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Question: What is the definition of a truth?

Answer: We have already covered this: 

· A truth is that which exists in the way it appears, i.e., there is no disparity between appearance and its existence. 

· A falsity is that which does not exist in the way it appears. 

It doesn’t stop there. If you want to think about this in greater detail, then you will have to ask: 

· A truth is that which exists in the way it appears but who is it appearing to?

· A falsity is that which does not exist in the way it appears. Again, who is it appearing to?

You have to think about this. 
If someone asks you, “(1) Does the vase exist in the way it appears or (2) does it not exist in the way it appears or (3) does it exist in both ways?” what will be your answer?

You may not want to think further and may be happy with the brief answer I have given. But, if you really want to think about it, then you will have to consider the questions that I have brought up. What will your answer be? 

Student: Can I say that the vase does not exist in the way it appears but the emptiness of the vase exists in the way it appears?
Geshe-la: You can make your answer very simple: A vase is an object that does not exist in the way it appears.

Student: To the mind distinguishing the ultimate, the vase exists the way it appears. To the mind distinguishing the conventional, the vase is a falsity.

Geshe-la: So, amongst the options I gave, which one do you choose?

Student: That the vase is both.  

Geshe-la: The vase is necessarily either an object that does not exist in the way it appears or an object that exists in the way it appears. 
Student: You also said it depends on the valid cognition cognising it.

Geshe-la: Therefore, you are saying it is necessarily both. Any object that exists is necessarily both? Using the example of the vase, when you say it is both, it follows then that that will apply to everything else.  

Student: Yes. Except for emptiness, I think.

Geshe-la: You say that it is both. However, you say, emptiness is not both. Emptiness is that which exists in the way it appears.

Student: Yes. 
Geshe-la:  So you are saying that emptiness is not an object that does not exist in the way it appears.

Student: Yes, because it is an ultimate truth.

Geshe-la: What reason will you give to substantiate this statement: A vase exists in the way that it appears?

Student: To the mind distinguishing the ultimate, he only sees the emptiness of the vase. Therefore, emptiness appears, as it is, to him.

Geshe-la: We are not talking about that. We are just talking about the vase. What is your reason for thinking that a vase does not exist in the way it appears?

Student: I also qualified my answer, that to different minds, the object appears differently. Can that be wrong? That is why there is a conventional truth and an ultimate truth.

Geshe-la: Here, we are not discussing the consciousness to which the object appears. We are referring to a specific object, the vase:

1. is it an object that exists in the way that it appears or, 
2. does it not exist in the way it appears or, 
3. is it both?

Student: I still think the answer is both. It depends on the mind apprehending it. You have to convince me that I am wrong.

Geshe-la:  I am not sure. You should find out for yourself whether you are right or wrong. I cannot convince you that you are wrong. You have to feel for yourself if you are wrong.

Student: The vase is one entity with two isolates: a conventional truth and ultimate truth. So to different minds, it appears differently. 

Geshe-la: Does the vase exist truly? There is a mind to which a truly existent vase appears. Phenomena do not exist inherently. So the vase does not exist truly. Do you agree? You have to say that the vase does not exist truly. 
But there is a mind to which a truly existent vase appears. Following your line of reasoning, a truly existent vase exists because there is a mind to which it appears. It follows that since there is a mind to which a truly existent vase appears, therefore, the vase is truly existent. 

Student: No, I am saying that there is an appearance to which it is a falsity.

Geshe-la (addressing the class): Actually, he is profiting from this discussion. It is only when you tear down your own misconceptions that you arrive at your own conclusions. 
(Addressing the student): Do you understand the counter-argument or not? 

Student: Geshe-la is saying because it appears, it exists. 
Geshe-la: No, that is not what I am saying. I am just following the same line of reasoning you are using. You say that the vase exists in the way that it appears because there is a mind apprehending the vase in that way. You say a vase can be both (i.e., option 3) because, by depending on the mind to which it appears, it can exist differently. 

Student: I thought I mentioned that there is also an appearance that is a falsity. That is the conventional side of it: a valid cognition distinguishing the conventional that sees the inherently existing vase but it is a falsity... I am getting confused.

Another student: When he said, both (i.e. option 3), can I use the reasoning that to a consciousness apprehending true existence, the vase does not exist the way it appears, whereas to a Buddha apprehending the vase, the vase exists in the way it appears? 

Geshe-la: Are you saying that the vase is both a falsity and a truth? Is a vase a truth or not?

Student: It is a truth to an obscuring mind. A vase can be a truth.

Geshe-la: Between truth and falsity, truth here refers to the ultimate truth.

Student: It does not refer to the obscurational or conventional truth?

Another student: Does that mean that there is only one truth?

Geshe-la: There are many truths.

Student: There is only one object that can exist in the way that it appears. That is the object appearing to the valid cogniser  distinguishing the ultimate.

Geshe-la: Of the two truths, the ultimate truth and the obscurational truth, of course, the ultimate truth is that which exists in the way that it appears. 

Under the section on the definition of an obscurational truth, we saw that:

· The object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing the ultimate is the ultimate truth. 

· The object that is found by a conventional consciousness distinguishing a conventionality is the obscurational truth.
These two truths are mutually exclusive. There is nothing that is both truths.

From this discussion, it seems that all of you are saying that a vase is both an obscurational truth and an ultimate truth. 
Student: The vase is an obscurational truth and the emptiness of the vase is an ultimate truth.

Geshe-la: There is no argument regarding that but that is not what the discussion is about. My question is: Is the vase an ultimate truth or not?

Student: No. The emptiness of the vase is an ultimate truth.

Geshe-la: The emptiness of the vase is not the vase. 

*******************

The two truths, obscurational truths and ultimate truths, are found by their respective valid cognisers.

D.
Meaning of the individual divisions (109)
        a. Obscurational truths (109/2: This section has)
           1)  The meanings of the terms samvrti (kun rdzob) and satya (bdenpa)
     a)  Explaining the meaning of the word “obscurational”

          i) The actual [meaning] 
          ii) Abandoning mistakes about this
     b) Explaining the meaning of the word "truth" 

                   i) The actual [meaning] 

                   ii) Clearing up doubts about that 

         2) Definition of an obscurational truth
a) How all phenomena have two natures, along with a source 

b) Indication that they are found by dissimilar valid cognition 

c) How it is necessary to acquire the Madhyamika view in order to ascertain the basis as an obscurational truth 
d) Although the meaning of obscurational truth is not established from the point of view of a mind, that does not contradict its ascertainment of a basis of characteristics such as a pot 
e) How it is inadmissible to posit pots and the like as conventional from the point of view of a worldly consciousness and as ultimate in relation to aryas 
f) The need to differentiate between pots and the like and their inherent nature 
3)  Divisions of conventionalities 
a) The ways in which Prasangika and Svatantrika posit the object of negation do not agree, therefore they are also not the same in their distinction of real and wrong conventionalities
b) Although the reflection of a face is not an obscurational truth in relation to a worldly person familiar with terminology, it is an obscurational truth, generally speaking 

c) That mistaken consciousness helps posit a false object of comprehension even though it does not posit a true object of comprehension
d) How real and wrong conventionalities are posited in relation to the world, along with a source
e) The exception that conventional valid cognition cannot posit the opposite of the mode of apprehension associated with temporary pollution through [bad] tenets 
f) A consciousness need not to be mistaken even though it has dualistic appearance
b. Ultimate truths

          c. Indicating the definiteness of the truths as two
c)  How it is necessary to acquire the Madhyamika view in order to ascertain the basis as an obscurational truth 
Since an obscurational truth is not a truth in fact but is a truth only in the perspective of a consciousness apprehending true existence, it is necessary to ascertain it as a falsity in order to ascertain the very meaning  of obscurational truth (Page 115).

This outline explains the manner in which an obscurational truth is realised. Whether that refers to how a subtle conventionality is realised or not is uncertain. 

According to the text:

· In order to realise that a basis is an obscurational truth, you first must ascertain that it is a falsity. 
· In order to ascertain that an object is a falsity, you need to first negate the true existence of that object, i.e., that the object (the basis) does not exist truly. Only then can you ascertain that the object is a falsity. 
· Without negating the true existence of the basis, you will not be able to ascertain that it is a falsity. 
· When you do not ascertain that the basis is a falsity, then there is no way you can realise that it is an obscurational truth. 
This is what this outline states but, whether that is the case or not, is something for you to think about.

d) Although the meaning of obscurational truth is not established from the point of view of a mind, that does not contradict its ascertainment of a basis of characteristics such as a pot 

Although pots, woolen cloth, and so forth are obscurational truths, it is not necessary—when they are established by an awareness [as ex​isting]—that the meaning of obscurational truth be established by the awareness. It is like the fact that although pots, woollen cloth, and so forth are illusory-like appearances seeming to be inherently existent whereas they are not, an awareness that establishes them [as existing] does not have to establish the meaning of being illusory-like (Page 115).

It is stated very clearly here that the basis is an obscurational truth.  However, even when you realise the basis, it doesn’t mean that you have realised that it is an obscurational truth. For example, realising a pot does not mean that you realise that the pot is an obscurational truth. There is a difference. 
In order to realise that the pot is an obscurational truth, you have to first realise that the pot is a truth only from the perspective of ignorance. In reality, it is a falsity. You have to realise that, before you can realise that the pot is an obscurational truth. 
When you look at these two outlines together, this is what it appears to be saying. But whether that is the meaning, it is something you need to think about.

e) How it is inadmissible to posit pots and the like as conventional from the point of view of a worldly consciousness and as ultimate in relation to aryas 

Some of you asserted, in our earlier discussion, that a pot, for example, is both truths. This outline states that a pot is neither a conventional truth from the point of view of a worldly consciousness nor an ultimate truth in relation to the viewpoint of the  superior beings.
Therefore, it is not feasible to propound that in this system pots, woolen cloth, and so forth are posited as obscurational truths in rela​tion to the perspective of a consciousness of a common being who does not have the Middle Way view and that the same are posited as ulti​mate truths in relation to a Superior (Page 115).

The reason is given:
For that would be propounded opposite to what Chandrakirti says in his Commentary on the "Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) 'Treatise on the Middle'":

Regarding this, those which are ultimates for common beings are mere conventionalities for Superiors acting on objects involving appearance [outside of meditative equipoise directly realizing emptiness]. That which is the nature of those [ob​jects]—emptiness—is the ultimate for them (Page 115).

The meaning of this quotation follows: 

Common beings apprehend pots and so forth to be true, and just that is also an apprehension [of pots and so forth] as existing ultimately. Hence, in relation to the perspective of these consciousnesses of those [common beings], pots and so forth are ultimately established and are not conventional objects (Page 116). 

Ordinary beings, i.e., those who have not realised emptiness, apprehend everything to be truly or inherently existent. They apprehend them as “existing ultimately.” Therefore, from the perspective of the consciousnesses of such ordinary beings, how can obscurational truths exist?
Pots and so forth—the bases that for them are ultimately established—are conventionalities in relation to the percep​tion by the pristine wisdom in the continuum of a Superior compre​hending illusory-like appearance. In relation to this consciousness, these cannot be posited as true, whereby they are mere conventionali​ties. This is what Chandrakirti is saying (Page 116).

It clearly states here that, “pots and so forth…are conventionalities in relation to the perception by the pristine wisdom of a Superior comprehending illusory-like appearance.” Therefore, it is not feasible to say that pots and so forth are ultimate truths in relation to the perception by the pristine wisdom of a Superior being. They are not ultimate truths. They are conventionalities. Therefore, they are falsities. 

You have to understand this point: That pots and so forth, in relation to the perception by the pristine wisdom in the continuum of a Superior, are conventionalities. But this is not referring to all consciousnesses in the Superiors’ continua. It is referring to their consciousnesses that have dualistic appearance, because Superior beings do possess consciousnesses that have dualistic appearance. In relation to those consciousnesses, then a pot is posited as a conventionality.
f) The need to differentiate between pots and the like and their inherent nature 

   Nevertheless, since he says that their nature is the ultimate truth, a differentiation should be made, saying, "Pots and so forth are conven​tionalities, and their nature is the ultimate of Superiors." However, it should not be propounded that pots and so forth are ultimates for Superiors:

· because their rational consciousnesses seeing the meaning of real​ity do not find pots and so forth, and

· because that which is found by a rational consciousness seeing the meaning of reality is said to be the meaning of an ultimate truth (Page 116).

This paragraph says that you need to differentiate between these two things:

· With regard to the nature of a pot, what is being referred to is its final mode of abiding. If you ask, “What is the final mode of abiding of a pot (or the nature of a pot)?” It is an ultimate truth, i.e., the nature of the pot is an ultimate truth.
· The pot itself is an obscurational truth.

Here, in this context, the Tibetan word for nature is rang zhin. Nature here refers to the emptiness of the pot that is an ultimate truth. The question is: If the word nature is used, does it always refer to the ultimate truth? 

The nature of the pot here refers to the emptiness of the pot. The pot is in the nature of emptiness. Right from the beginning, when the pot came into existence, it is established as having the nature of emptiness.
Question: Is this section related with the earlier outline, [b) Indication that they are found by dissimilar valid cognition where the text states, “It does not indicate that one nature
 of a sprout itself is the two truths in relation to the former and latter conscious​nesses”? 

Answer: The nature of the sprout is its emptiness. A sprout is a sprout but a sprout is not its nature. Instead, it has the nature of emptiness, i.e., rang zhin in Tibetan. For example, when you talk about fire, the nature of fire is that it is hot, but that is not the emptiness of the fire.
Question: I refer to the outline, e) How it is inadmissible to posit pots and the like as conventional from the point of view of a worldly consciousness and as ultimate in relation to aryas. 

The passage only mentions that it is the dualistic consciousnesses of the Superiors that posit the ultimate truth and the conventional truth. Does this mean that non-Superiors, who realise emptiness, also posit the two truths? 

Geshe-la: First, you have to ascertain what this paragraph is saying. How do you interpret this paragraph?

Student: It is explaining things from the other way, i.e., that common beings, without realising emptiness, cannot posit the obscurational truth.

Geshe-la:  You have to be very clear about this: we are talking about, one basis, say, the vase. How it is inadmissible or not feasible to posit that as an obscurational truth in the perspective of a worldly consciousness, nor is it admissible to posit that as an ultimate truth in the perspective of a Superior being.

Student: Is the vase also not admissible to be posited as an ultimate for non-Superiors who realise emptiness?
Ven Gyurme: (Rephrasing the question) Can a non-Superior, who has an inferential realisation of emptiness, posit an ultimate truth and a conventional truth?

Geshe-la: When you say, posit, does that mean realise?
Student: Here, it is very specific. It only mentions Superiors. It doesn’t mention persons with the realisation of emptiness.

Answer: The ordinary being, who has realised emptiness, is able to realise the two truths.

Student: In other words, it is implied here that it includes them as well?
Answer: This paragraph is not referring to the manner in which the two truths are posited but, rather, it is answering a qualm. The manner in which the two truths are posited is very clear. They are the objects that are found by their respective valid cognisers. 
This section here is basically dealing with a qualm that is similar to what some of you have been asserting. With relation to an object, for example, a cup, your position is that depending on who is looking at it, it can be both an obscurational and ultimate truth. If you say that the cup is an obscurational truth in relation to an ordinary being and it is an ultimate truth in relation to a Superior Being, that is incorrect. The text here is trying to eliminate that wrong view.

Question: This entire section on the definition of the obscurational truth does not contain a concise definition whereas in the third Basic Program module on tenets, there was a concise definition. How do we relate that definition to this entire section on the definition of the obscurational truth?

Geshe-la: According to the CMWS, the definitions are as follows: 

· An obscurational truth is an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing a conventionality and, with respect to which, a valid cogniser distinguishing a conventionality becomes a valid cogniser distinguishing a conventionality.

· An ultimate truth is an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing a final nature and, with respect to which, a valid cogniser distinguishing a final nature becomes a valid cogniser distinguishing a final nature.
These definitions were given during the tenets module. For analytical purposes, it will be clearer if you look at these definitions. 
Question: Since we are only covering the obscurational truth, can you please help us relate this entire section to the concise definition?

Answer: First, you have to understand the two truths, based on what is said in this text, the Medium-Length Exposition of the Stages of the Path to Enlightenment: 

· an obscurational truth is an object that is found by a conventional consciousness distinguishing a conventionality

· an ultimate truth is an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. 

You have to memorise these definitions. 

Having said that, when you look at what I have just said - that the two truths are distinguished based on an object found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate, and an object found by a valid cogniser distinguishing a conventionality respectively - and limit yourself just to those words, what will be the problem? You will have to see if they can be disputed if you were to you limit yourself to those definitions?
Student: It means the two truths cannot be posited by one valid cogniser positing both an ultimate truth and a conventional truth, such as the wisdom realising subtle conventionality?
Geshe-la: No pervasion. We have established earlier that the mind realising subtle conventionality realises emptiness, right? 

A mind that realises emptiness is not necessarily a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate, because that has to be a direct perception of emptiness. The ultimate valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate is the direct perception of emptiness and the object found by this awareness is emptiness. 

Are you happy with that? The way to navigate your way around this topic is this: You have to remember what the stated position is. It doesn’t matter whether you agree with it or not, or whether you understand it or not. Once that is done, then you can analyse and ask questions. 

An object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate is not just any object that is found by a mind realising emptiness. It is insufficient for the latter to be called an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. This is because the final valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate is a direct perception of emptiness. The ultimate or final mind positing emptiness is the direct perception of emptiness, i.e., it is a direct perceiver realising emptiness. Since that is the case, therefore the mind realising subtle conventionality is not posited to be the mind distinguishing an ultimate.

Maybe, this is one way of looking at this. 

Question: In the earlier part of the teachings, it is mentioned that the ultimate truth and the conventional truth are mutually exclusive. Did I hear this correctly?

Answer: Yes, that is correct.

Question: If that is the case, how does one reconcile that with the fact hat the truths are one entity with two different isolates?

Answer: There is no problem.

Question: Can you please explain how that is not a problem?

Answer: We are talking about the ultimate truth and the obscurational truth. Is there anything in existence that is both these truths? 

Student: I will have to say no.

Geshe-la: You do not have to say that. You can say yes, then give an example.

Student: If they are mutually exclusive, they can still be one entity? 

Answer: Yes. 
Question: In what way is the first meaning of samvrti (obstructing suchness) different from the second and third meanings of samvrti, i.e.,  mutually dependent objects and worldly conventions respectively? 

Answer: Do you think the first and second meanings are the same? The first meaning of samvrti is obstructing suchness. That refers to the apprehension of true existence, which is a mind. That mind apprehending true existence obstructs the seeing of suchness. Why is this so? Why is ignorance a mind that obstructs the seeing of suchness? 

Student: Because it apprehends true existence?
Geshe-la: Once you have the apprehension of true existence, there is no way you can realise things as not truly existent?

Student: No pervasion. 
Geshe-la: Therefore, it follows that the apprehension of true existence does not obstruct the seeing of suchness. It follows that, even if you have the apprehension of true existence, you are able to see suchness? What does it obstruct? For example, the bodhisattva on the second ground, he still has ignorance but that doesn’t obstruct him from seeing emptiness. 

You have to posit a reason in this statement: The apprehension of true existence obstructs one from seeing suchness because …?

Student: (inaudible)

This whole chapter falls apart because, right from the beginning, the foundation is already gone. It, therefore, follows that the first meaning of word samvrti, obstructing suchness, is not valid!

Question: You spoke of the mind distinguishing the conventional and the ultimate. Buddha’s omniscient mind can distinguish both, is that right?

Geshe-la: Can you give a more specific illustration? When you say ‘the Buddha’s mind,’ that is not very clear.

Student: The wisdom truth body?

Geshe-la: The Buddha’s mind and the wisdom truth body are the same. The limits of pervasion are the same.

Student: (Inaudible)

Ven Gyurme: You said the Buddha’s mind realises emptiness?

Answer: That is where the qualm arises when you bring the Buddha into the picture. You mention the Buddha’s mind realising emptiness. 
The definitions work very well when you just apply them to sentient beings. For sentient beings, an ultimate truth is the object that is found by the valid cogniser distinguishing the ultimate. But when you bring the Buddha into the picture, then there is no pervasion. 
Let us talk about the Buddha’s wisdom directly perceiving emptiness. Of course, that wisdom realises emptiness, the ultimate truth, but it also directly realises conventional truth. In that sense, then, that mind becomes both a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate and a valid cogniser distinguishing a conventionality. 

When you debate and you are asked, “Is the vase an ultimate truth?” You have to say no. 
But your opponent can argue, “Yes, it is an ultimate truth. Why? Because the vase is an object that is found by the valid cogniser distinguishing the ultimate.”  
Therefore, it is not sufficient for the definition to be limited to just, ‘an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate.’ Do you see why the definition that we started with is insufficient? 
What is the definition of an ultimate truth? It is an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. Therefore, it is not enough for the definition of an ultimate truth to be an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. 

Rather, the definition of ultimate truth has to be:

· an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate or final nature and, 
· with respect to which, a valid cogniser distinguishing a final nature becomes a valid cogniser distinguishing a final nature. 
You have to add in the last part (above in italics). With this definition, it becomes clear that the vase is found by the mind, the wisdom directly perceiving emptiness, in the continuum of the Buddha Superior. But the vase is not an ultimate truth, ‘with respect to which, a valid cogniser distinguishing a final nature becomes a valid cogniser distinguishing a final nature.’ 
Question: Taking the example of the wisdom realising subtle conventionality, this wisdom, it is understood realises both subtle conventionality and emptiness. But you do not call this wisdom that which distinguishes an ultimate even though it does distinguish an ultimate. 
The wisdom realising subtle conventionality realises emptiness through its own power. That has been established because I asked before whether it realises emptiness through the power of the previous ascertainment of the inferential cogniser realising emptiness? The answer was no. It realises emptiness through its own power. 
Therefore, the wisdom realising subtle conventionality realises conventional truth and also distinguishes ultimate truth but you cannot call it a valid cogniser distinguishing the ultimate even though it does realise emptiness. Can we say that is so because of this definition? 

Answer: In this case, the mind realising subtle conventionality, that mind realises emptiness. But whatever is found by this mind does not necessarily mean that it is the same as that which is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate.

Question: The reason being that it is not the final nature of distinguishing an ultimate?

Answer: The object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate has to be the object that is found by a wisdom directly perceiving emptiness. 
The question then is whether the inferential cogniser, the reasoning or rational consciousness realising emptiness, is a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate? I mentioned earlier that a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate is a direct realisation of emptiness but this question can be answered in another way. 
The inferential cogniser realising emptiness is also a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. It is a mind distinguishing an ultimate. But whatever is found by an inferential cogniser realising emptiness is not the object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. 

I think it is all right to classify an inferential cogniser realising emptiness as a mind distinguishing an ultimate. Why? Because it is a mind realising emptiness.

Queston: Whatever object that is found by an inferential cogniser realising emptiness is not found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate? I thought it is found. 
Answer: The object that is found by an inferential cogniser realising emptiness alone does not make it an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate.

The valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate finds a particular object. In order for it to be an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate, it has to be an object that is found by the wisdom directly perceiving emptiness. Because of that, that is why we posit the subject to be the mind of a Superior being realising emptiness. 
In this case, with regards to the definitions of the two truths, the Buddha Superior came into the picture. Whatever is an existent, that object is necessarily realised directly by a Buddha’s wisdom or mind. Therefore, whatever is an existent is necessarily realised directly by the wisdom directly perceiving emptiness in the continuum of a Buddha Superior.
If somebody asks: “Is a vase an ultimate truth?” we will have to say it is not an ultimate truth. It is very clear. 
Then someone says: “But the vase is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate, right?” You say no but that person will say yes. 

Is the vase an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate or not? 

Is the vase an ultimate truth? It follows that the vase is an ultimate truth because it is an object found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate. Then what do you say?

Student: No pervasion.  
Geshe-la: When you say, no pervasion, you have to posit an illustration. 
Then you say, “A vase is an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate but it is not an ultimate truth. Whatever is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate is not necessarily an ultimate truth.”

Is the vase an ultimate truth? No. 
Since you say “no,” we will say: “Isn’t it an object that is found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate?” 

Student: No pervasion because the valid cogniser distinguishing the ultimate does not see the conventional vase.

Geshe-la: The point is: Is the vase found by a valid cogniser distinguishing an ultimate or not? It is either found or not found. We have to say it is found. 
**********************

We have not completed Special Insight yet. 
From next week onwards, we are going to have four classes on the Yamantaka sadhana. I don’t know when we can finish Special Insight. 
We will continue this after Vesak. Depending on your choice, I can start on Wednesday or Friday. Maybe not so much discussion then and I will read faster. Sometimes, Q&A takes up a lot of time. It is a very good way to learn but there is no time as we have to complete the text. 

Translated by Ven. Tenzin Gyurme

Transcribed by Phuah Soon Ek and Vivien Ng

Edited by Cecilia Tsong

Checked by Shirley Soh and Paul Lim
� Ven. Gyurme: Sometimes, these two words, rang zhin and ngo bo, can mean the same thing but, most times, they mean different things. For the paragraph that you are referring to, the Tibetan word, ngo bo is translated as nature. I prefer to translate it, in this context, as entity. 





� The word samvrti or kun rdzob is translated differently, depending on the context. With regard to the obscurational truth, kun rdzob is translated as obscurational and, in that context, kun rdzob refers to obstructing suchness (Page 3, Lesson 54)


When you look at the second meaning of samvrti, mutually dependent objects, that means an object comes into existence, because it is designated or given a name by the consciousness that posits its existence. All phenomena are imputed by conceptuality in that sense. Therefore, all phenomena are conventionally existent.


 The third meaning, worldly conventions, include not only the objects apprehended by the consciousness, but also the consciousness that is apprehending the object.  From the perspective of this third meaning of samvrti or kun rdzob, it refers to the subjective convention, the consciousnesses that posit their respective objects. Those consciousnesses are also called samvrti or kun rdzob. 


From the perspective of worldly conventions, all phenomena are conventionally existent, because each and every object has a consciousness that posits its existence. In that sense, all objects come into existence by being imputed or designated by their respective consciousnesses. Therefore, all phenomena are conventionally existent because they are all posited by their own respective consciousnesses (Page 6, Lesson 53). 
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