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Student: This is a request. Can Geshe-la please summarise the key points we must understand from the section, “Divisions of conventionalities,” because I still don’t understand even after re-reading the text?

We are trying to understand what are the two truths, obscurational truths and ultimate truths. Both truths are found on a selected basis. The two truths share the same entity but they can be conceptually isolated, i.e., the basis is one entity with different isolates. 
In order to know the two truths well, you must first know and understand the definitions of the two truths and their meanings. We are approaching this topic from the perspective of the Middle Way School. The Middle Way School includes both the AMWS and the CMWS. They each have their own presentation of the two truths. 

With respect to the obscurational truth, the AMWS divides an obscurational truth into real conventionalities and unreal conventionalities. 

The CMWS does not present the conventionalities in the same way as the AMWS. According to the CMWS, in relation to the perspective of a worldly consciousness, conventionalities are divided into (1) real conventionalities and (2) unreal conventionalities. This division is made in relation to worldly consciousnesses or conventional valid cognitions. 

Having said that, you have to know, in relation to a worldly consciousness or a conventional valid cognition, what constitutes a real conventionality and what constitutes an unreal conventionality

According to this text, in relation to a worldly consciousness:

· the six consciousnesses that are not affected by superficial causes of mistake together with the objects apprehended by those consciousnesses are posited as real conventionalities, and
· the six consciousnesses that are affected by superficial causes of mistake together with the objects apprehended by those consciousnesses are posited as unreal conventionalities.

In order to understand this, you need illustrations. Then you check whether it is something that is affected by superficial causes of mistake or not before you can determine whether it is a real or an unreal conventionality. 
Unreal subject conventionalities

A consciousness to which the reflection of a face in a mirror appears as a face is an illustration of a consciousness that is affected by superficial causes of mistake. By depending on the two conditions, a form and a mirror coming together, the consciousness to which the reflection of a face in a mirror appears as a face, is produced. 
In the perspective of a worldly consciousness, the eye consciousness to which the reflection of a face in a mirror appears as a face is an unreal conventionality. If you say that this is so, then you have to understand why it is an unreal conventionality. 
Even a worldly person realises that the reflection of a face in a mirror appearing as a face is not a real face. That person can realise that this is an unreal conventionality, without having to realise emptiness. That person, who has not realised emptiness, is able to realise that this consciousness is mistaken. This consciousness, the subject, therefore, is an unreal conventionality. 

A consciousness to which a vase appears as a vase is an illustration of a consciousness that is not affected by superficial causes of mistake. 

Unreal object conventionalities 

Then, there is also the unreal conventionality with respect to an object. Referring to the example of a consciousness to which the reflection of face in a mirror appears as a face, the object that appears to that consciousness is the reflection of the face. That object is an unreal conventionality, an unreal object. 

Earlier on, the reason why a particular consciousness is an unreal subject was stated. Similarly here, we have to account for why the reflection of the face is a unreal object. The reflection of a face is an   unreal object because a person, who has not realised emptiness, is able to realise that the reflection of a face in the mirror does not exist in the way it appears.

You have to think about this, based on the definitions. If you just listen to the explanations, there is no way you can understand it. 
In dealing with this subject, you have to listen attentively, not missing out anything from beginning till end. But, here, what can we do? When you come here, you are already tired, after a long day at work and your mind is not fully alert. 

Question: Can we say an unreal object does not exist even conventionally? For example, the reflection of the face appearing in the mirror doesn’t exist, even conventionally.
Answer: The reflection of a face is an unreal object but it exists. 

Question: With regard to the example of the mirage that is mistaken to be water, is that mirage a real or unreal object?

Answer: A mirage is an unreal object.

Question: How can I apprehend a consciousness to be an unreal conventionality?

Answer: Not all consciousnesses are unreal conventionalities.  According to the CMWS, the consciousness to which the reflection of a face appears as a face is a subject, a consciousness that is an unreal conventionality. 

The category of unreal conventionalities posited by the CMWS is made up of consciousnesses (i.e., unreal subjects) and the objects that are apprehended by those consciousnesses (i.e., unreal objects). 
The illustration of the consciousness to which a reflection of a face appears as a face is an unreal conventionality, an unreal subject. Why is it an unreal conventionality in relation to a worldly person? Because a worldly person, i.e., someone who has not realised emptiness, is able to realise that this particular mind is wrong. Therefore, it is unreal. How else would you posit an unreal subject?

Student: If you say it is a wrong consciousness, then I am able to relate to it as an unreal subject. I thought an unreal object does not exist even conventionally, whereas the subject, the consciousness, does exist.

Answer: Both the object and the subject exist. 

Ven Gyatso: A person knows that the image in the mirror is not the real thing because when the mirror is broken, nobody dies.

Ven Gyurme:  You are saying that the mirror must be broken before you realise that the reflection in the mirror is not real. The point is that the mirror does not need to be broken in order for you to realise that it is not you in the mirror. 

Ven Gyatso: I am not saying that the mirror has to be broken. I am using that as an example to help us to understand that that thing is not real because, conventionally, it is considered to be unreal.

Geshe-la: Even though we do not have the realisation of emptiness yet, all of us can realise that the reflection in the mirror is not us. Therefore, it is an unreal object. 

Question: The reflection of a face is an unreal conventionality. Is the mind that correctly realises the reflection of a face, a real or unreal conventionality? 

Answer: That consciousness is a conventionality that is a real subject conventionality. 
You have to think about this: what constitutes a real conventionality and what constitutes an unreal conventionality in relation to a worldly consciousness. You have to come up with illustrations and work on them. You can discuss this further. The important thing is that you have to come to a decisive understanding of this. 

· The illustration of an eye consciousness apprehending a vase, in relation to a worldly consciousness, is a conventionality that is a real subject. 
· The vase that is apprehended by this eye consciousness, in relation to a worldly consciousness, is a conventionality that is a real object.

Question: In relation to real and unreal conventionalities, does an unreal object necessarily have to be apprehended by an unreal subject and likewise for real conventionalities or are there different possibilities?

Geshe-la: Does the mind that apprehends an unreal object necessarily be a wrong consciousness? 
Student: No, the mind that correctly realises that it is the reflection of a face is not affected by superficial causes of mistake.  

Geshe-la: So the answer is necessarily yes or not necessarily so?

Student: Not necessarily so.
Geshe-la: Can you give an illustration of a conventionality that is a real subject?

Student: The eye consciousness that correctly realises the reflection in the mirror is a real subject conventionality.

Geshe-la: If it is a conventionality that is an unreal object, does the mind that apprehends it necessarily be an unreal subject?

Student: Not necessarily so. An illustration is a mind that correctly realises a mirage to be a mirage and not water. 

The reflection in the mirror does exist. In order to realise that the reflection does not exist in the way it appears, you do not need to realise emptiness. People like us, who have not realised emptiness, are still able to realise that the reflection does not exist in the way it appears. For that reason, the reflection is an unreal conventionality that is an object, in relation to a worldly consciousness. 

Then there is the consciousness to which this reflection appears. It appears to the eye consciousness. This eye consciousness is mistaken as it probably apprehends the reflection to exist in the way it appears. We have not realised emptiness but we can realise that the eye consciousness is mistaken. Therefore, it is an unreal subject. 

The reflection in the mirror is an object, a form that exists. If it exists, then there must be a valid cognition that realises it, i.e., a valid cognition that verifies its existence. That valid cognition realising the reflection in the mirror is a conventionality that is a real subject. 
The reflection is not only realised by us ordinary beings. Even the omniscient mind, the knower of all aspects, realises that form, the reflection in the mirror. You cannot say that the omniscient mind is an unreal subject.
The best way to learn this topic is to turn things upside down. In order for this to happen, you have to ask questions on the basis of having read the text. The best way to learn is to bring up your qualms and eliminate them. 

Question: Does ‘superficial causes of mistake’ refer only to impairment of either the physical or mental sense power (as stated in the footnote on page 118), i.e., it has nothing to do with whether that consciousness has realised emptiness or not? 

Answer: Yes.
Question: Can an object have the entity of being both a real and an unreal conventionality depending on the consciousness that is apprehending it? An illustration is seeing moving trees while travelling in a car.

(Geshe-la requests a student to answer this question)

Answer by student: The moving tress cannot be both a real and unreal conventionality at the same time. However, if there are two consciousnesses apprehending it, to one consciousness, the moving trees can be a real conventionality and to another consciousness, the moving trees can be an unreal conventionality. 

Question: Is the consciousness that apprehends the moving trees a conventionality that is an unreal subject?

Answer: Yes. That consciousness apprehends the trees to be moving but the trees do not move. The consciousness that apprehends moving trees is a conventionality that is an unreal subject. The consciousness that apprehends the trees as moving while driving along the road is an unreal conventionality because someone, who has not realised emptiness, can realise that that consciousness is mistaken. Therefore, the consciousness that apprehends the trees to be moving is a conventionality that is an unreal subject. 

There is the appearance of moving trees. That appearance of moving trees is a conventionality that is an unreal object. In order to realise that the appearance of moving trees does not exist in the way it appears, that realisation can be generated in the mind of someone who has not realised emptiness. Therefore, the appearance of moving trees, although it is not trees, exists. It is form and, therefore, it is an unreal object. 

So where is the common locus of something that is both real and unreal objects? It is difficult to posit that something can be both real and unreal objects. With regard to a tree, a tree is a real conventionality. It is not an unreal conventionality. With regard to the appearance of a moving tree, that is an unreal object. It is not a real object. Therefore, it is difficult to find something that is both real and unreal object conventionalities. 

Question: Can there be different modes of appearance of one object to different people? 

Answer: Based on one specific basis, that basis can appear in different ways to different minds. It is one basis appearing differently to different minds, a mistaken mind and a non-mistaken mind. But to say that there is one basis that is both real and unreal, at the same time, I think it is difficult to say that it is so. 

Question: The way to differentiate between a real subject and an unreal subject depends on whether they are affected by superficial causes of mistake. Regarding the difference between a real object and unreal object, can I say that unreal objects apply to all phenomena that are renowned as false in the world? 

Answer: The innate apprehension of sound as permanent: is this a real or an unreal subject? It is an unreal subject. Is it a falsity that is renowned as false in the world? How do you distinguish between that which is renowned as false in the world and not renowned as false in the world? 

Student: I thought, ‘renowned as false in the world’ refers to phenomenon that, whether a person who has realised emptiness or not, that person knows that this phenomenon does not exist in the way it appears. 

Geshe-la: I mentioned this example before: the innate apprehension of sound as permanent. It is an unreal subject but it is a mind that is not affected by superficial causes of mistake. 

In general, unreal subjects are those affected by superficial causes of mistake but there are exceptions. 
What about the intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence? There are minds which apprehend phenomena to be truly existent due to coming under the influence of wrong tenets and wrong reasoning. Such a consciousness is affected by superficial causes of mistake but this consciousness, the intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence, is a real subject. Why is it a real subject? Because you need to realise emptiness in order to realise that the intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence is a wrong consciousness. 

The very foundation to sort out what is a real and unreal subject is the definition of what constitutes a real subject. A real subject is a consciousness that cannot be realised to be a wrong consciousness by someone who has not realised emptiness.  This makes the intellectually acquired apprehension of true existence a real subject. 

The innate apprehension of sound as permanent is an unreal subject even though it is a consciousness that is not affected by superficial causes of mistake. This is because in order to realise that this mind, the innate apprehension of sound as permanent, to be a wrong consciousness, you do not have to realise emptiness. 
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