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Lesson No: 8
                      Date: 30th March 2010 

We completed looking at the meaning of the “knower of the world, supreme guide of human beings to be tamed” (“lha dang mi nam kyi tön pa”) from the prayer, Praise to Shakyamuni Buddha.  The Buddha is the unsurpassed guide who works for the benefit of sentient beings, in particular, the fortunate disciples. The Buddha teaches the paths that subdue and discipline the mind. In particular, he explains the meaning of dependent origination, the meaning of profound emptiness. He teaches  this to fortunate disciples who are to be subdued. 
Who are these fortunate disciples? The prayer reads, “Teacher of gods and human beings.”  In general, there are six realms of existence. I think the hell beings, hungry ghosts and animals are not suitable vessels to receive the profound teachings on emptiness. The asuras and demigods are also said to be unsuitable receptacles for teachings on emptiness. It is said that even if one teaches the profound meaning of emptiness to the sentient beings of the lower realms, they will not be able to see the truth directly. This also applies to the demigods. 
The fortunate disciples (literally, the fortunate objects to be tamed by the Buddha) who are suitable vessels to receive the teachings on emptiness are the humans and gods. It is said that on the basis of a human or god existence, one can realise emptiness and see the truth directly. For this reason, the Buddha is called the “teacher of gods and human beings.” 

The Buddha works for the benefit of and is the teacher of all sentient beings. In this context, however, the Buddha is referred to as the “teacher of gods and human beings.” We should understand the reason for this.   Who possesses all the qualities that I have mentioned? It is Shakyamuni Buddha,  “the completely perfected, fully awakened being” who possesses all the qualities that I have mentioned.
Whenever we recite this prayer, we should remember the meaning of the words of the prayer. We then prostrate, make offerings and go for refuge to Guru Shakyamuni Buddha. As I have mentioned before, we will then accumulate an immeasurable amount of merit.

We have just distributed Recognizing the Mother (A Song on the Experience of the Middle Way View) by Changkya Rolpai Dorje. Please bring this along with you to class as I will be explaining some of the relevant verses. If you like to sing, perhaps this is the song that you can memorise!
We will continue from where we have stopped. It is important to pay full attention to what is said. Since you have made your way here, you may  as well make full use of the session. Quite often, a lot of people are here physically but their minds are not here and they do not pay full attention. When you try to pay full attention, then there is a chance that you will learn something. 

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

E. Detailed explanation of the conceptions of self 

1. Explanation that the apprehension of a self is twofold 

A. How the two apprehension of a self are the same in their [subjective] aspect, but still differentiated through their observed objects

B. The reason for differentiating the two apprehensions of a self in that manner  

2. The difference between the apprehension of a self and the view of the transitory collection 




A. The apprehension of an I, the view of the transitory collection has a person as its         observed object 




B. The difference in observed objects between the two apprehensions of true existence 




C. Showing that this manner of identifying the apprehension of true existence is asserted by the noble father and son 

B. The difference in observed objects between the two apprehensions of true existence


Earlier, we had looked at the object of observation of the consciousness apprehending a self of persons. 
That object of observation is neither the body nor the consciousnesses nor the mere collection of the aggregates but rather the object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons is the I or person.  This is the essence of what we had covered in the last two lessons.


We also looked at the difference in the objects of observation between the two apprehensions of true existence. 
The two apprehensions are: 

1. the apprehension of a self of persons
2. the apprehension of a self of phenomena

The object of observation of an innate view of the transitory must be something that naturally generates an awareness thinking "I." Therefore, although an innate consciousness apprehending [the inher​ent existence] of a person whose continuum is other [than one's own continuum] is an innate consciousness apprehending a self of persons; it is not an innate view of the transitory of that person (Page 43 of the root text).

One usually hears about these two things:

1. the intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence; and 
2. the innate apprehension of true existence

It is the same with the view of the transitory. There is:   
1. the intellectually acquired view of the transitory; and  

2. the innate view of the transitory 

What is the difference between ‘intellectually acquired’ and ‘innate’? Let us refer to the apprehension of 
true existence. For example, from one’s own side, one thinks about and tries to understand what a person is. One comes up with all sorts of different reasons and, at the end of that process, one believes that a person is truly existent. That is an  intellectually acquired apprehension of a truly existent person. 

If, at the mere appearance of a person, one naturally believes and grasps at that person to be truly existent, then such an apprehension of a truly existent person is an innate apprehension of a truly existent person.
What is the object of observation of the innate view of the transitory? It has to be “something that naturally generates an awareness thinking “I””. The innate view of the transitory needs a basis for it to arise. That basis has to be something that naturally generates this thought, “I.”
Let’s say one looks at another person and apprehends that person to be truly existent. The apprehension of that truly existent person is not the innate view of the transitory but it is an apprehension of a self of persons.

The text is saying that there is a difference between the apprehension of a self of persons (which we usually refer to as ‘grasping at the self of persons’) and the innate view of the transitory. 

The apprehension of a self of persons is not necessarily the innate view of the transitory.

An illustration of an apprehension of a self of persons that is not the innate view of the transitory is this: the apprehension of a truly existent person other than yourself, i.e., you apprehend another person to be truly existent. Why is this so? Because you are apprehending someone else to be truly existent. 
· Your object of observation is a person. 
· How are you apprehending that person? You apprehend that person to exist by way of its own character or to exist inherently. Therefore, this apprehension is called the apprehension of a self of persons. 
· This apprehension is not the innate view of the transitory. Why is this so? 
· This is because “the object of observation of an innate view of the transitory must be something that naturally generates an awareness thinking "I."”
· When you apprehend and focus on someone else, that object of observation which is the other person does not cause you to think “I,” you do not naturally develop the thought of “me” or “I.”
 

The object of observation of the innate view of the transitory must be something that naturally generates the thought thinking “I.” That has to be the “I” in our own and not someone else’s continuum.  From this it is clear that the apprehension of a self of persons and the innate view of the transitory are different and not the same.

  

Whatever is the innate view of the transitory is necessarily the apprehension of a self of persons. 
· There isn’t such a thing which is the innate view of the transitory but not an apprehension of a self of persons.

· However, if it is an apprehension of a self of persons, it is not necessarily the innate view of the transitory. 

This is how the pervasion works.

Question: With regards to the innate view of the transitory, does it have to be grasping at the “I” that is inherently existent or can it be grasping at the “I” that is self-sufficient substantially existent or at the “I” that is  permanent, unitary and independent?

Answer: In the context here, the innate view of the transitory is according to the highest school, the CMWS. Here we are trying to posit what exactly is the root of cyclic existence. 

We can look at this in another way. 
· There is a mind that focuses on a person. This mind apprehends the person to exist inherently (i.e., exist truly, existing by way of its own character). This mind is called the apprehension of a self of persons. 
· When we talk about a person, it is either oneself or others. There isn’t a person that is neither of these two. 

Is there a person that is not oneself and not others? 
· Is there another possibility? You have to ascertain this from your heart.

· Let’s talk about all objects of knowledge, i.e., things that exist and that can be known. They can be condensed into two categories: they are either persons or non-persons. Is there a third possibility? Is there something that exists that is neither a person nor a non-person? The answer is no. 
· So it is the same line of reasoning with a person. When we talk about a person, the illustration of a person is either oneself or others. There isn’t a person that is neither oneself nor someone else. 

· When we focus on our “I” and we apprehend this “I” in our own continuum to exist by way of its own character or exist inherently, that apprehension of oneself as inherently existent is the innate view of the transitory.  
· When we apprehend another person (other than oneself) to exist by way of its own character or exist inherently, that is an apprehension of a self of persons and is not an innate view of the transitory. 
· However, both are apprehensions of a self of persons, apprehending  the person to exist by way of its own character.
In the first place, in order to understand this, we have to understand what is the apprehension of a self of persons and what is the innate view of the transitory. Their mode of apprehension (i.e., the way they apprehend their objects) are the same i.e., they apprehend the person to exist by way of its own character or to exist inherently.  But their objects of observation are different:

· The object of observation of the innate view of the transitory has to be the “I” in one’s continuum whereas 
· the object of observation of an apprehension of a self of persons is a person who can be oneself or others.

We have already covered the apprehension of a self of person.  Here the innate view of the transitory is basically the apprehension of the “I” in our own continuum to exist by way of its own character or to exist inherently. 

At the rate we are going, we may need three great countless eons (to complete the text)! I feel that the main thing is not whether we go through the text in class. Rather, the main thing is you have to understand (the text). If you don’t understand (the text), then there is no point going through it. There is no benefit. In order to help those who are new to this to understand (the text), that is why I am  repeating some points over and over again. 
Of course the subject matter is challenging. Even the terminology is not easy. Nevertheless, if you try as much as possible to focus and pay attention, then gradually, over time, you will definitely get it. Just because you don’t get it in the beginning, by hearing (the material) once or twice, you become discouraged and your mind stops learning. Once discouragement sets in, then nothing can be done. This is a very important point. Once you feel discouraged and you stop learning mentally, nothing will go in. Even placing imprints becomes difficult because you have locked up your own mind.

With regard to the object of observation of an innate view of the transitory that apprehends [inherently existent] "mine," the object of observation of an innate awareness thinking "mine" is that very "mine"; it should not be held that your own eyes and so forth are the object of observation. The subjective aspect [of such an innate misap​prehension] is that, within observing the "mine," it apprehends the "mine" to be established by way of its own character (Page 43 of the root text).

The innate view of the transitory has two divisions:

1. the innate view of the transitory that apprehends “I”
· The innate view of the transitory apprehending “I” is a mind observing the “I” in one’s (own) continuum and apprehends that “I” to exist by way of its own character.
· The object of observation of the innate view of the transitory apprehending “I” is the “I”.
2. the innate view of the transitory that apprehends “mine”


· The innate view of the transitory apprehending “mine” is a mind that observes “mine” and apprehends that “mine” to exist by way of its own character.


· The object of observation of the innate view of the transitory apprehending “mine” is “mine”.

From the point of view of their objects of observation, there are: 

· the innate view of the transitory apprehending “I” and 

· the innate view of the transitory apprehending “mine.”

Their mode of apprehension (their way of apprehending) is the same.

We can leave things here but if we were to analyse further: is “mine” a person or not? 
If “mine” is not a person, isn’t this apprehension of “mine” to be established by way of its own character the apprehension of a self of person? It follows (that this is so) because it is the innate view of the transitory. 
This is something to think about as this is an extremely difficult point. First we need to analyse, is “mine” a person or not? 
If you say that “mine” is not referring to the person, then isn’t this innate view of the transitory the apprehension of a self of persons? 
Isn’t the innate view of the transitory apprehending “mine” an apprehension of a self of persons? 


If you say “mine” is a person, then it is not so complicated.  
When you say “my” nose, that “mine” refers to the possessor of the nose. “Mine” here is the person. 
If you take that position, then it is very clear. Basically the innate view of the transitory is a mind that apprehends the “I” or “mine” to exist by way of their own character. Both are innate views of the transitory. 
There are differing views on whether the “mine” is the person.  There are scholars who assert that the “mine” is not the person. So if we say that the “mine” here is the person, then what about “my” nose or “my” eyes? Is my nose “mine”?  

This section of the text is trying to identify what is the object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons. The text states clearly that there is a difference between the apprehension of a self of persons and the innate view of the transitory.

The objects of observation of an innate consciousness apprehend​ing a self of phenomena are the form aggregate and so forth, the eyes, ears, and so forth in your own and others' continuums, and the envi​ronments and so forth not included within the [personal] continuum. The subjective aspect [of such a misapprehension] is as explained before [to apprehend them to exist by way of their own character] (Page 43 of the root text). 

The object of observation of the apprehension of a self of phenomena is anything other than a person and “mine”. It is the mind that apprehends something that is neither the person nor “mine” and apprehends that phenomenon to exist by way of its own character.

· The mind that apprehends a person or “mine” to be inherently existent or to exist by way of its own character is the apprehension of a self of person. 

· The mind that apprehends phenomena other than the person or “mine” to exist by way of their own character is the apprehension of a self of phenomena.

What about the apprehension of one’s aggregates to exist by way of their own character, to exist inherently? Is that the apprehension of a self of persons or the apprehension of a self of phenomena? 
If you have understood what I have explained, then immediately you would be able to say that the mind that apprehends one’s aggregates to be inherently existent is the apprehension of a self of phenomena.

Chandrakirti's Commentary on the "Supplement to (Nagarjuna's) 'Trea​tise on the Middle'" says:
[Because this apprehension of true existence is mistaken and obscures viewing how the nature of things is, it is called] bewil​derment. This ignorance -having a nature of obstructing per​ception of the nature [of all things] by superimposing an inher​ent existence of things [even though such] does not exist -is an obscurer (kun rdzob, samvrti) (Page 43 of the root text).
This ignorance apprehending true existence is a mind that obscures one from perceiving the true nature of phenomena.

and

Thus, [obscurational truths are posited] through the force [of being true in the face] of the afflictive ignorance included [as the initial link] within the [twelve] links [of the dependent-arising] of cyclic existence.

Hence, he asserts that:
- [a consciousness] apprehending an object as truly existent is an ignorance
- and this itself is afflictive ignorance. 
Therefore, between the two modes of positing the apprehension of a self of phenomena as an afflictive emotion or as an obstruction to om​niscience, here [in the Consequence School] it is the former (Pages 43 – 44 of the root text).

(Ven. Gyurme: “Obscurational truth” is usually translated as conventional truth but obscurational truth is the more accurate translation as the term  conventional truth does not work all the time).

According to the highest school, the CMWS, both apprehensions of a self (the apprehension of a self of persons and a self of phenomena) are afflictive ignorance and are posited to be afflictions. This is 
unlike the lower tenets. For example, according to the AMWS, the apprehension of a self of phenomena is an obstruction to omniscience whereas the apprehension of a self of persons is the obstruction to liberation.

 

After some quotations from different texts, we will complete this section on “Identifying afflictive ignorance.” Having identified what is afflictive ignorance, we will go on to the next section: “Showing that it is the root of revolving in cyclic existence.” Please read the text from pages 44 to 48.

Question: Can you please explain this sentence on page 42: “Rather, the mere “I ” that is the object observed in  generating the mere thought “I, ”that is to say, the mere person, it taken as the object of observation”?
Answer: Here it is talking about the object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons. The object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons has to be something which is a basis for generating this thought “I.” In the first place, we have to identify what this “I” or person is. The mere “I” is posited to be the object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons. The inherently existent “I” doesn’t exist. To keep it simple; we are trying to identify the object of observation.  It is the “I”. If you know that, that is fine.

Question: Can the object of observation of apprehending a self of persons be “yours”?

Answer: You don’t see this in the text but if you think about it, then it shouldn’t be a problem. But it is definitely not the innate view of the transitory. As you have said “mine” is a person, then “yours” must be a person. If “yours” is a person, then it can be the object of observation of the apprehension of a self of persons because the object of observation of a self of persons is a person and “yours” is a person.

Question: Why is the apprehension of a self of phenomena an affliction and not an obstruction to omniscience?

Answer:  This is something we have to analyse deeply. In the first place, we have to understand that, in accordance with the CMWS, the apprehension of a self of phenomena is ignorance and that ignorance is afflictive. Therefore, it is an obstruction to liberation (afflictive obstruction) and it is not an obstruction to omniscience (knowledge obstruction): 
· The thing that primarily obstructs the attainment of liberation is known as an afflictive obstruction (or obstruction to liberation). 

· The thing that primarily obstructs the achievement of enlightenment is known as a knowledge obstruction (or obstruction to omniscience). 
According to the CMWS, the apprehension of a self of phenomena is ignorance (an affliction) and it primarily obstructs the attainment of liberation.
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