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

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.


5. If things are as they seem to be.

Then not even the Buddhas of all three times can save us.

But this diversity in change

Is in reality my unchanging mother's expressions.

          Hence there is indeed a way out.

“Yet it is ultimately through your kindness alone, O mother/That I can hope to be freed./If things are as they seem to be./Then not even the Buddhas of all three times can save us”: What makes it possible for us to be freed from cyclic existence or samsara? It is due to the fact that all phenomena are not truly existent, i.e., that everything that exists is empty of inherent existence. 
If all phenomena, be it virtue or non-virtue, are truly existent then even the powerful buddhas cannot effect any positive change. But because phenomena are not truly existent, therefore they are subject to change and because of that, it is possible for anyone to achieve liberation and enlightenment, that makes liberation and enlightenment possible.

“But this diversity in change/Is in reality my unchanging mother’s expressions./Hence there is indeed a way out”: The reason why it is possible to free ourselves from samsara is stated here. The varieties of dependently arisen phenomena are the “expressions” or manifestations of the “unchanging mother,” the “unchanging mother” here referring to the emptiness of inherent existence i.e., all phenomena are the expressions of the emptiness of true existence and are not truly existent. Because this is so, it is possible to develop a mind that realises emptiness and by familiarising oneself with what is realised by this valid cogniser over time, it is possible to weaken the very root of samsara, the ignorance apprehending a self. There will come a time when one can eliminate this ignorance completely from the root and since this is the case, this shows how liberation and enlightenment are possible.

In the last lesson, we looked at how we can get rid of the ignorance apprehending a self by meditating on refuting the conceived object of ignorance, inherent existence. We can harm the apprehension of a self by refuting the conceived object of ignorance and familiarising ourselves with the meaning of such negation. This is the only way. 
We can meditate on something we consider profound but if that meditation does not harm the conceived object of ignorance, then no matter what we do, such meditation cannot help us overcome the apprehension of a self. 

· If we are not able to get at the conceived object of ignorance, we will not be able to harm this ignorance apprehending a self. 
· If we cannot harm this ignorance (apprehending a self), we are unable to harm the root of cyclic existence. 
· Without getting rid of the root of cyclic existence, there’s no way we can stop cyclic existence. 
In essence, in order to overcome cyclic existence, we have to develop the wisdom realising selflessness.
4. In order to abandon the concept of self it is necessary to refute its referent object, and the reason for that 


A. In order to abandon the apprehension of self it is necessary to refute its referent object     (or conceived object)

    B. The reason for that

a. The existence in general of three ways of apprehending I 

b. The need to settle the very basis with respect to which the apprehension of true existence is mistaken does not exist the way it is apprehended 

c. The need to greatly cherish the realization of the view of suchness, having seen that if you stop the conception of true existence, you will turn away from cyclic existence 

a. The existence in general of three ways of apprehending I 

The reason for this is that there are three modes of the mind's operat​ing on an object—(l) apprehending the object of observation to truly exist, (2) apprehending it to not truly exist, and (3) apprehending it without qualifying it with either of those (Page 57 of the root text). 

In what context are we discussing this point? As mentioned earlier, we need to negate (refute) the conceived object of ignorance. In order to do that, we must understand, in general, the ways in which a mind can apprehend or engage its object: 
1. It can apprehend its object to truly exist. 

2. It can apprehend its object to not truly exist and

3. It can apprehend its object without distinguishing whether it is truly existent or not.

In whose mind do (these three ways of apprehending) exist?  

For someone who has not realised emptiness:

· The second mode of apprehension, i.e., apprehending the object to not truly exist, does not exist. 

· But the first and third modes (of apprehension) do exist. So such a person does apprehend its object to truly exist or, sometimes, may apprehend its object without distinguishing whether it is truly existent or not. 

For someone who has realised emptiness: 

The three modes (of apprehension) are possible, i.e., someone who has realised emptiness can engage with its object in any one of the three ways.
Let us look at a person who has not realised emptiness. The mind apprehending an impermanent vase in the continuum of a person who has not realised emptiness, does that particular mind apprehend the vase to exist truly or not?

Let us say that it does apprehend the vase to be truly existent.  Then won’t it make that mind that realises the impermanent vase, ignorance? In this case, we have to say that the mind apprehending an impermanent vase in the continuum of a person who has not realised emptiness does not apprehend the vase to be truly existent.
For a person who has not realised emptiness, it is possible in that person’s mind to have a valid cognition realising a vase. A valid mind  realising the vase which also apprehends that vase to be truly existent will  make that valid cognition ignorance. If that’s the case, its status as a valid cognition will be in trouble, isn’t it? How could we call it a valid cognition?

Student 1: My question is that mind realises the vase as a vase. It comprehends its object but it is mistaken with respect to its appearing object but…..
Ven. Gyurme:  No pervasion

Student 1: No pervasion?

Ven. Gyurme:  Eye consciousness or conceptual consciousness?

Student 1: It is a valid cognition because it realises the vase as vase although the vase appears as inherently existent. If it is wrong, that means it is invalid, wrong meaning that it realises the vase as something else e.g., an apple.

Ven. Gyurme:  The essence of Geshe-la’s question is this: Does the valid mind apprehending the vase apprehends that vase to be truly existent or not?

Student 1: Yes

Geshe-la: Then that valid cognition which apprehends the vase is an apprehension of true existence.

Student 1: Yes

Geshe-la: If it is an apprehension of true existence, it is necessarily a perverse or wrong consciousness.

Student 1: I thought a wrong consciousness doesn’t realise its object at all. A mistaken (consciousness) is (mistaken) with respect to its appearing object but (it) is not a wrong consciousness, right? There is a difference between a mistaken and a wrong consciousness.

Geshe-la: Is the apprehension of true existence necessarily a wrong consciousness?
Student 1: No, not necessarily….Maybe I should go back and revise my work….
Geshe-la:  I think (you) better go now!
We ascertained earlier that the mind apprehending the persons as truly existent is the apprehension of a self of persons and the mind that apprehends phenomena as truly existent is an apprehension of a self of phenomena. Both are wrong consciousnesses. It is then difficult to posit the apprehension of true existence as a valid cognition. If it is a valid cognition, there must be a common locus between a wrong consciousness and a valid cognition, i.e., there is something that is both a valid cognition and a wrong consciousness. There isn’t anything that is both an apprehension of a self of persons and a valid cognition. Similarly, one cannot find something that is both a valid cognition of a vase and a wrong consciousness. 

In the continuum of a person who has not realised emptiness, the mind which apprehends a vase is the mind that realises just the vase. In the continua of sentient beings like ourselves who have not realised emptiness, we realise things such as vases and so forth but a mind realising a vase is a mind that realises just that without distinguishing the vase to be truly existent or not truly existent. 
We have valid minds. We understand (what is a) vase. But that mind that understands the vase is the mind that understands just the vase without distinguishing the vase to be truly existent or not truly existent. 

There are many such minds in the (mental) continuum of an ordinary person. These are valid cognitions. These modes of apprehending the object exist. If we say (they do not exist), then it is the same as saying that in the minds of ordinary sentient beings who have not realised emptiness, there are no valid cognitions. If that is the case, then for us ordinary beings, it will be impossible for us to realise anything, i.e., we cannot realise the vase, we cannot realise this and that.

If we were to say that a person who has not realised emptiness necessarily apprehends things to exist truly, that would be difficult as it would make every single mind in that person’s continuum an apprehension of true existence. 
The point we are trying to prove here is that in the continuum of an ordinary person who has not realised emptiness, not every mind in that person’s continuum necessarily apprehends objects to be truly existent. Why is this so? If we were to you say that whatever mind in an ordinary person’s continuum necessarily apprehends its object to be truly existent, then that would make every single mind in that continuum an  apprehension of true existence.

For a person who has not realised emptiness, when that person’s mind engages with an object, that mind can:
· apprehend the object as being truly existent or

· apprehend the object without qualifying it with true existence or non-true existence, i.e., it apprehends just the object itself. 
But one big difficult point for us ordinary sentient beings is that whatever appears to us appears to be truly existent. 
Can an ordinary person distinguish in his or her own mind these two modes of apprehension? The answer is no. That person is unable to distinguish one from the other.

At the same time, do these two modes of apprehension of an object exist in the minds of ordinary beings who have not realised emptiness? The answer has to be yes. The ordinary being who has not realised emptiness does apprehend things and events as truly existent.  But there are also minds in the continuum of this person that apprehends just the object itself without distinguishing whether it is truly existent or not truly existent. We have to say that this mind that realises just the object itself exists.

For the person who has not realized emptiness, do the two modes of apprehension of the object (according to the text, the first and third modes) exist in the person’s continuum? The answer is yes. 

Do you understand the third mode, apprehending the object without qualifying it to be truly existent or not truly existent?  We have to say that there are these two modes of apprehension, the first and the third. Why? The answer is that in that person’s continuum, for example, that person has a mind that realises (just) a vase.
The question is: Is that mind apprehending just the vase an apprehension of true existence as well?  Just think of your own mind apprehending just the vase itself. Is that particular mind apprehending just the vase itself an apprehension of true existence or not? If you say yes, that would make it a wrong consciousness. Is it all right to say that your mind which apprehends just the vase is an apprehension of true existence?

Geshe-la: Is it correct to say that?
Another way of phrasing the question is this: Is every single mind in the continuum of an ordinary being who has not realised emptiness ignorance or not?

Geshe-la: Is it ignorance or not?

Student 2: (Inaudible)

Geshe-la: The entire mind is ignorance?  If it is a mind in the mental continuum, is it necessarily a root of samsara? Is it ignorance or not?

Ven Gyurme: Your faith in Lama Zopa Rinpoche is ignorance or not? So that is ignorance? That is a wrong conception that needs to be abandoned?

In Tibet, there was a famous debate between Kamalashila and a Chinese monk, Hashang, who propounded the view that all conceptual thoughts, whether virtuous or non-virtuous, need to be abandoned. I can’t remember exactly but this Chinese monk gave the analogy saying it doesn’t matter whether something is tied with a white or black coil of rope. The point is that the object is tied.

Ven. Yeshe Gyatso: A mind that is apprehending the impermanence of the vase still becomes a cause of future samsara not on the basis of its being an apprehension of true existence but because of the mind itself being a contaminated mind. Because of the contaminated nature of the mind, therefore it produces future samsara. It becomes a cause of samsara not by virtue of its at that moment beholding the vase as being inherently existent but by virtue of its being a contaminated mind. Is this possible? 

This is the view of Hashang.
Geshe-la: Such a profound (question)! Are you able to say that every single mind you have is ignorance, an apprehension of a self?

Ven Yeshe Gyatso: When afflictions like anger, attachment, jealousy, envy and so forth arise very strongly, then the object is apprehended to be truly existent, the feeling that the object is so real. However, in normal circumstances, when the afflictions do not arise very strongly, then we just leave it in equanimity. Those are times when the mind doesn’t really care whether (the object) is inherently existent or not. The mind doesn’t bother to analyse or investigate whether the object is truly existent or not. It will just leave (the object) as it is.

Geshe-la: So you agree with Hashang?

Student 3: It follows then that all afflictive emotions are necessarily apprehensions of true existence, are concomitant with true existence.

Geshe-la: You still have to answer the question. When you think about it, you have to come to the conclusion that you have to say no.  Not every single mind we have is an apprehension of a self. 
We can look at it from another angle. If we were to say that every single mind in our continuum is an apprehension of a self or is ignorance, what problems will there be? Just think: Is whatever mind in your continuum now necessarily ignorance or not? 

Student 3: No

Geshe-la:  Give me an example (of the mind) that is not ignorance. Saying no is not enough.

Student 3: An example is those minds in the continua of those common beings whose mental continua have not been affected by the system of tenets and who do not differentiate between nominal imputation and inherent existence. Basically, it is a general expression of the third mode (of apprehension) which does not differentiate between mere labelling and true existence and is not afflicted by tenet systems. So, in this case, the "I" is not qualified as being either nominally imputed or inherently existent.

Ven. Gyurme:  But your illustration becomes that of (the illustration of) a person. 

Student 3: It is an illustration, right? (I am) using the “I” as the example. 

Geshe-la: If that is the case, in order to apprehend something as truly existent, you have to be a proponent of tenets?

Student 3:  It is not a pervasion of the category of those who are not qualified by either, but just an illustration. It is not a pervasion. 

Geshe-la:  The mind that apprehends the “I” does not qualify it to be inherently existent or does not qualify it to be imputed? Although you say it is not a pervasion, but based on this illustration, immediately the qualm will arise in a person’s mind, thinking that, in order to have an apprehension of true existence, you must be someone who propounds tenets or follows a particular philosophical view. It is possible for such a qualm to arise in the mind. Can you posit an example, without talking about philosophy or tenets?

Ven Gyatso: When we fall asleep, the mind at the time of sleeping does not really care. When we go to bed, whether the “I” has a true self or not, we don’t care. We just leave it as it is.

Geshe-la:  Does the apprehension of true existence exist during sleep? Does ignorance exist during sleep?  Sleep is one of the four changeable mental factors. Is sleep ignorance or not?
There are minds in the continua of ordinary beings who have not realised emptiness that apprehend an object without qualifying it as truly existent or not. Not every single mind in the continua of ordinary beings is an apprehension of a self.

If we say that all minds in the continua of ordinary beings who have not realised emptiness are necessarily apprehensions of true existence (or ignorance), we will run into many problems. Therefore, we posit that there are two modes of apprehending an object in the continuum of an ordinary being who has not realised emptiness. There are times that a person’s mind can apprehend the object to be truly existent and there are also times the person’s mind apprehends an object without qualifying whether it is truly existent or not. 

It is said that a person who has realised emptiness can apprehend an object in these three different ways. So for such a person, it is very easy to say that the person has a mind that apprehends an object that is not truly existent. That is straight forward. 

Does the apprehension of true existence exist in the continuum of a person who has realised emptiness? Yes. For a person who has realised emptiness, when that person generates an inferential cognition of emptiness and while maintaining that continuum of analysis without it degenerating, that person tries to determine whether the person exists as truly existent or not, due to that analysis, then it is not possible, during that time, for the apprehension of true existence to manifest. 
Does the intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence exist in the mind of a person who has realised emptiness? The answer is no.

Does the apprehension of true existence exist in the mind of a person who has realised emptiness? Yes it can, for example, all the instances of the innate apprehension of true existence.

For the person who has realised emptiness, in the person’s continuum there are minds which are still apprehensions of true existence and there are also minds that do not apprehend things to be truly existent. Likewise there are also minds in that person’s continuum that apprehend phenomena just as mere phenomena without qualifying them to be truly existent or not.

Hence, just as although one is not apprehending [an object] as not truly existent, one is not necessarily apprehending it as truly existent, so, although one is not involved in the two selves, it is not necessary that one is involved in the two selflessnesses. For there are limitless minds abiding in the third category (Page 57 of the root text).
Lama Tsongkhapa said that although a person has not realised emptiness, that doesn’t necessarily mean that the person is always apprehending things and events as truly existent: “Hence just as although one is not apprehending an object as not truly existent, one is not necessarily apprehending it as truly existent.”
Student 2: I was having issues earlier with the third mode. Geshe-la explains it is a mode of mere apprehension, without apprehending true existence or non-true existence. I thought the whole idea was that our minds are generally pervaded by ignorance. That’s our problem. Even if there are positive minds that come up, like faith, but underlying that  - until I realise emptiness - I still see the object of my faith to be actually truly existent even though I may not actually recognise that I am grasping at it as truly existent at this point.

Ven Gyurme: You necessarily apprehend things and events to be truly existent 100 percent of your existence.

Student 2: It starts getting weaker as I study emptiness.

Ven. Gyurme:  But you said that whatever you apprehend is necessarily the apprehension of true existence.

Student 2: Because our minds are in the state of ignorance until we recognise emptiness. That’s the thing that I am having problems with.

Geshe-la: Experientially we feel like that. If that is the case, posit an illustration for what Lama Tsongkhapa has just mentioned here: “Although one is not apprehending [an object] as not truly existent, one is not necessarily apprehending it as truly existent”. Posit an illustration. It is either Lama Tsongkhapa is wrong or we are wrong.

Remember what was said in the beginning. We have to remember this: 
· That for an ordinary being who has not realised emptiness, there are two modes of apprehension of an object. If we do not posit these two modes of apprehension, then we will run into all sorts of problems. 

· Although these two modes of apprehension exist, the ordinary individual is not able to distinguish whether the mind is apprehending an object in the first or the third mode.

· Although there is this difficulty for the ordinary person, do these two modes of apprehension exist? We have to say yes. 

The subject here is an ordinary person who has not realised emptiness. 
· That person can realise the impermanence of a vase but is that mind an apprehension of true existence or not? 

· If we say that the mind realising an impermanent vase is an apprehension of true existence, it follows then that there is a mind that has two discordant modes of apprehension. 
· It is incorrect to posit that one mind can have two discordant modes of apprehension. 
· Therefore, it is incorrect to say that the realisation of an impermanent vase is an apprehension of true existence.
In general, we have the concept of the “I.” We do realise the “I,” the self of a person. It is difficult however to say that that is an apprehension of true existence.  Until we have realised emptiness, it is difficult for us to experientially differentiate between thinking of the “I” as a mere apprehension of the “I” and thinking of the “I” as the apprehension of a truly existent “I.” Yet, at the same time, we have to say that these two modes of apprehension exist.  We cannot say they do not exist.

In the continua of ordinary sentient beings, there are minds that are able to posit the existence of objects, i.e. able to posit things conventionally.  “This is a pot.” “This is a vase.” But it becomes very difficult if we say those minds which are able to posit conventionalities are the apprehension of true existence. 

We have to think about this.  What the text is saying is that:

· In the continuum of an ordinary person who has not realized emptiness, there are two modes of the mind operating on an object, the first and third modes. 
· For someone who has realised emptiness, all the three modes (of apprehension) are possible.

Student 3: Can we say that the self-cherishing attitude in the mind that does not realise emptiness in the continuum (of a person) belongs to the third mode?

Ven. Gyurme:  So (your question is) whether self-cherishing is in the third mode (of apprehension)?

Student 3: No, because there are self-cherishing (minds) in those that realise emptiness, for example, the foe destroyer arhat who realises emptiness.

Ven. Gyurme:  It is their wisdom that realises emptiness, not their self-cherishing minds that realise emptiness

Student 3:  (The self-cherishing mind) is not conjoined with the wisdom realising emptiness in those who do not realise emptiness. So my question is whether the mind of self-cherishing that is not conjoined with any realisation of emptiness belongs to the third mode?

Geshe-la: If it is a self-cherishing (mind) in the continuum of a person who has not realised emptiness, is its mode of apprehension necessarily only in the third mode? It can be in the first mode.

Student 3: My second question is this: For those on the Sutric path, the aryas who directly realise emptiness, even though the innate mind of the apprehension of true existence exist in their continua, is there the apprehension of true existence in their post-meditative equipoise?

Geshe-la: Does the second ground bodhisattva in post-meditative equipoise have the apprehension of true existence?  The answer is yes. There are times when the apprehension of true existence manifests.

Student 3: How is it then that for those on the path of seeing onwards, they will not be accumulating fresh projecting karma for cyclic existence if they are still apprehending true existence?

Ven. Gyurme:  (rephrasing the question) Why is the apprehension of true existence in the continuum of a second ground bodhisattva not a cause for accumulating fresh projecting karma in samsara?

Geshe-la: I explained (the reason for this) a long time ago. Can you explain why? 

Student 1: The craving and grasping parts are missing so the karma does not actualise.

Geshe-la: The innate apprehension of true existence does exist in the continua of certain arya bodhisattvas. The question then is that if the innate apprehension of true existence, which is the root of samsara exists in the mind of certain arya bodhisattvas, why is it that their ignorance does not become a cause for accumulating fresh projecting karma for samsara? 
It is said that once one realises emptiness directly, one does not accumulate fresh projecting karma for samsara. Yet (these arya bodhisattvas) still have the apprehension of true existence. Ignorance is still there. Why? 
It is clear in the stages of the path literature that, of the two origins, karma and afflictions, if the afflictions exist, karma is necessarily accumulated. It is also mentioned in the Lam Rim literature that even if the seeds of karma exist but the afflictions do not exist, then the karma cannot ripen.

It is clear in the Lam Rim literature that of the two, karma and the afflictions, afflictions are the main (factors). If there are afflictions, karma is created. If that is the case, it follows then that certain arya bodhisattvas do accumulate fresh karma. Therefore, the first till the seventh ground bodhisattvas are continuously creating karma for new samsara, further cycles of existence because they have (still have) ignorance in their minds.

Student 2: (Inaudible) 
Student 3: My question is not about the appearance of true existence but the apprehension and conception of and grasping at (true existence). (These terms all mean the same thing).  

Student 1: When you apprehend something as truly existent, it doesn’t mean you have to believe in it, it doesn’t mean you have to grasp at it.

Student 7: Grasping, believing, apprehension, conceptions – they are all the same.

Geshe-la: Next Tuesday, bring the answer. You must find the answer.
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