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Lesson No: 38                      Date: 12th October 2010 
In the last lesson, we looked at the two major obstacles to the generation of the pure view: 
· the view that superimposes true existence on all phenomena, i.e., the apprehension of phenomena to be truly existent.
· the view that deprecates reality, i.e., when one concludes that if things and events are not inherently existent, then they can’t possibly exist. If one holds on to this view, one falls into the extreme of annihilation.
B. Delineating the selflessness of phenomena 

a. How there is no difference in subtlety among objects of negation, but rather a distinction between two selflessnesses on account of their subjects 

b. How it is settled 

1) Refutation through moving over the reasoning explained earlier 

2) Refutation through another reasoning not explained earlier 

a) Showing the reasoning of dependent-arising 

i) Mentioning the source 

ii) Explanation of what the sutra [quotation] means 

iii) Praise to the argument of dependent origination as that which cuts all inferior     views 

iv) Identification of where the view goes wrong – the extremes of exaggeration and denigration 

v) How the two extremes are overcome at the same time through the reasoning of dependent origination 

vi) Presentation[s] of dependent origination 

1' Presentation common to Cittamatrins 

2' The Madhyamika's uncommon way of presenting dependent origination 

vii) How truly established sameness and difference are also refuted by these [two arguments] 

viii) Corresponding statements in Nagajuna's writings 

ix) The way it is praised as a view in which appearances and emptiness are seen to be complimentary 

x) Instruction that it is necessary to differentiate between inherent existence and non-existence and, generally, between the four types of existence and non-existence 

1' The actual [advice] 

2' How you fall to the two extremes if you do not differentiate between them along    with a source

3' The manner in which those two extremes are eliminated 

4' The mere extremes of existence and non-existence and the two extremes associated with the places where the view goes wrong do not have the same meaning 

5' Sources for that

6' The distinction that through [the phrase] 'neither existent nor non-existent' and the like there is no falling to extremes, is a fixation on mere words 

b) Establishing uncompounded phenomena also as not truly existent through the reasoning   of dependent-arising and the former reasoning 

v) How the two extremes are overcome at the same time through the reasoning of dependent origination
     Those two are abandoned without residue when inherent estab​lishment is refuted based on a reason in which ascertainment has been induced with respect to the arising of such-and-such an effect from such-and-such causes and conditions. For through ascertaining the rea​son, the view of annihilation is eradicated, and through ascertaining the meaning of the thesis, the view of permanence is eradicated (Page 91 of the root text).
In the previous lesson, we looked at the two extremes: 

(1) The extreme of existence which refers to inherent existence or inherent establishment, i.e., how all phenomena are inherently established. The view adhering to the extreme of existence is called the view of permanence. 

(2) the extreme of non-existence, i.e., the non-existence of all phenomena.
The view adhering to the extreme of non-existence is called the view of annihilation. 

These two extremes and the two views adhering to them are abandoned and refuted through the reasoning of dependent-arising. 

“For through ascertaining the rea​son, the view of annihilation is eradicated”: Let us take the example of a vase. The vase is not truly existent because it is dependently-arisen. When one understands that the vase is a dependent-arising, one realises that the vase exists. This realisation overcomes the view of annihilation. 
“And through ascertaining the meaning of the thesis, the view of permanence is eradicated”: What is “the meaning of the thesis"? We  said earlier that the vase is not truly existent because it is a dependent- arising. Here, we are trying to prove (or establish) the thesis, the vase is not truly existent (inherently existent). By ascertaining that the vase is not inherently existent, one eradicates the apprehension of the vase as truly existent. When one eradicates this apprehension of the truly existent vase, one overcomes the view of permanence. 
According to the text here, there seems to be a temporal order in the elimination of the views of the two extremes: First, the view of annihilation is eradicated followed then by the view of permanence. 
But what does the outline state?  The outline states that the two extremes are overcome at the same time through the reasoning of dependent-arising. So here a qualm arises. There are some disputes regarding this point. There are scholars who assert that the two views are eradicated simultaneously through the reasoning of dependent-arising while some other scholars say that the two views are not eradicated simultaneously. 

Returning to the thesis, the vase is not truly existent because it is a dependent-arising. Dependent-arising is the reason that is employed to prove the thesis. Based on the understanding of the reason how the vase is a dependent-arising, we ascertain that the vase is indeed not truly existent. 
The word, dependent-arising, has the power to eradicate the two views simultaneously. Based on the outline, is it all right if we take the word, dependent-arising,  to mean that it has the power to eradicate the two views simultaneously?
As mentioned in the previous lesson, (when we analyse) the word, dependent-arising:

· “dependent” has the power to cause us to understand that its opposite - inherent existence -  does not exist.  
· “arising” has the power to cause us to understand that phenomena are conventionally existent. Once we understand that things and events  (phenomena) are conventionally existent, this understanding eradicates the view of annihilation. 
So we can see that the word, dependent-arising has the power to eradicate the two extremes. 

With reference to the outline, we are trying to see how the two extremes are overcome at the same time through the reasoning of dependent- arising: There is a mind that ascertains the thesis, in relation to a vase, that it is not truly existent because it is a dependent-arising. We are trying to prove that the vase does not exist truly. There is a mind that realises the vase is not inherently existent. In this case, rather than saying that this particular mind has the power to eradicate the two extremes, what if we say the reasoning of dependent-arising has the power to eradicate the two extremes? 
“Those two are abandoned without residue when inherent estab​lishment is refuted”: When one refutes inherent establishment, the two extremes are abandoned  yet  the ascertainment of the two views are not simultaneous. We must find a way to reconcile this difference. The main thing to consider is whether the two extremes are abandoned simultaneously through the reasoning of dependent-arising. There are some scholars who assert that the two extremes are abandoned simultaneously and there are scholars who assert that they are not. You have to think and analyse which position is better. 

Question: We are trying to establish here that the vase is not truly existent because of the reasoning of dependent-arising. So we have to realise the reason before we can realise the thesis. But at the time of realising the reason, the reason is dependent-arising. 
The word, dependent-arising is made up of “dependent” and “arising.”  “Dependent” has the connotation that its opposite – inherent existence - does not exist. That being the case, won't it mean that we have already realised emptiness before we establish the thesis? 

Answer: Yes, you realise emptiness there and then as I mentioned before. There is no fallacy!
As mentioned before, there are different levels of meaning to the word, dependent-arising. If we were to take its meaning here to refer to subtle dependent-arising, then we probably will have to say that one must have realised emptiness. 

Question:  In the previous lesson, you mentioned that there is a point in time where you realise the reason before you realise the thesis. So when you realise the reason, dependent-arising, will you simultaneously also realise the thesis? 
Answer: The thesis is the vase is not truly existent because it is a dependent-arising. 
You have to realise that the vase is a dependent-arising, i.e., realising the dependent-arising of the vase. At the time of realising the vase is dependently arisen - here, we are referring to subtle dependent-arising - you have not yet realised that the vase is not truly existent. 

In order to eradicate this qualm, we must understand the three modes and the way how reasons function. Otherwise, it is difficult to overcome this qualm. 
Going back to the vase, at the time when you realise that the vase is disintegrating momentarily, you have not yet realise that the vase is impermanent. 
The reasoning of momentary disintegration is used to establish and prove that the vase is impermanent. Therefore, we have this thesis: the vase is impermanent because it is momentarily disintegrating. In order to prove the thesis, you have to realise the reason. 

The reason must come first.  At the time when you realise that the vase is disintegrating momentarily, you have not yet realise the thesis: the vase is impermanent. This has to be the case. Based on your own experience, you can only point to the vase momentarily disintegrating as there is nothing else that makes the vase impermanent.
It is the same when you are applying the reasoning of one and different.  The vase is not truly existent because it is not truly one or truly different. At the time when you realise that the vase is not truly one, you have not realised the vase is not truly existent.  
We have to understand in detail how reasoning works, for example, what does it mean to ascertain that the vase is not truly one. Unless we have studied how reasoning works, it is difficult to examine this in more detail. 
Basically, you have a reason and a thesis. You can only realise the thesis, i.e., what you are trying to establish, by depending on the reason. Therefore, they cannot be simultaneous. You have to realise the reason in relation to the subject before you can realise the thesis. 
With regard to this paragraph, the thing to analyse is whether the reasoning of dependent-arising eradicates the two views simultaneously or not. If it does, how does it do so? What are the two extremes? These are the points we have to understand in relation to this outline. 
vi) Presentation[s] of dependent origination 

     1' Presentation common to Cittamatrins 

     2' The Madhyamika's uncommon way of presenting dependent origination 
1' Presentation common to Cittamatrins 

     Therefore, external things such as sprouts and internal things such as compositional activity arise in dependence, respectively, on seeds and so forth, and on ignorance and so forth (Page 91 of the root text). 
We are talking here about dependent-arising at the level of causality,  whether it is in relation to external objects or internal objects. The point is we accept that, in dependence on causes, effects arise. Effects arise from and are dependent on causes.  This explanation of dependent-arising at the level of causality is asserted by the proponents of the SS and MOS. This presentation of dependent-arising at the level of causality is common or shared with the proponents of the CMWS. 

2' The Madhyamika's uncommon way of presenting dependent origination 
This being so, that those [sprouts, compositional activity, and so forth] are established by way of their own character is not feasible because whatever is established by way of its own nature must be inherently established—that is, be able to set itself up under its own power—due to which it is contradictory for it to rely on causes and conditions. Aryadeva's Four Hundred says:
Those which have a dependent arising 
Are not under their own power.
All these are not under their own power;
Therefore, they do not have self [that is to say, establishment by way of their own nature].

Through this you should understand that persons, pots, and so forth also are without inherent establishment because of being imputed in dependence on their own collection [of parts]. Those are two presentations of the reasoning of dependent-arising (Page 91 of the root text).
When one explains the meaning of dependent-arising in terms of causality, how causes lead to effects, that explanation is common or shared because the Madhyamika also assert this together with the proponents of the SS and the MOS.  
The uncommon or unshared assertion of the Madhyamika is that, for them, dependent-arising means that things and events are dependent on the mind positing those phenomena, i.e., they are dependently designated or designated in dependence on their bases of designation.
The Madhyamikas are divided into the AMWS and the CMWS. The AMWS explains dependent-arising on the level of the whole and its parts and also in dependence on the basis of designation.

The CMWS’ assertion is subtler. It does not only explain that phenomena are dependent on their bases of designation but also that phenomena are merely designated through the force of conceptuality, i.e., things exist in mere name.
In explaining dependent-arising, there are many verses in the sutras that explain how things are dependently arisen because they come about through causes and conditions. Even the quotation from Aryadeva's Four Hundred shows that things and events arise from causes and conditions. 
When one takes these verses to only mean dependent-arising at the level of causality, that explanation is common or shared with the SS, MOS and so forth.
When one takes causes and conditions to mean depending on the bases of designation, that explanation of dependent-arising is subtler. This explanation is asserted by the AMWS. 
When one goes a step further, the even subtler explanation takes causes and conditions to mean that things exist in mere name. In order for things to exist, they must depend on the mind that designates.  
I remember when I first brought this up a few lessons ago (Lesson 35), the three levels of dependent-arising were explained as follows:

· The first level of dependent-arising explained on the level of mere causality is common to the GES and the SS. 
· Dependent-arising in terms of the whole and its parts is common to the MOS.
· Subtle dependent-arising, i.e., how all phenomena are merely designated through the force of conceptuality, is common to the CMWS.
There is a bit of mix-up then.  Please amend the transcript for that lesson accordingly.
  

********
We will stop here and continue the remainder of this text in 2011.  Happy holidays! (
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� The transcript for Lesson 35 has been duly corrected.
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