends on fuel for its existence, then the
fuel must exist before the fire. Fuel alsbepends on fire for its existenecewood, for
example, is not Afuel o until it is burning
candt exist before fire and more than fire
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10.9
If fire were something dependent on fuel,
It would have to be there alongside the fire
And, youdd have fuel thatodos being
Before there was ever a fire.

| f we say that #Afire depends on fuel, 0 we ar
(Afireo) that supposedly does nadsfppresemt.i st unt.i
But if there werenopree xi sting fire, what, exactly, woul

the fire existed before the fuel, in what sense would it need fuel to bring it into

existence? It would already exist. And if fire existed before fuegytwould be

separable and distinct and we could, i mpossi
fire for which it is Afuel . 0
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10.10

If any dependent thing
Needed the depender to be there
In order for it to depend on it,
But the depender also needed it,
What could ever depend on what?

Maybe fire and fuel, while being dependent on one another, come into existence

simultaneously. But in that case, we could not say that one depends on the other or

that they were interdependentity oRof utd,Day ht
very existence of fire is presupposed (as we have seen above). And if fire already exists
before the fuel It supposedly depends on, on
depends on fireodo simil ar Inyg acsaslulneeds fitfhuee |eox ibset

fire it supposedly depends on for its existence.
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10.11
Say a thing occurs in dependenced
If that thing is absent, how does it depend?
But if you say it already exists,
't woul dndét need anything to depen

If a thing that exists dpendently is already an existing thing, then how can it exist
dependent !l y? And i f a thing doesnodot yet exi
dependentl y. o Fire and fuel cannot exi st in
understanding of what it means to sdlyat things exist interdependently. The inherent

existence of dependent origination is impossible. Dependent origination itself only

exists dependently, as a mere appearance and
Ai ndependendXiystoermtrl yi.se | f
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10.12
I 't can o0 edependsugorhfelt f i r
But equally impossible
Is that fire does not depend on fuel.
It candt be that fuel depends upol
But equally impossible
Is that fuel does not depend on fire.

Thereds no existing fire thadgnoexistingfires depende
that could possibly exist independent of fuel. There is no existing fuel that needs to

depend on fire (it already exists), and ther
doesndét burn!
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10.13
Fire candét come from any other,
And fuel does not have any fire.
The rest about fuel is just the same
As what we talked about before
With going or not going by walking.

Fire is not somehow in its fuel, for if it were it would be identical to it and

indi stinguishable from it. d&sidets fudl eithee d o e s n 6
ifire doesnodot arise from water, or Kkitchen s
refers here also to his analysis in the second chapter of this work on the emptiness of

the fAigoing, 0 Agonewhathashurded (f=nhoé& t gyoert e dy)o niesd no't

burning, for itdés aHasnaygetbynedib=urimed o ;y ean dy omlreadt
candét be burning either, for it doesndét exi s
whatisburning( = Agoingo), for i f itiah rie;adlyurenxiingd, s
would be redundant to say, fASomething which
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10.14

The fuel itself is not the fire
But fire canlingelseome from anyt
The fire does not have any fuel
But i f it doesndét have fuel, it ca

Arya Nagarjuna here sums up whatoés gone befo
on how fire and fuel could relate to one another. . . and negating them all. Fsi@lot

fire, for if it were they would be the same and not different. Similarly, a actor is not the

same as the action the actor performs. But fire and fuel are not inherently different

either, for if they were one could exist without the other. And tast three possibilities

all assume that fire and fuel are inherently separate things such that one could possess

the other or that one could be in the other.
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10.15
This fire and fuel explain it all:
The self, and every stage of life;
Vases, and cloth, and everything else
That goes along with them.

Arya Nagarjuna here extends the implications of the discussion of fire and fuel to the
self and its partsthe body and mind): There is no self which is same as its parts (for
that would mean there would be as many selves as thergares; or that multiple

parts could somehow be one); nor is there a self that could exist apart from its parts

(for 1 f that were true, oneb6s self could exi
and body were). Ther e i arts foothaswolldbeadelht @ haso
separable from the parts it possesses. The
the parts, either regarded separately (the s
together (when you put together all the parts, norfeadnich are the self, a self does not

magically arise). Nor do the parts exist #fi

to and independent of them. The self exists dependently on its parts, and vice versa,
but only apparently and not really. Anthis is the case with all objects that seemingly
exi st dependently on their parts or attribut
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10.16
So never think that anyone
Who tells you things or people
Avre either separate, or together
Could understand what they are saying.

Tféteéel érT a ni

eéeq_| _qwép_rf_i

The Buddha did not teach that either the self or phenomena exist as either essentially
the same as one another or as essentially different from one another. Identity and
difference, when understood in any other way than only apparently, are impossible.
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Meditation for Chapter Ten:
Am | the Same as or Different Than My Parts?

Sit down, relax, let everything go and pull your mind into the present moment. Focus
on your breath. Concentrate one-pointedly. Now get in touch with the strong feeling of a
sel f, a fAme, 0 t habjectivelyx Gesthatsfeeling olithe selfassoreea | | vy, or
tangible, palpable, perceptible, solidly existing entity.

Think, i f this @ medasiddnticalfois parts; separate from t mu st
them;somet hi ng t hat A hassomethingtipabisdepersleneos i t s par
the parts, or something the parts depend on

Am | identical to or one with my parts? Am | the same as each of my parts, my
body (and each of its parts i my head, torso, arms, legs, etc.) and my mind (and each of
its parts i my feelings, ability to discriminate, consciousness, etc.)? When | point to each

one of my parts, is it fAmed | am pointing to
mo ment 0 °? No, forthéréehwoulvdr besastmany fimedod
which are me. Or alternatively and i mpossib
mul tiple parts of this fimed be one.

I f 1 d6m not t he s amsomethsng othert@aamytpats.Cooldhy be | a
there be a fimedo t hat e kthebddyeaod mad? dfthiswefer om t h e
possible, iIf you took away all the parts, th
there that you could find andandgthenovet t o. You
there you could point to something different

Is there is a me who possesses my partss Aiime 0 who possessed my pa
truly exist as either the same as or different from the parts | supposedly possess, as we
have already established. So al timwugh there
parts, that Al 6 cannot be found (either as o
different from those parts). This room fiaso four walls, but where is the room that has
four walls?

Perhaps | am something that depends on my partsLike yogurt in a bowl, perhaps

this fAimedo exists within the parts which hold
then there would be m fwmad (Agepgpendodnd{ 8t ha
my parts. A relationship of dependence i mpl
partso) are separate, and wedbve already esta
was truly different than its parts could not exist. But neither could my parts be

dependentonme | i ke a forest (Amy partso) covered
asabovei f or then fAmeo and Amy p existerghodiffeventu | d agai
entities, and wed®dvte beeen that they coul dn

Try to get a sense that the self you are trying to find simply cannot be there and hold
your mind on the absence. When you lose the sense of the emptiness of the self, review
the steps above again.
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