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Lesson No: 4
                        Date: 18th March 2010 
At this time, we have a human rebirth. All our senses are complete and working. We possess a human brain and the intelligence, wisdom and ability to discriminate between right and wrong. In particular, we have an  interest in the Dharma and we are able to put aside some time in our lives to study the Dharma by coming to class. When we think about this, we will realise how extremely fortunate we are. This is something we must understand and think about over and over again. 
When we talk about the essence and the meaning of life, what makes it meaningful? We now have this opportunity to hear the teachings, to analyse and reflect on them. By doing so, we leave many positive imprints in our mental continua. When we are able to have such strong positive imprints in our mental continua, then from life to life, we will continue to meet the teachings of the Buddha. In the future then, there will be some  hope and chance for us to be able to bring our studies to fruition. We will then be able to develop the experiences and realisations of the path. 
Whether this happens in the future depends on the imprints that we are leaving on our mental continua now. Therefore, from our side, as much as possible, we should hear, analyse, study and reflect on the teachings and try to leave positive imprints on the mind. We have to work hard from our side. 
No matter from what perspective we consider our own situation, we actually have all the conditions for us to learn and to practise. Therefore, when the conditions are there, from our side, we have to put in effort as much as possible. Of course if you really don’t have the time that is a separate matter. Otherwise, you have to put in effort. 

There is a Tibetan saying, “Even when you don’t have any teeth, you chew with your gums.”  Even when you are toothless, you still have to eat so you chew with your gums. The essence of this saying is this: when you have all these conditions and if you really want to learn and leave positive imprints in your mind, then you have to work hard to the best of your abilities. 
All of us are different. We are not the same. Some have teeth. Some people have no teeth. Whether you have teeth or not, the point is you still have to eat. The amount you are able to eat is different for everyone depending on the individual’s situation. There is no way everyone can be the same because people have different abilities, different levels of intelligence and so forth. Some have higher faculties, others have middling faculties and yet others have even lower faculties.  There is no way that everyone can be the same. You just have to try your best.

We started to look at the prayer to Buddha that we recite every time before class. Let’s look at the words, “de zhin sheg pa.” In Sanskrit, this means “tathagata” and in English, “the one gone beyond.” What does that mean? The Buddha is someone who completely realises the mode of how phenomena exist and based on that realisation, he explains it without any mistake. 
“The one gone beyond, the foe destroyer, the completely perfected, the fully awakened being”:

· The Buddha is “the one gone beyond” (“de zhin sheg pa”) because he is the perfect teacher teaching the perfect Dharma; 

· The Buddha is “the foe destroyer” (“dra chom pa”) because he has overcome all the afflictions and their predispositions. Achieving that highest state of abandonment makes it the perfect abandonment. 

· The Buddha is “the completely perfected one” (“yang dag par”) because he possesses the wisdom that knows the ultimate nature of all phenomena. Therefore, he has the perfect wisdom.

· “Sang gyä” is translated as Buddha, “the fully awakened one.” There are many ways one can explain the word, “Sang gyä.” Here it refers to the Buddha’s possession of the wisdom which realises the ultimate nature of all phenomena as they are without mistake. 

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



In the last lesson, we started looking at what afflictive ignorance is. 


What is ignorance? Ignorance is the opposite of knowledge which is posited, in this context, as the mind that realises selflessness. The opposite of this knowledge (i.e., the wisdom which realises selflessness) is a mind whose mode of apprehending the object is completely contradictory. That mind is what we call ignorance.

There is the outline from the root text by Lama Tsongkhapa but we are also using the supplementary outline by Trijang Rinpoche. The original outline only mentions “Identifying afflictive ignorance,” but according to Trijang Rinpoche’s outline, there are five sub-headings:

1. Identifying afflictive ignorance 
A. Although attachment and the like are factors opposed to insight, they are not the main ones 
B. Although in general, the mere factors opposed to insight are posited as ignorance, here it is the factors opposed to an insight into lack of true existence



C. Explanation of the two subtle conceptions of self as mental afflictions 

D. What self nature that ignorance misconceives [and] how so 
E. Detailed explanation of the conceptions of self

C: Explanation of the two subtle conceptions of self as mental afflictions 


This is a superimposition of a self [that is, inherent existence]; furthermore, it is the two superimpositions of a self of phenom​ena and of persons. Hence, both a consciousness apprehending a self of phenomena and a consciousness apprehending a self of persons are ignorance (Pg. 38 of the root text).
“This is a superimposition of self”: The earlier sentence, “Hence, its opposite is its contradictory equivalent” refers to ignorance. “This,” therefore, refers to ignorance which is a superimposition of self. Furthermore, when we look at this superimposition of a self, how many are there? There are two types mentioned in the text, “Furthermore, it is the two superimpositions of a self of phenom​ena and of persons.” These two superimpositions - the superimpositions of the self of persons and  of the self of phenomena - are ignorance. 

The paragraph on page 38 (starting from “Ignorance is the opposite…”):
i
· dentifies what ignorance is and 

· looks at the two types of ignorance:
· the ignorance that is a superimposition of the self of persons
· the ignorance that is a superimposition of the self of  phenomena
You must remember and understand these two things: what ignorance is and its two types. 
1) 
2) 
D. What self nature that ignorance misconceives [and] how so 


The manner of superimposition by ignorance is to conceive that phenomena exist established by way of their own nature, by way of their own character, or inherently. Moreover, the Questions of Upali Sutra says that phenomena are posited through the power of conceptuality:
Here even the various mind-pleasing blossoming flowers
And attractive shining supreme golden houses
Have no [inherently existent] maker at all.
They are posited through the power of conceptuality.

and Nagarjuna's Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning says:

The perfect Buddha stated that the world 

Has the condition of ignorance. 

Therefore, how could it not be feasible 

That this world is [imputed by] conceptuality?
In commentary on the meaning of this, Chandrakirti explains that the worlds [that is, beings and environments] are not established by way of their own nature and are only imputed by conceptuality. Moreover, Aryadeva's Four Hundred says:

Since desire and so forth
Do not exist without conceptuality,
Who with intelligence would hold
That these are real objects and are [also] conceptual? '
Also, Chandrakirti's commentary on this says:
Those which exist only when the conceptuality [apprehending them] exists and do not exist when conceptuality does not are without question definite as not established by way of their own nature, like a snake imputed to a coiled rope.
He explains that desire and so forth are like a snake imputed to a rope from the viewpoint of being imputed to be established by way of their own nature whereas they are not. A rope-snake and desire and so forth are not similar in terms of whether they do or do not exist in conven​tional terms [since a rope-snake does not exist in conventional terms whereas desire and so forth do] (Pages 38 – 40 of the root text).
We had earlier established that there are two types of ignorance. Here, we 
· 
· 
are seeking to understand the manner in which ignorance superimposes the self of persons and the self of phenomena: “The manner of superimposition by ignorance is to conceive that phenomena exist established by way of their own nature, by way of their own character, or inherently.” 

This means, regardless of the phenomena in question (whether they are a person or a phenomenon other than person), ignorance superimposes something onto them. Its manner of superimposition is to apprehend that phenomenon or person as existing established by way of its own nature or by way of its own character or existing inherently.  

What does it mean when we say that a phenomenon exists established by way of its own nature or by way of its own character or that it exists inherently? Whatever phenomenon it may be, when we search for the imputed object, if we can find that imputed object, then that phenomenon in question is said to exist inherently, is said to exist established by way of its own nature or is said to exist by way of its own character. 
You have to remember this. You don’t have to understand this immediately but you do have to commit some of these things to memory. Based on that, you learn more about them and they become clearer. 
If something exists inherently, if something exists by way of its own character, if something exists established by way of its own nature, it means that, whatever may be the phenomenon in question, when we search for the imputed object, we will be able to find it. 

This is how ignorance apprehends phenomena. Whatever phenomena they are, whether it is a person or a phenomenon other than person, ignorance apprehends everything as existing inherently or existing by way of their own character or existing established by way of their own nature. That means ignorance believes that the imputed object, when searched for,  can be found.
The wisdom realising selflessness is the direct opposite of this. The wisdom realising selflessness apprehends that phenomena do not exist in such a way, that they do not exist established by way of their own nature, that they do not exist inherently nor do they exist by way of their own character. The mode of apprehension of the wisdom realising selflessness is completely opposite to (or the contradictory equivalent) of ignorance. 
Ignorance is basically a wrong (or perverse) consciousness whereas the wisdom realising selflessness is a valid mind, a correct state of mind. 
Ignorance is a wrong consciousness because reality does not exist in the way ignorance believes it to exist. It apprehends persons or phenomena to exist by way of their own character, to exist inherently, to exist established by their own nature. But in reality, persons and phenomena do not exist in such a way. They do not exist inherently, do not exist by way of their own character, do not exist established by their own nature. Therefore ignorance is a wrong consciousness because the way it apprehends things does not accord with reality. 
The wisdom realising selflessness is a valid cognition because the way it apprehends persons or phenomena accords exactly with reality, with how they actually exist. The wisdom realising selflessness apprehends persons or phenomena as not existing inherently, as not existing by way of their own character, as not existing established by way of their own nature. In reality, this is how persons and phenomena exist. How reality exists accords with the way it is apprehended and therefore the wisdom realising selflessness is a valid cognition, a correct mind.

Those of you who have studied in the Basic Program would already know this but for those of you who did not do the Basic Program, what do these three things mean whenever we say;

1) existing inherently?
2) existing by way of their own character?
3) existing established by their own nature? 

If something exists inherently or exist by way of their own character, when you look for it, you will be able to find it. You should be able to point to something and say, “Yes, this is the thing.” If you can really find such a thing, then that thing is said to exist inherently. Of course, in reality, such a thing does not exist. When you search for the imputed object, you will not be able to find it. 

Right at the beginning, if we can understand how phenomena in reality are posited through the force of conceptuality, then we will be able to understand its opposite, true existence, more easily and more quickly. 
Moreover, the Questions of Upali Su​tra says that phenomena are posited through the power of conceptuality:
Here even the various mind-pleasing blossoming flowers
And attractive shining supreme golden houses
Have no [inherently existent] maker at all.
They are posited through the power of conceptuality.
Through the power of conceptuality the world is imputed. (Pages 38-39 of the root text)
The Question of Upali Sutra says that the beautiful flowers and houses we see are all posited through the power of conceptuality. These two examples and all phenomena are posited through the power of conceptuality. 

Nagarjuna's Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning says:

The perfect Buddha stated that the world 

Has the condition of ignorance. 

Therefore, how could it not be feasible 

That this world is [imputed by] conceptuality?

In commentary on the meaning of this, Chandrakirti explains that the worlds [that is, beings and environments] are not established by way of their own nature and are only imputed by conceptuality (Page 39 of the root text). 
The quotation from Nagarjuna’s Sixty Stanzas of Reasoning says the same thing - everything exists through the force of being posited by conceptuality. 
“The perfect Buddha stated that the world has the condition of ignorance”: The word “world” can be explained in different ways. In this context, we can take it to mean our contaminated appropriated physical and mental aggregates which are the products of ignorance. Due to ignorance, we create karma (action). That action leaves an imprint on the mental continuum. That imprint is reinforced by attachment and craving which gives rise to the contaminated body and mind.
Our contaminated appropriated physical and mental aggregates arose from ignorance. Since they are products of ignorance, in that sense, they are dependently arisen. They are dependently arisen because they came from ignorance. Therefore they do not exist inherently. Because they do not  exist inherently, therefore, they exist as something which is merely labelled by the mind.
Moreover, Aryadeva's Four Hundred says:
Since desire and so forth
Do not exist without conceptuality,
Who with intelligence would hold
That these are real objects and are [also] conceptual? (Pages 39 of the root text)



 




“Since desire and so forth do not exist without conceptuality”: What causes “desire and so forth” to arise? Incorrect mental attention causes  desire to arise, so if this incorrect mental attention exists, then desire exists. If incorrect mental attention does not exist, then desire will not exist. This is one way of explaining the first two lines of this verse. 

If we take “conceptuality” to mean the conceptuality that imputes (or labels), then if that conceptuality that imputes exists, then “desire and so forth” exist. If the conceptuality that imputes does not exist, then “desire and so forth” do not exist. This is a more accurate way of explaining the first two lines and holds greater meaning.

“Who with intelligence would hold that these are real objects and are also conceptual?”: If something is real, it means it is inherently existent. If something is inherently existent, then why does it have to depend on conceptuality? If we say that things and events depend on conceptuality, how can we say they are inherently existent? Therefore, “who with intelligence would hold that these are real objects and are also conceptual,” i.e., that they are both (real objects and conceptualities).  Therefore whatever exists, it exists by depending on conceptuality. Since all things exist by depending on conceptuality, then all phenomena do not exist inherently.
It will be beneficial if we can memorise these two verses (by Nagarjuna and Aryadeva) and reflect on their meanings every now and then.  We should try to understand what these verses are saying because they  are the sources for establishing that all phenomena exist through the power of conceptuality, that all things and events are posited through the force of conceptuality. This is what we are trying to understand. Therefore it is very important to understand these verses. 


Also, Chandrakirti's commentary on this says:
Those which exist only when the conceptuality [apprehending them] exists and do not exist when conceptuality does not are without question definite as not established by way of their own nature, like a snake imputed to a coiled rope.
He explains that desire and so forth are like a snake imputed to a rope from the viewpoint of being imputed to be established by way of their own nature whereas they are not. A rope-snake and desire and so forth are not similar in terms of whether they do or do not exist in conven​tional terms [since a rope-snake does not exist in conventional terms whereas desire and so forth do] (Page 40 of the root text).
The commentary to this is saying the same thing. “Those which exist only when the conceptuality apprehending them exists and do not exist when conceptuality does not”: Whatever exists exists through the force of conceptuality. Without the force of conceptuality, things do not exist. 
How do phenomena exist or how are phenomena posited through the power of conceptuality? Here, the example of “a snake imputed to a coiled rope” is used to help us understand. 

You may impute a coil of rope as a snake but there is no snake on that rope. When you look for the imputed snake on the rope, you will not be able to find the snake. But the snake is imputed onto the rope. This is an example of how things exist by being posited by the mind. All phenomena exist as merely labelled by the mind - posited through the force of conceptuality in such a manner that if you were to look for the object, you cannot find it. It is only something merely imputed by mind just like the snake that is imputed to a coil of rope. 

Although the mind imputes the snake onto a coil of rope, there is no snake on the coil of rope. On the other hand, the person that is imputed in dependence on the aggregates exists. The person who  is imputed in dependence on the aggregates exists but the snake that is imputed onto the coil of rope does not exist. 
Both the snake that is imputed to the coil of rope and the person that is imputed in dependence on the aggregates are similar in the sense of being imputed (or labelled) by the mind.  When you look for the imputed objects on these bases of designation you will not be able to find the imputed objects. Just as one cannot find the imputed snake on the coil of rope, in the same way, one cannot find the imputed person on the aggregates.
But one exists, the other does not. This is an extremely complicated issue because the person that is imputed in dependence on the aggregates does exist but the snake imputed on the coil of rope doesn’t exist. 



He explains that desire and so forth are like a snake imputed to a rope from the viewpoint of being imputed to be established by way of their own nature whereas they are not. A rope-snake and desire and so forth are not similar in terms of whether they do or do not exist in conven​tional terms [since a rope-snake does not exist in conventional terms whereas desire and so forth do] (Page 40 of the root text).
Whatever is stated here is an authoritative statement. This is an authoritative text. Through analysis and studying, our understanding must accord with this statement and text. Any other explanations from the so-called scholars or great masters, if they  do not accord with these authoritative statements, then they are to be abandoned. What we have to do is to try to understand the meaning of these statements through discussion and so forth. 
Although there are many commentaries available on the topic of emptiness, whatever they are, they must accord with these authoritative statements and texts. That is a very important point.  We must base our studies and analysis on emptiness on authoritative texts. 
When you look at Lama Tsongkhapa, he based everything on the thought and intent of Nagarjuna and his spiritual son, Aryadeva. They are the ones who had clarified that all things and events exist through the force of conceptuality. The statements  made by these great masters like Nagarjuna, Chandrakirti and so forth can be traced back to the Buddha in the sutras so they are the authoritative source. It is very important for us to rely on Lama Tsongkhapa as he based his explanations in accordance with the intent of Nagarjuna and so forth. It is extremely important to rely on the correct authoritative texts on emptiness because when we do so, it will make it much easier and quicker for us to gain an understanding of emptiness. This is a very important point. 
Here is an example of the snake being imputed on the coil of rope. The snake that is imputed on the coil of rope does not exist whereas the person that is imputed in dependence on the aggregates exists. Both are similar in being imputed by mind yet one does not exist, the other exists. Why is that the case? That is something we will look at in the next lesson. 
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