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Chapter Nine, Verses 106-115, Outline D a 2) c) ii) 2’ a’ onw
Dependent Arising - A Praise of the Buddha 

30

Alas! My mind is ruined by ignorance!

For so long have I gone for refuge
to this great store of meritorious qualities,
yet not a single one do I possess.

31

As yet, however, my life has not slipped
between the jaws of the Lord of Death
and, having a modicum of faith in you,

I do consider myself fortunate.

“Alas!” is Lama Tsong Khapa’s expression of sadness that although he has been wishing for a very long time to understand the meaning of the Buddha’s  teachings and scriptures, but, due to his own ignorance, he has not yet  realised even a portion of those teachings. 

Dependent origination 
is the essence of the Buddha’s teachings. Lama Tsong Khapa is aspiring to understand these essential teachings of the Buddha.  He is saying here that he has yet to gain even a partial understanding of dependent origination although he has been studying for a very long time.  
It is possible that Lama Tsong Khapa showed different aspects of himself to different disciples and he is manifesting here as someone who has not yet understood the meaning of dependent origination. This shows Lama Tsong Khapa’s humility and lack of pride. In reality, it is possible that Lama Tsong Khapa had already fully realised the meaning of dependent origination. 
We should follow Lama Tsong Khapa’s example. It is very common that, on the basis of knowing just a few words or a small portion of the teachings, one behaves as if one has complete understanding of the teachings. One should not do that. 
Lama Tsong Khapa recognises that, in reality, in each and every single moment, he is getting closer and closer to the Lord of Death.  Therefore, he expresses here his good fortune that he is still alive and able to generate irreversible faith in the Buddha on the basis of his teachings on dependent origination.  He is so happy this has happened to him. 
At first, Lama Tsong Khapa is saddened by his ignorance but then he finds joy in the faith he has in Buddha’s teachings. We should also follow his example. When we are disheartened, lost or feeling hopeless, it is important to cultivate joy in our minds and uplift ourselves. At other times, when things are going well, when we are distracted by enjoyments and not putting effort into improving our minds,  it is then difficult to move our minds towards or to practise the Dharma.

2" Rejecting the dispute that the two truths would be invalid

a' Rejecting the extreme consequences

b' Rejecting the consequence of infinite regress

c' Teaching that there is no evidence that object awareness is truly established

a' Rejecting the extreme consequences
(9,106)

If, like this, they would not exist conventionally,

How could there be two truths with respect to them?

Moreover, if they are conventional due to other,

How could sentient beings pass beyond sorrow?
In the earlier section on placing of mindfulness on the feeling, body, mind and phenomena, we had established that both the object and subject do not exist inherently in accordance with the CMWS’s assertion that all phenomena do not inherently exist. 
Objection from the schools below the CMWS: 

If you assert that the object and subject do not inherently exist, it will be incorrect for you to posit that phenomena exist conventionally. If there is no conventional truth, then ultimate truth also cannot exist. Therefore, the two truths will be non-existent. 
Your assertion that phenomena exist conventionally is posited from the  perspective of the conventional mind grasping at true existence. Since that is the case, then, in reality, phenomena do not exist at all and there will be no sentient beings achieving nirvana.  What is the point then of you going to such great lengths to establish that all phenomena do not exist inherently?

(9,107)
This is a projection of someone else's mind,

It is not his own all-obscuring [mind].

Later, if ascertained, it would exist;

If not, it does not exist conventionally.

Reply from the CMWS:

You have misunderstood our way of positing the conventional existence of phenomena. 
Be it a phenomenon or person, f
rom the perspective of the CMWS, one has to ascertain that object to be merely labelled by the mind and not existing from its own side. 
Only after that ascertainment, if one can then certify with a valid cognition that that phenomenon possesses the features of functionality (such as functioning as a subject or object and activities such as birth, cessation, coming, going and so forth), then that phenomenon can be understood to exist conventionally.

Answer to student’s question:

Without the ascertainment of the emptiness of inherent existence, it will be impossible to understand that phenomena exist conventionally. Amongst ordinary  and superior beings (those who have already directly realised emptiness), it is possible that there are ordinary beings who have also realised emptiness. For such ordinary beings, they would be able to understand that phenomena exist conventionally.

(9,108)

That which investigates and that which is investigated,

These two, are mutually dependent.

Thus, in dependence on being renowned,

All the thoroughly analytical are expressed.

This verse points out how object and subject are posited in dependence upon one another.
In verse 107, we looked at how phenomenon is certified to exist conventionally on the basis of ascertaining the emptiness of that phenomenon. In reality, all phenomena exist conventionally. 
What does it mean for a phenomenon to be conventionally existent? Phenomena are not established from their own side but phenomena exist conventionally when they exist by depending on other factors. 
According to the CMWS, phenomena do not exist inherently because when the imputed object is sought, it is not findable. Phenomena do not exist ultimately but do exist conventionally in accordance with worldly accepted conventions:    “Thus, in dependence on being renowned, all the thoroughly analytical are expressed.”
b' Rejecting the consequence of infinite regress

(9,109)
If analyzed by the thorough analysis

Of the thoroughly analytical,

Because also the thoroughly analytical

Would be thoroughly analyzed, it would be endless.

(9,110)
When that to be analyzed is thoroughly analyzed,

The thoroughly analytical does not have a support.

Because it lacks a support, it is not produced.

That too is said to be nirvana.

Objection raised by the schools below the CMWS:
How do we determine whether phenomena exist inherently or not? 
We have to use our analytical wisdom to establish whether phenomena exist inherently or not and to arrive at the ascertainment that phenomena do not exist inherently. 
Is there a need for another mind to analyse whether this analytical wisdom  exists or not? If we say yes, then there will be the problem of infinite regression – there will be another mind to analyse that mind that is analysing the analytical wisdom and so forth. 
If there is no need for another analytical mind to analyse whether that analytical wisdom exists inherently, then this means we do not need to analyse whether all phenomena exist inherently or not.

The response from the CMWS:

There is no need for another analytical mind to investigate that analytical wisdom establishing that phenomena do not exist inherently. This is because, as stated in verse 110, ‘The thoroughly analytical does not have a support./Because it lacks a support, it is not produced./ That too is said to be nirvana.’  
There is a valid cogniser analysing whether phenomena exist inherently or not.

When this valid cogniser ascertains the emptiness of inherent existence of all phenomena, all phenomena no longer appear as objects of inquiry to that  valid cognition.  

Due to the fact that all phenomena no longer appear as objects of inquiry to this valid cognition 
that is ascertaining the emptiness of inherent existence of phenomena, both the object of negation (which is inherent existence) and the mind that is realising the emptiness of inherent existence are not existing inherently.  This is the naturally abiding (or natural) nirvana. Through realising and familiarising ourselves with this realisation, we can achieve the nirvana that is the result of the complete purification and elimination of the adventitious defilements. 

c' Teaching that there is no evidence that object awareness is truly established

(9,111)
According to them, the two would be truly existent.

To abide in that is very difficult.

“The object is established from the sense power of the consciousness.”

What can be supported on an existent consciousness?

(9,112)
“Well then, the consciousness is established from the object to be known.”

What can be supported on an existent object to be known?

Existing by the force of one another,

Both are also non-existent.

(9,113)
If he is without a son, he is not a father.

From where would that son arise?

Without a son, there is no father;

Likewise the two do not exist.
(9,114)
Just as a sprout is produced from a seed and

And the seed is realized by just that, since, likewise,

Consciousness is produced from an object to be known,

Why is its existence not realized?

(9,115)
By a consciousness that is other than sprout,

“The seed exists” is realized:

But through what is a consciousness

Realizing an object to be known realized to exist?
To the proponents of realism (i.e., the proponents of the GES, SS and MOS),   both the object (e.g., form) and the subject (e.g., eye consciousness) are asserted to be truly existent. 
To the CMWS, there are many faults in this assertion by the realists which is merely an exaggeration of (or superimposition) on reality and cannot be substantiated, as stated in verse 111: “According to them, the two would be truly existent. To abide in that is very difficult.”
Response from the proponents of realism:

“The object is established from the sense power of the consciousness”(Line 3, verse 111): We can prove our assertion that both object and subject are truly existent. For example, form is established to be truly existent due to the power of the eye consciousness realising it.  
What is the supporting evidence then to prove that the eye consciousness  realising form is truly existent? There is none because if  there is another valid cognition that can certify the eye consciousness to be truly existent, then there will be the problem of infinite regression. The eye consciousness cannot certify itself to be truly existent since a consciousness cannot realise itself. (We had earlier refuted the existence of the self-knower). 

The question then from the CMWS appears in line 4, verse 111: “What can be supported on an existent consciousness?” 
What evidence do you have to support your assertion that the eye consciousness is truly existent?
If the proponents of realism were to reply as in the first line of verse 112: “Well then, the consciousness is established from the object to be known,” i.e., the consciousness is truly existent because the object that it realises is truly existent, the rebuttal from the CMWS follows in the next line: “
What can be supported on an existent object to be known?” In other words, how do you establish that your object is truly existent in the first place? 
The proponents of realism will then respond: The object is truly existent because the consciousness that is realising it is truly existent. 
Response from the CMWS:

If these are your answers to our questions, it is clear that, for you, the object and subject are posited on the basis of a relationship of mutual dependence. If the object and subject are mutually dependent in this way, then they cannot be inherently existent (line 3-4, verse 112: “Existing by the force of one another,/ Both are also non-existent.”)
This is like the analogy of the father and son: the son cannot possibly exist without a father and the father is posited in dependence on the fact that he has fathered a son. 

Both are mutually dependent. 
Likewise, both object and subject are posited by mutual dependence. The subject is posited in dependence on the object and vice versa. Therefore, they 

do not exist inherently.  
Response from the proponents of realism
This appears in verse 114: “Just as a sprout is produced from a seed/And the seed is realized by just that, since, likewise,/Consciousness is produced from an object to be known,/Why is its existence not realized?”
The realists are asserting here that the sprout is inherently existent because it is produced from a seed. In the same way, through the force of the truly existent eye consciousness, one comes to understand that the form it realises also exists truly.  
Response from the CMWS
A consciousness that is other than the sprout realises that the sprout is produced from its seed and that it is the effect of the seed. It is all right to use the logic of seeing the sprout to posit that the seed exists. 
But these two examples - the sprout that comes from the seed and the eye consciousness apprehending form - are not similar. Even if there is a consciousness that realises objects of knowledge such as form, then what is that which realises the eye consciousness to be inherently existent?
As discussed earlier, there cannot be another consciousness that validates that eye consciousness as this will lead to infinite regression. 
Also the eye consciousness apprehending form cannot realise itself. (We had already refuted the existence of the self-knower.) Therefore, there is nothing that can certify that the consciousness is truly existent. This is the meaning of verse 115: “By a consciousness that is other than sprout,/“The seed exists” is realized:/But through what is a consciousness/Realizing an object to be known realized to exist?”
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� Close placement of mindfulness on phenomena 


By means of the above reasoning we come to understand that all phenom�ena, being conditioned, do not arise independently or intrinsically; and therefore do not truly exist. [105]


The objection that the other schools now raise is that if all phenomena are not intrinsically generated, then the two truths (conventional and ulti�mate), as they are explained by the Prasangikas, do not correspond with reality. If conventional phenomena exist solely in dependence on a nomi�nal designation by an erroneous mind (like the snake that is designated on the basis of an entangled rope), it should follow that the two truths and sentient beings are false and that their conventional existence is no longer possible. Therefore they ask, "How can the two truths exist? And how can beings attain nirvana and enlightenment?" [106]


The Prasangikas explain that there is no contradiction. Maintaining the conventional existence of phenomena means establishing their existence solely in dependence on the name attributed to them according to the conventions recognized by the world. According to the Prasangikas' system, existing conventionally does not mean that things are designated by an erroneous conception begetting a false type of existence. On the contrary, all conventional truths are designations made by a valid mind on a valid basis. The conventional existence of phenomena is not a mere creation of the ignorant mind—conventional phenomena, although not truly exis�tent, nevertheless perform a function and produce effects. There is a deed, one who performs the deed, and a result, even though none of these three exist intrinsically. [107]


Also, subjective perception, perceived object, and nominal designation are all established in a mutually dependent way, none of them having any form of intrinsic existence.


The existence of a phenomenon is established in dependence on other phenomena. Visual consciousness is established on the basis of a form, the visual organ, and an instant of consciousness immediately preceding it. An object is established on the basis of the consciousness perceiving it, the knower and the known can only be established mutually. Hence all conventional phenomena can be established as existent by means of logi�cal reasoning of dependent relation. For example, whether something is good or not depends on how it is considered or seen, therefore it exists rel�atively and is neither good nor not good in itself. [108]


When we understand that an object does not exist by its own nature, we can also understand how the mind, that which knows the object, does not exist intrinsically.


A further objection to the Prasangikas is raised by the other schools, "When the analytical mind reaches the conclusion that all phenomena are devoid of true existence, that analytical mind is not able to realize itself as being devoid of true existence. In this case, must there be another analyt�ical mind that realizes that the previous analytical mind is not truly exis�tent, or not? If there is not such a mind, then the initial analytical mind must be truly existent, which would invalidate your doctrinal system. If there is, then the subsequent analytic mind should in turn be analyzed by another mind, and hence the basic object of analysis would never be attained." [109]


The Prasangikas reply, "When the object of analysis has been perfectly analyzed and established to be empty, there will be no need to investigate the analytical mind in order to establish its non-true existence. When we are able to establish the non-true existence of a phenomenon, we are also able to understand the non-true existence of the mind that has ascertained it." [110]


It is difficult to understand the non-true existence of phenomena, and this is why many objections arise. If there were no answers, one could not demonstrate or establish non-true existence, but it can be explained, since there are answers to all the objections.


Given that the non-true existence of phenomena is a fact and not an erroneous concept, it cannot be denied, and it can be known and realized, thus eliminating the mind that grasps at true existence and achieving buddhahood as a result. It is therefore important to study emptiness and, even though we may not be able to realize it in the short term, we will eventually succeed by means of arguments that support this profound view.


Even our mere leaning toward it helps us in our study and analysis, and becomes the foundation of a sound practice.


At present the concept of a truly existent "I" is due to our acquired familiarity with it. Inasmuch as we believe in, and grasp at, the concrete existence of an "I," we create a separation between ourselves and others, and nurture attachment toward ourselves and the things we possess, and aversion toward enemies and the things we do not like. Because of these mental afflictions, all the other disturbing emotions, which are the cause of conditioned existence, arise, and we must consequently experience suf�fering and all the related problems and discomforts.


We must therefore eliminate the cause of samsara, the ignorance that grasps at the truly existent "I." There is a prayer that says, "May I abandon this cycle of choiceless rebirths and put an end to all suffering." And a stanza from a lamrim text reads, "As a result of studying the texts, may we be able to practice the Dharma correctly, so as to be free from the prison of cyclic existence."





Refuting the True Existence of Subject and Object


According to the Madhyamaka school, phenomena do not exist truly or intrinsically. All other schools, Buddhist and non-Buddhist, though they may mean different things by it, maintain that both the object and the perceiving consciousness are truly existent, and as proof state that the true existence of the object is established on the basis of the true existence of the perceiving consciousness. They believe that the true existence of phenom�ena is demonstrated in this way, but, according to the Madhyamikas, this type of argument does not prove the true existence of objects, [in]


The other schools defend their view by saying that consciousness can be established as truly existent because it is conscious of the true existence of objects. The Madhyamikas reply that there is no valid perception that is able to prove the mind's true existence. Earlier in the text, the Chitta-matrins proposed the existence of the self-cognizing mind as the best proof of the true existence of the mind, but this has already been refuted.


For the Madhyamikas there is no proof that can establish the mind's true existence, nor are there any valid reasons that demonstrate the true exis�tence of objects of knowledge. They state that the existence of something can be explained only in relation to something else, whereas if a phenomenon existed truly, intrinsically, it would not need any support. Object and subject (consciousness) exist on the basis of mutual dependence. The existence of the object depends on the existence of the consciousness that apprehends it, and the existence of the cognizing consciousness depends on the object it apprehends. It follows that neither consciousness nor the object exist independently. [112]


All objects of knowledge exist only by means of relation or dependence. For example, we say that an object is short only in relation to a longer one; we consider a place to be distant because we relate it to a place that is nearer, and when we speak of an even more distant place, what we earlier defined as distant becomes close. Every phenomenon therefore exists in dependence on another. A man can be called a father only in relation to his son, and the son can be called thus only in relation to his father. As long as a man does not have a son, he will not be called a father. If a father were truly existent, he would have been a father since birth. If there is no father, there is also no son, and therefore father and son are interdependent and do not exist intrinsically.


Likewise, a mind exists only in dependence upon a perceived object, and an object exists only because there is a mind that perceives it. [113]


If something did indeed truly exist, it would have to exist independently from any other phenomenon. (The Way of Awakening by Geshe Yeshe Tobden, pg. 329-331) 
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