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Chapter Nine, Verses 15-19, Outline D a 2) a) ii) 2’ b’ 1” onw



According to the MOS, all phenomena are in the entity of mind. The MOS does not assert external objects unlike the SS, which asserts that on the basis of the presence of an object, that object is then perceived by a consciousness.  
The MOS does not assert external objects because to them, upon closer analysis, an external form cannot be found. This is not to say that form does not exist. To the MOS, form does not exist externally but form is established in the entity of mind, i.e., it exists simultaneously with the consciousness apprehending it. They  
posit that consciousness is truly existent because its existence can be established through experience. 
An 
example is the way the eye consciousness apprehending blue  is  generated. The sense consciousness is produced upon the aggregation of the three conditions:  


1. the observed object condition
2. the uncommon empowering condition

3. the immediately preceding condition

For the SS, the eye consciousness apprehending blue  comes about due to the object of observation of that consciousness, the external form, the colour blue.
For the MOS, however, the eye consciousness apprehending blue arises not because of the external form, the colour blue but due to the 
potential existing upon the immediately preceding condition of the eye consciousness.  

Consciousness is a continuum. There is a preceding moment of consciousness prior to the generation of  the eye consciousness apprehending blue that carries the potential for the production of the eye consciousness apprehending blue. It is the ripening of that potential which is asserted by the MOS to be the object of observation for the eye consciousness apprehending blue. 
b’ A refutation of the Cittamatras’ position in particular

1” Stating their position

2” Refuting that

1” Stating their position

(9, 15 cd)
[Chittamatra ]:
If even a mistaken [consciousness] does not exist,

What is it that will observe the illusory?
Qualm from the MOS: 
The MWS assert that both internal and external objects do not exist truly but are like illusions. Consciousness is also said to be empty of true existence. This implies that consciousness does not exist. If  consciousness does not exist, then illusion-like objects cannot be posited. This means that neither object nor subject exists.
2” Refuting that

a” The similarity [between their objection and ours]

b” Refuting the response to that

a” The similarity [between their objection and ours]

(9,16)
[Madhyamaka ]:
If the illusory itself does not exist for you,

Then what is it that is observed?

Response from the CMWS:
The MOS does not assert external objects but they do assert that consciousness is truly existent. What happens then when form appears to the consciousness apprehending it?  Does form exist as an external object like the way it is appearing to the consciousness that is apprehending it? 
If the MOS asserts that form exists exactly in the way it appears to the consciousness apprehending it, then that form has to be posited as an external object which means 
 external objects do exist.

If the MOS were to argue that although form appears to the consciousness as an external object, it does not exist in the way it appears, that is akin to saying that form is not truly existent. If form does not exist truly, then, to the MOS, form does not exist at all.

In both cases, the assertions of the MOS are refuted. 
b” Refuting the response to that

(1) Stating the position

(2) Refuting that

(1) Stating the position
(9, 16 cd)
[Chittamatra ]: 
Since the other exists with respect to them,

Those aspects are just mind. 
Response from the MOS:
Form does not exist in the way it appears to the consciousness apprehending it. There are no external forms but this does not mean that form does not exist. It exists in another way. The appearance of form is established in the entity of consciousness. The form appearing to the consciousness apprehending it is an appearance factor of the consciousness and it exists due to the ripening of certain potential in the mental continuum.
(2) Refuting that

(a) It is not seen by any non-dualistic awareness

(b) Refuting the self-cognizer posed in the response to the query

(a) It is not seen by any non-dualistic awareness

(9,17)
[Madhyamaka ]:
If that very mind is the illusory,

What is seen by what?

Response from the CMWS:
To the MOS, form is asserted to be established in the entity of mind. It does not exist as a different substance from the mind. If that is the case, the appearance factor of form to the consciousness apprehending it would also be in the entity of mind.  What other mind is there then to observe that form?

(b) Refuting the self-cognizer posed in the response to the query
(i) Scriptural refutation

(ii) Refutation by reasoning

(iii) Refuting the syllogism [that asserts] the existence of a self-cognizer

(iv) Refuting the position that holds imputed existents to be possessors of truly established supports for functioning things

(i) Scriptural refutation

(9,17 cd)
The Protector of the World also

Taught “Mind does not see mind.”

(9,18)
Just as the blade of a sword

Does not cut itself, so too is the mind.


Response from the CMWS (contd.):

If the MOS asserts that form is established in the entity of mind, this means both the form itself and the consciousness apprehending it are minds. How then do we differentiate between the apprehending consciousness and the apprehended object?  It is difficult to distinguish between the subject observing the object and the object itself.  

Response from the MOS:
We resolve this by asserting a consciousness known as the self-knower. (Consciousness can be classified as other knower and self-knower. The other knower is a consciousness that apprehends an object other than itself while the self-knower is a consciousness that experiences itself.) The self-knower has the aspect of the apprehender and experiences the consciousness itself.
In the case of the eye consciousness apprehending blue, there is a self-knower that experiences that eye consciousness in a non-dualistic way (which means  there is a subsidence of that feeling of duality between subject and object and there is no longer a distinct separation between subject and object). 
The position of the 
CMWS: We do not assert self-knowers and their existence is refuted by scriptural authority. The Buddha says, “Mind does not see mind.” This means consciousness cannot experience itself in a non-dualistic way, through the subsidence of duality. The mind cannot experience itself, just as the blade of a sword cannot  cut itself.

The fundamental assertion by the MOS, with respect to the consciousness, is that it is truly existent. If the consciousness is truly existent, this means that it is independent, inherently one and does not possess parts. If it does not possess parts, then how does the MOS account for that consciousness which experiences itself.


(ii) Refutation by reasoning
(9,18 cd)
[Chittamatra ]:
It is just like a butter lamp

That perfectly illuminates the thing that is itself.
(9,19)
[Madhyamaka ]:
A butter lamp is not an object to be illuminated

Because it is not obscured by darkness.

Rebuttal from MOS: 
It is not true that the self-knower does not exist. It exists just like a butter lamp 
that perfectly illuminates the thing that is itself. In the same way, the consciousness can experience itself. 

Response from the CMWS:
The example of the butter lamp is invalid because the butter lamp does not illuminate itself. There is neither a need for it to do so, nor does it possess any ability to illuminate itself.  The butter lamp does not illuminate itself because it is not obscured by darkness. 
What is the fault in asserting that the butter lamp illuminates itself? This would be akin to asserting that 
darkness can be obscured by darkness. 
If darkness is obscured by darkness, then darkness can not be seen since it is  obscured. 
This line of reasoning appears i
n the commentary to Nagarjuna’s “Fundamental Treatise of the Middle Way” called “The Drop of Reasoning”, where it is said that if we assert that the butter lamp illuminates itself, then we have to say that darkness can obscure itself. If darkness can obscure itself, then darkness can never be seen.
When we cover a vase with a piece of cloth, we would not be able to see the vase as the vase is covered by the cloth. In the same way, asserting that  darkness can be obscured by darkness means that darkness can never be seen.

The MOS then puts forward another example using a piece of glass.

(9,19 cd)
[Chittamatra ]:
There is blue, like glass, that depends on

Other for its blueness and that which does not.
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