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D.
Meaning of the individual divisions 
        a. Obscurational truths 
           1)  The meanings of the terms samvrti (kun rdzob) and satya (bdenpa)
            2)  Definition of an obscurational truth
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
Divisions of conventionalities

The AMWS and the CMWS differ in what constitutes the object of negation. Because of this difference, while the AMWS divides con- ventionalities into real conventionalities and unreal conventionalities, the CMWS does not make such a distinction. 

The Position of the AMWS
According to the AMWS, the object of negation is true existence. They refute that phenomena are established by way of their own uncommon mode of existence without being posited through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness. In other words, the AMWS asserts that  all phenomena are established by being posited through the force of appearing to a non-defective awareness. According to them, this is how things exist. 

What is a non-defective awareness? It is non-defective from the viewpoint of how things appear to it. All things appear to the non-defective awareness as existing by way of their own character.  They appear in that way to the non-defective awareness and they actually exist in that way. According to the AMWS, therefore, phenomena exist by way of their own character. 

The Position of the CMWS
On the other hand, the CMWS asserts that all phenomena do not exist by way of their own character. Therefore, a consciousness to which a phenomenon appears to exist by way of its own character is not non-defective, i.e., it is a defective consciousness. 

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

Divisions of conventionalities

The Middle Way Autonomists assert that since a consciousness appear​ing to be established by way of its own character is ascertained to exist the way it appears, a differentiation of real and unreal is not made with respect to subjects [that is, consciousnesses] (Page 116).  

According to the Middle Way Autonomists, the subject, i.e., the  consciousness, is not differentiated into real and unreal conventionalities. This is because the consciousness to which a consciousness appears, i.e., the self-knower, appears in the way it exists. Therefore, the differentiation of real and unreal conventionalities is not made with respect to the subject, the consciousness. 
Rather, appearances of objects are differentiated by whether they exist or not by way of their own character in accordance with how they appear. It is as Jnanagarbha's Differentiation of the Two Truths says:

Though similar in appearing, there are those 

Able and not able to perform functions as they appear, 

Whereby a division of real and unreal 

Conventionalities is made (Page 116).
Let’s take an example of a consciousness to which a mirage appears as water. Although that is how it appears, the mirage is unable to function as water. In that sense, the mirage is an unreal conventionality.  

A consciousness to which water appears as water, water exists as it appears and is able to function as water. In that sense, the water is a real conventionality.
When you consider these two consciousnesses, there is the clear appearance of water in both instances. But in the case of the consciousness to which the mirage appears as water, that mirage is unable to function as water.  Therefore, that mirage is an unreal conventionality. For the consciousness to which water appears as water and the water is able to function as water, that water is a real conventionality. 
[However] this [Consequentialist] system asserts that all appearances as being established by way of their own character to those who possess ignorance are appearances belonging to a consciousness polluted by ignorance. Therefore, they do not divide conventional objects into the two—real and unreal (Page 117).

According to the Consequentialists, whatever appears to a person who has not abandoned ignorance necessarily appears as existing by way of its own character, because that consciousness is polluted by ignorance. Therefore, the CMWS does not divide conventional objects into real and unreal, i.e., everything is necessarily unreal. 

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 

    With respect to this, Chandrakirti’s Commentary on the "Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) 'Treatise on the Middle'" says, "That which is false even conventionally is not an obscurational truth" (Page 117).  

What is the meaning of this line? Lama Tsongkhapa goes on to explain: 
[This means that] since an image of a face, for instance, is not true as a face for a worldly con​ventional [consciousness] of one versed in language, it is not an obscu​rational truth in relation to it (Page 117).

An worldly ordinary person realises that the reflection of a face is not an actual face. From the perspective of this person, the “image of a face” is not an obscurational truth, but a falsity. This is similar to the earlier section where we talked about how form appears and exists in the perspective of the bodhisattvas on the pure ground. 
The reflection of a face is not an obscurational truth from the perspective of a worldly ordinary person who realises it, but, generally speaking, the reflection of a face is an obscurational truth. The reason is explained as follows: 

“Nonetheless, because it is an object found by a [consciousness] perceiving a false object of knowledge—a deceptive object—it is an obscurational truth, just as a consciousness to which a reflection appears is mistaken with respect to its appearing object [in that the reflection appears to be a face], so among those who possess ignorance [their consciousnesses to which] blue and so forth appear as established by way of their own character also are similarly mistaken with respect to their appearing object (Page 117).

According to the Consequentialists, conventional objects that appear to a person, who has not abandoned ignorance, necessarily appear to exist by way of their own character. Since that is the case, then all consciousnesses that possess an aspect of the conventional are necessarily mistaken. 
In the case of sentient beings, with the exception of the mind that directly perceives emptiness, all other consciousnesses in the continua of sentient beings are necessarily mistaken. These consciousnesses are mistaken with relation to their appearing object. Although all phenomena do not exist by way of their own character, all phenomena appear to be existing by way of their own character. This is where the mistake lies. 

The mind that directly perceives emptiness in the continua of sentient beings is not polluted by ignorance. Therefore, it is not a mistaken mind. 
Question: It follows that the mind that realises subtle conventionalities is also a mistaken mind because it does not realise emptiness directly.

Answer: Correct.
Question: Why is the mirage and the reflection of a face generally considered to be obscurational truths?

Geshe-la: Does the reflection of your face exist? 

Student: Yes, it exists.

Geshe-la: I am not asking whether the reflection of the face is your face. I am asking whether the reflection of the face exists. If it exists, then it is necessarily one of the two truths. Which truth is the reflection of the face?

Student: An obscurational truth 

All phenomena are subsumed into being either an ultimate truth or an obscurational truth. This division is exhaustive. If it is not an ultimate truth, then it is necessarily an obscurational truth. 

You may think that there is an existent that is neither an ultimate truth nor an obscurational truth. Can the reflection of a face be neither of these two truths? The reflection of your face exists. It is necessarily an obscurational truth, as it is definitely not an ultimate truth.  
c) That mistaken consciousness helps posit a false object of comprehension even though it does not posit a true object of comprehension 

What consciousness can posit a true object of comprehension? That consciousness must necessarily be non-mistaken in order for it to posit a true object of comprehension.
    When a true object of comprehension is posited, it would be con​tradictory for [a consciousness] mistaken in that way to posit it; how​ever, this itself acts as an aid in positing a false object of comprehen​sion (Page 117). 
What about the consciousness that posits a falsity? That consciousness does not necessarily have to be non-mistaken. Even a mistaken consciousness can posit something to be false. 

Otherwise, whatever in conventional terms is not truly estab​lished could not be posited as an obscurational truth, and therefore when falsities such as illusory-like [appearances] are posited 
in conven​tional terms, they could not be posited as obscurational truths
 (Page 117).
I thought about this but I am not sure what it is referring to. 

d) How real and wrong conventionalities are posited in relation to the world, along with a source 

In general, the Consequentialists do not differentiate conventionalities into real and unreal but a division into real and unreal conventionalities is made, in relation to worldly persons. 

The Consequentialist system:

· posits the six consciousnesses
 not affected by superficial causes of mistake and the six objects
 apprehended by those consciousnesses as real conventionalities, and

· posits the six consciousnesses affected by superficial causes of mis​take
 and the six objects apprehended by those consciousnesses as unreal conventionalities, but

· posits real and unreal conventionalities in relation to just worldly or conventional valid cognitions, not in relation to a rational con​sciousness following a Superior's perception.

Therefore,   since   in   the   Middle   Way's   own   system
   the   two appearances—of (l) reflections, and so forth, and (2) blue, and so forth—to those who possess ignorance do not differ with respect to whether [consciousnesses of them] are mistaken or not in relation to their appearing object, they do not make a division into the two—real and unreal conventionalities. Chandrakirti’s Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) "Treatise on the Middle" says:

Objects realized by the world that are apprehended

By [the consciousnesses of] the six sense powers unimpaired [by superficial causes of mistake]

Are true [or real] just [relative] to the world [because of being phenomena that prior to realizing emptiness cannot be real​ized to be a combination of appearing to be inherently exis​tent but being empty of such].

The rest [that is, those apprehended by sense consciousnesses impaired by superficial causes of mistake such as reflections, echoes and so forth] are posited as unreal just [relative] to the world (Pages 117-119).

We have six consciousnesses: five sense consciousnesses and one mental consciousness:

· The six consciousnesses that are not affected by superficial causes of mistake in relation to the conventional valid cognition are real conventionalities. For example: 

· For a consciousness apprehending a vase, it is a consciousness that is not affected by superficial causes of mistake. In the perspective of a worldly consciousness, this mind is a real conventionality, i.e., a real subject. 
· For the consciousness apprehending a vase, the object is a vase. In the perspective of a worldly consciousness, the vase is a real conventionality, i.e., a real object.

· The six consciousnesses that are affected by superficial causes of mistake in relation to the conventional valid cognition are unreal conventionalities. For example:
· The consciousness to which the reflection of the face appears as a face is a consciousness that is affected by superficial causes of mistake. Therefore, in relation to the worldly consciousness, that particular mind is an unreal conventionality, i.e., an unreal subject.

· The object that appears to the consciousness apprehending the reflection of a face in the mirror is the reflection of a face in a mirror. In the perspective of a worldly consciousness, that reflection is an unreal conventionality, i.e., an unreal object.

e) The exception that conventional valid cognition cannot posit the opposite of the mode of apprehension associated with temporary pollution through [bad] tenets 

    With respect to the apprehension of persons and phenomena as being established by way of their own character, there are two types [innate and artificial]. The opposite of an [artificial] mode of apprehen​sion arising, for instance, from the mind's being superficially affected by one's own bad system of tenets is not established by a conventional valid cognition
.  Hence, it is an exception
 (Page 120).
· In general, something that is affected by superficial causes of mistake is an unreal conventionality in the perspective of a worldly consciousness. 
· Things that are not affected by superficial causes of mistake are real conventionalities in the perspective of a worldly consciousness. 

However, is this always necessarily so? No. There are exceptions. 

Let us take the intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence. It is a consciousness that is affected by superficial causes of mistake but it is not an unreal conventionality in the perspective of a worldly consciousness. This was explained in an earlier lesson
. 

Does that mean that whatever is not affected by superficial causes of mistake is necessarily a real conventionality? The answer is no. An example is the innate apprehension of sound as permanent. It is not a mind that is affected by superficial causes of mistake but is it a real conventionality in the perspective of a worldly consciousness?  No. I gave the reason in a previous lesson. You should review your notes if you want to find the answer.  

f) A consciousness need not to be mistaken even though it has dualistic appearance 
    Furthermore, although a pristine wisdom knowing the diversity, which has separated from all causes of pollution due to the predisposi​tions of ignorance, has dualistic appearance, it is not mistaken with respect to its appearing objects. I have explained the reasons else​where (Page 120). 

A mind that has dualistic appearance is not necessarily mistaken. Depending on the context, ‘dualistic appearance’ can refer to many things. There can be the dualistic appearance of:

· true establishment, or,  

· a separation between the subject and object as perceived by the subject, or 

· conventionality.  
Let us say the Buddha turns his attention towards a vase. When he realises the vase, there is the appearance of the conventionality, the vase. At the same time, when he sees the vase, he knows that his mind is apprehending the vase.  He sees both the object and subject and, in that sense, the Buddha has dualistic appearance, but that does not mean that his mind is mistaken. This is because the Buddha’s mind is already free from all the polluting causes that will make his mind a mistaken mind. 

D.
Meaning of the individual divisions 
        a. Obscurational truths 

b. Ultimate truths

1)   Explaining the meaning of paramartha (don dam) and satya (bdenpa) 
a) The actual meaning 
b)  How it is true 
c) The different meanings of the word "truth" associated with the two truths 
2)  Explaining the definition of ultimate truth 
a)  Actual definition of ultimate truth 
i)    How to identify the definition of an ultimate truth 
ii)   How it is found by an arya's uncontaminated exalted wisdom of meditative    equipoise that knows the mode 
iii)   A source for that 
iv)   Indicating that a nirvana is an ultimate truth 
v)    It is not the intended meaning of the commentary on Sixty [Verses oj] Reasoning that nirvana is an obscurational truth 
vi)   A source for positing all phenomena by the power of designations 
vii)  Establishing as valid that something need not be truly established if it is ultimately true given the need to differentiate between a truth for a reasoning [consciousness] and a truth bearing analysis 
viii) For something to be posited as conventionally existent it must not be damaged by any valid cognition 
ix) Although [phenomena] are merely posited by the power of designations, this does not eliminate their establishment by valid cognition and so forth 
b)  Dispelling objections 
 i)    Setting out an objection 
 ii)   Explanatory answer 
 1'   There is no contradiction, because what that system [representative]       means to point out is that from the point of view of an exalted wisdom knowing the mode and perceiving the ultimate, conventionalities are not observed 
 2'    A source for that  
 3'    Elucidating the meaning of that sutra [passage]  
 4'    The Sutra on Engaging in the Two Truths explains that in the face of perceiving the ultimate with an exalted wisdom knower of all aspects, dualistic appearance disappears, but it does not teach that the ultimate is not realized 
 5'      How such a mode of perception is also set forth in the Commentary on Entrance [to the Middle Way]  
 6'   The sutra statement that during meditative equipoise there is no movement of mind posits that there is no movement of conceptual thought  
 7'      How the proposition that ultimate truth is not an object of knowledge and such like are nothing but wrong 
  8'   From the perspective of uncontaminated meditative equipoise object and subject are not posited as separate 
 9'    Suchness is actualized by way of stopping the movement of conceptual thought  
 10'     If a buddha did not perceive the aggregates and the like, his exalted knowledge of varieties would be deprecated  
 11'    The exalted knower of all aspects must know them since they   appear to that knower of varieties, hence there are two appearing objects 
12'   How the manner in which they appear to an exalted knower of all     aspects that realizes varieties differs from the manner in which they appear to other persons 
           13'     It is also set forth like this in the Sixty [Verses of] Reasoning  
 14'   Although they are one entity, it is not contradictory to posit individual   exalted knowers in relation to the two truths, the object 
       15'  When the two valid cognitions comprehend objects individually on the occasion of the view of the bases or on the occasion of the fruit, you need to know which of the two valid cognitions is active 
    3) Explaining the divisions ultimate truths 
a) The fact that different ways of dividing ultimate truths have emerged 
b) How [masters of] earlier generations explain the entity of the ultimate set forth in those texts
c)  Those texts explaining the two ultimates are not meant to refer to objects only 
d) How to separately posit the two reasoning consciousnesses, the actual ultimate and that which accords with it 
e)  In relation to the perspective of the[se] minds, it is necessary to explain two modes also with respect to the ultimates of objects 
f) The ultimate asserted by [those propounding] an establishment of illusion by a reasoning [consciousness] is not an actual ultimate 
g) It is inappropriate to prove that sprouts and the like appear to lack true existence with their appearing free from [being] one and many 
h) The manner in which Madhyamika [proponents] of complete non-abidance assert the ultimate is not in accordance with how earlier [scholars] explain it 
i) Although the refutation of ultimate production and so forth is not a conventionality, that dose not contradict the demonstration that it exists conventionally 
j) The statement that when something blue appears, its emptiness of true existence appears to the eye consciousness implies an affirming negative. Therefore, it is not contradictory for its emptiness of true existence to be an ultimate truth 
k) The way in which the two reasoning consciousnesses, non-onceptual and conceptual, along with their objects, are posited separately as actual and concordant ultimate is the same as before 

          c. Indicating the definiteness of the truths as two
a) The actual meaning 

Ultimate truths

This section has three parts: explaining the meaning of paramartha and satya, explaining the definition of ultimate truth, and explaining the divisions of ultimate truths.
Explaining the meaning of paramariha (don dam) and satya (bden pa)
Chandrakirti’s Clear Words says:

Because it both is an object and also is ultimate, it is the ulti​mate object. Because just it is a truth, it is the ultimate-object truth.

Hence, he asserts both object and ultimate as [applying to emptiness,] the ultimate-object truth [that is, truth which is the ultimate object]
 (Page 121). 

With reference to the etymology of the words, ‘ultimate truth,’ in  Sanskrit, it is paramarthasatya and, in Tibetan, it is don dam bden pa.

Parama means the ultimate, the supreme and artha means the object that is to be realised. Here, both the ultimate and the object refers to emptiness.  
b) How it is true  

    The mode of truth of an ultimate truth is non-deceptiveness. More​over, it does not deceive the world through its mode of subsistence abiding one way and its appearing another way
.  Hence, Chandrakirti’s Commentary on (Nagarjuna’s) "Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning" says that an ul​timate truth is merely posited as existing through the force of worldly conventions (Pages 121-122).

An ultimate truth is true because an ultimate truth exists in the way it appears.  “An ultimate truth is merely posited as existing through the force of worldly conventions,” i.e., it does not exist truly. 

c) The different meanings of the word “truth” associated with the two truths
Therefore, the meanings of the term "truth" differ in the two:

· in "obscurational truth," "truth" [means] "truth for a conscious​ness apprehending true existence," and 

· in "ultimate truth," ["truth" means non-deceptive] (Page 122).
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� That is, whatever is not truly established for a conventional valid cognition could not be posited as an obscurational truth, and therefore when falsities such as illusory-like appearances are posited in the perspective of conventional valid cognition, they could not be posited as obscurational truths and hence would not exist, since they are not ultimate truths either and objects of knowledge are exhausted as the two truths.


� Eye, ear, nose, tongue, body, and mental consciousnesses


� Visible forms, sounds, odors, tastes, tangible objects, and phenomena.


� Lo-sang-dor-jay’s Decisive Analysis describes these superficial causes of mistake:





Superficial causes of mistake are twofold: 


(1) those harming the physical sense powers and 


(2) those harming the mental sense power. 


Those harming the physical sense powers are two types: 


(1) those in which the cause of error is in�ternal and 


(2) those in which it is external. 


The first are, for example, opthomalia, jaundice, and eating dadhura [a poison]. External causes of mistake are mirrors; a sound in an empty cave; in the summer the contact of sunlight with pale yellow sand; medicines and spells used by a magician; and so forth. The way these generate mistaken consciousnesses is as follows. 


Opthomalia acts as the cause of a mistaken sense consciousness seeing falling hairs; 


jaundice acts as the cause of a mistaken sense consciousness seeing a white conch shell as yellow; 


eating dadhura acts as the cause of a mistaken sense consciousness to which the ground appears gold;


the coming together of a mirror and a face acts as the cause of a mistaken sense consciousness to which the reflection of a face within the mirror appears to be a face; 


a sound in an empty cave acts as the cause of a mistaken sense consciousness to which an echo appears to be an expressive sound; 


the contact of summer sunlight and the pale yellow sand acts as the cause of a mistaken sense consciousness to which a mirage appears to be water; and 


the medicines and mantras used by a magician act as causes of a mistaken sense consciousness to which peb�bles and twigs appear to be horses and elephants.


The second, causes of mistake harming the mental sense power, are wrong tenets, counterfeit reasons, sleep, and so forth. As to how they gener�ate error, wrong tenets and counterfeit reasons act as the cause of mistaken mental consciousnesses apprehending the general principal [of the Samkhya system] and so forth to be existent; sleep acts as the cause of a mistaken mental consciousness apprehending the ap�pearance of an elephant in a dream as an elephant.


� Jam-yang-shay-pa’s Great Exposition of Tenets says:





[The phrase] "In the Middle Way's own system" is to be taken as "in the per�spective of the Middle Way rational consciousness of the unique Middle Way system." In its perspective it is not suitable to make a division of obscura�tional truths into the real whose mode of appearance and mode of subsis�tence agree and the unreal whose mode of appearance and mode of subsis�tence do not agree because not only Superiors' meditative equipoise but also their pristine wisdom subsequent to meditative equipoise perceive forms and so forth as like illusions and do not perceive their mode of appearance and mode of subsistence as in agreement.. Therefore, obscurational truths are divided into the two—real and unreal—relative to the perspective of coarse, innate, worldly consciousnesses because:


the six senses free from superficial damage and the six objects appre�hended by them are posited as real in the perspective of innate coarse consciousnesses and


the six senses having superficial damage and the six objects appre�hended by them are posited as unreal in the perspective of worldly con�sciousnesses...


Proponents of the Middle themselves also assert such real and unreal [conven�tionalities relative to worldly valid cognition], but they conventionally do not assert the former type of real [conventionalities relative to a rational con�sciousness] in their own system...Therefore:


The worldly perspective in "existing conventionally," the worldly per�spective in "existing in the world's conventions," the convention in "conventional truth," and the noble [or superior] in "noble truth" are conventional valid cognitions.


The worldly perspective in [Chandrakirti’s statement about real conven�tionalities] "They are true in just the world," is an innate ordinary [con�sciousness].


The obscurational [consciousness] (kun rdzob, samvrti) in the perspective of which forms and so forth are posited as true must be ignorance.








� The emptiness that is the opposite of the mode of apprehension that objects are es�tablished by way of their own character—whether the apprehension is innate or artifi�cial—cannot be established by conventional valid cognition; it must be established by ultimate valid cognition.


� Lo-sang-dor-jay's Decisive Analysis offers definitions in terms of subjects—that is, con�sciousnesses—and objects:


The definition of something's being a conventionality that is a real (or cor�rect) subject in relation to a worldly consciousness is:


(l) It is a consciousness, and


(2) a conventional valid cognition in the continuum of a person who has not experienced realization of emptiness cannot realize it as a mistaken consciousness. 


The definition of a something's being a conventionality that is an unreal (or wrong) subject in relation to a worldly consciousness is:


(l) It is a consciousness, and 


(2) [a conventional valid cognition in the continuum of a person who has not experienced realization of emptiness] can realize that it is a wrong consciousness.


The definition of something's being a conventionality that is a real object in re�lation to a worldly consciousness is:


(l) It is a conventionality that is an object, and


(2) a conventional valid cognition in the continuum of a person who has not experi�enced realization of emptiness cannot realize that it is not estab�lished as it appears.


The definition of something's being a conventionality that is an unreal object in relation to a worldly consciousness is:


(l) It is a conventionality that is an object, and


(2) a conventional valid cognition in the continuum of a person who has not experi�enced realization of emptiness can realize that it is not established as it appears.


Conventional truths are not divided into the two, real conventionalities and unreal conventionalities, because real conventionalities do not exist.


� Refer to Lesson 53. 


� Jam-yang-shay-pa's Great Exposition of Tenets (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 903-904) says:


In the Sanskrit original of don dam bden pa (ultimate truth), paramarthasatya: 


parama is used for ultimate, supreme, and so forth 


artha is used for object


satya is used for truth, permanence, and so forth.


On this occasion:


"object" (don, artha) does not mean purpose but means the object known, analyzed, and found by pristine wisdom.


Because of being both such an object and the supreme, or ultimate, of objects, it is ultimate.


It is called "truth" since it does not deceive trainees [by] not abiding the way it appears or since the mode of appearance and the mode of abiding are concordant—not being discordant like false conventionalities





� Nga-wang-pel-den's Annotations for (Jam-yang-shay-pa's) "Great Exposition of Tenets" (Hopkins, Maps of the Profound, 904) expands on Tsong-kha-pa's meaning:





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 appear—to the awarenesses to which they clearly appear—to be truly estab�lished, they are without true establishment.
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