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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 

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

i) Pointing out the intended meaning from the Root [Verses on] Wisdom that once   products have been established through reasoning as not truly existent, non-products are easily established as not truly existent 

ii) The reason for that 

iii) How to refute the assertion that uncompounded phenomena such as reality and cessations are inherently truly existent by means of the reasoning of interdependence as well 

iv) Another refutation by way of [their] not being one nor many 

v) The assertions that with products the emptiness of inherently existing in their own right is a nihilistic emptiness and that suchness is established as truly existent are misguided with regard to  emptiness 

 vi) If emptiness of an own essence thus meant that he himself were empty of [being]   himself, it would also be inadmissible for someone such as the holder of the thesis that certain phenomena truly exist, to posit certain phenomena as truly existent, having been considered inherently empty himself 

vii) The two, asserting that all phenomena lack true existence, a true existence that has been refuted through reasoning, and propounding that all phenomena lack true existence with a mistaken manner of understanding emptiness are by no means the same 

viii) The doubt that if all non-products did not truly exist, this would be in contradiction with scriptures that teach nirvana to be 

ix) The reply to this: although nirvana is non-deceptive to a mind looking at it with direct perception, it is not a truth that would bear analysis, so there is no contradiction with the above scriptural passage 

x) Establishing the validity of that 

xi) Although emptiness exists, it need not be truly established; that eliminates the [alleged] contradiction with the scriptural passage from Praise of the Dharmadhatu 
xii) You cannot avert the apprehension of true existence by making a truly established reality your object of meditation 
v) The assertions that with products the emptiness of inherently existing in their own right is a nihilistic emptiness and that suchness is established as truly existent are misguided with regard to emptiness 

This outline indicates that it is wrong to assert that phenomena are empty of their own entities and that emptiness is truly existent. 

      Objection: The meaning of the statement that compounded phe​nomena are empty of their own inherently existent entity is that those phenomena do not have their own entities, whereby this is an annihilatory emptiness. However, since thusness has its own entity, it truly ex​ists.

     Answer: [The first part of that assertion] is the final place of going wrong with respect to delineating compounded phenomena as empty of inherent establishment, a view deprecating the dependent-arising of compounded phenomena. The latter [part of that assertion] is an awful view of permanence superimposing true existence on whatever has its own entity. Therefore, [the proponents of this] are wrongly perspected with respect to the correct meaning of emptiness (Page 97 of the root text).

Here is the qualm and the answer to it. This section is refuting the Jonang School’s presentation on emptiness and conventionalities. 
According to the Jonangs, self-emptiness means that all conventionalities are empty of their own entities. This is their interpretation of the  teachings from the second Turning of the Wheel of Dharma, when the Buddha said that all phenomena are empty of inherent establishment. They interpret that statement to mean that all conventional phenomena (conventionalities) are empty of their own entities and since all compounded phenomena do not possess their own entities, i.e., they are empty of their own entities; therefore, it is an annihilatory emptiness. 

On the other hand, emptiness is not empty of its own entity. For them, emptiness possesses its own entity because it can be found. Emptiness can bear analysis. Therefore, emptiness possesses its own entity and, therefore, it is truly existent. Since emptiness is not empty of its own entity, it is not self-empty, but it is other-empty. If emptiness possesses its own entity, that means it is not empty of its own entity. Therefore, it cannot be self-empty. It has to be other-empty. 

Geshe-la: Jeffrey, this is the answer to the question you asked a few years ago. If I am not wrong, maybe 4 years ago? The reason I remember this is because, at that time, I did not have an answer. That is why I still remember your question.

When you have the interest to learn, it is helpful when you are asked questions. When you do not  have an answer to the question, it sticks in your mind. Then, slowly over time, if you are keen on your studies, you will find the answer. In my case, because of not having learnt or read the views of the Jonangs a few years ago, there wasn’t much for me to say at that time.

When you think about it, the Jonangs should not be faulted for having such views. Why is that so? Because you always think that you can point to something when it exists, such as, “That is a person,” and so forth. Obviously, you will then look for the person but the more you look for it, the more you cannot find the person. That person looked so solid but, at the end of the day, when you look for the person, it cannot be found. 

When you look at conventional phenomena, say the person, where is the person? Where are the aggregates? Instead, what you find is the emptiness of the inherently existent person, the emptiness of the inherently existent aggregates. You won’t find the person or his aggregates but you find something else, real emptiness. Therefore, it should be truly existent. What you do not find is the entity of that conventionality, be it the person or the aggregates. This is the Jonangs’ view. When you think about it, you probably share a similar view. 
Lama Tsongkhapa says that it is wrong to hold onto such views, thinking that emptiness is truly existent and that conventional phenomena cannot be found. Why is this so? Because, with regard to the first part of the assertion, that phenomena do not have their own entities, that is “the final place of going wrong with respect to delineating compounded phenomena as empty of inherent establishment, a view deprecating the dependent-arising of compounded phenomena.” 

Believing that conventionalities are empty of their own entities is the same as saying that conventional phenomena do not exist. If that is the consequence, then the compounded phenomena, in relation to which you are trying to delineate its emptiness, would also not exist. This is incorrect.

On the other hand, if you think that emptiness is truly existent, such a view “is an awful view of permanence superimposing true existence on whatever has its own entity.” When you hold such a view, you “are wrongly perspected with respect to the correct meaning of emptiness.” 

Lama Tsongkhapa is refuting these two ideas:

(1) that conventional phenomena do not exist and 

(2) that emptiness truly exists. 

vi) If emptiness of an own essence thus meant that he himself were empty of [being] himself, it would also be inadmissible for someone such as the holder of the thesis that certain phenomena truly exist, to posit certain phenomena as truly existent, having been considered inherently empty himself 

This section is saying that if your understanding of self-empty is that it is empty of itself and you then classify that there are some compounded phenomena that are truly existent and there are other compounded phenomena that are not truly existent, then that is incorrect.

       If [an object's] emptiness of its own inherently established entity [meant that] it did not exist within itself, then since not existing within itself [means] that existence would not occur anywhere, holders of the thesis that some phenomena truly exist as well as the scriptures and reasonings proving this, and so forth, would not be established bases [that is, would not exist] due to being empty of their own inherently established entity. Therefore, the positing of a tenet that some phenomena truly exist
 is an unexamined propounding of whatever appears to mind (Pages 97 – 98 of the root text).

Lama Tsongkhapa says that people who hold onto such views of self-emptiness are merely saying whatever comes into their minds.    
vii) The two, asserting that all phenomena lack true existence, a true existence that has been refuted through reasoning, and propounding that all phenomena lack true existence with a mistaken manner of understanding emptiness are by no means the same 

This outline refers to two situations:

1. You are able to refute true existence through correct reasoning and,  therefore, realise emptiness, like the proponents of the CMWS. 
2. Without a good understanding of what is emptiness, you simply say that things are empty of true existence.

These two situations “are by no means the same thing.” 
      Seeing well the implications of the reasoning of this situation, all our own [Buddhist] sects in the country of Superiors [India] who pro​pound that phenomena truly exist are called proponents of [truly exis​tent] things since they definitely propound that things truly exist (Page 98 of the root text). 

“All our own [Buddhist] sects”: There are our own sects and then there are other sects. “Own sects” refer to the Buddhist tenets, of which there are four. Most proponents of Buddhist tenets are called proponents of things because they propound or assert that things are truly existent. 
“Proponents of [truly existent] things” refer to the proponents of the GES, SS and so forth.

Once things are propounded as not truly existent, not to assert any phenomenon [as truly existent] appears to be a sign of greatly surpass​ing those who propound foolishness in this area (Page 98 of the root text).

“Once things are propounded as not truly existent”: There are proponents of things to be not truly existent. This refers to the proponents of the Middle Way. 
Of the four Buddhist tenets, the proponents of the GES, the SS and the MOS propound that things are truly existent. It is the Middle Way schools, the AMWS and the CMWS, that propound that things are not truly existent.
“Appears to be a sign of greatly surpass​ing those who propound foolishness in this area”: “This area” probably refers to the previous outline regarding those who propound that there are certain compounded phenomena that are truly existent, and there are other compounded phenomena that are not truly existent. 
Also, with respect to those here [in Tibet] who propound two dis​cordant [positions] regarding suchness,
 you should, through the above explanation, understand well the status of their modes of debate—as to whether the ultimate is ultimately established or not—in the context of their affinity for the former mode of conventionalities being empty of their own inherently established entity [mistaking this to mean that phenomena are empty of themselves and wanting to avoid holding that the ultimate is empty of itself and hence non-existent, which would be a view of deprecatory nihilism]. For the two: (l) [correctly] not assert​ing true existence with respect to all things and all phenomena, having refuted with reasoning true existence in phenomena, and (2) [incor​rectly] propounding that all things and all phenomena do not truly ex​ist based on an annihilatory emptiness in which the way of understand​ing emptiness is faulty—are dissimilar in all respects (Page 98 of the root text).
“Also, with respect to those here [in Tibet] who propound two dis​cordant [positions] regarding suchness”: With regard to these two discordant positions regarding suchness, I have not seen any particular explanation in the texts. However, the footnote inserted by Jeffrey Hopkins quotes His Holiness:
“In his 1972 lectures, the Dalai Lama speculated that the two might be those who wrongly hold that the ultimate is not an object of knowledge and those who wrongly hold that emptiness truly exists, or, alternatively, those who hold the combined posi​tion that conventionalities are self-empty and the ultimate is other-empty.”  
(Translator’s comment: In the outline, it is translated as “by no means the same,” but the literal translation from Tibetan "namo kundhu” means “dissimilar in all respects.”)
Geshe-la: I am not sure how to explain this. It is difficult to relate the two sentences. We will see. Maybe, it may become clearer. I will keep this as a question. Next time, when some other teachers come, you can ask. 
viii) The doubt that if all non-products did not truly exist, this would be in contradiction with scriptures that teach nirvana to be

Earlier, we were trying to prove that uncompounded phenomena do not exist truly but, upon seeing the quotation that seems to say that nirvana is truly existent then, obviously, doubt will arise. 

      Objection: If the meaning of the statement [in Nagarjuna's Treatise on the Middle]:

Since compounded phenomena are thoroughly not established,

How could the uncompounded be established?

is as you have explained above, does it not contradict (l) the state​ment in his Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning that only nirvana is true and that the others are not:

When the Conqueror said

That only nirvana is a truth, 

What wise person would think,

“the rest are not unreal”?
and (2) the statement also in his Praise of the Element of Attributes that the sutras teaching emptiness—the absence of inherent existence—are for the sake of abandoning the afflictive emotions and do not teach the non-existence of the naturally pure basic constituent:

All the sutras teaching emptiness

Set forth by the Conqueror

Overcome the afflictive emotions.

[These sutras] do not diminish this basic constituent (Pages 98 – 99 of the root text).
This section presents a qualm whereby it is possible to think that nirvana is not not truly existent. What follows is the answer to this qualm.
ix) The reply to this: although nirvana is non-deceptive to a mind looking at it with direct perception, it is not a truth that would bear analysis, so there is no contradiction with the above scriptural passage

         Answer: Those [who say such] are wrongly perspected with respect to the meaning of the scriptures as follows. The meaning of the former scripture is expressed [in sutra]:

The Supramundane Victor said "Monastics, this ultimate truth is one—non-deceptive nirvana. All compositional things
  have the attribute of falsity, deceptiveness" (Page 99 of the root text).

This passage explains the quotation from Nagarjuna’s Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning:

“When the Conqueror said

That only nirvana is a truth, 

What wise person would think,

 "The rest are not unreal"?”
This quotation says that nirvana is a truth and all conventional phenomena are not truths, because they are falsities:

· Why is nirvana a truth? Because it is a non-deceptive phenomenon. 

· Why are compositional things or conventional phenomena falsities? Because they have the qualities of deceptiveness.

This sutra passage also says that nirvana is a truth and all composi​tional things are false. The early part of the passage very clearly ex​plains that truth means non-deceptive, and the latter part very clearly explains that falsity means deceptive. Furthermore, nirvana [here re​fers] to ultimate truth
 as is explained in Chandrakirti’s Commentary on (Nagarjuna's) "Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning." Hence, an ultimate truth is without the deception of appearing—in the perspective of an awareness directly perceiving it—as if being established inherently whereas it is not. The remaining [phenomena], compositional things, have the deceptiveness of appearing—in the perspective of an awareness directly perceiving them—to be established inherently whereas they are not. Therefore, when [an ultimate truth] is analyzed with the reasoning in​vestigating whether it is truly established or not, it is not truly estab​lished in the sense of being able to withstand analysis. Hence, what point is there in not thinking about the meaning in detail and being attached to mere words! (Pages 99 – 100 of the root text)
Nirvana is a truth. Why is it a truth? Because it is non-deceptive. Why is it non-deceptive? Because, just as in reality, it does not exist inherently, when the ultimate truth appears to the mind directly perceiving it, it appears in the way it exists. There is no disparity between its appearance and its reality. Therefore, it is non-deceptive. 

How do you verify that nirvana exists in the way it appears? You have to check how it appears to the perspective of the mind that directly perceives it. The way it appears is exactly how it exists. Therefore, it is non-deceptive. 

Here, in this context, nirvana refers to the natural nirvana. When we studied the Seventy Topics, it was explained that the perfection of wisdom is divided, etymologically, into four categories.
 The first one is the natural nirvana. 

What exactly is the natural nirvana? It is emptiness. What is the natural perfection of wisdom? It is emptiness. Why is emptiness called the natural nirvana? 
All remaining phenomena, i.e., everything else other than emptiness, are falsities:

· Why are they falsities? Because they are phenomena that do not exist in the way they appear. 

· Why do falsities not exist in the way they appear? Because, to the perspective of the mind that directly perceives these falsities, they appear as inherently existent, whereas they do not exist inherently. Therefore, there is a disparity between appearance and reality that makes them deceptive phenomena.

Nirvana is a truth and is a non-deceptive phenomenon, but it is not truly existent. In order for something to be truly existent, it must be able to withstand analysis by a mind that investigates whether that phenomenon is truly existent or not. Being a truth does not make the phenomenon truly existent. The two are very different. Simply seeing the words, ‘true’ or ‘truth’ does not mean that that very phenomenon is truly existent.

x) Establishing the validity of that  
    Moreover, Nagarjuna's Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning says:

These two, cyclic existence and nirvana, 

Do not [inherently] exist. 

The thorough knowledge itself of cyclic existence

Is called "nirvana."

He explains that both cyclic existence and nirvana are not inherently existent and that [the emptiness which is] just the object of the knowl​edge that cyclic existence is not inherently established is posited as nirvana. Therefore, how could this be a position asserting that the emptiness that is the absence of true existence of cyclic existence is an annihilatory emptiness! (Page 100 of the root text).

With reference to the earlier quotation from Nagarjuna’s Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning:

“When the Conqueror said

That only nirvana is a truth, 

What wise person would think,

"The rest are not unreal"?”

“That only nirvana is a truth” means that emptiness is a truth. He is not saying that nirvana is truly existent. In order to back up this assertion, in the same text, Nagarjuna says, “These two, cyclic existence and nirvana, /
Do not [inherently] exist.” He is saying that it is not that nirvana is truly existent for nirvana is not inherently existent.
xi) Although emptiness exists, it need not be truly established; that eliminates the [alleged] contradiction with the scriptural passage from Praise of the Dharmadhatu 

This section refers to the previous quotation on page 99 (of the root text) from the Praise of the Element of Attributes. (Translator’s comment: Dharmadhatu is the English translation for Element of Attributes). 
      Moreover, the passage from Nagarjuna's Praise of the Element of At​tributes means:

For the sake of overcoming the apprehension of things as truly existent—the root of all other afflictive emotions—the sutras teaching emptiness, the absence of inherent establishment, teach that the conceived object of the apprehension of true ex​istence does not exist. They do not teach that emptiness—the naturally pure basic constituent, the negative of the two selves that are the objects of the apprehension of true existence—does not exist.

Since although this emptiness exists, it is not truly established, that passage serves as a source refuting the proposition that the emptiness that is a negative of true existence—its object of negation—does not exist. It also refutes the proposition that it is not necessary to realize emptiness, the ultimate suchness, in order to exhaustively abandon the afflictive emotions (Pages 100-101 of the root text). . 

We will leave the last outline for the next class.

*********************

Question: (Rephrased) Please explain the word, ‘truth’ in the term,  ‘obscurational truth’.

Answer: In the examination of phenomena into these two categories, a truth and a falsity, in this context, truth refers to a phenomenon that exists in the way it appears. A truth is:


· a non-deceptive phenomenon 
· a phenomenon that exists in the way that it appears 
· the final object of comprehension by the wisdom of  meditative equipoise of a superior being. 
Student: Therefore, the word ‘truth’ has two layers of meaning to it. One refers to that, which is found by the valid cogniser distinguishing the ultimate... 

Geshe-la: There is only one layer of meaning, not two layers.

Student: In this context, falsity is not a truth. But with respect to the two truths, an obscurational truth is a truth.  

Geshe-la: An obscurational truth is not a truth. It is a falsity, because it is a phenomenon that does not exist in the way it appears.

Student: If the word ‘truth’ applies only to that which exists in the way it appears, why is ‘truth’ used in the term, ‘obscurational truth’ ? Does the meaning of ‘truth’ change here?  
Answer: This will come in the next chapter. ‘Obscurational’ in obscurational truth refers to the obscured mind that is posited to be ignorance. An obscurational truth is a truth from the perspective of this ignorance, but it is not a truth in reality.  Therefore, it is called an obscurational truth.  

Question: I refer to the quotation on page 99: “The Supramundane Victor said "Monastics, this ultimate truth is one—non-deceptive nirvana. All compositional things have the attribute of falsity, deceptiveness." Why are  permanent phenomena which are also falsities not mentioned here? 

Answer:  If it is an existent or a phenomenon, it is necessarily either a truth or a falsity. You will not be able to posit a phenomenon that is neither of these two. Amongst all permanent phenomena, other than emptiness, which of the two truths are they? They are falsities. 
Question: If obscurational truth is synonymous with conventional truth, is it correct to say that the Buddha does not perceive conventional truth?

Answer: No, it is not correct to say that. Conventional truth exists so that means the Buddha will see it. 

But it does seem like this is what the Jonangs are saying. For them, conventionalities don’t exist. (Conventionalities exist) due to an obscured mind. So, when you are a buddha, you no longer have an obscured mind. Then, of course, you do not see any conventionalities. According to them, the Buddha sees only the ultimate. This is the Jonang’s view, not our view.

Question: So this conventional truth/obscurational truth is the same as the conventional truth and ultimate truth that are posited as the bases for the path? 

Translator’s comment: ‘Conventional’ should not be equated with ‘obscurational.’ ‘Conventional truth’ is a highly inaccurate translation that has been popularly used over the years. 

Answer: Yes.

Question: Obscurational truth is the truth for the obscured (mind). When you say that Buddha realises obscurational truth, it gives the impression that the Buddha is obscured.

Geshe-la: Who says that? 

Student: No pervasion?

Geshe-la: No pervasion
Question: When someone realises subtle conventionality, whatever object that appears, compounded or uncompounded, that object will be apprehended to be empty. Since he already apprehends emptiness, there is no need for him to go through the analysis as instructed here. My question then is when will there be a need for him to apply this analysis? At what point in time will such a need arise? Is it at that point in time when  his realisation weakens and he again apprehends true existence? 

Answer: I spoke before about the importance of maintaining mindfulness and the role of the subsequent cogniser. The subsequent cogniser is an awareness that realises what has already been realised. That is important. 
Once you have realised emptiness, in that sense, you don’t realise it again. Once emptiness has been delineated, you don’t need to repeat the process. But it is a matter of going back and familiarising yourself with what you have already realised. 
As I mentioned before, while the mind is still abiding in realising the emptiness of self and phenomena, without that realisation of emptiness diminishing, you maintain that continuity of realisation by using a part of the mind to review the four essential points. This is to refresh what you have already realised. 
When you refresh that realisation by applying the analysis of the four essential points, appearances will diminish as the strength of the ascertainment of emptiness increases, to the point that you may even enter into meditative equipoise again on emptiness. It is not that you  have to realise emptiness again. You are not newly realising it again. It is just a matter of refreshing the earlier ascertainment or realisation.
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� Dol-po-pa Shay-rap-gyel-tsen holds that suchness, the matrix-of-One-Gone-Thus, and all ultimate Buddha attributes of body, speech, and mind ultimately, or truly, exist, whereas all conventional phenomena are empty of themselves





� In his 1972 lectures, the Dalai Lama speculated that the two might be those who wrongly hold that the ultimate is not an object of knowledge and those who wrongly hold that emptiness truly exists, or, alternatively, those who hold the combined posi�tion that conventionalities are self-empty and the ultimate is other-empty.  





� du byed, samskāra:  This term is often used as an equivalent for compounded things. 


� The ultimate truth is called the “natural nirvana,” which is the emptiness of inherent existence, and not the nirvana that is the cessation of obstructions attained through practice of the path. 





� Etymologically, the perfection of wisdom can be divided into four:


The natural perfection of wisdom is illustrated by the emptiness of the mind with stains (the tathagata essence).


The scriptural perfection of wisdom refers to the extensive, middling and short Perfection of Wisdom sutras. 


The path perfection of wisdom refers to the wisdom realising emptiness in the continuum of a bodhisattva.


The resultant perfection of wisdom is the final result and only exists at the buddha ground. (Page 4, Lesson 2, Module 11 – Ornament of Clear Realisations, Basic Program)
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