Amitabha Buddhist Centre                    
Lama Tsongkhapa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom


Transcript of the teachings by Geshe Chonyi

Root text from The Medium-Length Exposition of the Stages of the Path of Enlightenment Practised by Persons of Three Capacities by Lama Tsongkhapa, translation Jeffrey Hopkins, Tsong-kha-pa’s Final Exposition of Wisdom © 2008 Jeffrey Hopkins, Snow Lion Publications.  

All outline references refer to the outline by Trijang Rinpoche unless otherwise stated. Outlines are in bold. 

Lesson No: 12
                     Date: 13th April 2010 

Recognizing The Mother (A Song on the Experience of the Middle Way View) by Changkya Rolpai Dorje

3.  She is perhaps the one that 'is and is not'

As told to me quietly by my brother.

All dualism is my mother's benign smile,

This cycle of birth and death her deceptive words.

4.   O my undeceiving mother you have betrayed me!

So I seek to be saved by my brother.

Yet it is ultimately through your kindness alone, O mother.

That I can hope to be freed.
Verse 3: 

We continue from the second half of Verse 3. 
“All dualism is my mother's benign smile”:  “Dualism” is the translation of the Tibetan word “zung dzin” which refers to two things, the apprehended and the apprehender. 
The apprehended refers to the object, the apprehender refers to the subject, the mind. All phenomena are dependently arisen and are the display of “my mother's benign smile.” The “mother” here refers to emptiness (so we can understand this line to mean) all dependently arisen phenomena are the benign smile of emptiness.
Due to karma and afflictions we take rebirth, die and experience pleasure and suffering. These changes are the “deceptive words” of the mother. “Deceptive words” refer to something that is false and untrue. These cycles of death and birth, pleasure and suffering are not true but  are false. 

According to the CMWS, phenomena are divided into truth and falsity. 

· The category of objects that are known as falsities refers to all phenomena other than emptiness. 

· The truth (which refers to emptiness here) is so-called because the way it appears accords with how it actually exists whereas falsities are objects other than emptiness which do not exist the way they appear. Therefore, they are called falsities. 

Sometimes, they are referred to as the incontrovertible and controvertible or infallible and fallible. 
· Infallible (or incontrovertible) refers to emptiness which is the truth whereas fallible or controvertible refers to falsities, i.e., phenomena other than emptiness. These different words mean the same thing. 

Verse 4: 
“O my undeceiving mother you have betrayed me!”: Here emptiness is called the “undeceiving mother”. Due to karma and afflictions, we are bound to samsara which is the manifestation of emptiness that has betrayed us. Who is being betrayed here? The betrayed are ordinary beings who do not have the direct perception of emptiness. Arya beings (superior beings) who perceive emptiness directly are not deceived  because they do not accumulate fresh (new) projecting karma to be reborn in samsara. 
“So I seek to be saved by my brother”: “My brother” refers to the view of dependent arising. One can understand dependent arising at different levels. At one level (of understanding), by depending on accumulating virtuous deeds, one experiences happiness. In dependence on accumulating negative deeds and actions, one experiences suffering. By correctly knowing what is to be abandoned and what is to be cultivated, we are saved from the fear of cyclic existence and the lower realms. 
When we look at the view of dependent origination at a subtler level – taking it to mean how things and events are dependently originated in dependence on imputation or labelling – with that level (of understanding), one is saved from cyclic existence.

In short, the essence of these few lines is that all phenomena are the expression of emptiness. For example, what is the person? The person is none other than that which is merely labelled by the mind, existing in mere name, in terminology. This is how the person exists. 
If we are not satisfied with this (explanation) and we look for the person, we will not find the person. Because the person cannot be found, therefore it is empty of inherent existence. While the person is empty of existing inherently, yet it is able to carry out activities such as walking, sitting, lying down and so forth. By the coming together of various dependent arisings, the person comes into being, the person exists and is able to function while it is empty. If you think about phenomena, things that exist - e.g., the person – they are manifestations of emptiness. There isn’t a person that we can pinpoint and say, “This is a person.”
*****************
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 roots 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 

D. Although both the view of the transitory collection and ignorance are the roots of cyclic existence, there are no two roots of cyclic existence
Objection: Nagarjuna's Precious Garland explains that the apprehen​sion of a self of phenomena—the apprehension of the aggregates as truly existent—is the root of cyclic existence:
As long as the aggregates are apprehended [as inherently estab​lished],
So long thereby does the apprehension of "I" [as inherently es​tablished] exist.
Further, when the apprehension of "I" exists,
There is action, and from it there also is birth.
However, Chandrakirti's Supplement to (Nagarjuna's) "Treatise on the Mid​dle" explains that the view of the transitory is the root of cyclic exis​tence:
Seeing [through investigating] with their minds that all afflic​tive emotions [such as desire and so forth] and defects [such as birth, aging, sickness, death, and so on]
Arise from the view of the transitory collection [apprehending "1" and "mine" as inherently established]...
These two explanations are contradictory because it is not feasible to have two discordant roots of cyclic existence. 

Answer: There is no fallacy (Page 49 of the root text)
Question posed to students: Since you have read the text, how does Lama Tsongkhapa answer this objection - that there are two roots of cyclic existence, that there are two forms of ignorance: the view of the transitory collection and the ignorance apprehending the self of phenomena?
Student 1: (Inaudible)

Isn’t the ignorance apprehending the self of persons a different mind from the ignorance apprehending the self of phenomena? The answer (given by Student 1) is correct but we are analysing this in greater detail. There are two roots of cyclic existence. There are two different minds. Do you agree there are two different minds?

Student 2: He (referring to Student 1) is right to say that these two minds are the same. The root of cyclic existence refers to the mode of apprehension rather than the objects (of apprehension). The mode of apprehension of these two minds that apprehend the self (of persons) and that apprehend (the self of) phenomena is the same. That’s why the root of cyclic existence refers to the way they apprehend their different objects rather than the objects themselves.
Geshe-la: Good. This way of discussing and answering questions is sometimes useful for our studies. 
There is an objection. There are two roots of cyclic existence: there is an apprehension of the self of persons and an apprehension of the self of phenomena. This is incorrect. How can there be two roots of cyclic existence? This is the objection. What is the answer to this objection?

The answer is this: There are not two roots of cyclic existence because there are no two roots of cyclic existence with discordant (or different) modes of apprehension. It is mentioned in the text that there is only one root of cyclic existence. Lama Tsongkhapa says that there is no fallacy because of the following:

· because although this Middle Way Consequentialist system differ​entiates the two apprehensions of self by way of object of observa​tion, the two do not have different aspects in their mode of appre​hension, since they both have the aspect of apprehending [their ob​ject] to be established by way of its own character, and
· because [a contradiction of two roots of cyclic existence] is taken to be positing two [consciousnesses]that have discordant modes of apprehension in their operation on an object as roots of cyclic existence.(Page 49 – 50 of the root text)

Therefore:

· when it is taught that the apprehension of a self of phenomena is the cause of the view of the transitory, it is being shown that the two inner divisions of ignorance are cause and effect [the appre​hension of the inherent existence of phenomena causing the apprehension of inherent existence of the person], and 
· when it is taught that both of those are the root of the afflictive emotions, it is being shown that they are the root of all other afflic​tive emotions whose modes of apprehension are discordant with them.

And since this fact is so for both of them, there is no contradiction, just as there is no contradiction in both former and later [moments] of a similar type of ignorance being the root of cyclic existence. (Page 50 of the root text) 
We saw earlier that the apprehension of the self of phenomena is the cause for the arising of the view of the transitory. “It is being shown that the two inner divisions of ignorance are cause and effect”: We can explain this to mean that ignorance is the cause of the view of the transitory. 

“And when it is taught that both of those are the root of the afflictive emotions”: “Both” refers here to the apprehension of a self of phenomena and the view of the transitory collection. These two are the root of afflictive emotions: “and when it is taught that both of those are the root of the afflictive emotions, it is being shown that they are the root of all other afflic​tive emotions whose modes of apprehension are discordant with them” 

Question posed to students: Can someone explain this line: “And since this fact is so for both of them” – what does “this fact” refer to?

Student 3: Why does the text say the mode of apprehension of the afflictive emotions arising from the two apprehensions of the self are “discordant” with their mode of apprehension?

Geshe-la: Are their (modes of apprehension) the same?

Student 3: When the afflictive emotion of desire arises from this root of afflictions (ignorance), that desire will view the attractive object as inherently existent. So the mode (of apprehension) is the same.
Ven. Gyurme: So desire is the root of samsara?

Student 3: The mode of apprehension of desire is (apprehending) inherent existence so the mode of apprehension is the same.

Geshe-la: Is desire the apprehension of true existence? Is desire ignorance? 

Student 3: Desire arises from ignorance so desire is not ignorance.

Geshe-la: Are you sure that desire is not the apprehension of true existence?
Ven. Gyurme:  Doesn’t desire apprehend its object as truly existent?

Student 3: Yes, it does.

Geshe-la: Therefore it is the apprehension of true existence!
Student 3: Correct. That is why I say it should not be discordant but it should be concordant.

Geshe-la: I agree. So desire is ignorance?

Student 3: Desire is not ignorance.

Geshe-la:  But isn’t it an apprehension of true existence? It was identified at the very beginning (of this text) that ignorance is the opposite of knowledge.

Student 3: Yes, (ignorance is) viewing things as existing inherently. 

Geshe-la:  Desire is the mind whose mode of apprehension is discordant with wisdom?

Student 3: Yes

Geshe-la:  Therefore desire is ignorance

Student 3: OK.
Ven. Gyurme: You understand this line of reasoning? This is the consequence.

Student 3: If you say desire is ignorance then their modes of apprehension should be concordant and not discordant.

Geshe-la: If desire is the apprehension of true existence then its mode of apprehension must be similar (to ignorance), isn’t it? Therefore they are concordant.

Student 3: Yes! That is what I am saying but the text says “discordant.”
Geshe-la:  Are you saying discordant or concordant now?

Student 3: I am asking saying whether there could be a printing mistake?!?
Ven. Gyurme: Before we start the discussion again, is the mode of apprehension of desire and ignorance the same, i.e. concordant, or discordant?

Student 3: Concordant 

Geshe-la: Are you sure?

Student 3: The mode of apprehension of desire and ignorance should be concordant.

Geshe-la: If you say the mode of apprehension of desire and ignorance are concordant, it follows then that desire is ignorance.

Student 3: You can say that.

Geshela: You have to say that. You have no other choice. It follows then  that desire is ignorance.

Student 3: OK

Geshe-la: It follows then that when you meditate on the antidote to desire, that antidote to desire becomes an antidote to ignorance.

Student 3: OK

Geshe-la: But do you remember what was said at the beginning? 
Those spoken for the sake of removing desire do not remove hatred. 
Also, those spoken for the sake of removing hatred do not remove desire. (Pg. 38 of the root text). 

Those antidotes are partial antidotes. It was mentioned that you must meditate on the antidote to bewilderment because when you meditate on the antidote to bewilderment (or ignorance), that antidote becomes the antidote for all afflictions. 
It follows now that you have to change all the things that Lama Tsongkhapa had written! 





Basically your question was based on this paragraph on page 50: 

· when it is taught that both of those are the root of the afflictive emotions, it is being shown that they are the root of all other afflic​tive emotions whose modes of apprehension are discordant with them. 
Let’s say we compare two different apprehensions: the apprehension of a person as permanent, unitary and independent and the apprehension of a person as inherently existent. Their modes of apprehension are different but they have the same object of observation. Although they share the same object of observation, they have different modes of apprehension. In fact the apprehension of the person as permanent, unitary and independent arises from the apprehension of the person as inherently existent.

And since this fact is so for both of them, there is no contradiction, just as there is no contradiction in both former and later [moments] of a similar type of ignorance being the root of cyclic existence. (Page 50 of the root text) 


“Both of them” refers to the apprehension of the self of persons and the apprehension of the self of phenomena. 

But what is “this fact” referring to? Here we are trying to analyse what “this fact” means. I am not exactly sure but what if I were to say that “this fact” refers to the potential of both the view of the transitory collection and the apprehension of the self of phenomena to produce other afflictions. Since both of them have the potential to produce other afflictions, therefore there is no contradiction, 
“Just as there is no contradiction,”- here an example is cited – “in both former and later [moments] of a similar type of ignorance being the root of cyclic existence.” Whether it is a former or a later moment of ignorance, both have the ability to generate other afflictions.  Both the former or later moment of ignorance can act as the root of samsara. Likewise, they can produce afflictions. If that is the case, then there is no contradiction in saying that both the former and later moments of ignorance are the root of samsara. In the text, the former and later moments of a similar type of ignorance is an example to show that both the apprehension of a self of persons and the apprehension of a self of phenomena are the root of samsara.

The honorable Chandrakirti does not clearly and specifically de​scribe the view of the transitory as ignorance, but:
· he says - without differentiating persons and phenomena—that the apprehension of things in general as truly existent is afflictive ig​norance

· also he asserts that an apprehension of a sell of persons is an ap​prehension of persons as established by way of their own character 

· also he frequently describes the innate view of the transitory as the root of cyclic existence

· also if he did assert [the view of the transitory] as something other than the ignorance that is the apprehension of true existence, there would be the contradiction of positing two roots of cyclic ex​istence having discordant modes of apprehension. (Page 50 of the root text)
Therefore, both [apprehensions of the true existence of persons and apprehensions of the true existence of phenomena] should be taken to be ignorance.

I don’t think we will be able to finish this particular section today. 
For the next class, you should read the last paragraph of page 50 until the end of the section on page 53. If I were to ask you, “What do you understand from your reading?” you should be able to say, “This is what I think.” 
For example, the student who answered my first question, although he didn’t attend the Basic Program, he was able to give the answer. It should be like that. That is good. I rejoice. The senior students should become like that, be more proactive especially those who have time (to study). 
I can’t say this to everyone especially those of you who are working as you have to work the whole day. The mere fact that you still come to class after a day at work is something I rejoice in. That is good. 
I would like to summarise some of the points which you should remember.
 
· So far, we saw that the apprehension of a self of phenomena gives rise to an apprehension of a self of persons. 
With respect to the apprehension of a self of persons, there is an apprehension of a self of persons that is the view of the transitory collection and also an apprehension of a self of persons that is not the view of the transitory collection. 
· I have explained this very clearly. You   must get (this point). 
What is an apprehension of a self of person that is not the view of the transitory collection? 
Can you give me an illustration of something that is an apprehension of a self of persons but is not the view of the transitory collection? I am assuming everyone understood my explanation.

Student 5: (inaudible)
Why is that not the view of the transitory collection?

Student 5: (inaudible) 
The view of the transitory collection has two divisions:

· the view of the transitory collection apprehending “I”

· the view of the transitory collection apprehending “mine”

Which comes first? 
· The view of the transitory collection apprehending “I” comes first. Based on that, then there is an apprehension of “mine”. So that is the order of arising. 
· First we apprehend the aggregates or phenomena as possessing a self. Based on that, the view of the transitory collection arises. 
· From the view of the transitory collection apprehending “I” and the view of the transitory collection apprehending “mine” come all the other negative emotions such as anger, attachment and so forth. 

Summary of today’s lesson
It is mentioned in many texts that there are no two roots of cyclic existence. What does that mean? It means that there are no two roots of cyclic existence with different modes of apprehension. 
Why are there no two roots of cyclic existence? The explanation is that there are no two roots of cyclic existence with discordant modes of apprehension. 
It is possible that objections may arise. For example, someone may say: “The apprehension of a person as permanent, unitary and independent is the root of cyclic existence. Therefore there are two roots of cyclic existence”. 
Is the apprehension of the person as permanent, unitary and independent the root of cyclic existence?

You have to say no but why
 is the apprehension of the person as permanent, unitary and independent not the root of revolving in cyclic existence? 

Student 6: The permanent, unitary and independent self is neither the object of observation nor the conceived object of innate ignorance.

Geshe-la:  How does that establish that it is not the root of samsara?

Student 6: (inaudible) 

Student 3: (inaudible) 
Geshe-la:  The apprehension of a permanent, unitary and independent self is the root of samsara? 
The apprehension of a permanent, unitary and independent self is not the root of samsara because the root of samsara has to be innate ignorance.
 The apprehension of the person as permanent, unitary and independent is only an artificial ignorance which exists in the minds of the proponents of tenets. Therefore, it doesn’t exist in everyone’s mind. 

From the general point of view, the root of samsara has to be something that is present in everyone revolving in cyclic existence. Therefore this apprehension of the person as permanent, unitary and independent is not the root of samsara because it is not innate ignorance. 

Question: Won’t the apprehension of the self asserted by the CMWS said to exist in the minds of proponents of tenets, i.e., in this case, proponents of the CMWS? 
Student 3: Before we came to these classes, we never thought of the  inherently existent “I” (inaudible) …..

Answer:  Even before coming to these classes, this feeling of the apprehension of the “I” is always there, isn’t it? What we are doing here is describing this innate apprehension of the “I” that has always been there.  We are just giving it a name. It has always been there. 
Question: Can Geshe-la please give an illustration of the intellectually acquired view of the transitory collection?

Answer: For example, for proponents of the AMWS, they have a mind that apprehends everything to exist by way of its own character. That mind is an intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence. 
When they grasp at the “I”, why do they feel that it is inherently existent? This is because they believe, “If I were to look for my “I,” I can find it.” So based on the reason that because the imputed object when sought can be found, they arrive at the thesis which is something they hold on to very strongly. What is this thesis? It is that the “I” is inherently existent, that everything exists by way of its own character. That mind is what we call an intellectually acquired view of the transitory collection or an intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence. 

Student 1: May I understand it like this? When I was born, I know how to breathe immediately but I didn’t know that this thing is called “breathing” until I attended school, where I learnt, “Oh, this thing I am doing is called breathing.” Then I learnt another technique of breathing. So this is like an artificially acquired technique. But even if I forgot this technique, I am still breathing. Otherwise, I will die. Can I understand it like this? This innate ignorance is like our natural way of breathing. 
Geshe-la: Perhaps one can use this analogy. 
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