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I will summarise what we covered so far. Going by the outline, “Identifying afflictive ignorance,” we have been trying to identify and understand what afflictive ignorance is:

· In order to do that, we first have to understand what ignorance apprehends. 

· In order to do that, we first have to realise how all phenomena are merely imputed by the mind, i.e., all phenomena are posited through the power of conceptuality. 

· Based on that understanding, we see how ignorance is the mind that apprehends phenomena to be truly existent. 

Ignorance can be divided into two: 

1. an ignorance which is an apprehension of a self of persons and 

2. an ignorance which is an apprehension of a self of phenomena. 

How are these two differentiated? They are differentiated by their objects of observation, not their mode of apprehension: 

· An ignorance which has as its object of observation a person is an ignorance which is an apprehension of the self of persons.

· An ignorance which has as its object of observation a phenomenon other than a person is an ignorance which is an apprehension of a self of phenomena.

According to the highest school, the CMWS, these two apprehensions of the self of persons and the self of phenomena are afflictions and are obstructions to liberation, i.e., they obstruct (hinder) the attainment of liberation, and are not obstructions to omniscience. 

This summary of what we have covered so far is what you have to keep in mind and know. When you have the time, you should read the text and transcripts again and see if your understanding accords with what we have discussed so far. 
Although we have now completed this section in class, that doesn’t mean you can forget about it and put it aside. Rather, you have to revisit what we have covered so far and read it over and over again for five or six times. You should see if you have a new understanding of the text/transcripts every time you read and analyse them. You may get some new understanding or, perhaps, doubts will arise. If you have any doubts, you should bring them up (in class) and eliminate them. When you read the material again, you shouldn’t read it quickly like speed-reading but rather you should read slowly and mindfully while, at the same time, analysing and thinking about the meaning of what you have read. When you do that, it will be more beneficial. 
One thing about reading and studying such great treatises – every time you study and read them, you will get a new perspective and a new understanding. Every time you do so, you eliminate more doubts and qualms.
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 

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

This is also set forth by the Superior, the father [Nagarjuna], and his spiritual son [Aryadeva]. Nagarjuna's Seventy Stanzas on Emptiness says:
That [consciousness] which apprehends things produced 

From causes and conditions to be real [that is, to be established 
    by way of their own entities] 

Was said by the Teacher to be ignorance. 

From it the twelve links arise.

If through seeing reality one knows well 

That things are empty [of inherent existence], the ignorance 
    [mistaking inherent existence] does not arise.

That is the cessation of ignorance,

Whereby the twelve links [of the dependent-arising of cyclic 
    existence] cease.

To conceive things to be real [means] to apprehend them as established as [their own] reality, or as true [that is, truly established] (Page 44 of the root text).
These two verses from Nagarjuna’s Seventy Stanzas on Emptiness are quoted to support whatever was established earlier – the clear identification of what ignorance is. 

“Things produced from causes and conditions to be real”: what do “things” refer to? If we were to interpret “things” here to refer to phenomena, then there is an apprehension of phenomena as being truly existent which is the apprehension of a self of phenomena. Arising from this apprehension of the self of phenomena comes the apprehension of the self of persons. Then, from the apprehension of the self of persons comes the twelve links of dependent origination. Perhaps, there is greater meaning when we read the verse in this way. 

When one is able to see reality well, when one is able to see that the person is not truly existent, that correct perception of persons as not being truly existent is able to stop ignorance. When ignorance ceases, then the twelve links of dependent origination will also cease. 

Then Lama Tsongkhapa quotes another verse from Nagarjuna’s Precious Garland:

This is simi​lar in meaning to the statement in Nagarjuna's Precious Garland that un​til apprehension of the aggregates as truly existent is overcome, the view of the transitory cannot be overcome:

As long as the aggregates are apprehended [as inherently estab​lished],
So long thereby does the apprehension of "I" [as inherently es​tablished] exist (Pages 44 – 45 of the root text). 

(Ven Gyurme: The words in brackets are not in the original text but are added to clarify the meaning of the quotation).
Explaining these two lines in the same way, they are saying that as long as there is an apprehension of truly existent aggregates, then the apprehension of “I” arises. This means that as long as we do not stop or eliminate the apprehension of the aggregates as truly existent, then there is no way we can stop the apprehension of the self of persons. In order to stop a particular result from arising, we have to stop its cause. Therefore, in order to stop the apprehension of the self of persons, we must first stop the apprehension of the aggregates as truly existent. I think it should be all right to explain the meaning of these two lines in this way. 

“This is simi​lar in meaning to the statement in Nagarjuna's Precious Garland that un​til apprehension of the aggregates as truly existent is overcome, the view of the transitory cannot be overcome”: what does “This  is similar” refer to? It is referring to the meaning of the earlier quotation which is similar to this statement in Nagarjuna’s Precious Garland, “As long as the aggregates are apprehended as inherently estab​lished,/So long thereby does the apprehension of "I" as inherently es​tablished exist.”

Also, Aryadeva's Four Hundred says:

Just as the body sense power [pervades] the body, 

Bewilderment abides in all [afflictive emotions as their basis]. 

Therefore, all afflictive emotions are overcome 

Through overcoming bewilderment.

When dependent-arising is seen, 

Bewilderment does not arise. 
Therefore, with all endeavor here 

I will set forth just discourse on this.
Concerning the bewilderment so described, since this is at a point of identifying the bewilderment that is one of the three poisons [desire, hatred, and bewilderment], it is afflictive ignorance. Also, [Aryadeva says that, in order to overcome this ignorance, it is necessary to realize the meaning of the profound dependent-arising such that the meaning of emptiness appears as the meaning of dependent-arising. Therefore, afflictive bewilderment must be taken in accordance with the explanation of it — in Chandrakirti's commentary on that passage — as a consciousness superimposing true existence upon things. The honorable Chandrakirti, following Buddhapalita's commentary on the Superior [Nagarjuna's] thought, clearly speaks to this point (Pages 45 – 46 of the root text).
(Ven. Gyurme: We usually say the three poisons are desire, hatred, and ignorance but here it is desire, hatred, and bewilderment. There are different words for ignorance in Tibetan and it is usually translated as “ignorance” but here, in order to make a differentiation, it is translated as “bewilderment.”  In Tibetan, bewilderment is “ti mug” and ignorance is “ma rig pa” so there is a difference).
What is the essence of this paragraph? There is an apprehension of  truly existent persons. There is an apprehension of truly existent phenomena. These two apprehensions are apprehensions of true existence. The apprehensions of truly existent persons and truly existent phenomena are ignorance. With the apprehension of truly existent phenomena acting as the cause, the apprehension of the truly existent person arises. Then, due to the apprehension of the person as truly existent, we revolve in cyclic existence. 
When one is able to overcome the apprehension of phenomena (or the aggregates) as truly existent, then one will be able to overcome the apprehension of persons as truly existent. When one is able to overcome that, one overcomes the twelve links of the dependent arising. In short, ignorance is the apprehension of true existence.

Question: If the apprehension of the self of phenomena is the cause for the apprehension of the self of persons, then what about the statement that was made in one of the earlier classes that in terms of the order of realisations, one realises the selflessness of persons first. Is there a contradiction?

Answer: It is definite that, in terms of the order of arising, the apprehension of the self of phenomena arises first. On that basis, one then apprehends the truly existent self of persons.  

When you think of a person, what comes to mind first? The aggregates  come to mind first and based on the appearance of those aggregates, the appearance of the person arises. How do the aggregates appear to the mind? They appear to the mind as truly existent. 

What comes to the mind first, the aggregates or the “I”/person? The aggregates come to the mind first. Then the person arises in the mind.  The moment the aggregates appear to the mind, they appear to exist by way of their own character, completely from their own side, as truly existent. There is this appearance of truly existent aggregates. On top of that, we grasp at the aggregates to exist in the way they appear, i.e., we apprehend the aggregates to exist truly. 

Based on that, the appearance of the truly existent person comes to the mind and on top of that, we grasp and apprehend the person to be truly existent. This is the order of the arising. When we explain it in such a way, this is how the apprehension of the self of phenomena arises before the apprehension of the self of persons.

But, with respect to the realisation of persons and phenomena as being empty of inherent existence, in terms of realising that the person and the aggregates do not exist inherently, it is easier to first realise that the person does not exist inherently. It is said that the realisation of the selflessness of persons is easier. 
Why? How does the person appear to the mind? The person appears to depend on the aggregates whereas when we think of phenomena other than the person, it doesn’t have the same effect. When we think of a person, we do get the feeling that there is something that depends on the aggregates. When we think of a phenomenon other than the person, however, there is this appearance (of the phenomenon) but there is also the sense that there is something right there, (existing) from its own side. 

There is one particular view that this is due to the difference in the substratum of the emptiness. Comparing persons and the aggregates (or phenomena), based on the difference in the substratum, it is easier to realise the emptiness of the person. 
Of course, there are also scholars who assert that there is no order of realisation between the emptiness of the inherently existent person and the emptiness of the inherently existent aggregates. This is something that can be discussed further. But with regards to the order of arising, everyone is in agreement, i.e., it is the apprehension of the self of phenomena that arises first. 

· In terms of the order of realisation, the selflessness of persons comes first. 

· In terms of the order of arising, it is the apprehension of the self of phenomena that arises first. 
It is important to know and understand the reason why in terms of the order of realisation, one comes first and in terms of the order of arising, the other comes first. 
Question:  We said the apprehension of the self of phenomena arises first. Based on that, then the apprehension of the self of persons arises. As phenomena here refer to a great variety of things, i.e., everything other than the person, should we not be more specific? Rather than saying the apprehension of the self of phenomena, shouldn’t we refer specifically  to the apprehension of the self of aggregates?

Answer:  No, you can’t say that because if you say that, you eliminate a lot of things. Here we are saying that the apprehension of the self of phenomena arises first. In general, when we talk about phenomena, phenomena include everything, including the “I” or person. But if you look at phenomena from the viewpoint of the two divisions - persons and phenomena - then we cannot say that phenomena refer to everything. It refers to everything except persons. In that sense, you don’t have to say apprehension of the self of the aggregates. It is sufficient to just say apprehension of the self of phenomena. 

2. Showing that afflictive ignorance is the root of revolving in cyclic existence


A. Whereas the innate apprehension of a self must be posited as the root of cyclic existence, the artificial one is 
not suitable to be posited so 



B. Since the innate mode of apprehension does not involve artificial manners of apprehension, it does not help to stop those manners of apprehension 




C. The absurdity of opposing innate mental afflictions by merely refuting the referent objects of artificial [concepts][/The absurd consequences [that would follow] if you were to counteract innate mental afflictions by...] 




D. Although both the view of the transitory collection and ignorance are the root of cyclic existence, there are no two roots of cyclic existence 



E. Demonstrating that the way the apprehension of true existence becomes the root of cyclic existence is asserted by the noble father and son 



F. How to understand the stages of how the mental afflictions arise from the Commentary on Valid Cognition as well 

A. Whereas the innate apprehension of a self must be posited as the root of cyclic existence, the artificial one is 
not suitable to be posited so 
 (Ven. Gyurme:  “The artificial one” can also be translated as “the intellectually acquired”). 

Before we go through this section, I will just give you a rough idea of what this section is about. This section is saying that the root of samsara (cyclic existence) is the innate apprehension of a self. 
The apprehension of the self of persons and the apprehension of the self of phenomena as asserted by the Great Exposition School (GES), the Sutra School (SS) and the Mind-Only School (MOS) cannot be posited as the actual root of samsara. These schools have their own views as to what an apprehension of the self of persons and phenomena are but,   according to the highest school, their views are incorrect. That means what they assert to be ignorance is not the actual ignorance which is the root of samsara. Why? For example, the self of persons and phenomena asserted by the GES and SS exist only in the minds of proponents of tenets. In order for something to be the root of cyclic existence, it has to be present in everyone’s minds whether that person is a proponent of tenets or not. 
This is the meaning of the section on page 46 up to page 47, “…because artificial ignorance occurs only in proponents of tenets, it is not feasibly the root of cyclic existence.” If you had read the text and thought about it, then what I have said is sufficient. You can’t start reading here. If you understand this section, then there is no need for me to explain further.   If you don’t understand, then I will read it out and explain again.

Showing that afflictive ignorance is the root of revolving in cyclic existence
Moreover, the ignorance explained above, which apprehends the two selves in that way, is not an artificial apprehension of a self of persons or an artificial apprehension of a self of phenomena, as in the asser​tions of the truth of:

· a person that is permanent, unitary, and under its own power 
· external objects of apprehension that are minute particles which are partless in terms of directions—east and so forth—or that are gross objects which are composites of directionally partless minute particles

· internal apprehending consciousnesses that are partless moments of consciousness which are temporarily partless—there being no earlier or later portions, and so forth—or a continuum of con​sciousness which is a series [of temporally partless moments] 
· self-consciousness which is non-dualistic in the sense of being empty of such apprehended object and apprehending subject
these being imputed by the uncommon assertions of the non-Buddhist and [non-Consequentialist] Buddhist systems of tenets (Page 46 of the root text).

· Certain non-Buddhist tenets assert an apprehension of a permanent, unitary and independent person. Such an apprehension is not the apprehension of a self of persons. 
· With regards to the selflessness of phenomena, amongst the four Buddhist tenets, the GES and SS do not have a presentation on the selflessness of phenomena, which is only found in the Mahayana tenets. 

· The MOS asserts that there are no external objects, i.e., external objects do not exist and they are not of a separate entity from the mind. The MOS’s assertion of the emptiness of the apprehender and the apprehended being different substantial entities is the selflessness of phenomena. (The MOS’s presentation on the selflessness of phenomena, directionally partless particles and self-consciousnesses had been covered in the module on tenets during the Basic Program). According to the highest school, that is not the real selflessness of phenomena. 
Rather, [the ignorance described above refers to] the two innate apprehensions of self, which all those whose minds are and are not affected by tenets have in common and which have operated beginninglessly without de​pending on the mind's being affected by tenets.
    Just that [innate ignorance] is here held to be the root of cyclic ex​istence: (Page 46 of the root text)

The innate apprehension of the self has been in our minds since beginningless time. Only that is held to be the root of cyclic existence. Supporting this view is a quotation from Chandrakirti’s text.
· because through the reasoning of the statement in Chandrakirti's Supplement to (Nagarjuna's) "Treatise on the Middle":
This non-produced permanent [self imputed by false 
    systems] is not perceived 

By those spending many eons as animals, 

Yet consciousnesses apprehending "I" are seen to 
     oper​ate in them.
[it can be understood that] what binds sentient beings in cyclic existence is innate ignorance, and
· because artificial ignorance occurs only in proponents of tenets, it is not feasibly the root of cyclic existence (Pgs. 46 – 47 of the root text).
The verse is saying that for sentient beings reborn many times as animals, while in that animal state, their minds do not apprehend an “I” that is permanent, unitary and independent. This is an assertion of some non-Buddhist tenets and is artificial (ignorance). It doesn’t exist in the minds of animals. 

However, in the minds of animals, even when they have been animals for many eons, there is this natural grasping of “I”. Animals do not have  artificial ignorance but they do have this innate apprehension of a self that causes them to take rebirth in cyclic existence over and over again. Therefore, what is posited as the root of cyclic existence has to be this innate ignorance, this innate apprehension of a self. This is the cause of samsara. (“Innate” means instinctively).

Why is it that an artificial apprehension of a self cannot be the root of samsara? For example:

· the assertion of non-Buddhist tenets of an apprehension of a person as permanent, unitary and independent (which, according to the highest school, is an artificial ignorance); and 
· the assertion of the MOS that external phenomena do not exist. 

Why is it that the apprehension of external objects cannot be the root of samsara? Why is it that it cannot be an apprehension of self of phenomena? It is very important that you are able to explain why  innate ignorance has to be the root of samsara and why artificial ignorance is not the root of samsara. It is insufficient just to be able to make those statements.  When you are able to explain (the reasons) then your mind will have a deeper understanding. Knowing them and be able to explain them is extremely important. 

In order for something to be the root of samsara, it has to be present in the minds of everyone in samsara. The apprehensions that are asserted to be the root of samsara by some non-Buddhist tenets and some of the Buddhist tenets only exist in the minds of certain individuals. They do not exist in everyone’s minds. Therefore, their assertions cannot be the root of samsara. 
Question: How do we know that animals have self grasping?


Answer:  As long as it is a sentient being, something that possesses a mind, then naturally or innately, there is the wish to be happy and the wish not to suffer. An insect also has these wishes. Just as the “I” appears to our minds and appears to exist from its own side, in the same way, insects also have this feeling of and apprehend the truly existent, the real “I.” 
(Question from Geshe-la):

Aren’t partless particles truly existent? 
(Some discussions between Geshe-la and students).In response to this question, you should be able to say immediately that they are not truly existent. Why? In the first place, partless particles do not exist. You can say that. That being the case, if it is a particle, it necessarily possesses parts. Can we say that? If we say that a particle is necessarily not partless, then it necessarily possesses parts. Why is it then that if it is a particle, it has to possess parts? Can you try to explain why a particle necessarily has parts? 
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