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Chapter Nine, Verses 88-91, Outline D a 2) c) ii) 1’ b’ 1” a” onw

Dependent Arising - A Praise of the Buddha 
19

That some, hostile to you,
held as the slaves of ignorance,
are unable to bear the sounds of no self-nature
comes as no surprise.

20
That others, accepting dependent arising,
the crown jewel of your teaching,
are unable to hear tolerate the roar of emptiness
does surprise me.

21
If by the very name of dependent arising,
gateway supreme to no self-nature,
self-nature is asserted, how will they be led
to that noble path that pleases you,
that incomparable highway well-travelled by exalted beings?

“Slaves of ignorance” refers to those who are confused by the two forms of self grasping: grasping at self of  persons and grasping at self of phenomena. Such  non-Buddhists are unable to identify the real object of refuge, are confused by the law of cause and effect and reject the Buddha and his teachings on the emptiness of inherent existence, finding them unacceptable.  
Non-Buddhists believe that things can arise without cause and that effects can arise from discordant causes. They are unable to understand dependent arising from the perspective of the law of cause and effect. Since they are unable to posit correctly the law of cause and effect, it is not surprising that they reject Buddha’s teachings on the lack of inherent existence. In some commentaries, these non-Buddhists are likened to a blind person walking off the edge of a cliff. 
But Lama Tsong Khapa expresses his bewilderment that there are people who accept the teachings on dependent arising as the essence of all the Buddha’s teachings yet are unable to accept the Buddha’s teachings on emptiness. (Lama Tsong Khapa is probably referring to the proponents of the GES, SS and MOS.) Some commentaries say that such people see an internal contradiction between dependent arising and emptiness of inherent existence, likened to asserting, “My mother is a barren woman, ” and they continue to cling to their assertion that things exist inherently. 
The proponents of the GES, SS and MOS may know the words, “dependent arising” yet fail to grasp its meaning. How will they be able to guide sentient beings to the path that is pleasing to the Buddha and which will lead them to the achievement of buddhahood? 
The understanding of dependent arising leads to the realisation of the emptiness of inherent existence. As long as the proponents of these tenets assert that phenomena are inherently existent, they will not be able to understand dependent arising and without realising this, these proponents cannot enter the path that is pleasing to all the buddhas.

1’ Explaining the selflessness of phenomena by means of the four placements of mindfulness

a’ Meditating on placing mindfulness on the body

b’ Meditating on placing mindfulness on feelings

1” Refuting that feelings are not in their nature inherently established

a” Feelings of suffering are not inherently established

b” Feelings of pleasure are not inherently established

c” Instructions on remaining in the yoga of meditating on feelings’ lack of inherent existence

2” Refuting the inherent establishment of causes

3” Refuting the inherent establishment of the focal object

4” Refuting the inherent establishment of the feelings’ subject

c’ Meditating on placing mindfulness on mind

d’ Meditating on placing mindfulness on phenomena 









a” Feelings of suffering are not inherently established

(9,88)
If suffering exists in reality,

Why does it not harm intense joy?

Having earlier examined how the body does not exist inherently, we now turn our attention to the fact that feelings are also not inherently existent. We begin by examining the 
feeling of suffering. 
If the feeling of suffering (or pain) exists inherently, once generated, it will always remain and will never go away as the feeling will never change. If that is the case, then there will be no opportunity for the feeling of pleasure (or happiness) to arise. 
But it is untrue that the person experiencing suffering now will never ever experience any pleasure. Even when he is feeling pain, the opportunity to  experience pleasure is there. 
It is said in Nagarjuna’s Fundamental Treatise of the Middle Way, “If something exists inherently, it will never be valid.” Therefore it is incorrect to assert that feelings of pain are inherently existent for if it is so, those feelings can never change.
b” Feelings of pleasure are not inherently established

(9,88)
If there is happiness, why do those tormented by sorrow and so on

Not find joy in the delicious and so forth?

(9,89)
Because it is overwhelmed by the strong,

It is not experienced.

How can that which is not

The nature of experience be feeling?
(9,90)
You say “The suffering that exists is subtle.

The coarse form is not dispelled or

There is mere joy distinct from it.”

The subtle is also that.

(9,91)
If the conditions adverse to it are produced,

Suffering is not produced.

To conceive it to be feeling,

Is it not established as “It is strongly grasped”?

We can apply the same logic to prove that pleasurable feelings are likewise not inherently existent. 
There are also other ways to prove this. Whether they are feelings of pain or  pleasure, if those feelings are inherently established, those feelings must arise  without dependence on any other factors, i.e., without relying on causes and conditions. Once those feelings arise, they will remain forever, unchanging.  
If the feeling of pain is established as inherently existent, it follows then that  the feeling of pleasure can never arise. Similarly, if the feeling of pleasure is  established as inherently existent, the feeling of pain can never arise. 
We know, in reality, that feelings of pain and pleasure undergo change because they arise from causes and conditions. Since this is so, feelings do not remain static. When there is a change in the precipitating causes and conditions for those feelings, the effects and results of those causes and conditions will likewise change.  
In this way, when we assert that feelings of pain and pleasure are not  inherently existent, we do not run into the problem of asserting that feelings of pleasure cannot arise when one is experiencing suffering.  Even when one is suffering, happiness can arise when the causes and conditions change. 



If the feelings of pain or pleasure inherently exist, where do those feelings abide?  Do they exist within the mind or in the object that is causing the pain or pleasure to arise?

If the feeling of pain inherently exists within the mind, then that person will always be unhappy and never be able to experience any pleasure and vice versa. 
If the feelings of pleasure exist inherently from the side of the object, then let us take the example of a grieving parent, who has lost his child or someone who is gravely ill.  Why is it not possible for them to experience pleasure when they eat delicious food or wear beautiful clothes?  If pleasurable feelings were inherently existent from the side of the object, then happiness must necessarily arise when they experience such enjoyments. But we know that for people experiencing such difficulties, neither food nor clothes can bring any comfort. 
Therefore from the above analysis, we see that feelings of pain or pleasure are not inherently existent because they do not exist inherently within the mind.  We also see that the feelings of pleasure are not inherently existent because they do not exist inherently within the object. 
Feelings are not inherently existent because they are not findable either within the mind or within the object giving rise to those feelings.   
Qualm: 
It is then argued by some that people experiencing great sorrow or sickness do not experience pleasure when they eat delicious foods because the pleasurable feeling is overwhelmed by the powerful feeling of suffering and pain. 
Response from the CMWS:
What is the nature of feeling? The defining characteristic of feeling is experience. How can you call something which is not experienced a feeling? 

Qualm:
Even when a person is experiencing great pleasure, a subtle feeling of pain remains in his mind. 
The rebuttal from the CMWS: 
This means then that the feeling of great pleasure in that person’s mind is not able to harm the feeling of pain which remains in his mind.

Response: This kind of subtle pain manifests as “mere joy,” a subtle kind of happiness. 
The rebuttal from the CMWS:
“The subtle is also that.” (line 4 of verse 90): You are still unable to prove that in the midst of great pleasure, pain remains because you assert that this subtle pain is a form of subtle happiness, which is still in the nature of pleasure. 
When the suffering person who is experiencing pain eats delicious food, he should only experience happiness (feeling of pleasure) and not suffering. But he is unable to do so because the feeling of suffering is the obstructing factor for the generation of pleasure from eating the delicious food.
With the same object (delicious food), some people will experience happiness when they consume it while others, whose minds are troubled or sad, will not experience any enjoyment from eating the same food. This shows that  feelings of pain and pleasure come through the gathering of causes and conditions. 
Feelings of pain or pleasure are designated as such through the force of conceptuality and are merely labelled by the mind. 

Let us take the example of a beautiful body. If the body were inherently beautiful from its own side, then it would appear as such to someone meditating on the uncleanliness of the body. This meditator does not see the body as beautiful. The body will only appear beautiful to those who have desire and attachment. The same object (beautiful body) therefore appears in different ways to different people. This shows that the beautiful body exists as something merely labelled by the mind. 
We can look at another object - delicious food. This food will appear delicious to someone  who is hungry. But if we give the same delicious food to someone who is sick, the delicious food will not appear to be so appealing. This shows that whether the food is delicious or not does not come from the side of the food itself. It is something merely labelled by the mind. If something is inherently pleasant from the side of the object, then whoever looks at the object will like it but this is not so in reality.
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� Close placement of mindfulness on the feelings 


Feelings are also not truly existent, because if they were, they would be permanent. A feeling of joy would last forever and the same would apply to an unpleasant feeling. In reality feelings change and are not permanent, and this demonstrates their non-true existence, or lack of intrinsic existence.


If feelings were truly existent, each time we experienced a feeling of suf�fering or mental unhappiness, we would not be able to experience pleas�ant feelings anymore, and vice-versa. The feeling of suffering does not exist intrinsically and neither does the feeling of happiness, because one can arise when the other ceases.


When we enjoy good food, we experience a feeling of pleasure in the taste, but if this feeling of pleasure were truly or intrinsically existent, each time we ate that very same food we would experience an identical feeling of pleasure. In reality this is not so, as in the case of a person whose father has just died and does not enjoy eating good food as he normally does.


If the feeling of pleasure existed naturally or intrinsically, it would exist forever, whereas as soon as a feeling of suffering arises, the feeling of plea�sure ceases. [88]


On the other hand, it is also unacceptable to think that nevertheless some subtle feeling of pleasure is present. Some maintain that such a feel�ing of pleasure exists naturally or intrinsically, that it is there even when a feeling of pain arises—the pleasure is simply overshadowed in that moment and thus cannot be experienced. How is it possible to maintain such an argument?  If we accept this, we should also accept a category of feeling that is not experienced, which is impossible. Therefore the Madhyamikas object, "If something is devoid of the defining characteristic of a feeling, namely experience, how can it be a feeling?" [89]


The other schools reply, "They are feelings because an experience, how�ever subtle, is there. For example, only coarse aspects of suffering are dis�pelled by a strong pleasure, and in this case a slight pain remains, whose nature is a weak feeling of happiness, distinct from the coarse sensations of pleasure." [90]


The Madhyamikas object, "But this subtle experience cannot possibly be a form of suffering, because you now say it is a form of happiness." [91] If that person whose father has just died and who experience a strong feel�ing of pain eats good food, at times his experience of suffering will be neu�tralized, and at other times it will not. If, for example, he has been offered momos (Tibetan dumplings), then these could somehow hinder his feeling of pain and engender a feeling of pleasure. Therefore, food may or may not act as an antidote to an experience of pain, and may or may not act as a con�dition for a pleasant experience. The same person can experience pleasure or no pleasure at all eating momos, according to the conditions. If momos pro�duced an intrinsically existent delicious flavor, then pleasure should arise at any moment or in any circumstances in which one eats them. But when we are angry, for example, even exquisite food cannot give us pleasure.


The reason that the same food at times gives pleasure to some, while at other times or to someone else it does not, is that the "pleasant" character�istic associated with its flavor does not exist intrinsically. Another example is the fact that some people like black coffee while others do not.


Feeling too is therefore a designation made by the conceptual mind, and does not exist intrinsically. The mind that grasps at feelings as being intrinsically existent generates attachment, and for this reason we must meditate on the lack of intrinsic existence of feelings and acquire the yogis' understanding of the way in which all phenomena exist, supporting this with the nourishment of meditative absorption that arises from unifying calm abiding with superior view. [92] (The Way of Awakening by Geshe Yeshe Tobden, pg. 376) 
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