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“Dependent Arising – A Praise of The Buddha”
11

In your teachings, therefore,
Knowledge of dependent arising is highly praised, 

But it will not be known

to views of self or nonexistence. 

The teaching on dependent arising is the essence of all the Buddha’s teachings.  He taught that emptiness and dependent arising are not contradictory but are, in fact, complementary. Because of this revelation, the teachings on dependent arising are highly praised.
When we fail to realize this and believe that emptiness and dependent arising  are contradictory, then we would have entered the wrong path and not be able to achieve the state of full enlightenment. The Buddha taught many subjects such as how to achieve the different levels of clairvoyance, concentration and supernatural powers but they are not the most important of his teachings. This is because being able to accomplish high levels of clairvoyance or concentration does not help us to free ourselves from cyclic existence. In order to achieve this, we must realise that emptiness and dependent arising are not contradictory. 

If the idea of the absence of inherent existence makes us think that things do not exist at all, this is the extreme of nihilism or non-existence. On the other hand, if we believe that for something to exist, it must exist inherently, this is the extreme of existence. For people holding on to either extreme view, it is impossible for them to realise dependent arising. 


The phenomena which are the objects of these two extreme views do not exist in reality but the conceptions holding on to these two extremes do exist. 

The lower tenets, with the exception of the CMWS, all assert that all phenomena are established by way of their own character (i.e., they truly exist). For them, if things exist, they must exist inherently. According to the CMWS, this is the extreme of existence and as long as we have this wrong conception holding on to the extreme of existence, it is impossible to achieve liberation from samsaric suffering.  
How should we study this presentation on emptiness?  The main tool for  understanding these teachings is by applying our analytical minds, using our logic and reasoning.  We learn by thinking about the subject matter, analysing it and through debate and questioning. It is impossible to understand this topic by listening to the teachings alone. 
We must use our mental ability. The more we use our minds, the sharper they  become, the more stable the memory and the greater its analytical power. Our minds are not like our bodies. When we do not use our minds, they will become duller over time. It is the nature of our minds that the more they are used, the sharper they become. 
*****************************

b’ A refutation of the Cittamatras’ position in particular

1” Stating their position

2” Refuting that


a” The similarity [between their objection and ours]

b” Refuting the response to that


(1) Stating the position

(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


(i) Scriptural refutation

(ii) Refutation by reasoning

(1’) Refuting by example

(2’) Refuting by meaning

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




(1’) Refuting by example
(In this outline, there are two examples put forth by the MOS to support their assertion of the existence of the self-knower – the analogies of the butter-lamp and a piece of glass. Both are refuted by the CMWS). 
We had discussed the MOS’s assertion of the existence of a self-knower in the previous lesson. The MOS tries to prove the existence of the self-knower by using analogies. One analogy is the butter lamp illuminating itself: Just as a butter lamp illuminates itself, the mind can also experience itself. This is the argument put forth by the MOS. 
The CMWS counters that this is a faulty example because a butter lamp cannot illuminate itself. If a butter lamp can do this, then we have to posit that darkness can be obscured by darkness. If darkness can be obscured by darkness, then it follows that darkness can never be seen by anyone. 
The MOS then uses another example:
(9,19 cd) 
[Chittamatra]:
There is blue, like glass, that depends on

Other for its blueness and that which does not.

(9, 20)
Likewise, some [things] are seen in dependence

On other and some are also seen without dependence.

[Madhyamaka]:
It is not that that which was not blueness

Made itself into blue by itself.
The MOS position: 

The mind is like a piece of glass, clear and transparent. When the glass is placed on a blue surface, that surface becomes the condition for the glass to take on a bluish hue. This does not mean that the glass is, by nature, blue in colour. The blue hue comes from the surface on which the glass is placed. However, if we had a piece of lapis lazuli which, by its nature, is blue in colour, that colour does not depend on other factors but is established from its own side. 


Phenomena are established in dependence on being realised by something other than themselves i.e., form is realised by consciousness. This is demonstrated by the analogy of the clear glass being placed on a blue surface, taking on a bluish hue. This symbolises the consciousness, the other knower. 

But for the consciousness itself, it does not need to depend on any other thing, other than itself, to be realised i.e., it realises itself. 
Here, the MOS uses the example 

of the lapis lazuli which is blue by nature. Its colour does not depend on any other factors. To the MOS, this is analogous to the consciousness’ ability to realise or  experience itself. This symbolises the self-knower.

The counter-argument of the CMWS:  

“It is not that that which was not blueness/Made itself into blue by itself”. 

It is incorrect to assert that lapis lazuli is blue from its own side. Its colour came about due to causes and conditions.  As long as it is a composed phenomenon, its existence comes about in reliance on causes and conditions. Therefore, lapis lazuli is blue due to certain causes and conditions. Its blue colour is not established inherently without depending on other factors. 
(2’) Refuting by meaning
(9, 21)
(Chittamatra):
It can be said “A light illuminates [itself]”

When it is known by consciousness.

But through being known by what

Can it be said “Awareness illuminates [itself]”?

(9,22)
[Madhyamaka]:
Since it is not seen by any,

Whether it illuminates or does not illuminate

Is like the grace of the daughter of a barren woman,

In that it is meaningless even to discuss it.

The CMWS position: 
Even if the MOS were to argue in the following way: “The butter lamp cannot illuminate itself but the butter lamp nevertheless illuminates because there is a consciousness, which is of a different substance from the butter lamp itself, that realises this,” how can this argument support its assertion that consciousness illuminates?
A consciousness does not experience itself. It is also not experienced by another consciousness other than itself. If consciousness is experienced by another consciousness other than itself, this leads to the fault of limitless regression as there has to be another consciousness experiencing the experiencer of the consciousness and another consciousness experiencing that consciousness and so forth. 

For the MOS, since the consciousness can neither experience itself nor be experienced by another consciousness, then there is the fallacy of consciousness not existing. When the base, consciousness, no longer exists, then   the discussion on whether consciousness illuminates or not is pointless. It is   like  talking about the son and daughter of a barren woman.












To reiterate, the 
MOS asserts self-knower, that the mind is luminous and experiences itself. 
The CMWS asserts other knowers but not self-knowers. 
The difficulty with the MOS position is their assertion that the consciousness and its luminous (or illuminating) quality are inherently existent. When searched for, they can be found. With such a position, they are left with two options - the consciousness either realises itself or it is realised by something else.
The CMWS sees problems with both options. They 
refute the assertion that consciousness can illuminate itself (or that consciousness can realise itself). They 
also refute that consciousness can be realised by another consciousness other than itself since this will lead to limitless regression.
(iii) Refuting the syllogism [that asserts] the existence of a self-cognizer
(1’) An example illustrating the production of memories despite the lack of a self-cognizer

(2’) Refuting [the position that says] .If there is no self-cognizer, it is untenable for there to be a cognizer of others.

(1’) An example illustrating the production of memories despite the lack of a self-cognizer

(9,23)
[Chittamatra]:
If a self-cognizer did not exist

How would consciousness be remembered?

[Madhyamaka ]: 
It is remembered through experience and

In relation to other, like the poison of a rat.
The MOS asserts self-knowers to explain how memories of the past occur.  
For example: We saw the colour blue today. Recalling this the next day, to the MOS, the sign of memory is the thought: “(1) I remember having seen the colour blue and (2) I remember my eye consciousness saw blue.” In other words, there is recall of both the object (the colour blue) and the subject (our eye consciousness apprehending blue).  
The MOS asserts that the fact we can recall seeing blue before is the sign that there was an eye consciousness that apprehended blue in the past. Without this eye consciousness apprehending blue (ECAB for short), it would be  impossible for us to have any memory of the object seen, the colour blue. 
Applying the same line of reasoning, they assert that we remember the ECAB because there was a consciousness experiencing that. This is the self-knower and therefore, at a later time, one recalls having seen blue. 
This cannot be experienced by other consciousnesses. The MOS assert that if we posit that other consciousnesses were experiencing the ECAB, 
then this will lead to the fault of limitless regression of multiple consciousnesses experiencing the ECAB. Therefore, the MOS asserts that the ECAB  experiences itself and there is such a thing as the  self knower. 
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� (Note: Self-knower, self-perceiver and self-cognizer are synonymous.)


Unlike the Prasangikas, the Chittamatrins refer all objects of knowledge to three categories: other-powered natures, thoroughly established natures, and thoroughly imputed natures.


For the Chittamatrins, all composite phenomena are other-powered natures, dependent on the power of the causes that produce them.


Thoroughly established natures refers to the lack of external existence of phenomena, to an object's lack of existence by its own characteristics as a basis of nominal designation, and to the lack of self-sufficient and sub�stantial existence of the self of the person. "Emptiness" in the Chittamatrin system refers precisely to these three forms of "lack."


Finally, they attribute permanent phenomena (such as space) and imag�inary phenomena to thoroughly imputed natures. 


For the Chittamatrins, only the third category is empty of true existence, whereas they maintain that the first two exist truly. This is also true for the mind, which is included.


Furthermore, they maintain the existence of the self-perceiver, that is, of a mind that perceives the mind that perceives the object. For them, the entity of this mind is no different from the substantial entity of the mind that perceives the objects. However, its aspect is different, because its object (the perceiving mind) is different from the object of the mind per�ceiving the objects. Their way of perceiving is therefore also different; in fact the mind that perceives the objects is turned outward, whereas the self-perceiver is turned inward and has the function of allowing the mem�ory of the mind that has perceived.


The Chittamatrins maintain that both the self-cognizer and the mental consciousness that perceives the objects are truly existent and also that they are of the same entity. These statements are in contradiction, however, because stating that they exist truly and that they are of the same entity does not allow one to simultaneously say that they have two different aspects. This is why the Prasangikas refute this view, using the argument of being "one with" or "different from."


If consciousness and the self-cognizer were truly existent as one entity, then they should be only "one," and this is in contradiction with saying that the self-cognizer is the perceiving subject and that the consciousness is the perceived object. If they were truly different, then there should not be any relation between the two types of consciousness, because in this case they should be two totally different phenomena and generating one should not depend upon the other.


On the other hand, if these two aspects of the mind existed truly, sep�arately, it would follow, given that the self-cognizer does not know itself, that there should then be another self-cognizer that knows the first one, then another one that knows the second, and so on ad infinitum, but this too is impossible. The Buddha himself said that the mind cannot per�ceive itself in the very same moment.


The Chittamatrins persist in their argument by saying, "Light is able to illuminate phenomena and also itself." 


But the Prasangikas reply, "Light can illuminate other phenomena, but cannot illuminate itself. If it could, it would follow that darkness too could obscure itself, and if this were the case, we could not see it. Therefore, just as darkness cannot obscure itself, light also cannot illuminate itself. It follows that mind cannot know itself and that this self-perceiver cannot be accepted." [19]


The Chittamatrins try to further defend their position supporting the existence of the self-cognizer by presenting the following example, "Let us consider two types of blue: the blue of transparent crystal, whose color depends on having been placed on a blue cloth, and the natural color blue of lapis lazuli, which does not depend on anything. The transparent crys�tal can appear to be blue if placed on a blue cloth, but a lapis lazuli does not need to depend on something else in order to appear blue, because its very nature is blue. Likewise, the visual consciousness, as well as other types of sensory consciousness, must necessarily be related to an object that is not consciousness, whereas the self-perceiver exists as consciousness without having to be related to anything but consciousness itself."


The Chittamatrins maintain that the self-perceiver does not arise in dependence on other because it is one with the sense consciousness that perceives an object, and is generated simultaneously, whereas sense con�sciousness arises depending on its object. But the example that they pre�sent is not correct, because in fact lapis lazuli is not blue by its own nature but depends on causes and conditions to produce the color blue. [20]


The Chittamatrins then correct their previous statement, stating, "You say that light does not illuminate itself; however, it illuminates. Likewise, although you say that mind cannot know itself, without doubt it knows. How, then, can it be established that it knows?" If answering that, with regard to one mental continuum there is a mind that knows the mind that knows, it would follow that there should be an infinite number of these minds. If we were to answer that no mind knows the consciousness that knows, we could not maintain that the mind knows at all.


This debate originated with the Chittamatrin statement that mind or consciousness exists truly. In order to refute this, the Prasangikas ask, "On what basis can you state that the mind is truly existent?" The Chittamatrins reply by maintaining the existence of the self-cognizer, but have not been able to prove it. The Prasangikas, in order to refute this, present three analogies: the blade of a sword that cannot cut itself, the light of a lamp that cannot illu�minate itself, and darkness that cannot obscure itself. It follows that the mind does not exist "truly," and that we cannot speak of a mind that knows "truly" or of any of its true characteristics. That would be as meaningless as speak�ing of the smile of a barren woman's daughter. [21—22]


This debate is about the mind's ultimate mode of existence and not about its conventional mode of existence.


A truly existing mind does not exist because there is no mind that can know it, just as there is no such thing as horns on a rabbit's head, for there is no valid mind that can perceive them. And we cannot discuss whether a truly existent mind is pure or not, just as we cannot discuss the attributes of a mule's offspring, since mules are sterile.


If the truly existent mind existed, the mind that perceives it should also exist. There is no fire in the ocean at night, for there is no valid mind that can perceive it.


We have mental afflictions because we possess the mind that grasps at the true existence of phenomena; we should therefore eliminate this mind through the wisdom that perceives the empty nature of phenomena. If we succeed in attaining this wisdom, which is the true antidote that elimi�nates the four wrong conceptions, we can also eliminate the suffering that arises from them.


The Chittamatrins maintain the existence of phenomena that are gen�erated in dependence on other and of phenomena that are generated inde�pendently of other. For them, an other-powered nature is like the blue of transparent crystal that is lying on a blue cloth, whereas a thoroughly estab�lished nature is like the blue of lapis lazuli, which does not depend on any�thing else for its color. The self-cognizer of consciousness that experiences happiness or suffering is a thoroughly established nature, like the blue of lapis lazuli.


This view is refuted by the Prasangikas thus, "External phenomena, such as form and so on, exist in relation to other (the consciousness that appre�hends them), as in your example of the transparent crystal, which is blue if placed on a blue cloth. At the same time, consciousness also exists in dependence on many conditions, and so it is with the blue color of lapis lazuli."


The Chittamatrins carry on maintaining that the self-cognizing mind exists, and when the Prasangikas ask them, "What reason do you present that can support this?" they reply, "The self-cognizer exists because when the mind perceives the color blue; later you can have the memory of hav�ing perceived the color blue. Such memory is due to the self-perceiver, and if this did not exist there could be no memory of that perception."


The Prasangikas object, "In order to remember an experience, for exam�ple the perception of the color blue, it is not necessary for another con�sciousness to apprehend the mind that had the direct perception of the color blue."


Let us suppose that someone gives us poisoned yogurt and that we drink it without knowing that it is poisoned, thinking that it is ordinary yogurt. After a while, when the effects of the poison start to manifest, we run to a doctor who will diagnose the poisoning. At this point we will start to won�der how this could have happened, and after careful reflection, we conclude that the yogurt we drank was poisoned. But while drinking it we did not know this—knowing this is only a result of the later events that we have understood. So, although the direct perception of the poison did not arise at the same time as the perception of the yogurt, we nevertheless realize what has happened.


The recognition of a past experience (such as having drunk poisoned yogurt) does not require a direct perception in order to be established, since, although we did not perceive the poison in the yogurt, we can later recall the fact that we drank it. This memory exists in spite of not being preceded by a direct perception of the object.


Therefore the Chittamatrins do nor put forward a valid argument when they use the presence of the memory of an experience as the reason to sup�port their presentation of the existence of the self-cognizer. (The Way of Awakening by Geshe Yeshe Tobden, pg. 290-293)
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