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Dependent Arising - A Praise of the Buddha 

22
Self-nature - real and nondependent,

dependent arising - unreal and of dependent nature,

how, without contradiction, could these two ever come together?

“Self-nature” can mean the entity or the nature of a particular phenomenon. In this context, it refers to the object of negation, inherent or true existence. It is said here that if something exists inherently, it has to be “real and nondependent,” i.e., it cannot depend on other factors. If something is a “dependent arising,” then it has to be unreal and dependent on other factors. 
Since self-nature and dependent arising are radically different, it is impossible to posit that these two can exist within a single object, i.e., to posit that a phenomenon exists inherently and yet is a dependent arising. If something exists inherently, then it is necessarily not dependently arisen. If something is dependently arisen, that necessarily means it is not inherently existent.

23

Consequently, that which dependently arises

has forever been empty and void of nature.

Things, however, do not appear that way.

All this, you have said, is therefore like an illusion.  
Although phenomena have never existed inherently, however they appear to us as inherently existent. All phenomena are dependently arisen but nevertheless they appear to us to be inherently existent. Therefore we say that all phenomena are like an illusion. 
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

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

(9,92)
Because of that, its antidote

Thorough analysis, is to be meditated.

The meditative stabilization that arises from the field

Of thorough investigation is the food of a yogi.

We had earlier established that feelings of pain and pleasure do not exist inherently. But there is a mind that grasps at those feelings to be inherently  existent.  
What is the antidote to such a mind? 
The antidote to that grasping is the wisdom that realises that feelings do not exist inherently. 
We are advised here to generate the powerful wisdom that realises that feelings do not exist inherently, to overcome the grasping at the inherent existence of feelings. How do we do this? With the concentration focussing on the lack of inherent existence of feelings, we cultivate the discriminating wisdom of the mind of special insight, i.e., cultivating the practice of the union of calm abiding and special insight.

This meditative stabilisation which is the union of calm abiding and special insight focussing on the fact that feelings lack inherent existence is the food or sustenance for the yogi as it is the cause for the yogi to develop realisations. It is like the food we eat which helps to strengthen our bodies.
This completes the refutation of feelings as being in the nature of inherent existence (or establishment). Next we refute the inherent existence of the causes of feelings. 
2" Refuting the inherent establishment of causes

a" Refuting the inherent establishment of the meeting of sense and object

b" Refuting the inherent establishment of the meeting of consciousness

c" Thus the sensation that arises from the meeting of those three is not inherently established

a" Refuting the inherent establishment of the meeting of sense and object

(9,93)
If there were a gap between the sense power and object,

How would they meet?

Also if there were no gap, being a unit

What would meet with what?

(9, 94)
A subtle particle does not enter a subtle particle.

They are without an interval and equal.

Without entering, they do not mix, and

Without mixing, they do not meet.

(9, 95)
How could it be right to say

"Even though they are partless, they meet"?

If you have seen that which meets

But yet us partless, show to me!

When we talk about the cause of feelings, we are refering specifically to the mental factor of contact. Is contact itself inherently existent?  If we can prove that the cause that produces feeling is not inherently established, then the effect, the resultant feeling, also cannot be inherently established.  
Contact is that which distinguishes the transformation of the sense power upon the aggregation of (1) 
the object, (2) 
the sense power and (3) the consciousness and it has the function of acting as a support for feeling. 

The main cause of feeling is therefore contact when the three elements mentioned above come together upon apprehending an object. Contact exists conventionally but it does not exist inherently. 

When the object and the sense power meet, is this meeting inherently established? 
If the mental factor of contact exists inherently, then we have to say that this meeting of the object and the sense power must also exist inherently. But this is untenable. 

The refutation by the CMWS is directed at the lower schools below it which assert the existence of partless particles. 
When we say that the sense power and the object come into contact, then it is the same as saying that the atoms that make up these two come into contact with each other. Therefore, we 
first have to refute that there is contact between the atoms that make up the sense power and the atoms that make up the object. 

If there is a gap between these two, then the object and the sense power will never meet: “If there were a gap between the sense power and object,/How would they meet?” 
It is like the mountain on this side not meeting the mountain on the other side because they are separated by the valley between them.  

If there is no gap between these two, again we cannot say that the object and the sense power meet because if they meet, they will become one unit and it would be impossible to differentiate between what is meeting and what is being met. We are basically applying the same logic we used to establish that partless particles cannot possibly exist. 
When two things meet, there are two possibilities. 
They either come together from all directions (i.e. meeting from all directions) or 
they come into contact from a single direction. 

For those who assert partless particles, they cannot say that two things meet by coming together from a particular direction as this would mean the particles possess parts, which directly opposes their assertion of the partless particle. If two partless particles can meet from one direction, then we have to posit that there is a particle that is subtler than that partless particle. But to the schools positing the partless particle, the partless particle is the smallest unit.
When we consider the alternative position – that when the two things meet, they meet from all directions – this means that no matter how many particles come together, there will only be one particle in the end because they become a single unit. 
In the same way, if the object and the sense power meet because there is no gap between them, these two will become one unit, making it impossible to differentiate what is meeting what and what is being met. 

“A subtle particle does not enter a subtle particle./They are without an interval and equal”: One partless particle cannot dissolve into another partless particle as the atoms cannot penetrate one another because there is no space within the latter particle. 
If an atom cannot penetrate another atom, then the former atom would have to remain where it is. They cannot intermingle and therefore they cannot possibly meet and make contact.
b" Refuting the inherent establishment of the meeting of consciousness

(9,96)
It is not correct for there to be a meeting

With consciousness, which is without form.

Because even a collection is not a thing,

It is as was thoroughly analyzed before.

We have established that there can be no contact between the particles that make up the sense power and the particles that make up the object. 

Now we consider whether it is possible for the consciousness apprehending the object, for example, the eye consciousness apprehending form, to make contact with the particles that make up the object. This is impossible as explained in verse 96: “It is not correct for there to be a meeting/With consciousness, which is without form.”

Consciousness cannot come into contact with the form that is made up of partless particles because consciousness is not established as form. If the contact between the consciousness and form is inherently existent, this would mean that consciousness would have to be inherently one with the form. This would suggest then that consciousness would have to be form.

We have now established that:

(1) It is impossible for the particles that make up the sense power and the particles that make up the object to meet and
(2) it is also impossible for the consciousness to meet 
with the particles that make up the object.

However some people still assert that although the consciousness cannot meet with the subtle particle, it can contact the coarse object itself. This is also  impossible as stated in verse 96: “Because even a collection is not a thing,/It is as was thoroughly analyzed before.”


The meeting of the coarse sense power (which is made up of many atoms) and the coarse object (e.g. form, which is also made up of many atoms) is not inherently existent because these two coarse elements themselves do not exist inherently. Therefore the meeting of the two also cannot be established to be inherently existent.

Translated by Ven. Gyurme

Transcribed by Phuah Soon Ek, Vivien Ng & Angie Xiao, 7th September  2007

Edited by Cecilia Tsong,  10th September  2007

Checked by Yap Siew Kee,  11th September 2007

Vetted by Geshe Chonyi,  14th September  2007



























� Refuting the true existence of contact


The perception of a blue object depends on three factors: the object, the consciousness perceiving it, and the organ of seeing. The substance of the blue object is in the object itself, whereas the perceiver of the blue object is found in our bodies. For the Chittamatrins there are no objective, sub�stantial entities external to the experiencing mind, whereas the Prasangikas accept the external existence of objects.


Now, some could ask, "Does perception (for example the perception of the color blue) depend on the contact between the object and the sense organ? Furthermore, is there space between the atoms of the object (visual forms) and the atoms of the seeing organ?" It is in reply to this question that the Madhyamikas present their reflections by which they specifically refute those who maintain the true existence of atomic particles devoid of parts.


If there is space, there is no possibility of contact between two phenom�ena; if there is no space, then they would be one. But if they were one, we could not speak of contact, because that implies the meeting of two phe�nomena. We could not say that two distinct atoms are one, because in fact they are two. If two atoms join, the volume increases; if two people are together, their total weight will be the sum of their individual weights. When two atoms come into contact, there is a change of weight and space, and we cannot ascertain whether one can completely melt into the other without any changes occurring. Since the two atoms are not completely absorbed but nevertheless meet, this means that a part of each of the two atoms is in contact, but not the other parts. For this reason we cannot state that atoms are devoid of parts and indivisible. [93-95] (The Way of Awakening by Geshe Yeshe Tobden, pg. 376) 


***********


(h) Some schools maintain the true existence of atomic particles devoid of parts.


When a sense consciousness, the specific sense organ, and its object meet, we have contact, which produces sensation. This contact between the atoms of the various sense organs and the atoms of the correspond�ing objects cannot exist intrinsically, since its arising depends on their meeting. On the one hand, if there were space between the atoms of the perceived object of the sense organ, contact itself would not be pos�sible. On the other hand, if there were not space, the two would be one, and equally we could not speak of contact because in order to define it as such, there must be two phenomena involved.


Since when two atoms come into contact they are not completely absorbed, but they meet, this proves that a part of each is in contact, but not the others. For this reason we cannot say that atoms are devoid of parts and indivisible.


Also, contact established by its own nature between a sense con�sciousness and the external object is impossible, because conscious�ness is devoid of atoms, form, and matter, and cannot enter into true contact with what has form. Sense consciousnesses themselves, which are the subjects of perception, cannot be said to be truly existent, and neither can the perceived objects, since their nature is like a dream or an illusion.


Since true contact does not exist, true sensations too cannot exist. By meditating on this matter, one will no longer feel attachment for the sensations of happiness, or revulsion for the sensations of suffering. (The Way of Awakening by Geshe Yeshe Tobden, pg. 379) 
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