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Lesson No: 44                        Date: 10th March 2011 
We saw that the reasoning of being truly one and truly different were used to delineate how phenomena are not inherently existent.  In the text, the reasoning of dependent-arising is also used to establish how phenomena are not truly existent. 
Because phenomena are dependently arisen, i.e., they arise by depending on something else, that establishes that phenomena are not truly or inherently existent. The reasoning of dependent-arising is also called the king of reasoning. In the text, there are many quotations from both the sutras and Nagarjuna’s text on dependent-arising. 
It is very important to understand the word “tendril” in Tibetan. Literally, it means dependently related or when we talk about things and events, being dependently arisen. The word has the power to induce the  understanding that anything that is dependently arisen cannot exist truly. If things and events are established by their own nature, then it is not possible for those phenomena to be dependently arisen. You have to think about the meaning of the word. 
There are two outcomes from the different philosophical systems when we look at the word, dependent-arising. All the tenets, from the AMWS and those below it, assert that, since things and events are dependently arisen, therefore they must exist by their own nature. They must exist inherently. They say, “Things and events arise from causes. Causes give rise to effects. Therefore, effects must exist.” 
The CMWS has a completely different thinking regarding the word, dependent-arising. For the CMWS, because things and events are dependently arisen, therefore things and events cannot exist by their own nature. They cannot exist inherently. 
If you think about the meaning of dependent-arising, you will probably arrive at the understanding that things do not exist from their own side. The chances for this are much higher if you really think about the word, dependent-arising. Because phenomena are dependently arisen, it is not likely that they can exist from their own side.
The text mentions two views that act as the principal obstacles to developing the correct understanding of reality:
· the view of superimposition or exaggeration of reality, which is a mind that apprehends all phenomena as truly existent and is also known as the view of permanence.  
the view of deprecation of reality, which is a mind that apprehends all phenomena as non-existent and is also referred to 
· as the view of annihilation. 

It is important to know these terms and their meanings well. You need to memorise them. 

· 
· 

· The extreme of superimposition can refer to many different things, but, in this context, one is settling the view of emptiness, so it refers to true existence.

· The view of superimposition refers to the mind that apprehends the extreme of superimposition as an existent. It refers to the mind which apprehends phenomena to be truly existent. 

These are different ways of talking about the same thing. The target of the apprehension of true existence is true existence. That is the extreme of superimposition whereas the apprehension which possesses the target is the view of superimposition.

Does the extreme of superimposition exist or not? 

What we have discussed here is not complicated at all. What we have to do is just to memorise the terms and its meanings.

· The view of superimposition exists but the extreme of superimposition does not exist.
· The view of deprecation exists but the extreme of deprecation does not exist.

By depending on the reason of dependent-arising, the two extremes are negated. 
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).
The reason that is 
dependent-arising means that things exist, i.e., there must be something there. This understanding eradicates the idea that things and events are non-existent. Through ascertaining the reason of dependent-arising, the view of deprecation or  annihilation is eradicated.

Through ascertaining the meaning of the thesis – that all phenomena do not exist truly - you eradicate the view of superimposition or permanence because you have eradicated, in your mind, the apprehension of true existence. Therefore, it says in the text, “…through ascertaining the meaning of the thesis, the view of permanence is eradicated.” Lama Tsongkhapa is saying that through ascertaining the reason that employs dependent-arising, that eradicates the view of deprecation or annihilation. 
When you ascertain that things and events are not truly existent, you eradicate the view of permanence:

· The mind that ascertains emptiness eradicates the extreme of permanence.
· The mind that ascertains dependent-arising eradicates the extreme of annihilation.

Then these questions arise: 
· Does the mind ascertaining emptiness eradicate the view of annihilation?

· Does the mind ascertaining dependent-arising eradicate the view of permanence?

You may not understand the subject very well but if you sit there and don’t say anything, then definitely you will not understand. When you air your views and someone refutes those views, this causes you to see the mistakes in the position that you have taken and the mistakes in your line of reasoning. That is most beneficial because you will remember it for life. You will really understand: “Oh, it is not like this.” It is as if someone came along and hit you on the head with a stick. You will remember that experience for life. 
Most people are like that. They keep quiet and assume they are all right. They know just a little bit here and there. It becomes very obvious when a question is asked. This shows that there is no real understanding. If you want to know the subject well, then you have to think about it, air your views, discuss, debate and analyse. Then you will really learn. Otherwise, you keep quiet and I go on talking from my side. I really don’t know how beneficial that is and how much you learn. It is important that all of us are in this together. You all have to try. 
In the above extract, it says very clearly that by ascertaining dependent- arising, you eliminate in your mind the view of annihilation or  deprecation. Dependent-arising is the reason. 
When you ascertain the meaning of the thesis, that all phenomena are not truly existent, you eradicate the view of permanence or superimposition. 
What if someone says, “No, it is not like that. It is the complete opposite. When you realise dependent-arising, you eradicate the extreme of permanence and so forth.” In fact, this was taught by Lama Tsongkhapa in the Three Principles of the Path where he experienced it in the opposite way:

· how ascertaining emptiness eliminates the extreme of annihilation and 

· how ascertaining dependent-arising eliminates the extreme of existence.  
Furthermore, appearance eliminates the extreme of existence.

And emptiness eliminates the extreme of non-existence.

If you realize how emptiness manifests in the manner of cause and effect 

Then you are not captivated by wrong notions holding extreme views.




Those of you who are interested to understand this should discuss it amongst yourselves to see whether there is any contradiction. 
It is very clear, in the text here that Lama Tsongkhapa is saying:

· by ascertaining dependent-arising, you eradicate the view of annihilation and 
· by ascertaining emptiness you eradicate the view of permanence.
But, in Lama Tsongkhapa’s own composition, The Three Principles of the Path, he explains it in a different way, i.e., in reverse. Is there any internal contradiction? 
With respect to dependent-arising, there are different ways of explaining it which I have mentioned before. 
There is one level of dependent-arising at the level of cause and effect, how things and events are dependently arisen from their causes and conditions. 
Another level of dependent-arising is how things are dependently designated. 
That is the mode of explanation of the Middle Way School.
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 Nagarjuna’s writings 

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

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 





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

By depending on the reasoning of dependent-arising, truly established sameness and difference are refuted as well. 

      What is dependently produced or dependently imputed does not exist as an inherently existent one with that upon which it depends; [for] if it did, all agents and objects
 would be one. Those two also do not exist as inherently existent others because if they did, a relationship [between them] could be refuted, whereby reliance on those [causes or a basis of imputation] would be contradictory (Pages 91-92 of the root text).

Question: Does “dependently produced” refer to what you mentioned about cause and effect and “dependently imputed” refer to the subtler bases of things that are dependently designated?
Answer: Yes. What is dependently produced is produced from their own respective causes and conditions. Dependently imputed refers to the  other level of the meaning of dependent-arising. Basically:

· Whatever is dependently produced  is produced from their own causes and conditions
· Whatever is dependently imputed is imputed by something else. 
It is either this or that. Whatever is dependently produced or dependently imputed can never exist as inherently one with that upon which it depends. Otherwise, what will be the problem? The problem is that the agent and the object become one. 
The reasoning of one and different has been discussed many times before.
If you have some understanding of those prior discussions, then you will have no problem with what is stated here. If you did not understand those discussions, then this will not make any sense. 
Whatever is dependently produced or dependently imputed, are they then inherently different from the things they depend on? No, they cannot be inherently different from those factors they depend on. Why? If they are inherently different, then you will not be able to posit a relationship between the two. There will be no relationship whatsoever if they are inherently different. 
Think about cause and effect. You know that an effect arises from its cause. Is it possible then for cause and effect to be inherently different? That will not be correct. Why? If they are inherently different, you will not be able to explain the relationship between them because effects are dependent on their causes and it is only in relation to its own effect that you can posit a cause. 
It is like a person who is imputed in dependence on the aggregates. If the person and the person’s aggregates are inherently different, there will be no relationship between them. This is not possible. 
The person is imputed in dependence on the aggregates. 
Therefore these two – the person and his basis of imputation - cannot be inherently different. Why? If the person and its basis of imputation (the aggregates) are inherently different, there will be no relationship between the person and its basis of imputation. A relationship cannot exist between them. 
Why can’t there be a relationship between them even if both of them are inherently different?  
You can learn a lot from the Q & A. You have to listen to the questions and the answers. Otherwise when the Q & A starts and you switch off, then it will not be so beneficial. 
Question: In the above extract: “Those two also do not exist as inherently existent others.., ” what does “Those two” refer to?

Answer: “Those two” refer to what is dependently produced or dependently imputed.
Question: All the Buddhist tenets assert that effects are dependent on the causes. However, the CMWS is also able to explain how cause is also dependent on its effect. Can you please explain this? 

Answer: All Buddhist tenets agree and are able to easily explain how effects arise from their own causes and conditions.
But it is more difficult to explain how causes arise in dependent on their  effects. The CMWS, however, is able to do so due to their understanding that nothing exists inherently and everything is dependently arisen. More specifically, everything is dependently imputed or dependently designated. 
One can only talk about a cause in relation to the result that it gives rise to. One can only talk about a specific cause in dependence on its own result because there is no inherently existent cause. The cause itself is a dependent-arising, i.e., it exists in dependence on others. 
For the AMWS and the lower tenets, they all believe phenomena exist from their own side, exist inherently.   For them, it is easier to explain how effects arise from their cause because when all the causes are gathered together, then there will be results. But it is difficult for them to explain how a cause exists in dependence on its effect. 
For the CMWS, they are able to explain this because of their concept of things being dependently imputed. The lower schools have difficulty in  explaining this because they do not have this concept.

Question: It is mentioned that for the bodhisattva in meditative equipoise on the first to the tenth ground, there is no difference in the manner of seeing emptiness but there is a difference in the manner of seeing the dharmakaya. I don’t understand this part about the difference in the manner of seeing the dharmakaya because I understood seeing the dharmakaya to be the explicit privilege of the Buddha.
Answer: Yes, it is said that there is no difference in the manner of seeing emptiness by the wisdom of meditative equipoise of the bodhisattvas of all the ten grounds but there is a difference in the manner of seeing the dharmakaya. 
I thought I have given the answer before. Does anyone remember the answer? 
Although there is no difference in the manner of seeing emptiness by the wisdom of meditative equipoise of the bodhisattvas of all the ten grounds, there is a difference in their manner of seeing the dharmakaya. In this context, the dharmakaya refers to the factor of abandonment of any of the afflictions or it can refer to the factor of abandonment of any of the obstructions to omniscience. 

Question: Can you please give an example of how an a cause is dependent on its effect?
Answer: Let’s talk about the mother and child. The mother gives birth to a child and the child comes from the mother. In that sense, the child is dependent on the mother as its cause. Everyone is able to explain that cause and effect.

The status of being a mother is completely dependent on her having a child. In relation to her child, she is its mother so, in that sense there is dependence. That is the only reason. By depending on her child, she is called the mother. 

Question: On page 91, it says, “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….” The outline is: “Presentation common to Cittamatrins”. Can you please explain why this is so? 

Geshe-la: What is the qualm?
Student The qualm is the reference to “external things,” such as a sprout that comes about through its cause, the seed. That reference seems to contradict the Cittamatrins’ (the MOS) fundamental assertion that all objects are in the entity of the mind since they do not assert external objects.
Answer: Yes, the MOS does not assert external objects but “external” here does not refer to external objects as understood by the MOS. This is just a simple division of things being external and internal. External objects here refer to those objects that are not subsumed by consciousness. 

Question: 
Why are the two views and two extremes not mentioned earlier when delineating the selflessnesses of persons and phenomena?

Answer: This is because in the delineation of the selflessnesses of persons and phenomena presented earlier, the main reasoning used is the reasoning of one and different. Here, besides delineating the selflessness of phenomena, the reasoning of dependent-arising is brought up. 
The reasoning of dependent-arising is said to be the king of reasoning because it has the power to eradicate the two extremes and the two views at the same time. Therefore, there is this discussion of the two extremes and the two views here. 
Question: Is incorrect mental attention the same as the mental attention that is one of the five omnipresent mental factors?

Answer: The five omnipresent mental factors are feeling, discrimination, intention, contact and attention. Incorrect mental attention is a mental consciousness whereas the mental factor of attention is not necessarily a mental consciousness since it is an omnipresent mental factor which  accompanies all main minds. The answer is no. Incorrect mental attention is not necessarily the mental factor of attention. 
An incorrect mental attention is a mind of superimposition. Therefore, it is a wrong consciousness whereas there can be a mental factor of attention that is a mind that accords with reality.  In that sense, they are different.

Question: When the Hinayana arhat enters the Mahayana path and reaches the eighth ground, why is that Hinayana arhat not called a Mahayana arhat? Why is only the Buddha called the Mahayana arhat?
Answer: Because being a Mahayana arhat means that arhat has destroyed the enemy of the Mahayana and is a Mahayana foe-destroyer.  In order to be a Mahayana foe-destroyer, you have to overcome the foes of Mahayana that are the obstructions to omniscience. For a Hinayana arhat who has entered the Mahayana path all the way to the eighth  ground, he is not a Mahayana arhat because he is not a buddha yet.
Is he an arhat? Yes. 
Is he is a Mahayanist? Yes.
Is he a Mahayana arhat? No. He is not a Mahayana arhat because he has not yet overcome the foes of the Mahayana that are the obstructions to omniscience.
Question: I get the impression that, even in the CMWS, whoever is a direct perceiver is necessarily a non-conceptual perceiver. How do you explain the assertion of the direct conceptual perceiver which is a subsequent cogniser of an inferential cogniser?

Answer: Yes, there is a direct conceptual perceiver as explained by the CMWS. Basically the difference comes in the manner of explaining what is a direct perceiver. It boils down to the tenets’ different explanations of what is a direct perceiver. 

***********
Regarding the question given in the previous lesson - 
does the mind that realises subtle conventionalities realise emptiness or not or 
does the mind that realises phenomena to be illusory-like realise emptiness or not? – if 
your answer to the above question is yes, here is another question for you:

Only in Tantra is it possible for the union of method and wisdom to exist in one mind as one entity. Is it possible to have such a mind in Sutra?
(Student’s response is inaudible)

First, it is a certainty that Sutra cannot explain how method and wisdom can be present in one mind. 
But there is a mind that realises the two truths, right? 

Isn’t there a mind of compassion that realises sentient beings are illusory-like? Isn’t this mind method and wisdom in one mind? This debunks the earlier thesis that such a mind cannot exist in Sutra. But here, we prove that such a mind exists. 
Student: In the last lesson, it was explained that a superior who has realised emptiness in meditative equipoise still has emptiness in his mind but it is not manifest during post meditative-equipoise. 
Geshe-la: Are you talking about one mind or separate minds? I am talking about one mind and you are talking about two minds. We are talking here about the mind that realises subtle conventionalities that realises emptiness.
Translated by Ven. Tenzin Gyurme
Transcribed by Phuah Soon Ek and Vivien Ng
Edited by Cecilia Tsong
Checked by Shirley Soh
� Jam-yang-shav pa's Great Exposition of Tenets says: “It absurdly follows that the agents and the objects of causes and effect [that is, producer and produced] would be one because something would produce itself.”








�


�


�Why a colon here?


�Should this be complementary?
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