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We are going to recite the prayer for going for refuge and generating bodhicitta.  As I mentioned in the previous lesson, when reciting this prayer, we bring the Buddha, Dharma and Sangha to mind and go for refuge. Then, by remembering all mother sentient beings, we generate bodhicitta. We will try to adjust our motivation in this way by reciting this prayer three times. 
Upon completing the prayer, we will sit quietly for one or two minutes. Simply generating the mind of refuge once and generating the bodhicitta motivation once bring immeasurable benefits. Therefore, we should try as much as possible to generate these attitudes in our minds during those few  minutes. 
The first verse of the Praise to Shakyamuni Buddha that we recite before class starts with “Lama ton pa chom dän dä.” (“Lama” does not appear in the text. In English, this means, “To the guru, the founder, the endowed transcendent destroyer.”) I thought maybe to talk a little bit about this. 
One may wonder, “What does it matter whether I understand this  sentence or not? What difference does it make?” What is the benefit of   knowing the meaning of these few words in the prayer? 
With simply a little understanding of the meaning of those few words, when one recites the prayer, there are so many things on which one can meditate and there will be some flavour or taste to our recitation. But when one doesn’t know the meaning of these words, then it becomes merely recitation and it is difficult to evoke any kind of feeling in the heart and the recitation becomes tasteless. Without the taste that comes from such understanding, it is really difficult to want to practise the Dharma. Until you get that taste or flavour, the strong desire to practise the Dharma will not arise. 
There is a difference between knowing the Dharma and not knowing the Dharma. When one knows the Dharma, it is easier for the mind to transform and change. When one doesn’t know the Dharma, then it is more difficult to move, change or transform the mind. As I have mentioned before, practising the Dharma is not done primarily with one’s body and speech but rather Dharma practice is primarily done at the mental level. In order to do that most important Dharma practice at that mental level, we have to know the Dharma. Otherwise, it is really difficult to practise the Dharma or to change the mind. 
When we start the prayer, we usually recite the word, “lama” which is translated in English as “guru.” In essence, what is being referred to here is the ultimate or definitive guru, the dharmakaya (or truth body) which is the suchness that is completely free of the two obscurations. Arising from this ultimate guru, the dharmakaya, are the various forms such as the sambhogakaya (the complete enjoyment body) and the nirmanakaya (the various emanation bodies). These emanations are the display of the ultimate guru, the dharmakaya. In this context here, we are praising Shakyamuni Buddha who is the display or transformation that arose  from the ultimate guru, the dharmakaya.

“Chom” means destroyer and it refers to someone who has destroyed or  overcome the four maras:
1. The mara of the afflictions
2. The mara of the Lord of Death

3. The mara of the aggregates 
4. The mara of Deva’s son (Devaputra).

· The mara of the afflictions is destroyed when one achieves the eighth bodhisattva ground. 

· The mara of the Lord of Death refers to having to die due to karma and afflictions. This mara is overcome when one achieves the first bodhisattva ground. 

· The mara of the aggregates and the mara of Deva’s son are destroyed at the end of the path of meditation when one achieves the vajra-like meditative stabilisation (vajra-like concentration). 
This is what the Buddha has overcome. So when we recite the word “chom” (destroyer), we should immediately remember its meaning, that the Buddha is someone who has overcome these four maras. 

“Dän” means to be endowed with or to possess. The Buddha is endowed with the six richnesses (wangchuk in Tibetan) which are:

1. perfect power

2. perfect form

3. perfect glory

4. perfect fame

5. perfect wisdom

6. perfect joyous effort

So when we recite this line, “Lama ton pa chom dän dä”, we should remember how Shakyamuni Buddha is someone who has destroyed the four maras and possesses these six richnesses. 
 “Dä de zhin sheg pa” will come later. We will do a little bit as we go along.
**********************************





Since Aryadeva is taken to be as valid as the master [Nagarjuna] even by great Proponents of the Middle such as the masters Buddhapalita, Bhavaviveka, Chandrakirti, Shantarakshita, and so forth, both the father [Nagarjuna] and his spiritual son [Aryadeva] are sources for the other Proponents of the Middle. Hence, earlier [Tibetan scholars rightly] used the convention "Proponents of the Middle of the model texts" for those two and "partisan Proponents of the Middle" for the others. (Pg. 28 of the root text)
This paragraph refers to how the various explanations of the intent of Nagarjuna came about:
· Nagarjuna’s main disciple was Aryadeva. 

· Who was the trailblazer of the Consequence Middle Way School (CMWS)? A trailblazer is someone who forges a clear path. Some assert the trailblazer of the CMWS to be Buddhapalita while others assert it to be Chandrakirti. Here (in this text), it seems to be saying that it is Buddhapalita. 
· The trailblazer of the Autonomy Middle Way School is Bhavaviveka.
· Chandrakirti is the one who upheld and sustained the CMWS.


· The trailblazer of the Yogic Autonomy Middle Way School (YAMWS) is Shantarakshita.


These great proponents of the Middle Way - Buddhapalita, Bhavaviveka, Chandrakirti, Shantarakshita and so forth - held Aryadeva to be the same as Nagarjuna. The Arya father and son, i.e., Nagarjuna and his spiritual son Aryadeva are both considered by the CMWS and AMWS to be the source of their traditions.

· “Hence, earlier Tibetan scholars rightly used the convention "Proponents of the Middle of the model texts" for those two and "partisan Proponents of the Middle" for the others”: “Those two” refer to Nagarjuna and Aryadeva.
· “The model texts": The Tibetan word that is translated as “model” here has the connotation of the root or basis of the foundation. 

· “The others” refer to masters like Buddhapalita, Bhavaviveka, Chandrakirti, Shantarakshita and so forth. They are referred to as the “partisan Proponents of the Middle."
· The word “partisan” means taking a position on a particular side.

This paragraph is saying that Arya Nagarjuna and his spiritual son Aryadeva were referred to as the "Proponents of the Middle of the model texts" and the others - Buddhapalita, Bhavaviveka, Chandrakirti, Shantarakshita and so forth – were referred to as the “partisan Proponents of the Middle."
Following Kyabje Trijiang Rinpoche’s outline on the Middle Length Lam Rim, he has two additional outlines on how these Proponents of the Middle were designated in accordance with the way they posited the conventionalities and the ultimate. 
(Trijang Rinpoche’s outline: 
Terms applied from the point of view of how conventionalities are established)
The next paragraph is talking about how some earlier Tibetans gave names to the Proponents of the Middle. 
Some earlier [Tibetan] spiritual guides [wrongly] said that from the viewpoint of how Proponents of the Middle posit conventionalities, they are designated as two types:
-   Sutric Proponents of the Middle, who assert that external objects exist in conventional terms

-   Yogic Proponents of the Middle who assert that in conventional terms there are no external objects. (Pgs. 29 – 30 of the root text) 
According to some earlier Tibetans, the two designations (the Sutric Proponents of the Middle and the Yogic Proponents of the Middle) arose as a result of their differences on how conventionalities were posited. 

The Sutric Proponents of the Middle assert that external objects exist in conventional terms as for them, they assert that there are external objects that are different from the mind, i.e., not in the entity of mind.   They assert external objects in the same way as the Sutra School. Therefore they are called the Sutric Proponents of the Middle.

The Yogic Proponents of the Middle assert that, in conventional terms, there are no external objects. They do not assert external objects. They assert that everything is of one entity with the mind. Their assertions are similar to the Mind Only School (MOS) and therefore they are called the Yogic Proponents of the Middle.

1. 
2. 

Geshe-la: That is why I always tell you to read the text. You have to read the text. Then when you come to class, I will explain what is in the text, word by word, in order to help you to understand it. Then with my explanation, when you read the text again, you will (realise): “Ah so, it is like this.” Actually what we have been discussing so far is just the preliminaries. The main dish is yet to come. These points are just like a story and are not the ‘core’ material yet.

(Trijang Rinpoche’s outline:

Terms applied from the point of view of how the ultimate is asserted.)
They also [wrongly] said that from the viewpoint of how they assert the ultimate, Proponents of the Middle are designated as of two types:
- those propounding  an  establishment  of illusion  by  a  rational consciousness, who assert that a composite of the appearances of the subject, such as a sprout, and of its absence of true existence is an ultimate truth, and
- those propounding thorough non-abiding, who assert that an inclusionary elimination"—an exclusionary elimination of the prolif​erations with respect to appearances—is the ultimate truth."
They asserted those propounding an establishment of illusion by a ra​tional consciousness to be the masters Shantarakshita, Kamalashila, and so forth. Some Indians also accepted the designations "illusion-like" and "thoroughly non-abiding." (Pgs. 29 – 30 of the root text) 
According to some other earlier Tibetans, the Proponents of the Middle are divided into two based on how they assert the ultimate:
There are Proponents of the Middle who assert that a composite of the appearance of the subject, such as a sprout, and its absence of true existence is an ultimate truth. They assert these two (the appearance of the subject and its absence of true existence) to be illusions. These proponents are called Reason-Established Illusionists.

There are also Proponents of the Middle who assert that the ultimate truth is the mere elimination of true existence on top of that appearance. They are called Proponents of Thorough Non-Abiding.

According to these earlier Tibetans, the proponents of the Reason-Established Illusionists are the masters Shantarakshita, Kamalashila, and so forth. 
We are not saying here that this is our system. Lama Tsongkhapa is simply stating that these were some of the positions taken by some earlier Tibetans who classified the Proponents of the Middle in dependence on how they posited conventionalities and how they posited the ultimate. 


The great translator [Lo-den-shay-rap rightly] says [in his Epistolary Essay, Drop of Ambrosia], "The positing of the two from the viewpoint of how the ultimate is asserted is an ob​scured presentation generating amazement.'" (Pg. 30 of the root text) 
This division of the Proponents of the Middle into two by depending on the way they posit the ultimate does not make the wise one happy. It is only something that generates amazement in the minds of those who are obscured. 

Lama Tsongkhapa is saying dividing the Proponents of the Middle into two by depending on the way they posit the ultimate is wrong. 
He is not saying that the Reason-Established Illusionists and the Proponents of Thorough Non-Abiding do not exist. 
According to Lama Tsongkhapa, he divided the Proponents of the Middle into:

1. the proponents of the Autonomy Middle Way and 
2. the proponents of the Consequence Middle Way
The position of the Reason-Established Illusionists is basically that of the proponents of the Autonomy Middle Way. 
The position of the Proponents of Thorough Non-Abiding is basically that of the proponents of Consequence Middle Way. 
So Lama Tsongkhapa is not saying these two (divisions) are wrong per se. He is only objecting to the division of the Proponents of the Middle into Reason-Established Illusionists and Proponents of Thorough Non-Abiding on the basis of the way the ultimate is posited.

We are about to continue from page 30 of the text. Trijiang Rinpoche has an additional outline here to make things clearer. 
(Trijang Rinpoche’s outline:

The validity of explanations in accordance with that of Ye-she-day on the authors of Madhyamika treatises and the stages by which the Mahyamika systems of Sautrantrika and Yogachara emerged.)

Concerning this, the master Ye-shay-day explains that:
In the Middle Way treatises by the Superior father [Nagarjuna] and his spiritual son [Aryadeva], whether external objects exist or not is not clear. After them, the master Bhavaviveka refuted the system of Cognition-Only [or Mind-Only] and presented a system in which external objects exist in conventional terms. Then, the master Shantarakshita made a different Middle Way system, teaching -based on Yogic Practice [that is, Mind-Only] treatises - that external objects do not exist in conventional terms and that the mind ultimately is without inherent existence. Thereby, the Middle Way School arose in two forms; the former is called the Sutric Middle Way School and the latter, the Yogic Middle Way School.
The chronology of the clarification [of the model texts of Nagarjuna and Aryadeva by those masters] through great treatises is evident in accordance with that [explanation by Ye-shay-day]. (Pgs. 31-32 of the root text)
Nagarjuna and Aryadeva composed the Middle Way treatises. Nagarjuna composed a collection of six texts on emptiness. Then Aryadeva composed a text called The Four Hundred Verses. 

According to master Ye-shay-day, it is not clear in the Middle Way treatises by the Superior father Nagarjuna and his spiritual son Aryadeva whether they assert external objects or not. But according to our system, this is not true because it is clearly mentioned, for example,  in Nagarjuna’s Precious Garland whether external objects exist or not. Perhaps maybe this position of Ye-shay-day (with regard to whether external objects exist or not is not clear) is not so correct. 
After them, the master Bhavaviveka refuted the system of the Mind-Only. He started a new system in which he asserted external objects exist in conventional terms.

After Bhavaviveka), the master Shantarakshita started a different Middle Way system that is based on Yogic Practice (that is Mind-Only) treatises. For him, external objects do not exist in conventional terms and he also asserts that the mind ultimately is without inherent existence.
That is how the Middle Way School arose in two forms – the former and the latter. 
The system started by Bhavaviveka refutes the Mind-Only position. He asserted that external objects exist in conventional terms. The proponents of this school became known as the Sutric Proponents of the Middle Way. 

The system started by Shantarakshita is based on the Mind-Only School. He asserted that external objects do not exist in conventional terms and that the mind ultimately is without inherent existence. The proponents that follow his assertions became known as the Yogic Proponents of the Middle Way. 

This is how the Proponents of the Middle Way became two systems. 
In short, Nagarjuna and Aryadeva composed the Middle Way treatises. Based on those treatises, Bhavaviveka and Shantarakshita then started two different systems. 
(Trijang Rinpoche’s outline: 
These terms are not suited to Master Chandrakirti)
Was Chandrakirti a Sutric Proponent or a Yogic Proponent of the Middle Way? He was neither. 
However, al​though the master Chandrakirti asserts that external objects exist in conventional terms, he does not do so in comparison with another tenet system. Consequently, it is not suitable to call him a Proponent of the Sutric [Middle Way School]. That he asserts external objects in accordance with the Proponents of the Great Exposition is also not fea​sible. (Pgs. 32 – 33 of the root text) 
When we talk about a Proponent of the Middle Way, it does not necessarily mean that they are either a Sutric Proponent of the Middle Way or a Yogic Proponent of the Middle Way. Although master Chandrakirti asserts that external objects exist in conventional terms, his assertion is not done in comparison with another tenet system. Consequently, it is not suitable to call him a Proponent of the Sutric Middle Way School. 
Chandrakirti asserts external objects. He also does not assert self-knowers. Based on these assertions, some may think that his views are  based on the tenets of the Great Exposition School (GES).  This is incorrect. 


(Trijang Rinpoche’s outline: 

 The validity of the terms Svatantrika and Prasangika associated with scholars of the later propagation)

The terminology of Autonomist and Consequentialist is used with respect to Proponents of the Middle by scholars of the later dissemina​tion [of Buddhism] in the Land of Snowy Mountains [Tibet]; this ac​cords with Chandrakirti's Clear Words [in which he refutes the usage of autonomous syllogisms and shows that using only consequences is sufficient for generating the view of the middle way].
Therefore, Proponents of the Middle are limited to two types— those asserting and those not asserting external objects in conven​tional terms. Furthermore, when names are designated from the view​point of how the view ascertaining emptiness is generated in the men​tal continuum, they are limited to two types—Autonomists and Consequentialist. (Pgs. 34 – 35 of the root text)
You should read this section on page 36 to see whether you understand how Proponents of the Middle Way are divided into two – what is the reason that they are divided into Autonomists and Consequentialists?

******************
I will now summarise what we have covered so far.
At the beginning of this text, we looked at the prerequisites that must be present before special insight focussing on emptiness can be generated in anyone’s continuum. They are: 
1. relying on an excellent being (or teacher) who knows the correct meaning of those treatises that explain the subject matter,  emptiness; 
2. relying on authoritative stainless (or unmistaken) texts; and 
3. hearing the teachings and engaging in meditation. 

When these preconditions come together, then one can generate special insight focussing on emptiness. From this, you can see how important studying and reflection are. Without studying, there is no way you can cultivate special insight. This is something that you must keep in mind. Hearing and reflecting on this topic are not only prerequisites but are indispensable prerequisites for special insight. 
This is the speech of Lama Tsongkhapa and it is something that we must commit deeply into our hearts and read this over and over again to remind ourselves. He is the one who is saying that hearing and reflection are indispensable prerequisites. In general, there are many prerequisites that must be present to develop special insight but Lama Tsongkhapa specifically pointed to these two - hearing and reflection – and specifically states that these two are indispensable and are something that you cannot do without. 
From this one can then understand that if one wants to generate special insight and realise emptiness by simply doing prostrations or reciting mantras like Om Mani Padme Hum - without studying and reflection -  one can be very sure that such prostrations and mantra recitations alone will never help one to actualise special insight.  
The text then explains the evolution of those commentators of Nagarjuna’s thought and intent. The text mentions great masters such as  Buddhapalita, Bhavaviveka, Chandrakirti, Shantarakshita, and so forth.
Lama Tsongkhapa states that the past Tibetans before him came out with various designations of Proponents of the Middle Way. According to these earlier Tibetans, Proponents of the Middle Way were either 
Sutric Proponents of the Middle or Yogic Proponents of the Middle. 
From another point of view, according to these Tibetans, there are the Reason-Established Illusionists and the Proponents of Thorough Non-Abiding.
According to master Ye-shay-day, when we look at the texts of Nagarjuna and his spiritual son Aryadeva, it is unclear as to whether external objects exist or not but this is something we have to think about. 
After Nagarjuna and Aryadeva, there came other masters. Master Bhavaviveka disagrees with the Mind-Only School (MOS) and their position that everything is in the entity of mind. He started a new system in which he asserted that external objects exist in conventional terms. 
After Bhavaviveka, master Shantarakshita started a different Middle Way system. His position is based on the MOS and he asserts that external objects do not exist in conventional terms. He also asserted that the mind ultimately is without inherent existence. 
Master Ye-shay-day’s explanation of how the Proponents of the Middle Way came to be divided into two -  Sutric Proponents and Yogic Proponents of the Middle Way - is correct in terms of how they came about. 
Chandrakirti then came into the picture. If one were to ask whether Chandrakirti is a Sutric Proponent or a Yogic Proponent of the Middle Way, the answer is neither although Chandrakirti asserts external objects exist conventionally. This is not the reason to include him in the category of the Sutric Proponents of the Middle Way. We have to keep in mind. 
Although Chandrakirti asserts that external objects exist in conventional terms we cannot call him a Sutric Proponent of the Middle Way because his assertion is not made in comparison with another tenet system. For this reason, it is not suitable to call him a Sutric Proponent of the Middle Way.

There is a way of reading the text. It is not simply reading and not thinking about it. We should try to understand the reason why such a statement is made. Then if we are able to find the reason, it clarifies the issue and is very helpful. 
Even if you can’t remember everything, there are some things which you must keep in mind: 
YOU MUST KNOW: 

· Who are the composers of the fundamental or main treatises of the Middle Way? They Arya Nagarjuna and Aryadeva. 
· The person who clarifies the CMWS was the great master Chandrakirti 
· The person who clarifies the AMWS was Bhavaviveka. 
It is good if you can remember this couple of points which I have just mentioned. 
Question: What is the later dissemination (or diffusion) of the Buddhadharma in Tibet?

Answer: The dissemination of the Buddhadharma in Tibet can be classified into two periods: the early dissemination and the later dissemination. 
The early dissemination started during the reign of King Songtsen Gampo and continued into the reign of King Trisong Detsen. After that, then came an evil king, Langdarma, who disputed the Buddhadharma and the Buddhadharma degenerated. 
Later on, a great lama by the name of Lachen Gongpa Rabsel revived the Vinaya lineage (Ordination lineage) in Tibet. He ordained many people. I guess from that time onwards, the period is called later dissemination.  
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� Note: The CMWS is also known as Prasangika Madhyamika, the AMWS as Svatantrika Madhyamika, the YAMWS as Yogacara-Svatantrika-Madhyamika and the Sutra Autonomy Middle Way School is Sautrantika- Svatantrika-Madhyamika. 
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