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Dependent Arising - A Praise of the Buddha 

34

Ah! Your teachings!

Those whose ears they fall upon will all find peace.

Who therefore would not hold them dear?

35

Across their breadth, no contradiction;
opponents’ arguments all destroyed—
fulfilling the two aims of living beings.

My joy in these teachings grows and grows.

These two verses express respect for the Buddha’s teachings, showing why we should cherish them dearly in our hearts through remembering the kindness of the great teacher, Shakyamuni Buddha. 

In this context, the “teachings” refer to the scriptural teachings which, when heard by those desiring liberation, will confer everlasting peace, the pacification of all sufferings and difficulties and the fulfilment of their purpose.   Because of this reason, “Who therefore would not hold dear this teaching?” 
For those desiring liberation, they will know correctly what is to be abandoned and cultivated, enabling them to train purely in ethics. Once this is achieved, they will be able to engage in the practice of concentration and on the basis of that practice, they can generate the meditative stabilisation which is the union of calm abiding and special insight focussing on emptiness. When they realise the empty nature of all phenomena, they will be able to achieve everlasting happiness. This is the potential or power that can be found in and the quality of happiness that can be achieved from practising the teachings of the Buddha, making them worthy objects for our faith and respect. 

The Buddha’s teachings are able to destroy all forms of wrong conception and incorrect understanding of phenomena in the minds of those who do not subscribe to the teachings. There is no internal contradiction in any of the presentation of the different topics, allowing us to posit properly earlier and later subject matters and the lower and higher stages of the teachings at the correct places without any problems or difficulties. 
The teachings are able to confer upon those desiring liberation good rebirths either as human beings or gods and the ability to achieve the state of liberation.
In these verses, Je Rinpoche (Lama Tsong Khapa) describes how his joy grows and grows in seeing  these special characteristics and the power and potential of the teachings of the Buddha. 

To emulate Je Rinpoche’s example and to experience increasing joy whenever we read the teachings of the Buddha, we have to know what those teachings really are. This can only be achieved through studying and reflecting on all aspects, not just a portion, of the Buddhadharma. Through such application, t
hen, every time we study and reflect on the teachings, that will only serve to increase our joy and enthusiasm to practise them.
Je Rinpoche is pointing out that joy and enthusiasm for the Buddhadharma can only come from thoroughly studying and contemplating all aspects of the teachings.  He himself had studied both sutra and tantra, the tenets and the teachings pertaining to the Three Scopes. Having done this, he can see how the Buddhadharma is really a cut above all other instructions. That is the source of his joy and enthusiasm. 
Our problem is that we do not study and analyse to gain an overall understanding of all the aspects of the teachings, focussing instead on a small portion of the teachings. What are the consequences of this narrow approach? For example, a person inclined only towards Hinayana teachings will not investigate or study the Mahayana teachings and will question their validity.  There are also those who claim to be Mahayanists but they have little knowledge of the Hinayana teachings. They also look down on the Hinayanists and criticise their teachings.  There are still others who are only interested in sutric teachings and criticise and question the validity of the Buddha’s tantric teachings. All these problems come about due to the failure to have a full and correct understanding of all aspects of the Buddhadharma.


2" Refuting production from another permanent cause

a" Refuting the question posed by Ishvara

b" If something is permanent, it is unsuitable for it to be the cause of anything conditional

c" Applying mindfulness once the refutation of particles as permanent, causeless [phenomena] has been explained

c" Applying mindfulness once the refutation of particles as permanent, causeless [phenomena] 
has been explained

(9,126) 
Those propounding permanent subtle particles,

They too were already turned away before.

There are many non-Buddhist Indian philosophical traditions with their own assertions. One of them is known as the Vaisheshikas who assert that the world was formed from the conglomeration of  permanent subtle particles of the four elements.  Living beings then followed which means these subtle particles created the world and its inhabitants, which are also permanent. 
These assertions can be refuted with the same reasoning used in the refutation of partless particles where we established it is impossible for directionally partless particles to come together to form a larger object. 

3” Refuting production from a permanent principle (primal substance)
a” Stating the position

b” Repudiating that

a” Stating the position

(9,126)
The Samkyas assert a permanent Primal Substance

Is the cause of migrating beings.

(9,127)
The qualities of that called “lightness,

Motility, and darkness” abiding in balance

Are finely expressed to be that called “the Primal Substance.”

The unbalanced are said to be going.

The Samkhyas assert a permanent entity known as the primal substance which is responsible for the creation of the varieties of phenomena.  








The primal substance is said to have six features:-
1. It is the creator of all effects.
2. It is permanent.
3. It is unitary and partless.
4. It is not mind.
5. It pervades the environment and its inhabitants.
6. The three characteristics (lightness, motility and darkness) are always in balance. Lightness is synonymous with happiness, motility with suffering and darkness with equanimity. When these three characteristics are in balance, it is called the principle or primal substance. When these three characteristics are imbalanced, then it is called the effect. 

The primal substance itself has neither shape nor colour nor any measure to it. Its nature is unclear, i.e., it is not clarifying. We may relate the idea of the primal substance to the behaviour of human beings. When a person’s happiness and suffering are balanced, then he will behave well and be pleasant and good-hearted. But when his happiness and suffering are imbalanced, then he will display more negative behaviour. 
The Samkhyas have their reason for making these assertions. 
I remember reading from one text that the Samkhyas assert that when we meet another human being, the thought will spontaneously arise, “This is a human being.” We do not need to analyse to arrive at this conclusion. To the Samkhyas, this is because the primal substance, being unitary and partless, abides in and pervades all phenomena.

b” Repudiating that

(1) The actual [repudiation]

(a) Refuting that the principle is a partless, permanent expression of nature

(b) Refuting that it is permanent

(c) Refuting the impossibility of producing anew an effect was not previously existent

(2) These faults are not uniform amongst Madhyamakas





(a) Refuting that the principle is a partless, permanent expression of nature

(9,128)
Since the three natures are not suitable

In a unity, it does not exist.

Likewise, the qualities do not exist

Because they too are three individual aspects.

(9,129)
If the qualities do not exist, also the existence of

Sound and so forth becomes extremely farfetched.

That with respect to the mindless, cloth and so forth,

Happiness and so forth exist is also not possible.

(9,130)
“Those things are the nature of causes.”

Have things not already been thoroughly analyzed?

For you also the causes are happiness and so forth,

But woollen blankets and so forth do not arise from them.

(9,131)
From woollen blankets there is happiness and so forth.

Because they do not exist, happiness and so forth do not exist.

The CMWS does not accept the Samkhyas’ assertion that  the primal substance is characterised by lightness, motility and darkness. 

The position of the CMWS:
The assertion that the primal substance is unitary and partless means it cannot bear the three characteristics of lightness, motility and darkness. The primal substance cannot possibly exist. Since for you the primal substance is the cause, then its effects are also non-existent. There is no way then that objects such as form, sound, smell, taste and touch can be produced in dependence on the primal substance.
There are things that are atomically established such as matter and non-mind, for example, a piece of cloth. Since the Samkhyas assert that the primal substance pervades all phenomena, this means it will necessarily pervade that piece of cloth which, in turn, suggests that the cloth will be pervaded by happiness. Then we have to say that the cloth is mind which is ridiculous. 
Response from the Samkhyas

We concede that the piece of cloth is not happiness and is not mind. Nevertheless, there is no fault in saying that the piece of cloth is inherently produced by the primal substance, which entity is the equilibrium of the three characteristics. 

Reply from the CMWS:

We have already refuted the existence of inherent production. If something is produced inherently, when we look for the imputed object, it should be findable but this is not the case. 
We need to understand this discussion between the Samkhyas and the CMWS because we need to know how their assertions are refuted with logic and reasoning. I am going through this material for the benefit of those who would like to read further on this subject in the future.  
(b) Refuting that it is permanent

(9,131)
Happiness and so forth have never

Been observed to be permanent.

(9,132)
If happiness and so forth visibly exist,

Why is the experience not apprehended?

You say “They become subtle,”

But how are they coarse and also subtle?

(9,133)
Since having given up being coarse, they become subtle,

Those coarse and subtle are just impermanent.

Likewise, why do you not assert

All things to be impermanent?

(9,134) 
If the coarse is not other than happiness,

Happiness is clearly impermanent.

The Samkhyas assert that the entity of the primal substance, which is permanent, is the equilibrium of happiness, suffering and equanimity. 
Rebuttal from the CMWS:

The primal substance does not exist. If it exists, it has to be apprehended by a valid cognition. (Verse 131: “Happiness and so forth have never been observed to be permanent.”) If happiness is permanent, then it would always be observed by a valid cognition but happiness only arises occasionally. If happiness is permanent then, when we are experiencing suffering, why is it that happiness is no longer observable? 
Response from the Samkhyas:

There is happiness even when we are suffering. It is just that we do not experience it because due to the suffering, the happiness becomes subtler. 
Rebuttal by the CMWS:

If happiness is permanent, how can it become subtler? How can it become coarser?  Since happiness can change as it sometimes becomes coarser and sometimes it becomes subtler, this means happiness is, by nature,  impermanent. As happiness is impermanent and is one of the characteristics of the primal substance, this means that the entity of the primal substance is also impermanent. Therefore, we can assert that happiness is impermanent and that all composed phenomena are impermanent.
(c) Refuting the impossibility of producing anew an effect was not previously existent

(9,134)
When asserting “That which does not exist whatsoever

Is not produced because it does not exist,”

(9,135)
Although you do not assert that

The visibly non-existent is produced, it does abide.

But if the result abides in the cause,

To eat food would be to eat excrement.

(9,136)
You should wear cotton seeds

With the price of cotton.

You say “Due to ignorance the world does not see,”

But those who know reality posit it.

(9, 137)
Why do those knowing reality

Who exist in the world also not see it?

If you say “The world’s are not valid cognizers,”

Also that which is clearly seen would not be true.

The Samkhyas assert that if it is produced, the produced phenomena necessarily exist at the causal stage, i.e., the result must exist at the time of the cause. For them, if the result did not exist at the time of the cause, then it would be impossible to posit that that effect arises from that cause. If the result did  not exist at the time of the cause, then it would be possible for butter to arise from sand.
For example, to the Samkhyas, the sprout has to exist at the time of the cause, the seed. To the Samkhyas, one can say, “the sprout is produced” when the sprout becomes the object of the eye consciousness.
Rebuttal by the CMWS:

You say, “the sprout is produced” when the sprout becomes the object of the eye consciousness. In actuality, you are saying that the sprout (which is the object of the eye consciousness perceiving it) did not exist at the time of the cause.
You assert that effects (or results) are simultaneous with their causes, meaning they are inseparable from the causes. If this is so, then eating food will be the same as eating excrement. This is because excrement is the result of having consumed food. If the result exists at the time of the cause, then we do not need to wear clothes made from cotton as buying cotton seeds to wear will be sufficient.
Response from the Samkhyas:
We worldly beings are confused and therefore unable to see that the result  exists at the time of the cause. We cannot see the piece of cloth which is present at the time of the cause, the cotton seed. Not knowing that, we do not buy cotton seeds to wear.
Rebuttal from the CMWS:
But the founder of your tradition, Kapila, whom you say is omniscient, also do not wear cotton seeds!.
The Samkhyas say:
Worldly beings do not possess the valid cognition that is able to perceive causes and effects correctly. They are unable to realise and therefore cannot see that the result exists at the time of the cause.  
Rebuttal by the CMWS:
If that is so, how about the validity of the minds of those worldly people who see the sprout arising from the seed? Our position is that worldly people are  able to see and realise that the sprout comes from the seed. That being the case, your assertion that worldly people do not have the ability to perceive cause and effect is incorrect.
The purpose of the above exchange is to establish that composed phenomena (things or events that arise from causes and conditions) are necessarily impermanent. Three things are established here:-
1. An effect cannot arise without a cause. There is no such thing as causeless production.

2. An effect cannot arise from a permanent cause.
3. An effect cannot arise from a discordant cause, i.e., an effect has to arise from a concordant cause.
Because composed phenomena arise from causes and conditions, it has to undergone change and their entity is necessarily impermanent. Therefore, cause and effect are not inherently existent but are of substantially different entities. This means that, at the time of the cause, the effect does not exist. At the time of the effect, the cause does not exist. 
There are many benefits that can be derived from the above discussion. There are many wrong views which do not accord with reality being asserted by our  opponents. We have refuted all their assertions through analysis, logic and reasoning. 
We can establish that all composed phenomena are necessarily impermanent and undergo change. Also, phenomena are produced by their respective causes. Having established that, this does not mean that the production of composed phenomena happens inherently. We do not accept inherent production. If something is inherently produced, it has to be produced by one of four possibilities:-

1) It is produced from itself   

2) It is produced from other 

3) It is produced from both itself and other 

4) It is produced without a cause




If a composed phenomena is not produced by any of the above four possibilities, then its production is not inherently existent. This analysis  establishes that there is no inherent production.
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� Fire is the cause and smoke is the effect; smoke exists only when there is fire. Therefore, if we see smoke, we can deduce that a fire was or is there. In this way we establish the relationship between fire and smoke.


All the effects we experience are due to our karma, not to Ishvara. If we have created the karma to be reborn as human beings, it will produce the ripening result of a human rebirth and, simultaneously, the view of human surroundings will arise. If we have created the cause for an unfortunate rebirth, such an existence will ripen. Ishvara does not produce these pro�cesses. If a farmer sows weeds he will reap weeds, if he sows peas he will reap peas. Ishvara has nothing to do with the weeds and the peas, because they depend on their own particular seeds. If Ishvara were the cause of each phenomenon, it would be a non-correspondent cause.With the above we have refuted the theory of Ishvara as the creator of everything.


A great kalpa is made up of eighty intermediate kalpas, subdivided into four periods. During the first twenty kalpas or eons, the universe is empty. Following this period, there are twenty eons of formation, followed by twenty eons of stability and twenty eons of degeneration or destruction. The air element is formed during the first phase of the formation of the universe, followed by the water element, and then the earth element. The fire element is contained within each of them.


The formation of universes and worlds begins with the arising of higher levels of existence; hence the first beings born in the universe are born into these levels or realms. Rebirths into the lower heavens follow, and this continues in order down to the lowest level of the hell realms. The period of formation comes to an end when the first being takes rebirth in the Avici hell.


Causes can be individual or collective. The process that has just been described arises as a result of collective, or common, karmic causes; whereas the particular conditions of existence befitting each being depend on indi�vidual karma.


The Vaisheshikas state that the causes of each phenomenon are tiny par�ticles of indivisible matter, devoid of parts and considered to be permanent. We have already refuted this assertion.


The Samkhyas, in contrast, assert that each phenomenon is derived from a primal substance, or a permanent general principle, which they believe is also the cause of all sentient beings. [126]


They maintain that such primal substance is a combination of three forces, or qualities: equanimity, happiness, and suffering, which they refer to in their system as purity, activity, and darkness. These can also be understood as the three types of feelings: neutral, pleasant, and unpleasant. If the three qualities are in a balanced state, they constitute the primal substance. If they are not balanced, they become its various manifestations—all phenomena. [127]


On the one hand the Samkhyas assert that the primal substance is sin�gle, on the other that it has three qualities. However, this is a contradiction, because it is not possible for something truly devoid of parts to simultane�ously possess a threefold nature. [128]


Furthermore, matter, which is devoid of consciousness, cannot experi�ence happiness and unhappiness, and so those qualities possessed by the primal substance cannot exist. Since a primal substance of this kind can�not exist, neither can its effects—all phenomena included in the twenty-five categories, such as sounds and other sense objects—which for the Samkhyas are of the same nature as their cause. [129]


If the primal substance were the cause of all phenomena, it would also be the cause of a garment, but since the primal substance does not exist, a garment also should not exist. Therefore the primal substance cannot be the cause of phenomena such as cloth, and these phenomena cannot be its effects (having to possess in that case the three qualities of happiness and so forth), nor can the primal substance be produced by these effects. [130]


Such a primal substance, which is described as permanent, does not exist, because there has never been a valid mind able to perceive it.


If happiness were permanent it would be continually experienced even in unpleasant situations. Instead, at times we experience happiness and other times unhappiness—this proves that happiness is not permanent. [131]


The Samkhyas object that this is not the case, asserting that when we are happy a coarse form of pleasure is present, and when we are suffering the pleasure still remains, but in a very subtle form.


To this objection the Madhyamikas reply that a permanent phe�nomenon could not change, becoming coarse one moment and subtle the next. If the feeling could change from coarse to subtle and vice-versa, then it would not be permanent, but impermanent. [132]


Having already demonstrated that feelings are impermanent, the Prasangikas ask, "Considering the arguments stated above, why don't you accept that all other composite phenomena are also impermanent?"


The Samkhyas object, "Although the various coarse and subtle states of happiness are impermanent, the nature of happiness itself must be permanent. The Madhyamikas reply, "Since the coarse and subtle states of happiness are not different from happiness itself and are impermanent, then happi�ness must also be impermanent." [134]


Are the coarse and subtle states of happiness one with happiness, or are they different? If they are one with it, then when a coarse state ceases and becomes a subtler state, happiness too must cease, and happiness is there�fore impermanent. If, on the other hand, they are of a different nature, this assertion is in contradiction with what has previously been stated by the Samkhyas—that coarse and subtle states of happiness, although different from each other, are of the same nature as happiness.


The Madhyamikas continue, "You state that the primal substance is a composite of the three qualities previously described, but since these are not permanent—since they are subject to change—then the primal sub�stance too should change and therefore be impermanent, and not, as you say, permanent."


We all know from experience that states of pleasure and suffering are subject to change; and if the Samkhyas state that they are of the nature as the primal substance, this means that it too must change and cannot there�fore be permanent. With regard to the statement that all phenomena are produced by this primal substance—since the existence of such a substance has been refuted, the existence of phenomena has also been refuted.


Phenomena do not arise without a cause, nor can they arise from non-corresponding causes, such as Ishvara. Everything that exists within cyclic existence has been produced by karma and by our own minds.


A prayer of aspiration says: Through the strength of merit and wisdom accumulated in the three periods by myself and all beings, may we obtain the two bodies of a buddha and benefit all beings by these.


 The ultimate, highest purpose we can achieve is that of the two bodies of a buddha. These do not arise without a cause, but rather from two specific causes, which are the gathering of merit and wisdom. There�fore, if we aspire to buddhahood, we should complete these two forms of accumulation.


No phenomenon can arise without an appropriate cause and coopera�tive conditions, or from a single cause.


The Samkhyas accept something akin to the Ishvara of the Naiyayikas and the Vaisheshikas, and call it the primal substance. In any case, whether it is Ishvara or the primal substance, neither constitutes an appropriate or corresponding cause, and it is therefore clear that phenomena cannot be generated from them. The primal substance, which according to the Samkhyas is the appropriate cause of phenomena, cannot in fact be such, since it is of a different nature than phenomena.


The Samkhyas also assert that effects are simultaneous with their causes, and in response to this the Madhyamikas ask, "If you maintain that effects are simultaneous with their causes, what is the meaning of arising and manifesting? If a phenomenon is already present at the moment of its cause, what need is there to say that phenomena arise and then manifest?"


According to the Madhyamikas, each cause has a certain type of energy or potentiality to generate its effect. For example, they say that a seed has the potential to eventually produce a bud, but they do not say that the bud is already present in the seed. If the seed is barren, it will not produce a bud, despite having cooperative conditions.


The Samkhyas assert that the effect is already present in the cause, but in a non-manifest way that our sense organs cannot perceive, and that it becomes manifest the moment it arises.


The Madhyamikas reply, "If you say that the effect, in the moment before its ripening, is already present in the cause in a non-manifest state, and that it is manifest in the present, why don't you accept that it was pro�duced at the same moment that it was made manifest? If you say that the result is already present at the moment of its cause, then you should also accept that excrement is already in food. Therefore, while eating food, we would also be eating excrement, which is the result of food. Furthermore, clothes are already present in wool and cotton, and we could then buy and wear just wool and cotton, rather than clothes. However, since we cannot find clothes in raw cotton and wool, we must accept that the effect is not simultaneous with the cause.' [135]


The Samkhyas observe, "Although food and excrement are of the same nature, ordinary people, not being aware of this, do not eat the latter.”


The Madhyamikas, "And your founder Kapila? Being omniscient, as you say, he should have by necessity known that excrement existed in food. Do you mean to say he ate it? [136]


Besides, since you teach this view to others, why doesn't anyone under�stand and see that the effect already exists within the cause?"


The Samkhyas, "Ordinary beings' perceptions are not valid, hence they are unable to see the effect at the moment of the cause."


The Madhyamikas, "In that case it would follow that the visual percep�tion of ordinary people with regard to a manifest phenomenon is also not valid, but false." [137](The Way of Awakening by Geshe Yeshe Tobden, pg. 331-335) 
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