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As usual, we will recite the prayer of refuge and generating bodhicitta three times and, at the end, we will spend a few minutes in silence to bring forth refuge in our minds and to develop the bodhicitta motivation. During this time it is very important to put in effort and not be distracted. We are adjusting our motivation for listening to these teachings so when   we do this, we can think, “We are using the teachings to subdue and discipline our minds.”
As I have mentioned before, when we recite this prayer, it is good to bring Guru Shakyamuni Buddha to mind. It is good if one can also visualise Arya Nagarjuna and his spiritual son, Aryadeva together with the other great masters such as Buddhapalita, Bhavaviveka, Chandrakirti, Shantarakshita and so forth. On the basis of visualising these objects of refuge, we pray and request that we ourselves become like them,   especially Arya Nagarjuna and Aryadeva. 
We can also generate the wish and pray that we may be able to complete our studies and reflections on this text, which shows the meaning of emptiness and for those efforts to be successful. Pray that without waiting too long, we will be able to generate the understanding of the meaning of emptiness. 
Making such aspirational prayers fervently and continuously is very important. By making these fervent prayers continuously, we will achieve the objective of our prayers. Therefore, it is important to pray  continuously. 
The fervour of one’s prayers depends on oneself. It is not that I claim to know a lot or that I know everything but, in my case, at least I can say that I have completed my studies by having studied the five Great Treatises. I always think that I was able to do so due to the prayers that I made. 
Praying is very important especially in the course of one’s studies. For those studies to be successful, one needs to make fervent prayers continuously especially when one is dealing with difficult subject matters. The topic of emptiness covered in this text is very challenging. Therefore, there are bound to be difficulties during our course of study. 
We find the subject difficult to understand or we don’t understand anything at all. Then, it is likely that we will become  discouraged. It is therefore very important to make fervent prayers to avert such discouragement. 
We need to understand that we are extremely fortunate to have this opportunity to study and examine this profound subject matter. Such texts were composed by Arya Nagarjuna and his spiritual son, Aryadeva. We are extremely fortunate just to be able to hear the names Arya Nagarjuna and Aryadeva. This is something we have to keep in mind. 
When we look at the subject matter of the texts composed by Arya Nagarjuna and Aryadeva, they have nothing to do with blind faith. No matter how critically one analyses their contents, the conclusion one will arrive at will be, “Yes, it is really like this.” These texts are not based on  mere belief nor are they studied as part of some tradition from the past. It is not like that. 
You have to understand the value of this opportunity you have just to come into contact with such teachings. On top of that, you  have the opportunity to listen, study and analyse them. Your extreme good fortune is because you are experiencing the result of virtuous karma that you had accumulated in the past. You should remember this and realise how fortunate you are. You should then seize this opportunity and put in the effort to learn this text. You should think,  “I want to try my best to place as many imprints as possible in my mind.” 

In the last lesson, we looked at the meaning of “chom dän dä,” “the endowed transcendent destroyer.” We are examining here the object to whom we are entrusting ourselves, to whom we are going for refuge. The Buddha is the endowed transcendent destroyer because he has completely destroyed the four maras. These four maras can be considered at the coarse and subtle levels. 


	Four maras
	Coarse level
	Subtle level

	
1. The mara of the aggregates
	The contaminated or appropriated physical and mental aggregates which are the result of karma and afflictions. 
	The mental body of the bodhisattva which is the result of uncontaminated karma and the level of predispositions of ignorance.


	2. The mara of the afflictions

	The afflictions 
	The predispositions of the afflictions


	3. The mara of the lord of death


	The normal death which occurs as the result of karma and afflictions. 
	The death experienced by the arya bodhisattvas from the first ground onwards. Because of their mental bodies, they undergo a death that is called the inconceivable  transformation of death, 

which does not happen due to karma and afflictions.  

	4. The mara of Deva’s son
(Although I checked different texts, it is unclear as to how the coarse and subtle levels are differentiated. The coarse and subtle levels mentioned here are only my opinion). 

	The harm one receives from a particular type of being called “wang chug” who creates obstacles for people. 
	The obstacles that are caused by the other three maras.


The Buddha is called “the founder, the endowed transcendent destroyer.” When we examine what the word “destroyer” means, we discover that the Buddha is someone who has destroyed the four maras. We have to know what the four maras are. Looking at them in detail, we discover that there are coarse and subtle levels of the four maras. It is clearly stated in the Treatises that the attainment of enlightenment is simultaneous with the complete destruction of the four coarse and subtle maras. 

*************************
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 Consequentialists (Pgs. 34 – 35 of root text). 
A Consequentialist is someone who asserts that one can generate an inferential cognition of a particular thesis by using mere consequences.  
An Autonomist is someone who asserts that it is not possible for one to generate an inferential cognition of a particular thesis simply by  depending on mere consequences.  An Autonomist believes that one must rely on autonomous proof in order to generate the inferential cognition of a particular thesis. 

For our purposes here, what I have said is sufficient. You just need to know what a Consequentialist and an Autonomist are based on what I have said. 
The terminology for dividing the Proponents of the Middle into Consequentialists and Autonomists is not something made up by Tibetans but accords with the text, Clear Words composed by Chandrakirti. 
According to some others scholars, Proponents of the Middle are divided into two in dependence on whether they assert external objects or not. The two types of Proponents of the Middle are:
· those who assert external objects in conventional terms and 

· those who do not assert external objects in conventional terms. 

This way of dividing the Proponents of the Middle is also correct. 
The Consequentialists (proponents of the Prasangika Madhyamika) and the 
proponents of the Sautrantika-Svatantrika-Madhyamika (Sutra Autonomy Middle Way School) both assert external objects. 
The proponents of the Yogacara-Svatantrika-Madhyamika (Yogic Autonomy Middle Way School) do not assert external objects. They are all 
Proponents of the Middle. That being so, they are either Proponents of the Middle who assert external objects or Proponents of the Middle who do not assert external objects. 
Those of you who have studied tenets in the past will find it easier to understand what is being discussed. For those of who have not studied tenets, you will probably find this difficult to understand. More details will be coming and hopefully, it will be clearer as we go along.

The Consequentialists assert external objects but Bhavaviveka, for example, is an Autonomist (a proponent of the Sautrantika-Svatantrika Middle Way School) who also asserts external objects. Although both assert external objects, their way of doing so is different. 
Those of you who have time should look at the tenets to see what is the difference.


From the viewpoint of how the view ascertaining emptiness is generated, the Proponents of the Middle are also limited to two: the Autonomists and the Consequentialists. 

A Proponent of the Middle who is a Consequentialist asserts that it is possible to realise emptiness by merely depending on consequences whereas an Autonomist asserts that in order to realise emptiness, it is insufficient to rely on mere consequence. One has to rely on autonomous reasons or autonomous proof.  We will not study in detail what a consequence or  an autonomous syllogism is but an 
illustration of a cons
equence is: It follow that a person is not a dependent arising because it is truly existent whereas an illustration of an autonomous 
syllogism is: the subject (a person) is not truly existent because it is a dependent arising.
Which of the masters we follow [here] 

a. Indication that the earlier Kadampas' quest for the view following Chandra[kirti] was in Jowo [Atisa]'s intention 

   Question: Following whom did those [Ka-dam-pa] masters seek the thought of the father, the Superior [Nagarjuna], and his spiritual son [Aryadeva]?
   Answer: Following the Great Elder [Atisha] who took the master Chandrakirti's system to be 
chief, the earlier great lamas of this guid​ing-advice also held that system to be chief (Pg. 36 of the root text).
Whom did Lama Atisha follow? Although there were many masters, he followed the system of Chandrakirti and explained emptiness based on that taking it to be the main. “The earlier great lamas of this guid​ing-advice….” refers to the successive Kadampa lineage masters starting from Geshe Potowa and so forth who  also followed Chandrakirti’s system.
b. How Je [Tsonkhapa] himself asserts the two systems, Buddhapalita's and Chandra[kirti]'s, as the main ones and then  Bhavaviveka['s] as important


   The master Chandrakirti, having seen that among the commenta​tors on Nagarjuna's Treatise on the Middle the master Buddhapalita commented in a complete way on the Superior's thought, set Buddhapalita's system as his basis. He took many good explanations also from Bhavaviveka and refuted those [within Bhavaviveka's works] that ap​peared to be a little incorrect. In this way he commented on the Supe​rior's thought. (Pg. 36 of the root text)
Amongst the many commentators who tried to explain Nagarjuna's Treatise on the Middle, Chandrakirti found that it was Buddhapalita who was able to do so in a complete way without any mistakes. Chandrakirti also took many good explanations from Bhavaviveka’s compositions and refuted those points which were incorrect. This is how Chandrakirti used master Buddhapalita’s commentaries and Bhavaviveka’s compositions as the bases for commenting  on Nagarjuna’s thought. Lama Tsongkhapa followed Chandrakirti’s way of doing things.

   c. How these two masters are [always] important with respect to explaining the profound meaning

There is something missing in Trijiang Rinpoche’s outline. In Tibetan, there is the word “always,” inserted which means we should always follow these two masters. 
Because the commentaries by these two masters [Buddhapalita and Chandrakirti] are seen to be very highly developed with regard to ex​plaining the texts of the Superior—the father - and his spiritual son, here their thought will be delineated following the masters Buddha​palita and Chandrakirti.(Pg. 36 of the root text). 
Since the great masters Buddha​palita and Chandrakirti were unmistaken with respect to explaining the meaning of Nagarjuna’s thought, therefore if one really wants to learn the Middle Way, one should always rely on the work of these two great masters. 
(Outline from root text:
How to delineate the view in particular.

1. Identifying afflictive ignorance 
2. Showing that it is the root of revolving in cyclic existence
3. Showing that one wishing to abandon the apprehension of self should seek the view of selflessness

Firstly, we have to identify what is afflictive ignorance. Secondly, 
we need to understand how this afflictive ignorance is the root of samsara. 
Thirdly, someone who wishes to overcome the root of samsara (this afflictive ignorance which is the apprehension of the self) must seek the view of selflessness.
These three sections are extremely important. I think this is the whole purpose of coming to these classes. Even if you did not understand what had been said earlier about how the great masters came about and so forth, that is all right but you have to understand the subject matter that is covered in these three outlines. This is the whole point of learning this topic. 

In the first place we have to learn what afflictive ignorance is. The second thing is to understand how this afflictive ignorance is the very root of samsara – why and how it leads to samsara. The third thing we have to understand is that if we want to get rid of this root of samsara, we have to understand how important it is to realise selflessness. 


1. Identifying afflictive ignorance 
A. Although attachment and the like are factors opposed to insight, they are not the main ones 
B. Although in general, the mere factors opposed to insight are posited as ignorance, here it is the factors opposed to an insight into lack of true existence



C. Explanation of the two subtle conceptions of self as mental afflictions 

D. What self nature that ignorance misconceives [and] how so 
E. Detailed explanation of the conceptions of self
A. Although attachment and the like are factors opposed to insight, they are not the main ones 

The antidotes to the other afflictive emotions, desire and so on, set forth by the Conqueror are partial ones, but the antidote to ignorance that he describes serves as an antidote to all [afflictive emotions]. Hence, ignorance is the basis of all faults and defects. 
Chandrakirti's Clear Words says:
Among the extensive teachings in nine forms—the sets of sutras and so forth—rightly proclaimed by the Buddha
Based on the two truths and corresponding to the forms of behaviour of worldly beings, 
Those spoken for the sake of removing desire do not remove hatred;
Also, those spoken for the sake of removing hatred do not re​move desire;
Moreover, those spoken for the sake of removing pride and so forth do not overcome other defilements.
Therefore, they are not very pervasive, and those teachings are not of great import.
But those spoken for the sake of removing bewilderment over​come all afflictive emotions [from the root],
For the Conqueror said all afflictive emotions thoroughly de​pend on bewilderment. 
Thus, you must meditate on suchness as an antidote to ignorance. Moreover, if ignorance is not identified, you will not know how to cul​tivate its antidote; therefore, identification of ignorance is extremely important (Pgs. 37-38 of the root text).
The Conqueror, the Buddha, taught many antidotes for different afflictions. For example, the Buddha taught many antidotes to desire but these antidotes cannot act as antidotes to the other afflictions. The Buddha also taught many antidotes to anger but these  antidotes cannot serve as antidotes to the other afflictions. Likewise, the Buddha also taught antidotes to pride but these antidotes cannot act as antidotes to the other afflictions. It is different however in the case of the antidote to ignorance that the Buddha taught. This antidote can serve as the antidote to all the afflictions.

In general, there are 12 branches of scriptures. 

1. discourses

2. songs

3. prophecies

4. verses

5. intentional aphorisms

6. biographical narratives

7. parables

8. framing stories

9. extensive sayings

10. succession of former lives

11. delineations

12. marvels

The subject matter of these scriptures is basically the two truths 
These 12 branches can be condensed into nine by counting the sixth, seventh, eighth and tenth as one. 

In short, although the Buddha taught many antidotes for anger, desire, pride and so forth, they can only serve as the antidotes to their respective afflictions. They cannot serve as the antidote to the other afflictions whereas the antidote to ignorance which the Buddha taught can serve as the antidote to all the afflictions. Since that is the case, therefore, it is very important to cultivate and meditate primarily on the antidote to ignorance.

Our main meditation should be on emptiness because it is the antidote to ignorance and also serves as the antidote to all the other afflictions. Since it is such an important antidote, before we can meditate on it, we must know exactly what ignorance is. 

B. Although in general, the mere factors opposed to insight are posited as ignorance, here it is the factors opposed to an insight into lack of true existence


Ignorance is the opposite of knowledge, but knowledge should not be taken as just any knowledge; rather, it is wisdom knowing suchness—selflessness. Its opposite is not suitable to be just the non-existence of it or just other than it; hence, its opposite is its contradictory equivalent (Pg. 38 of the root text).
In general, ignorance is the opposite of knowledge but here, in this context, knowledge refers specifically to the wisdom knowing suchness - selflessness. Ignorance is the opposite of this mind realising selflessness. 
“Its opposite” means the opposite of the wisdom knowing selflessness. That opposite is not suitable to be just the non-existence of the wisdom  knowing selflessness. "Its" refers to the immediately preceding term, i.e., “wisdom knowing suchness-selflessness.”
“Or just other than it”: Ignorance is not suitable to be something just other than the wisdom knowing selflessness (referred to here as “it.”) 


A non-wisdom realising selflessness is not ignorance. For example, a person or a cow is not a wisdom realising selflessness. Here, we are 
 trying to ascertain what ignorance is. 

Ignorance is the opposite of knowledge which is the wisdom realising selflessness. Although that is the case, we cannot say that ignorance is just the non-existence of this wisdom. Similarly, we cannot say ignorance is just any other thing which is not this wisdom.

You should ask the question, “What is wrong with saying that ignorance is just the non-existence of wisdom?” This is the way to analyse these teachings. These are philosophical treatises. We should not leave them at the level of mere words. 

“Its opposite is its contradictory equivalent”: The opposite of the wisdom knowing selflessness is the contradictory equivalent of the wisdom knowing selflessness. 
Knowledge is the opposite of ignorance. In this context, knowledge is not just anything but is specifically referred to as the wisdom knowing selflessness: 
· There is an object of apprehension of this wisdom and the direct contradiction to this object is its “contradictory equivalent.” 
· Knowledge is apprehending selflessness (emptiness of the self). Ignorance is the complete opposite of that as it is a mind that grasps at the self. Its mode of apprehending the object completely contradicts the wisdom realising selflessness. 
This root text is a valid text. Taking these sentences here as the bases, you should think about them over and over again and try to understand their meaning. That is very important. 
We will expand on this later as we move along but with these statements by Lama Tsongkhapa as the bases, you should try to reflect on them in order to gain an understanding of them.

I will try to explain the meaning of the text in class. You should think about it when you read it again. From your side, you should read the text and then come to class to listen to the explanation. Based on that, you look at the text again and try to gain an understanding of it.  It is very important to develop, from your own side, some interest in and to make yourself want to read the text. You should try to read the text before coming to class. It doesn’t matter whether you understand it or not. Just read it. 
When you come to class, you hear the explanation. Having heard the explanation, you read the same sections over again when you go home. Then you should see whether there is any difference. 
This won’t happen if you don’t read the text before coming to class, you don’t read it after you go home and you don’t listen when you are here. When these three things come together, then nothing will happen! 
So it is important to read before class, listen to the explanation when you come to class and when you go home, you read the text again based on what you had heard. Then when you gain some insight into or  understanding of the text that will encourage you.
When you read something you don’t understand, you won’t feel like reading it. Then you become discouraged. This is the same for  everyone. Therefore, all of us have to work hard and pray hard. When these two things come together, then there is some chance that we will achieve something.
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