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Question: Please explain the extremes that are considered to be valid by the Middle Way schools?

Geshe-la: Are you referring to the general extremes of existence and non-existence or the extremes that are the principal obstacles to the generation of the view?

Student: The general extremes.

Answer: We have talked about falling into an abyss, haven’t we? An abyss is an extreme and falling into it is ‘falling into an extreme.’ Such terms exist. It is mentioned in (page 94) of the text that when you go over the edge of a cliff, you will fall and that is like falling into an extreme.

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 or 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 
xi) Although emptiness exists, it need not be truly established; that eliminates the [alleged] contradiction with the scriptural passage from Praise of the Dharmadhatu   

The scriptural passage from Praise of the Dharmadhatu (translated as Praise of the Element of Attributes in the text) was first discussed under  outline (viii) and can be found on page 99: 
All the sutras teaching emptiness

Set forth by the Conqueror

Overcome the afflictive emotions.

[These sutras] do not diminish this basic constituent.
The meaning of that verse from Praise of the Dharmadhatu is given on page 100:
      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. 
xii) You cannot avert the apprehension of true existence by making a truly established reality your object of meditation 
Hence, Nagarjuna's Praise of the Element of Attributes itself says:

Through the three called impermanence, [coarse] emptiness,

And suffering, the mind is purified.

The doctrine supremely purifying the mind

Is naturelessness [that is, the absence of inherent existence].

and:

The naturelessness of phenomena

Should be meditated upon as the element of attributes.
He says that the absence of an inherently established nature in these phenomena is the element of attributes that is the object of meditation and he says that just meditation on it is the supreme purifier of the mind (Page 101). 

Here, Nagarjuna’s Praise of the Element of Attributes clearly states that the mind realising emptiness is the supreme purifier of the mind.   
Therefore, how could it be suitable to cite this [Praise of the Element of Attributes] for the position that the emptiness that is the absence of the inherent establishment of phenomena appearing in this way is an annihilatory emptiness and that, therefore, a truly existent emptiness separate from it is to be posited as the emptiness that is the object of meditation! (Page 101)
This refers to the annihilatory emptiness posited by the Jonangs who assert that all conventionalities are empty of their own nature and only emptiness is truly existent. This verse from Nagarjuna’s Praise of the Element of Attributes cannot be used to support the Jonangs’ position because the consequence of doing so is this:

This is like propounding that in order to remove the suffering of fright upon apprehending a snake in the east despite there being no snake there, the demonstration that there is no snake in the east will not serve as an antidote to it, but rather one should indicate, "There is a tree in the west." For, one is propounding that in order to remove the suffering upon adhering to the true existence of what appears in this way to sentient beings, realization that those bases [that is, objects]—which are apprehended to truly exist—do not truly exist will not serve as an antidote, but that rather one must indicate that some other senseless base truly exists (Page 101).

Question: In the context of Nagarjuna's Praise of the Element of Attributes, what is the relationship amongst the three - impermanence, emptiness and suffering?

Answer: The four characteristics of True Sufferings are:

1. Impermanent

2. Suffering nature

3. Empty 
4. Selfless

These are the purifiers of the mind: The meditations on impermanence, the suffering nature, emptiness and, in particular, “the doctrine supremely purifying the mind is naturelessness [that is, the absence of inherent existence].”
Question: In the sentence, “He says that the absence of an inherently established nature in these phenomena is the element of attributes that is the object of meditation,” what does “these phenomena” refer to?

Answer: It refers to all phenomena.

Question:  Why is there a reference to “[coarse] emptiness”? I thought this text follows the Prasangika view? Shouldn’t we be referring to subtle emptiness?

Ven. Gyurme: Whatever appears in brackets is not part of the actual text but is inserted as annotations by the translator to clarify the meaning of the text.  

Answer: Referring to the four characteristics of True Suffering, there is impermanent, suffering nature, empty and selfless. Here, empty is referring to coarse emptiness while selfless refers to the subtle selflessness of person and phenomena.

Chapter 7.  Basis of Division of the Two Truths

3. Presentation of obscurational truths and ultimate truths 

A. The basis of division of the two truths 

B. Number of divisions 

C. Meaning of dividing them that way 

D. Meaning of the individual divisions 
A. The basis of division of the two truths

With respect to the basis of division of the two truths there are many modes of assertion among earlier [scholars];
 however, here objects of knowledge are the basis of division, since Shantideva's Compendium of Instructions
  says:

Furthermore, objects of knowledge
 are exhausted as these obscurational
 truths and ultimate truths" (Pages 103-105).
“Assertion among earlier”: Perhaps this refers to the assertions of past Tibetan scholars or masters prior to Lama Tsongkhapa.

The basis of divisions of the two truths is the object of knowledge which is synonymous or mutually inclusive with an existent or established base. 

B. Number of divisions 

Nagarjuna's Treatise on the Middle says:
Worldly obscurational truths [which are posited in the perspec​tive of conventional consciousnesses of the world and are true in the perspective of consciousnesses apprehending true existence]
And ultimate truths [which are objects of ultimate pristine wis​dom and are true, non-deceptive].
Accordingly, [objects of knowledge] are divided into the two truths— obscurational truths and ultimate truths.
 (Page 105) 
The basis of division of the two truths being the objects of knowledge, in order to look at phenomena in greater detail and to have a better understanding of what exist, there is a division into two: (1) obscurational truths and (2) ultimate truths.
C. Meaning of dividing them that way 

a. Presentation of earlier positions 

b. Proving the validity in our own system 

a. Presentation of earlier positions 

Question: Since the two of the division into two must be different, what kind of difference is this?

Answer: With respect to this, many earlier [scholars] propounded:
Pot and woollen cloth, for instance, are different entities. Prod​uct and impermanent thing, for instance, are one entity and different isolates. In these two cases, the two that are different are both effective things; however, in cases of difference when either is a non-effective thing
 [that is, a permanent phenome​non] they have a difference that [merely] negates sameness. Among these three [modes of] difference, the two truths are different in the sense of negating sameness.
However, some [correctly] asserted that the two truths are one entity and different isolates (Page 105-106).

With regard to the assertions of past scholars on how the meaning of difference is explained, “Among these three [modes of] difference,” the difference between the two truths is the third one, i.e., a difference that negates sameness. Lama Tsongkhapa is pointing out that there were past Tibetan scholars who correctly pointed out or asserted that the two truths are one entity but different isolates.

b. Proving the validity in our own system 

It is good to take this in accordance with the statement in Kamalashila's Illumination of the Middle that the relationship of one essence is not contradictory even among non-effective things [that is, permanent phenomena]. Therefore, a oneness of entity and difference of isolates is not contradictory even in both cases—when both of the different phenomena are non-effective things or when one is (Page 106). 

In our system, we can explain, without difficulty, that a permanent and an impermanent phenomenon can be one entity. Therefore, we have no difficulty in explaining how the two truths are one entity. Then a quotation follows: 
This is: 

· because Chandrakirti's Commentary on the "Supplement to (Nagarjuna's) 'Treatise on the Middle'" says, "Two types of natures of all these things are taught, obscurational and ultimate," and hence with regard to the natures of each substratum there are two, obscurational and ultimate, and
· because if the two truths were not one entity, then since it would also be very unreasonable for them to be different entities
, the two truths would have to be entityless, whereby they would not exist, for whatever exists necessarily exists as one entity or many enti​ties (Page 106) .
“Two types of natures of all these things”: “Things” here refers to all existents or phenomena. The word, “things” in Tibetan is ngobo. Generally, it means functioning things or impermanent phenomena but, sometimes, depending on the context, it can refer to all phenomena which will also include permanent phenomena. 

The two truths, obscurational truths and ultimate truths, must be one entity. It is not possible to explain how these two can be different entities. For something to exist, it either has to be one entity or different entities. The conclusion is that the two truths are one entity.
Moreover, Nagarjuna's Essay on the Mind of Enlightenment says:

Conventionalities
 are described as emptiness [that is, as empty of inherent existence]
And just emptiness is [posited in relation to] the conventional, 

Because of the definiteness that [the one] would not occur without [the other],

Like product and impermanent thing.

If a sprout, for instance, were a different entity from its own ultimate, then since it would be a different entity also from its own emptiness of true existence, it would be truly established. Therefore, since it is not a different entity [from its own emptiness of true existence], it is the same entity. A sprout is empty of its own true existence but is not its own ultimate truth (Pages 106-107). 
“A sprout is empty of its own true existence but is not its own ultimate truth”:  A sprout is empty but the sprout is not its own emptiness. In other words, a sprout is empty of its own inherent or true existence but the sprout is not an ultimate truth. 

Some texts say that the two truths are neither one nor different
. Among these, some are in consideration [that the two truths lack] in​herently established oneness and difference; others are in considera​tion [that the two truths are] not either different entities or one isolate
 (Page 107).
Question: How do the earlier scholars explain the third mode of difference between the two truths that merely negate sameness?

Answer: What is the difference that merely negates sameness?  Amongst the three modes of difference, it is the third mode. When you negate something as impermanent, that means it is permanent. If something is permanent, then it cannot be impermanent. Therefore you have permanent and non-permanent (impermanent) phenomena. These phenomena are directly contradictory so they are different in the sense that negates sameness. 

Question: It seems that, for the earlier scholars, there is a third mode of explaining existents other than one or different.  How then do they explain this third mode of existence that is other than one and different? 
Answer: In this instance, we are not looking at the categories of existents or established bases of one with or different from. This is just an explanation of what the earlier scholars asserted with respect to the meaning of difference. 

Question: Are compounded space, an impermanent phenomenon and uncompounded space, a permanent phenomenon, one and the same entity with different isolates or different entities? 
Answer: Compounded space and uncompounded space are one entity. It was mentioned before that compounded space is the basis of designation for uncompounded space. For a specific basis of designation and its imputed object, you will have to posit a relationship between them of being one entity just like the aggregates, which are the bases of designation for the imputed object, the person. The person and the aggregates are one entity. 

It becomes really challenging when it comes to examining in greater detail and debating this issue of phenomena being the same entity. In the case of the two truths and the aggregates, which are the bases of designation for the person, you have to say they are one entity. 
It is like the four-fold emptiness mentioned in the Heart Sutra. Let’s say you use the person as the subject and instead of “Form is empty…form is also not other than emptiness,” that line becomes “The person is empty. Emptiness is the person. Emptiness is not other than the person; the person is also not other than emptiness.” We need to think along these lines.  
With reference to the Heart Sutra, “Form is empty,” that is talking about the nature of form. When you investigate the nature of form, you will discover that it is in the nature of emptiness. Hence, “Form is empty.” Having said that, it doesn’t mean that form does not exist. Form exists.  “Emptiness is form.” There is form. When you think about form and its emptiness, these two are one entity. 

Likewise, the person and the aggregates, these two are one entity. You will not be able to find a person who is a separate entity from the aggregates. So, the person and its basis of designation, the aggregates, are one entity. They are not separate or different like a vase and a pillar where, if you remove one object, the other remains. These two objects are separate and are different entities that can exist separately.
If there is a person who is a different entity from the aggregates, then when you search amongst the aggregates, you should be able to find the “I” or self who is a different entity from the aggregates. You should be able to find the person who is separate from the aggregates, but this is not the case. They are the same entity but that does not mean that the person is the aggregates. Although they are the same entity, it does not mean that they are one. You can say that all conventionalities (conventional phenomena) have the nature of emptiness but you can’t say everything is emptiness. 
The two truths, the obscurational truths and the ultimate truths, are one entity but they are not the same. The two truths are different isolates.
You first have to know these terms and familiarise yourself with what the text is saying. You just have to memorise it. Only on that basis can you then explore and question why they are saying this. But, first, you have to know the text. The two truths, the obscurational truth and the ultimate truth, of every single phenomenon is either one or different. In that sense, this division is exhaustive: 

· Are the two truths, the obscurational truths and the ultimate truths one or different? The answer is that they are different. 

· Do they have the same entity? Yes, they have the same entity. 

· Are they the same? No, they are not the same. They are different. 

You have something to work with when you memorise this.  You have to take what is said in the text as the basis and know what it is saying with respect to the two truths: 

· The two truths are not the same. 

· They are different but they have the same entity. 
Only then is there a basis for discussion, for understanding and reflection. 
The next question is: Why are they different? You have to know why the text says that although they are different, they have the same entity. In order to establish that the two truths are one entity, scriptural authority is used. Therefore, there are quotations from Kamalashila’s Illumination of the Middle, Chandrakirti’s Commentary on the “Supplement to Nagarjuna’s) ’Treatise on the Middle’” and Nagarjuna’s Essay on the Mind of Enlightenment.
Question: Can one then say that, with respect to the imputed object and the basis of imputation, the obscurational truth is the imputed object and the ultimate truth is the basis of imputation? If not, how are the two truths related to the imputed object and the basis of imputation?

Answer: We talked about buddhanature in the module on the Uttaratantra (Sublime Continuum). There, we discussed the basis of imputation of the self or “I.” When you analyse this in depth, it seems that you will have to say that it is the emptiness of the “I” that is the basis of imputation of the “I.”
The “I” has to arise from the nature of emptiness. If that is the case, then I wonder whether you can say the emptiness of the “I” is the basis of imputation of the “I.”  I can’t remember the exact words from the Uttaratantra but there is a line that says that the voidness or emptiness of “I” is the basis of designation of the “I.”
Question: On page 106, it says, “Product and impermanent thing, for instance, are one entity and different isolates.” Can you please explain how this is so?
Answer: A product and an impermanent thing are mutually inclusive. That means whatever is a product is necessarily an impermanent thing and whatever is an impermanent thing is necessarily a product. From the perspective of how they acquired the name, ‘product’ or ‘impermanent thing,’ :

· it is called a product because it is produced. Therefore it is called a product. 

· it is called an impermanent thing because it is a momentary phenomenon that is disintegrating in each and every single moment. 

That is how they acquire their names. You will not be able to find the  nature of impermanence that is separate from a product. Likewise, you will not be able to find a product that is separate from impermanence. 
The relationship between product and an impermanent thing is used as an analogy in order to help you to understand how the two truths are one entity and different isolates, just as a product and an impermanent thing are also one entity but different isolates. The analogy should be easier to understand than its meaning.
Question: Subtle conventionality and illusory-like appearance: Are they the same entity and different isolates? 

Geshe-la: I don’t know. You can discuss that in your group and think about it. 

What we have covered today can be summarised as follows: 

1. Whatever exists is either an obscurational truth or an ultimate truth 

2. The two truths, obscurational truths and ultimate truths, are not the same but they are one entity.

These are the basics that you should know. It is like working capital.  With this, you have something to work on, something for you to explore:  Why is it like this? Why are they one entity but different? and so forth. On top of that, if you know how the masters elaborated on the meaning of one entity, that will excellent.
Chapter 8. Obscurational truths
D.
Meaning of the individual divisions (109)
        a. Obscurational truths (109/2: This section has)
           1)  The meanings of the terms samvrti (kun rdzob) and satya (bdenpa)
     a)  Explaining the meaning of the word “obscurational”

          i) The actual [meaning] 
          ii) Abandoning mistakes about this
     b) Explaining the meaning of the word "truth" 

                   i) The actual [meaning] 

                   ii) Clearing up doubts about that 
         2) Definition of an obscurational truth
a) How all phenomena have two natures, along with a source 

b) Indication that they are found by dissimilar valid cognition 

c) How it is necessary to acquire the Madhyamika view in order to ascertain the basis as an obscurational truth 
d) Although the meaning of obscurational truth is not established from the point of view of a mind, that does not contradict its ascertainment of a basis of characteristics such as a pot 
e) How it is inadmissible to posit pots and the like as conventional from the point of view of a worldly consciousness and as ultimate in relation to aryas 
f) The need to differentiate between pots and the like and their inherent nature 
3)  Divisions of conventionalities 
a) The ways in which Prasangika and Svatantrika posit the object of negation do not agree, therefore they are also not the same in their distinction of real and wrong conventionalities
b) Although the reflection of a face is not an obscurational truth in relation to a worldly person familiar with terminology, it is an obscurational truth, generally speaking 
c) That mistaken consciousness helps posit a false object of comprehension even though it does not posit a true object of comprehension
d) How real and wrong conventionalities are posited in relation to the world, along with a source
e) The exception that conventional valid cognition cannot posit the opposite of the mode of apprehension associated with temporary pollution through [bad] tenets 
f) A consciousness need not to be mistaken even though it has dualistic appearance
b. Ultimate truths

           c. Indicating the definiteness of the truths as two

i) The actual [meaning] 

Chandrakirti's Clear Words describes three [meanings] for samvrti—(l) obstructing suchness, (2) mutually dependent objects, and (3) worldly conventions. Since he explains the last as having the character of ob​ject of expression and means of expression, knower and object of knowledge, and so forth, it is not just subjective conventions-consciousnesses and expressions—[but also objects known and objects expressed]. Nevertheless, [this is just an etymology and not a definition since] not all whatsoever objects of knowledge and objects of expres​sion should be held to be obscurational truths [because an emptiness is an object of knowledge and object of expression but is an ultimate truth]
 (Page 109).

Chandrakirti’s Clear Words describes the three meanings of word samvrti,  obscurational or ‘kun rdzob’ in Tibetan: “(l) obstructing suchness, (2) mutually dependent objects, and (3) worldly conventions.”
The third meaning, “worldly conventions,” is a meaning of samvrti (which can also be translated as obscurational or conventional depending on the context) that also includes the “object of expression and means of expression, knower and object of knowledge, and so forth.”  
The samvrti that is the obscuring consciousness with respect to which forms and so forth are posited as truths [in the sense that igno​rance takes them to exist the way they appear to be inherently exis​tent] is the first among the three [meanings] (Page 110). 

In the context here, amongst the three meanings, samvrti refers to obstructing suchness. 
It is the ignorance super​imposing on phenomena the existence of their own inherently estab​lished entity, whereas they do not have such
. This is because:
· true establishment does not occur in objects, and therefore the pos​iting of [objects that appear to be truly existent] as truths is in the perspective of an awareness, and

· there is no positing [of objects that appear to be truly existent] as truths in the perspective of a mind that is not an apprehender of true existence.
In that way moreover, Chandrakirti's Supplement to (Nagarjuna's) "Treatise on the Middle"  says:
The Subduer said that because bewilderment [that is, the ap​prehension of inherent existence] obscures [direct percep​tion of] the nature [of the mode of subsistence of phenom​ena],
[This ignorance] is all-obscuring (kun rdzob)
 and he said that those fabrications appearing
To be true due to this [ignorance] are obscurational truths (kun rdzob bden) [because of being true in the perspective of the obscurational apprehension of inherent existence].
Things that are fabrications [exist] conventionally (kun rdzob tu) (Pages 110-111).

Obscurational truth is usually translated as conventional truth but the term, conventional truth, will be inaccurate in this context. Here, we are using obscurational truth and we are trying to understand the meaning of the word obscurational (kun rdzob in Tibetan or samvrti in Sanskrit). 

Obscurational here refers to that which obstructs. What is obstructed? What is obstructed is the seeing of how things and events exist in reality, their final or ultimate nature. The obstruction is the ignorance that is the apprehension of true existence. Obscurational, in this context, refers to that apprehension of true existence, ignorance. What does it obscure? It obscures the seeing of the true or ultimate nature of phenomena.

The next outline is (ii) Abandoning mistakes about this. You have to read the paragraphs pertaining to this and I will explain them in class next week. 
Question: How can the mind that realises subtle conventionality, a mental consciousness, realise a form that is the object of the sense consciousness?

Answer: If it is a form, must it only be realised by a sense consciousness? We talked before about a phenomena source form, a form that can only be realised by a mental consciousness. What is the problem then saying that a mental consciousness can realise form?

Question: How can a mental consciousness realise an actual form? 

Answer: If you see smoke coming from behind me, you probably know that there is something burning behind me. You realise that but you don’t see the fire. Do you realise the fire or not?

Student: Yes, I can infer that there is a fire. 
Geshe-la: But your eyes didn’t see what is burning behind me. It follows that inference does not exist and is not a valid way of knowing things! Don’t worry about mental consciousness realising form because it can realise form.

Another student: I am trying to see where he is coming from. He has difficulty reconciling the appearing object of the mental consciousness and the appearing object of the sense consciousness. The sense consciousnesses apprehend the five sense objects. The mental consciousness apprehends the mental image of the appearing object of the sense consciousness. So smoke is apprehended as form by the eye consciousness but the mental consciousness apprehends the mental image of smoke. Is it correct to say that?
Geshe-la: You see the smoke. Your eye consciousness can see the smoke directly.
Question: The two truths are the same entity but different isolates. You have explained the same entity but we don’t understand what is an isolate. 

Answer: On the basis of any phenomenon, let’s say, a cup, there are many things that are not the cup, such as non-space, non-pillar, non-vase and so forth. You can say there are many non-cups on the basis of the cup. This cup can also be called a product. There is something that is opposite to non-product on the cup. There is something on this cup that is non-non-product.  There is something on the cup that is empty of non-impermanence. That which is non-permanent on this cup is called the impermanence of the cup. 

So, on this cup, there is something that is non-non-product, there is something that is non-non-momentary. Therefore, on this cup, there is impermanence and there is product. The cup is a product and the cup is impermanent. So, there are two isolates here on this cup. You can conceptually isolate these two things, impermanence and product.

Everything that is not a cup, the non-cup, exists on this cup. A cup and a non-cup are directly contradictory. Whatever exists is either a cup or non-cup.

Such topics come under the subject, Collected Topics. This is the very foundation for learning Buddhist philosophy and it is essential to study this. Learning this involves a lot of debate and analysis. Due to lack of time, we do not do this and because of not having done that, therefore, these difficulties arise.

Question: Can I just clarify that cup and non-cup are two isolates?

Answer: They are different isolates. When we talk about product and an impermanent thing, because of having different names, you can say they are different isolates.

Question: You say those two are two isolates. Does that mean they are two different phenomena?

Answer: For a product and an impermanent thing, based on the division of phenomena into one and different, which is it? It is different.

Read from page 111 onwards. It is important that you read. Just try.  Then, when you come to class, definitely, there will be some benefit.

Translated by Ven. Tenzin Gyurme
Transcribed by Phuah Soon Ek and Vivien Ng
Edited by Cecilia Tsong
Checked by Shirley Soh
� Jam-yang-shay-pa's Great Exposition of Tenets (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 894-895) gives a clear presentation of these:


There are many systems of assertion with regard to the basis of division of the two truths—that is, what is divided into the two truths. These incorrect systems hold that:


Mere appearances are the basis of division of the two truths because ul�timate    truths are not objects of knowledge.


The entities of form through to omniscience are the basis of division be�cause Chandrakirti explains that phenomena have two entities.


Non-superimpositional objects are the basis of division.


Non-investigated and non-analyzed objects of knowledge are the basis of division.


Truths are the basis of division, and when truths are divided, there are two, obscurational truths and ultimate truths.


There is no necessity for a basis of division, but there is much to be said about the two truths that are the divisions.





Those are not correct because:


If [according to you] ultimate truths do not exist [because they are not objects of knowledge, and hence not existents]:


It [absurdly] follows that the final mode of subsistence of forms and so forth does not exist.


It [absurdly] follows that because what is seen now is the final mode of subsistence, all sentient beings are already liberated, and so forth.


Just as the two truths are not among the entities of a form, so it is [for all phenomena] through to omniscience, [if the two truths were both in�cluded within, for instance, form, then the ultimate truth of a form, which is its emptiness, would be a form, due to which emptiness ab�surdly would not be an uncompounded phenomenon which it actually is.]


Existing superimpositional systems [such as the Samkhya system] are obscurational truths. [Even though the superimpositions of the Samkhya system, like the principal, do not exist even as obscurational truths, the system itself exists and is not an emptiness, whereby it is an obscura�tional truth].


The two truths have much to be analyzed, and, therefore, the fourth is bad talk and the worst mistake.


Obscurational truths, falsities, and so forth are synonymous, [if the basis of division of the two truths is truth, then everything divided from it is a truth in which case obscurational truths would be truths. Then how could they be falsities?]


If the base of division and the mode of division are not known, then [the two truths] become attributes without a substratum...





Therefore, that objects of knowledge are the basis of division [of the two truths] is proved by:


scripture: The Meeting of the Father and Son Sutra which says, "Further�more, objects of knowledge [that is, objects to be known] are exhausted as these two truths, obscurational and ultimate." 


and reasoning: [The two truths] are objects of two types of awareness— that is, objects to be known and objects of analysis by those two types of awareness


� Shantideva is citing the Meeting of Father and Son Sutra, which Tsong-kha-pa cites in his Illumination of the Thought (220):





It is thus: Ones-Gone-Thus thoroughly understand the two, fraudulences and ultimates. Furthermore, objects of knowledge are exhausted as these obscura�tional truths and ultimate truths. Moreover, it is because Ones-Gone-Thus have thoroughly perceived, known, and actualized well [those which have the aspect of] # emptiness that they are called "omniscient."


#The bracketed addition is taken from Tsong-kha-pa's commentary later in the Illumi�nation (97.5). Without the addition, the passage seems to say that a Buddha is called omniscient only because of having thoroughly realized emptiness; by taking the word emptiness as a bahuvrhi compound meaning "those which have emptiness" or "those which have the aspect of emptiness," the term comes to refer to all those that are empty and thus all fraudulent truths and ultimate truths. The addition does indeed seem strained, but the sutra itself, just above, has spoken about both truths.





� Or, "those that are to be known," that is to say, what is to be known by those seeking liberation and omniscience. As Lo-sang-dor-jay's Decisive Analysis says (adapted from Elizabeth Napper's unpublished translation, 94):





A basis of division into the two truths exists because objects of knowledge are that [basis of division], since what are to be known by hearing, thinking, and meditating for the sake of attaining release are exhausted as those two [truths].





� As Tsong-kha-pa says below (109), "Chandrakirti’s Clear Words describes three [mean�ings] for samvrti- (l) obstructing suchness, (2) mutually dependent objects, and (3) worldly conventions."





Thus, samvrtisatya (kun rdzob bden pa) could be translated as "obscurational truth," "relative truth," or "conventional truth." Because the first is the predominant usage, I only occasionally use "conventional truth" depending on the import of the passage. 





� There is no other category, and nothing is both; Lo-sang-dor-jay's Decisive Analysis says (adapted from Elizabeth Napper's unpublished translation, 94):





Further, this definite enumeration is one eliminating any possible third cate�gory because there does not exist a third category of objects of knowledge that is not either of the two truths. That the reason is so follows because the two, truth and falsity, are explicitly contradictory in the sense of mutual ex�clusion. That this is so follows because the two, deceptive and non-deceptive, are such. That this is so follows because when a particular basis is positively included as being non-deceptive, it is eliminated that that basis is deceptive, and when it is eliminated that a particular basis is non-deceptive, it is posi�tively included that it is deceptive. The reason for this is that the meaning of true and false on this occasion refers to deceptiveness and non-deceptiveness.





� Effective thing = functioning thing; non-effective thing = non-functioning thing


� Tsong-kha-pa spells out this point in his Illumination of (Chandrakirti’s) Thought: 





...if phenomena were different entities from [their respective] emptinesses of true existence, they would be truly established.





Tsong-kha-pa makes this very point after the citation from Nagarjuna's Essay on the Mind of Enlightenment.





� Or, obscurationals.





� Such a passage is the first of two concluding stanzas to chapter three, The Questions of Suvishuddhamati, in the Sutra Unraveling the Thought:





The character of the compounded realm and of the ultimate 


Is a character devoid of sameness and difference. 


Those who consider that they are the same or different 


Are improperly oriented.





� About the relationship of the two truths Jam-yang-shay-pa's Great Exposition of Tenets (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 901-902) says:





Therefore, the two truths are one entity and different isolates, like product and impermanent phenomenon. If the two truths are different without even a sameness of entity there are four fallacies:


It [absurdly] follows that the absence of true existence of form must not be the final mode of subsistence of form.


It [absurdly] follows that realization of the absence of true existence of form must not suppress with its power the apprehension of [truly ex�istent] signs of form.


It [absurdly] follows that yogis' meditation of high paths is senseless.


It [absurdly] follows that even a Buddha has not abandoned all the bonds of apprehending [truly existent] signs and defilements of assumption of bad states.





and so forth...If the two truths are one such that not even their isolates are individually differentiable:


It [absurdly] follows that just as mistaken obscurational truths, [pol�luted] actions, and afflictive emotions are abandoned, so even the ulti�mate, the noumenon of those phenomena, is abandoned.


It [absurdly] follows that like obscurational truths, the ultimate has dis�similar, different aspects.


It [absurdly] follows that just as obscurational truths are defiled, so even the ultimate would be suitable to be tainted with defilements. 


It [absurdly] follows that even common beings are able to apprehend ultimates manifestly.





and so forth...Therefore, although the two truths are undifferentiable in en�tity as empty of true existence, they are established as different from the viewpoints of their respective isolates that are their bases of dependence.





� Jam-yang-shay-pa's Great Exposition of Tenets (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 904-905) says:


In the Sanskrit original of 'jig rten kun rdzob bden pa (worldly obscurational truth) lokasamvrtisatya:


Loka (jig rten; world) on this occasion is taken to be persons and also dualistic awarenesses...A person imputed in dependence on the aggregates is called "world"...but it is not suitable to take all occurrences of "world" as referring to common beings—it refers to both common beings and Su�periors [depending on context]...Still, "world" on this occasion is not just persons because there are many instances of its referring to dualistic consciousness...acting in both erroneous and non-erroneous ways with regard to conventionalities…


In general, samvrti is used in many ways, but on this occasion samvrti is obscurational (kun rdzob), or samantavrti [meaning] concealing all, or concealing reality, that is to say, ignorance; "ob�scurational truths" (kun rdzob bden pa) are so called since they are true in the perspective of ignorance...Hence, samvrti is used for "concealing real�ity", "concealing all",  and "concealing the na�ture" ...


Samvrti also means mutual dependence—falsity...[Because they are mutually dependent, that they have a self-instituting nature is untrue.] Hence, the world's mutual dependence is called samvrti, and "relative truths" (kun rdzob bden pa, samvrtisatya) are so called since they exist just in mutual dependence.


In addition, samvrti means terminology (brda), or conventions (tha snyad), which include both objects expressed and means of expression, objects known and consciousnesses, and so forth...Because the world's objects expressed and means of expression and the world's objects known and consciousnesses are the world's terminology, or conventions, they are called "conventional" (samvrti); "conventional truths" (kun rdzob bden pa, samvrtisatya) are so called since their mode of appearance and mode of abiding accord with the world's terminology, or conven�tions.





� Nga-wang-pel-den (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 904) describes how conventionali�ties are falsities:


Ultimate truths necessarily are established in accordance with how they ap�pear to the awarenesses to which they clearly appear. Thus, obscurational truths are necessarily falsities. The meaning of falsity is "deceptive," and the meaning of deceptive is "discordance between the mode of appearance and the mode of abiding." [This conflict] is taken to be that although they ap�pear—to the awarenesses to which they clearly appear—to be truly estab�lished, they are without true establishment.





� The Four Interwoven Annotations (357.1) gives an etymology of kun rdzob:





Kun means "all of the nature of the mode of subsistence of phenomena," and rdzob means "obstructing" and "covering/veiling" 
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