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Question: Can incorrect mental attention be related to the four erroneous conceptions such as apprehending the filthy to be pure, the impermanent as permanent and so forth?
Answer: Yes. 
**********
The usual explanation, which is also held by the proponents of the MOS and AMWS is this:
· When one ascertains the emptiness of inherent existence, one eliminates the extreme of existence (permanence), which refers to true establishment or true existence. 
· When one ascertains dependent-arising, i.e., how things are mere appearances, one eliminates the extreme of non-existence. 


But, on top of that, the CMWS also explains that appearance eliminates the extreme of existence as 
stated in Lama Tsongkhapa’s Three Principles of the Path:
Furthermore, appearance eliminates the extreme of existence.

And emptiness eliminates the extreme of non-existence.

This is a reversal of the usual explanation:

“Appearance eliminates the extreme of existence”: How does ascertaining appearances 




eliminate the extreme of existence since it is usually explained that it is the ascertainment of emptiness that does this? 
According to the CMWS, all phenomena are mere appearances, which mean they are not truly established or truly existent. So, by ascertaining appearances, you will be able to eliminate the extreme of existence, i.e.,  true existence. Why? Because by ascertaining the meaning of mere appearance, that means you will necessarily have ascertained that things and events are not truly existent. 
“Emptiness eliminates the extreme of non-existence”: When you ascertain that a phenomenon, which is a mere appearance, does not exist from its own side, you realise that it exists as a dependently arisen object. That understanding eliminates the extreme of non-existence. This is how the ascertainment of emptiness eliminates the extreme of non-existence. 

(To reiterate) the general explanation is quite straightforward:  


· When you realise emptiness, you eliminate the extreme of existence, i.e., when you realise emptiness, you eliminate the apprehension that things and events are truly existent. 
· When you realise dependent-arising, i.e., how phenomena are dependently originated, you realise they exist and with that understanding of dependent origination, you eliminate the extreme of non-existence, that things are not non-existent. 
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 

viii) Corresponding statements in Nagarjuna's writings
      Moreover, Nagarjuna's Fundamental Treatise on the Middle, Called "Wisdom" says:
That which arises dependently
Respectively is not one [with that on which it depends]
And is also not [inherently] other than that.
Hence, it is not annihilated and not permanent.
and Nagarjuna's Praise of the Supramundane says:
Logicians [ranging from Outsider Non-Buddhists to our own Buddhists 
who propound inherent existence] assert that suffering
Is created by itself [or by what is its own entity as the Samkhyas assert], created by [what is inherently] 
other [as most of our own and others' sects who propound that things are inher​ently established assert],
Created by both [self and other], or causelessly [as the Nihilists assert].
You said it is dependently arisen.
That which arises dependently
You asserted as empty.
That things do not exist under their own power
Is the roar of the lion, you unequalled.
He says that apprehensions of oneness, difference, the extremes of permanence and annihilation, as well as the four extreme types of pro​duction are refuted by the reasoning of dependent-arising (Page 92 of the root text).
“That which arises dependently/ Respectively is not one [with that on which it depends]”: That which arises together with that from which it arose, i.e., both an effect and its cause, are not inherently one. For if the effect and its cause are inherently one, it entails that both the produced and the producer will be one.
They are also not inherently different for if they are inherently different, then an effect will not have to depend on its cause. If that is the case, it will mistakenly entail that an effect can arise without a cause. This is the explanation of this verse from the Nagarjuna's Fundamental Treatise on the Middle.
Nagarjuna's Praise of the Supramundane uses suffering as an illustration to refute the four types of production:

· suffering is not created by itself. It cannot be produced from itself nor can it be its own cause. Production from self is refuted. 
· suffering is not produced from an inherently existent other cause. 
· neither is suffering produced from both itself and another cause. 
· suffering does not arise without a cause. 
Therefore, the four types of production are eliminated. 
The Buddha himself stated that phenomena are dependently arisen and because they are dependently arisen, they are, by nature, empty. That means that things and events do not exist inherently. 

By depending on the reasoning of dependent-arising:
· one can establish how phenomena are not truly existent, as in the statement, “Phenomena are not truly existent because they are dependently arisen.”
· one eliminates the apprehensions of oneness and difference
· one eliminates both the extreme of permanence and the extreme of annihilation.
· one eliminates the four extreme types of production.
Nagarjuna's Praise of the Supramundane refers to the apprehension of the four extreme types of production. That apprehension is a mind which apprehends production in a mistaken way. Using suffering as an example:

· there is a mind that thinks that suffering is produced from itself
· there is a mind that thinks that suffering is produced from a truly  existent other cause
· there is a mind that thinks that suffering is produced from both itself and some inherently existent other cause
· there is a mind that thinks that suffering arises without a cause
Production from self 

It is possible to believe that suffering is created by itself as asserted by the Samkhyas, an Indian non-Buddhist philosophical system, because they believe that things are produced from themselves:  

· This is not true because, using suffering as an example, if suffering is produced from itself as a cause, then you will have to say that suffering, the result, exists at the time of suffering, its cause.  
· There will be needless production because you are producing something which already exists prior to its arising. 
· If it is already there, then there is no need to talk about the production of suffering.  
The Samkhyas assert that, at the time of the cause, the result exists. This does not withstand logic and is nonsense because, at the time of the cause, the result does not exist. 
Production from other 
Can an inherently existent something produce an inherently existent other? We are refuting the second type of production, production from the inherently existent other. 
We are refuting here the assertions of the MOS and AMWS, because according to these tenets, things and events must arise from an inherently existent cause. An inherently existent cause produces an inherently existent effect. 
According to the CMWS, this is incorrect because the CMWS says that an inherently existent cause cannot produce an inherently existent effect. 
Chandrakirti in his Entering the Middle Way likened that assertion to a light from a butter lamp producing darkness.  This is something to think about: If an inherently existent cause can produce an inherently existent effect, it will absurdly follow that darkness can arise from the light of a butter lamp. How does one arrive at this absurdity?  You must think about this as there must be a connection between that analogy to what we are trying to refute here: How an inherently existent cause can produce an inherently existent effect? You can all discuss this. If I tell you the answer immediately, there is not much benefit.
Production from both self and other
When you can refute production from self and production from other, then it is easy to refute production from both.
Causeless production
What fault will there be if you assert production without a cause? This is what a lot of people out there, the Nihilists (an Indian philosophical system), believe. 

Question: I don’t understand the terms “inherently existent cause” and “inherently existent effect.” If they are inherently existent, then they do not depend on anything nor can they produce anything. 
Answer: We are not talking about whether an inherently existent cause and inherently existent effect exist but the apprehension of an inherently existent cause and the apprehension of an inherently existent effect do exist. What do the lower schools say? “For me, my world functions but everything is inherently existent.” The CMWS is saying that if we have this belief that this real thing comes from this real cause, then that is wrong. 
There are many different reasons given in the treatises that explain the delineation of the view of emptiness, i.e., to help us ascertain how things and events are not truly or inherently existent:
· There is the reason of how things are not inherently one or inherently different. 
· There are the refutations of the four types of production. 
· There is the reasoning of dependent-arising. 
ix) The way it is praised as a view in which appearances and emptiness are seen to be complementary
       Inducing ascertainment in that way about the emptiness of all the targets aimed at by the apprehension of signs [that is, inherent exis​tence], one does not forsake ascertainment of the relationship of ac​tions and their effects, whereby one relies on discarding [non-virtues] and assuming [virtues]. This is greatly praised; Nagarjuna's Essay on the Mind of Enlightenment says:
Reliance on actions and their fruits 

Within knowing this emptiness of phenomena

Is more wonderful than even the wonderful, 

More fantastic than even the fantastic (Page 93 of the root text).
“The apprehension of signs” refers to the apprehension of true existence. 
“The targets aimed at by the apprehension” refer to the objects of this mode of apprehension, the target being true existence. 
When, upon ascertaining that all phenomena are empty of existing inherently, your faith and understanding of cause and effect increases, then this is wonderful. When your ascertainment of emptiness greatly assists the ascertainment of dependent-arising, this is highly praised. 
As Nagarjuna says here in his Essay on the Mind of Enlightenment, it “Is more wonderful than even the wonderful,/ More fantastic than even the fantastic.” 
What “is more wonderful than even the wonderful and more fantastic than even the fantastic”? If your understanding of emptiness and dependent-arising are mutually complementary, then that understanding is more wonderful than even the wonderful, more fantastic than even the fantastic!
First, you have to ascertain the emptiness of inherent existence by using the different lines of reasoning. Upon ascertaining the emptiness of inherent existence, you then strive to understand that things and events are not non-existent even though they are empty of existing inherently. 
You have to put in effort into realising the presentation of dependent-arising, i.e., that cause and effect still functions despite the fact that things and events are not inherently existent. 
Let’s take non-virtue as an example. When you understand that non-virtue or negative actions are dependently arisen and, therefore, do not exist inherently, you will understand that non-virtue is something that can be eradicated. 
If non-virtue is inherently existent, then there is nothing you can do about it as non-virtue will remain as non-virtue forever. If it is inherently existent, you will not be able to change it regardless of what you do. It will never change. That means the defilements in your mind will always be there. That means that there will be no hope. 
But this is not the case because non-virtue is empty of existing inherently. Therefore, it can be changed. The fact that non-virtue does not exist inherently means that non-virtue arises from its own causes and conditions. If that is the case, it can be changed. If it can be changed, then that means the defilements in your mind can be removed. So when you understand correctly the meaning of emptiness, you should be able to gain faith and belief in cause and effect.
It is the same when you think about a bad person. When you are able to understand that that person does not exist inherently, you will also understand that that person is only bad at this time due to certain causes and conditions. 
When you are 
able to ascertain that all sentient beings are not inherently existent, you will realise how those so-called bad sentient beings are not inherently bad. They are just bad at this particular point in time due to certain causes and conditions. With this understanding, it helps you to generate a strong compassion for such evil people. 
The sentient beings you usually consider bad or evil are not inherently bad or evil. They are this way due to adventitious or temporary conditions. A  sentient being is not inherently bad because his mind is in the nature of clear light. This means that his defilements are not in the nature of his mind. They are just adventitious and, therefore, can be removed. The mind of that sentient being is buddhanature. By thinking along these lines, it is helpful to be able to develop compassion for that bad person. That is why the teachings mention that the mind realising emptiness complements or assists the mind of compassion and how these two can be brought together. 
So when you ascertain correctly the meaning of emptiness, i.e., phenomena are devoid of existing inherently, that correct ascertainment should lead to an increase in your faith in causality.
There is this danger when emptiness is discussed. Thinking that things are empty, you may then have the feeling that you can do whatever you want. It is not like that. Precisely because things are empty, therefore, if you engage in non-virtue, you will have to experience suffering as the result. If you engage in virtue, you will experience happiness as the effect. Therefore, it is important to gain a correct understanding and ascertainment of emptiness.  
Your ascertainment of emptiness should be complementary to the understanding of how things and events are dependently arisen. When you think about how things and events are dependently arisen, that should help you  to understand how things and events are not inherently existent. 
If your understanding is not like this and you think emptiness is non-existent, then it is difficult to understand causality and it will be difficult to follow karma. It will be difficult to accept how non-virtue and virtue can produce their own corresponding effects. 
The teachings talk about emptiness and dependent-arising, and dependent-arising and emptiness. Gaining an understanding of this is extremely important. Although you we have not realised this yet, it is extremely important to put effort into realising this. 
You should remember this: Whenever you think about emptiness, you  should remember dependent-arising and when you think about dependent-arising, you should remember emptiness. This is what you need to understand. 
The purpose of engaging in these studies is to understand how the meaning of emptiness is dependent-arising and the meaning of dependent-arising is emptiness. You should put effort into this. 
So, when you think about emptiness, the meaning has to be dependent- arising. Why is this so?  It is your individual responsibility to understand why this is so. 
Question: Can the first realisation of both emptiness and dependent- arising be simultaneous?
Answer: I mentioned this before. There are different levels of subtlety  of dependent-arising with regard to its meaning. In ascertaining the emptiness of inherent existence, you ascertain it in relation to an object. There has to be an object. If the object is the self or person, the line of reasoning will go like this: The 
self or person does not exist truly because it is a dependent-arising. 
You first have to realise that the person is a dependent-arising. By realising that the person is dependently arisen, you then realise that the person does not exist truly.  
Is there an order of realisation? In relation to one object, there is an order of realisation. First, you have to realise the proof in relation to the subject before you can realise what you are trying to prove. In that sense, in relation to the person, you first have to realise that the person is dependently arisen. Then, based on that reason, you realise that the person does not exist truly.

Question: This means that when we say dependent-arising eliminates the extreme of existence and the extreme of non-existence, there is also a termporal order, a sequence, in the context of someone realising emptiness for the first time? 

Ven. Gyurme: In other words, does emptiness eliminate the two extremes simultaneously? 
Answer: The realisation of someone who realises the meaning of emptiness as dependent-arising and the meaning of dependent-arising as emptiness is able to eliminate the two extremes simultaneously. For someone who does not have this full understanding, then one has to  analyse whether that person’s understanding of dependent-arising can eliminate the two extremes. 

This is not an easy topic. To understand that the meaning of emptiness is dependent-arising and the meaning of dependent-arising is emptiness is not easy at all. But it is your responsibility to work hard at this, to learn, to understand, to discuss and to analyze. 
Understanding that the meaning of emptiness is dependent-arising and the meaning of dependent-arising is emptiness, and how emptiness and dependent-arising are mutually complementary are extremely difficult. It seems almost impossible to have this understanding. Therefore, anyone who has this realisation is more wonderful than even the wonderful and more fantastic than even the fantastic. It can’t be that easy. 


Question: Does the word “dependent-arising” eliminate the two extreme views simultaneously?
Answer: As mentioned earlier, the very word “dependent-arising” has the power to eliminate the two extreme views simultaneously.

Question: Does it depend on the person’s realisation? 

Answer:  The word “dependent-arising” has the power to do so but in the case of someone who has realised that emptiness and dependent-arising are complementary, then definitely that person will be able to eliminate the two extremes. 
Do you remember the discussion about the meaning of the word “dependent-arising”? 
The very word “dependent” has the power to induce an understanding that things and events are not inherently existent because they are dependent. Therefore, they cannot exist inherently and this word 
can eliminate the extreme of existence. 
The word “arising” has the power to induce the understanding that things and events exist. They are not non-existent. Therefore, this word “arising” has the power to eliminate the extreme of non-existence. When put together, the word “dependent-arising” has the power to eliminate the two extremes of existence and non-existence.

Question: I just want to clarify the two extremes:

· To hold something that is non-existent to be existent is the extreme of permanence.
· To hold something that exists to be non-existent is the extreme of annihilation. 
Is that correct?
If that is so, if we were to hold the emptiness of inherent existence of phenomena to be truly existent, is that an extreme of permanence?
Answer: Yes. 
So if we were to hold that the emptiness of inherent existence of phenomena to be non-existent, is that an extreme of annihilation?
Answer: Yes. 
Question: When one correctly ascertains the view of emptiness, it eliminates both the extreme of existence and the extreme of non-existence. Does that mean that when one first realises emptiness during meditative equipoise, there is an appearance of the phenomenon itself? 
Answer: There are two schools of thought. During the classes on the Tantric paths and grounds, the text mentions that the deity’s body appears to the mind that realises the deity’s body is empty of existing inherently. 
There are also others who assert that the vase appears to the mind that realises the emptiness of the vase. 
There are also other scholars who assert that the mind realising the emptiness of the vase does not realise the vase. The vase does not appear. 
I remember that in the Tantric paths and grounds text we used, it mentions that the deity’s body appears to the inferential cogniser realising the emptiness of the deity body. Therefore, the text says, ‘appearing but empty.’
There are scholars who assert that the inferential cogniser realising the emptiness of the vase does not realise vase. According to these scholars, if you say that that mind realises the vase, then it will entail that emptiness becomes an affirming negation or an implicative negation. 
This is just to give you a rough idea because, in order to understand what I have just said, you need a full understanding of the different kinds of negation - affirming and non-affirming – and the difference between a positive and negative phenomenon. 
When you realise emptiness for the first time, that is an inferential cogniser which necessarily realises its object through a mental image or meaning generality. In that sense, it is not a problem to say that conventionalities appear to that mind. There is no debate over that but there is debate regarding the basis of that emptiness, whether the object appears or not. That is debatable. 
Question: Further to that - for those who assert that when one first realises emptiness, one also has the appearance of the phenomenon - one has to say that one also simultaneously realise subtle conventionalities  when one realises emptiness because there is also the appearance of the phenomenon. Can one say that? 

Answer: I am not exactly sure. It is difficult to say that the person who realises emptiness for the first time also realises subtle conventionalities  at that time. To that mind, one can say conventionalities appear but they do not appear as illusory-like. 
During the very first time when you realise emptiness, at that time, do you realise subtle conventionalities?   Do you realize the meaning of illusory-like appearance? The answer is probably no.
Having said that, the gap in terms of time between the initial realisation of emptiness and the realisation of subtle conventionalities may not be very long. The fact that there is a temporal order of realisation does not mean that you think in term of years, i.e., after realising this, after a long time, then you realise the other. It can happen within a very short time, perhaps within a couple of minutes. 
The point is one has to assert that there is an order because, in order to understand illusory-like appearance, you first have to understand that there is an illusion. For that, you have to understand that things and events do not exist inherently. If you don’t understand that, there is no way to realise, “Oh, this is like an illusion.” 
Since this is the case, then you have to say that you must realise emptiness first. Then, you realise subtle conventionalities. That is the order of realisation. This seems to be the common agreement amongst the different texts. Here, one is referring to the realisation of emptiness for the first time.
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