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TWO-FOLD EGOLESSNESS; INNATE AND IMPUTED EGO-
CLINGING 

Analysis is important for us. It brings us to the experience of both 

the selflessness of person and the selflessness of phenomena, the 

two-fold egolessness, two-fold emptiness. First one can see the 

clinging on to oneself as “I” or “me.” Then one can ask, “What is 

this ‘I, me, mine’?” (That’s the song2 for the self of person: first “I”; 

then “me”; then when it comes to “mine,” you are reaching the self 

of phenomena.) That experience of a self, of ego clinging to a self as 

“I” or “me,” goes through two stages of self-clinging.  

First there is the innate self-clinging, and then there is the 

imputed self-clinging. The innate self-clinging is the sense of self that 

all sentient beings are born with. There is an innate sense of person, 

this basic sense of me-ness, this basic sense of I. This innate self-

clinging is not necessarily conceptual. It’s that sense of reference 

point – there is always this sense of reference point, isn’t there? 

Don’t we experience that basic sense of reference point, the sense of 

being at the center of the universe? We think we are the center of 

universe and that everyone should pay attention to us. Don’t we 

think that – that everyone should be looking at us, that everyone 

should be listening to us, to our good opinions? That sense of 

reference point is called the innate self-clinging. Since the day one of 

your birth in samsara, whether as a human or as an animal or as any 

kind of sentient being, you  experience that sense of fixation, of 

reference point.  

                                                 
1 This reading consists of excerpted and edited talks 5, 6, and 7 from a teaching The Dzogchen Ponlop 
Rinpoche gave at Madhyamaka class at Naropa University, Boulder, Colorado, spring 2003. Edited by Tim 
Lyons. 
2 Rinpoche seems to be referring to George Harrison’s “I, Me, Mine.” 
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On top of that we have many imputations, many different 

levels of imputation. We go through the labeling process, beginning 

with mundane ordinary labels, and on top of that you get deep 

philosophical labels, scientific labels, and others. So we have many 

types of labels. This is what we call the imputed self: all of these 

layers make up what we call the imputed self. 

Furthermore, just as we have the basic reference point (the 

innate self-clinging), in the same way we have a reference point 

directed toward others. We have this basic reference point of 

“object,” no matter what it is. It could be a visual object, an auditory 

object, an olfactory object, a tactile object. Regarding all those 

objects, we have a basic sense of reference point in relation to our 

senses, to our perceptions. From there, another labeling process 

develops: we say, “Oh, a visual object with form, color, and shape.” 

That’s a basic labeling process. 

Whether we’re dealing with the self of individual or the self 

of phenomena, the first layer of labeling is basic labeling. Then we 

have secondary level of labeling, a mundane process of labeling that 

becomes judgmental. It involves ideas like, “Good and bad,” or, 

“Sacred and Profane,” and sometimes more subtle ideas. That 

judgmental process constitutes the secondary labeling process. It 

goes on and on and gets deeper and deeper, and it gets supported 

more and more through religion, through philosophy, through 

science. Then we try to justify this labeling process by saying, “Yes, it 

does exist in this way and that way, in the ways that I have labeled 

it.”  

Basically, the whole process boils down to these two 

fundamental fixations: the innate self-clinging and the imputed self-

clinging. In dealing with these two fixations, it’s important for us first 

to recognize what is to be refuted and then to refute it with 

reasoning. Otherwise, as we say in Tibetan, it’s like shooting arrow in 

the dark. No matter what reasoning you use or how well you use it, if 

you don’t identify the object or target of your reasoning, you’re not 

likely to accomplish much. Similarly, if you shoot an arrow in the 



 

 3

dark, you may hit an innocent person. In this case, we’re aiming, in 

our reasoning, at these two layers of self-clinging: innate and 

imputed. When we talk about the object of refutation, we are talking 

about what we cling onto, our clinging onto something as real, as 

truly existent, as truly existent and real. We’re looking, here, at how 

we think, how we perceive, and how we conceive.  

THE FIVE MADHYAMAKA REASONINGS: OVERVIEW 

Now we know what is to be refuted: these two selves. As we have 

already discussed the refutation of the self of person, we will now 

examine the refutation of the self of phenomena. To do this 

refutation, we use the five Madhyamaka reasonings. 

The first reasoning is called the Vajra Slivers.  (Sometimes 

it’s called Vajra Fragments). This reasoning analyzes the cause: you 

look at the causes of arising. This method seems to be taught by Lord 

Buddha in what I believe is called the Rice Seedling Sutra 

(sometimes called the Salu Sprout Sutra or the Salu Tree Sutra, 

depending on the translation. “Salu” I think is an Indian word 

meaning “rice.” Sometimes, they say, it’s also the name of a tree. I 

don’t know exactly. Anyway, that’s the name of the sutra). We also 

find these teachings in various Madhyamaka treatises: the Mula-

madhyamika (Nagarjuna’s Mula-Madhyamika-Karika) and 

Chandrakirti’s Madhyamaka-avatara (Entrance to the Middle Way) 

and all the commentaries on the Mula-Madhyamika-Karika, 

commentaries by Prasangika and Svatantrika masters.  

The second reasoning is called the refutation of the arising of 

existence or non-existence. We find this teaching in many sutras 

and shastras. One of the more important shastras is the 

Madhyamaka text written by the Indian master Kamalashila, the 

student of Shantarakshita. (That helps, doesn’t it?) Shantarakshita 

was the founder of Yogacharya-Svatantrika Madhyamaka school.) 

This method analyzes the result. So, first (with the Vajra Slivers), we 

analyze the cause; then we analyze the result. 
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The third reasoning is called the refutation of arising from 

four possibilities. Here, we analyze both cause and effect, cause and 

result, together. Like the previous one, this teaching is found 

scattered through many sutras. And, again, we find shastras – again, 

Madhyamaka texts – that present these teachings. One of these by 

Jnanagarbha, a great Svantantrika master, is a Madhyamaka text 

called The Two Truths, Satya Dvaya.  We find a little about this 

method in Chandrakirti’s Madhyamaka-Avatara.  In Jnanagarbha's 

text, it is very clearly taught, clearly stated in the verses and also in 

his commentaries. 

The fourth reasoning is easy. It’s called the reasoning of 

beyond one or many; sometimes it is called analyzing the entity. 

With this fourth reasoning, we analyze the entity or essence. This is 

taught in many different texts. For example, it is taught in the sutra 

known as the Lankavatara. It is also taught in Nagarjuna’s text, and 

also in his disciple Aryadeva’s text known as The Four Hundred 

Verses, which has been translated into English. And the one text 

that goes through this reasoning from beginning to end, that uses 

only this one Madhyamaka reasoning, is the Madhyamaka-

Alamkara, The Ornament to the Middle Way, by Shantarakshita, 

the founder of the Yogacharya-Svatantrika Madhyamaka. 

The fifth reasoning, when you count five of them, is known 

as the King of Reasoning. This is the king of reasoning, but it doesn’t 

come from Memphis! This reasoning is called the reasoning of 

interdependent arising. Pratitya-samutpada: Interdependent arising. 

We usually group these 5 reasonings into two categories: the 

first four go into one category; the fifth one goes into a second 

category. The first four involve negation. When you use these, you 

are always negating, negating, and negating; you are refuting the 

existence of phenomena again and again, cutting through any 

concept of existence. Therefore these reasonings have more to do 

with what is called Gakpa, the reasoning that works mainly with 

cutting through or refuting any idea about existence or any 

appearance of existence. The fifth reasoning, on the other hand, can 
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be used both refute and to establish: to refute the appearance of 

existence and to establish mere appearance. So the first four refute 

the view of eternalism thoroughly but don’t really work with 

nihilism. Though these four work with nihilism indirectly, here and 

there, they’re not really the direct antidote, so to speak. The fifth 

reasoning can be used to refute both eternalism and nihilism. When 

you use this King of Reasonings, you can refute the view of existence 

(that is, eternalism) by saying, “Because they are interdependently 

arising, these appearances do not truly exist.” At the same time, you 

can refute nihilism by saying, “Because these phenomena are 

interdependently arising, this phenomenal world is not non-

existent.” So this is called the King of Reasonings; it refutes both 

views, that of existence and that of non-existence, Eternalism  and 

Nihilism. 

THE FIRST MADHYAMAKA REASONING: VAJRA SLIVERS 

(TINY VAJRA)3 

The first Madhyamaka reasoning is known as Tiny Vajra, or Vajra 

Slivers. Vajra means indestructible. A vajra can destroy; it can cut 

through anything, but nothing can cut through the vajra. Here, vajra 

refers to the way this method can destroy or cut through any view of 

fixation, any clinging onto true existence; yet these fixations and 

clingings cannot destroy this reasoning, this vajra. The Tiny Vajra 

argument is powerful enough to eradicate the false apprehension of 

inherent reality as well as this fixation on or false apprehension of an 

existent self. 

In his Mula-Madhyamika-Karika, Nagarjuna says,  

Not arising from themselves, nor from others 
Not from both, nor causelessly 
Things of whatever kind they may be  
Are always devoid of arising.  
 

                                                 
3 Some of this material has been adapted from TOK 1995. 
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We find the same thing expressed by Chandrakirti in his 

Madhyamaka-Avatara (Entrance to the Middle Way). Like 

Nagarjuna, Chandrakirti mentions all four types of arising: 

Things do not arise from themselves. 
How could they arise from others? 
They do not arise from both. 
How could they arise without a cause? 
 

These two verses, one from Nagarjuna and the other one from 

Chandrakirti, are very important. We should use them as a basis for 

our study.  

The point of the Tiny Vajra reasoning is that any “thing”4 

that one selects as the object of analysis does not arise from any of 

the four ends or causes mentioned by Chandrakirti and Nagarjuna. 

When we use this argument, this reasoning, we question whether all 

“things” – or any particular “thing” --  have true arisal. In other 

words, we investigate whether things do truly arise, whether the 

arising is an absolute truth.  The answer that is arrived at through 

the argument is that there is no true arisal. We come to this 

conclusion by refuting the four possible ways one might think that 

something might truly arise. Note that when we say “things,” here, 

we mean mere appearances, the ordinary or unanalyzed appearances. 

Vajra Slivers: First Refutation 

The first of the four ends, the first of the four causes, is the notion 

that things arise from themselves.  This refers, briefly put, to an 

assertion that was common in various traditions in the past and 

perhaps even today: that a cause and its result are of the same 

fundamental nature or have the same characteristics. Therefore, the 

argument goes, at the time of the cause (or, at the phrase of 

something that we identify as a cause of a further phase), the result 

of that cause is already present but unmanifest; so one might 

conclude that at the time of the result, the cause is still present. This 

                                                 
4  p. 25 TOK”  
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argument is what is disputed or refuted by the first phase of the Tiny 

Vajra reasoning. 

What follows is some of what’s used to refute “self 

production,” things arising from themselves. 

If is asserted that the cause and its result have the same 

nature, so that there is no fundamental difference between them, 

then it follows that, because the result is already present, that cause 

is not truly a cause of the result. If the result is already there, the 

cause is unnecessary; if the result is already present within the cause, 

there is no reason to identify the cause as a cause. Also, when we 

view the cause, the result should be manifest as well because it is 

indistinguishable from the cause. Therefore, it’s unreasonable to say 

that the result is there but hidden. Also, if there is no difference 

between a cause and its result, then the cause must not only be the 

cause of the result, but it must be the cause of itself. This process 

would become endless. Furthermore, no other conditions would be 

necessary to generate the result: the result would be generated 

entirely by itself (because it “in itself” is a complete cause of itself). 

So no other conditions would be necessary. 

If things were self-generated, generated from themselves, 

then a seed would be produced by a seed. Seeds would never 

produce anything other than seeds. If this were true, there could be 

no sprouts because seeds could produce only more seeds, not sprouts. 

There could be no flowers and no fruit.  

The same would be true of mental processes as well. If things 

truly were generated by themselves, then a klesha such as aversion 

could generate only further thoughts of aversion, results identical to 

the causes. No other kind of thought could arise in one’s mind since 

there would simply be a perpetual state of aversion. 

So when you examine the assertion that things are generated 

by or arise from themselves, you will find it to be unreasonable in the 

sense that the assertion cannot be established by using reasoning. 
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Tiny Vajra: Second Refutation 

The second assertion that is refuted by this argument is that things 

are truly generated by things other than themselves, by what is called 

“other generation.” This argument is more difficult to refute than 

the previous one. In fact, it is extremely difficult to refute. For that 

reason, Nagarjuna and Chandrakirti dwell on this extensively, giving 

extensive refutation of “other generation.”  

It seems tenable that things are generated by something 

other than themselves. Many would say, “Of course things are not 

generated by themselves, but they do seem to be generated by things 

other than themselves. For example, a fruit arises from a seed; the 

seed and the fruit are inherently different, so we can say that the 

fruit is generated from something other than itself.” Furthermore, we 

talk about things being produced, or generated, by the coming 

together of causes and conditions, substantial causes and conditions 

that are different than the result that they produce. Therefore, the 

“other generation” argument says, things are truly generated by 

something inherently other than itself.  

Why is it asserted that things are generated from something 

other than themselves? It is because we look at the apparent 

characteristics of causes and their results and are able to make a 

clear distinction between them. For example, the seed seems clearly 

distinct from the fruit. And the other conditions (water, manure, 

sunlight, wind,, space, etc.) involved in the generation or production 

of the fruit all have characteristics that are fundamentally different 

from those of the fruit.  

Something similar appears to be the case with mental 

processes. If we compare the cause of one instant’s thought with the 

result that can ensue from that thought or that appears to be 

generated from it, we conclude that they are different. The result, for 

example, may be many years of suffering. Or we see that one’s 

second’s anger can destroy the merit accumulated through numerous 
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aeons. We say that the cause or seed seems to differ -- in size, extent, 

and characteristics – from the result.  

The Middle Way tradition offers two arguments in response 

to these views. These two arguments are connected with two defects 

in the “other generation” argument. First, it is impossible for 

something inherently or truly different from something else to really 

generate it. To say differently would be like saying that light can 

generate darkness or that darkness can generate light. There is a 

problem with the notion that a substantial cause can generate a 

substantial effect with which it shares no substantial characteristics. 

For example, barley seeds do not produce wheat. If something can 

truly be a cause of something that is truly different from it, there is 

no reason for there to be any consistency. Barley seeds could be a 

cause of wheat and wheat seeds could be a cause of barley. There 

would be no consistency between cause and effect. 

The second defect with the other-generation argument is 

that, if you look closely, you will see no justification for calling a 

cause and its result “other” [from each other] or for saying that they 

are fundamentally different. The only way you can really say that 

two things are other than one another is if they coexist, if they’re 

present simultaneously. That is, if you want to distinguish one thing 

from another, the two things must be present at the same time. 

Because this is so, the problem with saying that the cause is “other” 

than the result is that there is never any instant of time of any 

duration during which the cause and its result exist simultaneously. 

At the time of the cause, the result has not yet appeared or been 

generated, and at the time of the result, the cause has been 

destroyed or exhausted. Therefore, it is unreasonable to use the term 

“other” to describe the relationship between a cause and its result. 

If this line of reasoning is pursued, it becomes more subtle. 

We can try to find what actually connects a cause and its result. Is 

there a true connection between the two? Does the result truly arise 

from the cause? If it does, how does that occur? How does the result 

arise from the cause? If you look carefully at the process of arisal, if 
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you look at what it really consists of, you cannot find any connection 

between the cause and the result. Why? Because there is no moment 

in which they coexist. There is no shared instant in which they 

coexist. Even if you take the smallest unit of time you can imagine, 

the cause has to cease to exist before t he result arises. There is no 

point in time in which their periods of existence intersect. 

Middle Way treatises say that the relationship between a 

cause and its apparent result are like the two sides of a balance – or, 

you might say, a see-saw: when one side is up, the other has to be 

down. They cannot both be up or both be down. 

To put the matter simply, we could say that cause and effect 

are not simultaneous, but if you carry the argument further, you 

can’t say that they “are” or “are not” simultaneous. The cessation of 

the cause and the arisal of the result cannot be said to be 

simultaneous or not simultaneous. 

Whereas the previous refutation, the refutation of self-

generation, was primarily directed at non-buddhist traditions or non-

buddhist assertions, this one, the refutation of other-generation, is 

targeted at the shravakas and to some extent the mind-only schools, 

Buddhists who accept, in varying ways, some kind of “other-

generation. 

Tiny Vajra: Third and Fourth Refutations 

The third of the four “ends” – “generation from both self and other”  

– is supposed to be easy to understand if you understand the first 

two. If you understand that things are not truly generated by 

themselves and are not truly generated by anything other than 

themselves, then you should understand that things are not truly 

generated by both themselves and things other than themselves. 

Therefore, it’s considered unnecessary to go into this refutation in 

detail. 
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The fourth “end”  is the assertion that things arise or are 

generated without cause. This view is a characteristic of some types 

of what are called “the view of cessation.” Sometimes this is 

translated as nihilism. The defect of this view, what makes this view 

untenable, is that if things arose without causes they could arise all 

over the place in a totally spontaneous manner. For example, you 

could suddenly have flowers appearing on top of the table. There 

would be no connection between the seed and the subsequent 

presence of a flower. An alternate expression of this view is that 

things would not arise at all.  

So this fourth end is refuted through an appeal to direct 

experience. We find ample evidence in our ordinary experience that 

the assertion of the fourth end cannot be true. Put simply, that is not 

the way things work; things do not arise haphazardly, without 

causes. We don’t need subtle reasoning in order to refute this fourth 

end.  

 

These arguments we have been looking at are expounded 

extensively in The Six Collections of Reasoning, by Arya Nagarjuna 

and in the Madyamaka-Avatara by Chandrakirti. 

It would be good to memorize one of the verses given above – 

perhaps Chandrakirti’s verse from Entrance to the Middle Way. It’s 

a beautiful verse. Bring your own experiences into your analysis. You 

don’t have to deal only with Samkya experience, but you can deal 

with your own emotions, thoughts, and concepts.  

Svatantrika Approach; Prasangika Approach 

When working with the Vajra Slivers reasoning, we have to know 

that there are two different approaches to it: the Svantantrika 

approach and the Prasangika approach. 

The Svatantrikas say that phenomena have no arising at the 

ultimate level. They say that from the ultimate point of view, there is 
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no arising because things do not arise from self, from others, from 

both self and others, or from no cause. The Prasangika Madhyamaka 

offers similar arguments, but with some distinctions: in speaking of 

phenomena, they don’t say that phenomena don’t arise “at the 

ultimate or absolute level.” That is, they don’t add the phrase “at the 

ultimate or absolute level.” They just say that there is no arising. 

They say that there is no arising whatsoever, and they use the same 

four-fold reasoning as the Svantantrikas.  

So what does this difference imply? 

When you add “at the ultimate level,” that phrase implies 

that at the relative level, things do arise. The phrase implies that 

things have some valid arising or valid sense of existence at the 

relative level, that at the relative level things go through the process 

of valid arising.  

The Prasangikas, on the other hand, do not use any 

modifiers. They do not say that things don’t arise “at the ultimate 

level,” or that they do arise “on a relative level.” They just say “no 

arising.”  This phrasing doesn’t imply that there is some arising at the 

relative level but not at the ultimate level. They don’t make any 

such implications. They say simply, “No arising.”  

So the Prasangika School says that when you apply such 

analysis to absolute truth, when you make such an assertion to 

examine the absolute view, you do not have to modify it. Why? 

Because when you use such analysis, you show that there is no 

arising even in the relative sense. When you use such an analysis to 

look more deeply into phenomena and try to see the nature of the 

phenomenal world – when you try to look at its nature and how it’s 

arising – at the subtler level, you don’t find any arising no matter 

which truth you’re talking about.  

So therefore, in the Prasangika Madhyamaka School, if you 

analyze completely, you will see that there is no arising.  
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Remember the three stages that we discussed in relation to 

the Prasangika view: the stage of no analysis, the stage of slight 

analysis, and the stage of total analysis. The three stages are very 

important here. The Prasangika School says that when you have no 

reasoning, when you do not analyze, you see the relative world, the 

phenomenal world, just as others do, but that when you analyze 

completely, you see that nothing truly exists. 

The Svatantrikas add the phrase “at the ultimate level.” 

They say that the relative world arises even when you analyze. We 

can see, then, the main difference between these two Madhayamaka 

views. The difference in the view of the relative world affects the 

ultimate view. 

The Prasangika Madhyamaka view says that there is no 

arising whatsoever. When they say this, they are analyzing the cause. 

When you look at the phenomenal world and say, “Yes, there is 

existence,” you are analyzing the cause. You must find the arising 

first. Phenomena must come into existence. They have to be born 

into that existence, to arise into it.  

From the Madhyamaka point of view, if there is any true 

arising, any true sense of coming into existence, then things must 

arise in one of the four ways that we’ve mentioned.  

The Absolute View 

We should remember, in studying these reasonings, that they start 

from the standpoint of absolute truth. Yet though these are ultimate 

reasonings, reasonings that look from the vantage of ultimate truth, 

they do not deny the relative reality. Relative reality is [what 

appears] when it’s not analyzed. When we don’t analyze, we see the 

relative truth. When you analyze, it becomes ultimate truth and you 

don’t find any existence. That’s very important.  

The great Nyingma master, Lama Mipham says in his 

Madhyamaka teachings that one must not mix these two truths 
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when analyzing or when looking at phenomenon. If you mix the two 

truths, that will create the biggest confusion for you. You will go 

round and round not understanding the Middle Way philosophy. 

Relative truth is the relative truth. Absolute truth is the absolute 

truth. You should separate them. Look at them in two different ways 

and then try to understand the Middle Way Philosophy.  

Let me give you a brief example of this kind of 

misunderstanding. I was teaching the Heart Sutra. One of my 

students in the class asked me if I was saying that everything is 

empty, that nothing exists. I said yes. Then he asked, “So does it not 

follow that your chair doesn’t exist?” I said, “Yes, the chair doesn’t 

exist.” Then he asked, “So how are you sitting on this chair?” The 

problem with his logic is that he is putting my relative body on an 

absolute chair. This is a total mixing of the two truths, so you get 

complete confusion. We might say, “What’s going on? Isn’t there 

karma? Don’t Buddhists talk about karma, cause and effect? Or is it 

that everything empty and there’s no karma. Can I can do anything, 

like go out and shoot someone?” So you see, if you mix the two 

truths, you get misunderstanding.  

When we talk about karma, we are talking about relative 

truth. When we talk about emptiness we are talking about absolute 

truth. At the level of absolute truth, there is no karma. How can you 

find a karmic cause and effect connection when you’re engaged in 

Vajra Splinter analysis? When you ask whether things arise from 

themselves, from others, from both, or from no causes – when you do 

that kind of analysis, you don’t find any karmic connection. You 

don’t find any cause and effect. From the absolute point of view – 

the point of view taken by the Vajra Splinter analysis – there is no 

karma. As long as we feel the earth we walk on, as long as we feel 

the reference point to one self as “I” or “me”, then we have to 

respect karma; in that realm, the realm of relative truth, there is 

karma.  
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Continuity or No Continuity 

One other argument in relationship to what we have been looking at 

goes something like this: We say, “Yes, yes of course there is no such 

thing as an independent cause and independent effect coexisting. 

But, there is continuity. There is a thread that continues from 

moment to moment. There is continuity from the seed all the way to 

the result and fruition. There is continuity.”  

The Madhyamaka says that there is no such thing as 

continuity existing in its own state. What is this continuity? Is it the 

same as those moments or is it something separate, something other 

than these moments? If it’s the same, then there is no such thing as 

continuity. Everything – all experience – would be momentary. If the 

continuity is different from the moments that make it up, then there 

is no relation between these two –between that continuity and this 

moment. What, then, is the continuity? 

From a Madhyamaka point of view, continuity is just 

conceptual. There is no such thing as continuity besides the 

continuity we posit in our conceptual mind. We can use the example 

of a river to show this. If you went to a picnic near a river, and the 

river took away your slippers, the next day you go back to the same 

spot and you point at the same water so to speak and you tell your 

friends that this river took away your slippers yesterday. That river 

[that took your slippers] is gone a long time ago. Yet, we have this 

conceptual fixation about the continuity of the river.  

The Madhyamaka teachings say that this notion of 

continuity is present when we look at the river and say it is the same 

river. From a Madhyamaka point of view, there is no such thing as 

continuity that arises and continues throughout these moments of 

seeds and sprouts, causes and effects; there is no such thread called 

continuity. There is nothing besides the fragments of momentary 

causes and conditions that we experience. For that reason, the 

notions about continuity and the connection of causes and effects 
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are simply ideas. When you look carefully, you do not find 

continuity.  

So the notion of continuity is similar to the notion that the 

collection of trees we see is “a forest.” Where is the forest aside from 

the individual trees? There is no forest. Where is an individual tree 

aside from the individual branches and leaves? There are no trees. If 

you look closely, you will see that it’s all conceptual. “Tree” is a 

concept, a collection; similarly with “forest,” or “class,” or what have 

you. Just as our ideas about collectivities (like forest, class, etc.) are 

conceptual, so are our ideas about continuity. Nothing truly exists 

out there.  

This approach to the Vajra splinters has not been the 

traditional approach, but I hope it was helpful.  
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SECOND MADHYAMAKA REASONING: ANALYZING THE 

RESULT 

The second reasoning is called analyzing the result, or analyzing 

existence and nonexistence. The process here is actually not 

different from the previous reasoning except that here we are 

looking at the result instead of the cause. We ask whether that result 

exists at the level of the cause. That is, this reasoning employs an 

investigation of the temporal connection between a cause and its 

result. This analysis is based on the proposition that there is a defect 

in our argument whether we say that the cause and result are present 

simultaneously or that they are not present simultaneously. 

We begin by asking whether a cause and its result are present 

simultaneously or not. If you assert that a cause and its result are 

present simultaneously, then the cause becomes useless because the 

result has already been generated or has already arisen. If that’s the 

case, the cause does not serve as a cause.  

If you assert, on the other hand, that the cause and its result 

are not present simultaneously, then you are saying that there is no 

connection between them. If that were the case, the cause would 

become devoid of function, like the horns of a rabbit. (That’s what’s 

said about this in the madhyamaka context.) What this means is 

that if the cause does not inherently possess the potential to bring 

forth the result, to assert that it is a true cause of that result becomes 

meaningless.  

The main question to be investigated here is, “Does a result 

arise from something that already exists in the cause, or does a result 

arise from something that does not exist in the cause?” We are 
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asking whether, at the level of the seed, there is any existence of 

fruition. That is, does the fruition already exist at the cause-stage? 

Let’s use a flower for an example. Does the flower exist when there is 

only a seed of that flower? Is there a flower in that seed? Does the 

flower arise from the flower that is already present in the seed, or 

does it arise from something totally nonexistent at the level of the 

seed? Maybe there is no flower whatsoever at the seed-level. So does 

the flower that we see arise from something totally nonexistent, or 

does it arise from something existing, something pre-existing before 

the result is there?  

The process of this analysis is very similar to the analysis 

dealing with the arising from self and arising from other. Because you 

cannot say that things arise from an existent entity in the cause or 

from a non-existent entity in the cause, so you cannot say that the 

things arise from both existence and nonexistence together. How 

can it be possible for something to arise from something and its 

opposite? Existence and nonexistence are mutually exclusive, 

contradictory. If there is existence, it must not be nonexistent. If it is 

nonexistent, it must not be in existence. The two are mutually 

exclusive. Therefore, how can anything – a self, a flower, or anything 

else – arise from something that is both existing and nonexisting? 

This is not really logical, not possible. So the third possibility here is 

not logical, not reasonable.  

Similarly with the argument about arising-from-neither. How 

can something arise from neither existence nor nonexistence? That 

also is not possible.  

So, again, I would like to point out that this reasoning is not 

much different from Vajra Slivers. It is the same reasoning, the same 

logic, but whereas the former analyzes from the point of view of the 

cause, the latter analyzes from the point of view of the result. We ask 

the same kinds of questions, but in one case we ask them about the 

cause and in the other we ask them about the result. We use slightly 

different terms in this case: existence, nonexistence, both existence 

and nonexistence, and neither existence nor nonexistence. These 
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are the four possibilities used in this second analysis. By contrast, 

when we are looking at the cause, we use terms related to the four 

possibilities: self, other, both, and no causes. That is, when we 

analyze from the level of a cause, we ask whether something can 

arise from itself, from other, from both, or from no cause. When we 

analyze from the level of result, we ask whether the result arises from 

something that exists at the level of the seed, something that does 

not exist at the level of the seed, something that both exists and 

doesn’t exist at the level of seed, and something that neither exists 

nor doesn’t exist at the level of seed.  

What we are analyzing here is this product, the result we 

experience, such as the suffering we experience in a dream, or such 

as the beautiful flower or sprout we see in the relative world. When 

you analyze the result, you ask, “How does the result come into 

existence as a result, as an effect or fruition?”  

You look at the result, the sprout. You ask whether it arises 

because it has already existed even at the seed-stage or because of 

something that has not already existed at the seed-stage. Therefore 

you conclude that the given result does not exist as a true arising 

from any cause or causes. Such Madhyamaka treatises as the 

Madhyamaka Aloka (The Lamp of the Middle Way), say that 

something that exists does not arise, and something that does not 

exist also does not arise. So, such arising of a result or fruition has no 

true existence that comes from any true causes.  

THIRD MADHYAMAKA REASONING: ANALYZING CAUSE 

AND RESULT 

The second analysis, discussed above, comes from the Indian 

madhyamaka text by Kamalashila, known as The Lamp of Middle 

Way. This third analysis, analyzing both cause and result, comes 

from the master Jnanagarba and his madhyamaka text known as 

Two Truths. You can also find these analyses in Chandrakirti’s 
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autocommentary to Entrance to the Middle Way. They are also 

briefly mentioned in the 9th chapter of the Bodhicaryavatara.  

We can go through these stages, first analyzing the cause and 

then analyzing the effect, but you can also do these two analyses 

together, simultaneously. When you are analyzing the cause, you are 

already analyzing the effect; when you are analyzing the effect, you 

are already analyzing the cause. So you don’t have to separate these 

two as separate reasonings. You can use them together. Sometimes 

your analysis becomes even more effective and beneficial that way. 

At the same time, the reason why we engage them separately is that 

there are situations where you feel that, for example, causes do not 

exist but that results do exist.  

With the third reasoning, we analyze both together. Once we 

have analyzed, if we have done thorough analysis of the cause and 

thorough analysis of the result or fruition, then analyzing both 

becomes quite simple. With this method, we combine the two 

previous methods into one process. 

Also, this mode of reasoning is used to refute the idea that 

there is such a thing as one isolated cause. That is, it refutes the idea 

that one isolated cause produces one isolated result and the idea that 

one isolated cause produces many results.  

With this analysis, we look at the four ways of arising. Is 

there one cause that gives rise to one result? Or is there one cause 

that gives rise to multiple results? Or are there multiple causes that 

give rise to one result? Or are there multiple causes that give rise to 

multiple results? When we analyze both the cause and the result, we 

look into these questions.  

We should remember once again, in doing this third 

reasoning (and the others), that we are analyzing from the absolute 

view, not from the relative view, not from the view of conventional 

truth. So from the absolute point of view, how do things arise? Is 

there one single, truly existent cause that is giving rise to one single 
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truly existent result? That is how we should phrase our questions 

regarding the four possibilities that I just mentioned. In any 

particular case, do we find a truly existent single cause giving rise to 

a truly existent single result? Is there a truly existent single cause 

that is giving rise to truly existent multiple results? And so forth. 

When you analyze that way, you will find that the cause and 

effect relationship becomes very difficult to establish. There is no 

one cause that gives rise to one result. There are many causes. So 

when there is no one single truly existent cause that gives rise to one 

single truly existent result, then there is no true existence. This 

reasoning will bring you back to interdependence. That is, you will 

see not one cause leading to one result, but many things coming 

together, many causes and conditions giving rise to multitude of 

results. When you see that, you will be seeing interdependence, the 

interdependent nature of things.  

Going further into such analysis, we investigate the nature of 

cause and effect; we see their relationship. Does the cause have any 

relationship or connection to the effect? This kind of question – 

looking at the relationship between cause and effect and how it 

arises – can be very beneficial.  

When you fully analyze cause and effect, you will have 

difficulty finding any true relationship between the two. How does 

any cause or causes meet any result or results? How and when does 

the cause meet the result? How do the cause or causes transform 

into the result, the fruition state? When you analyze these matters, 

the relationship between cause and effect becomes extremely 

difficult to establish.  

Let’s take as an example the eye consciousness perceiving a 

flower. For the eye consciousness to perceive a flower – for such a 

consciousness to arise – there must be a cause. But what is the cause 

of that consciousness? What is the single truly existent cause for that 

consciousness? The cause is its preceding moment of consciousness, 

but can that preceding moment of consciousness alone give rise to 
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such a perception of flower? No. Because then we would always see 

only flowers. If the previous moment of consciousness was the 

consciousness of a flower, and if that previous moment of 

consciousness gave rise to the next moment of consciousness, then 

the next moment of consciousness would also be the consciousness 

of a flower. So why do we not see flowers all the time? We don’t; 

consciousness goes on. So we need some cause other than the 

previous moment of consciousness. 

What is that cause? We need the flower to give rise to the 

consciousness perceiving that flower. That is second cause. The 

second cause is the flower. Can those two alone give rise to a 

perception? No. Because we need the eye sense faculty too. The 

sense faculty is very important. So usually in the Buddhist teachings, 

we talk about these causes: the dominant cause, which is the eye 

faculty; the object cause, which is the flower; and the direct cause, 

which is the previous moment of consciousness. When we have all 

these things coming together, then you give rise to one eye 

consciousness, one moment of eye consciousness. That moment of 

eye consciousness does not arise from one cause. It arises from a 

multitude of causes.  

So where does this consciousness really come from? Do you 

find one solid consciousness coming from one solid cause? Where 

does this solid consciousness arise from? If you look carefully at this 

process, you’ll see that just interdependent arising. There isn’t one 

solid cause. So therefore there cannot be one solid consciousness 

either. The cause and the effect usually have to have the same 

nature or similar nature. So how does a consciousness arise from 

matter – a flower? How can matter, like a flower, be a cause for 

consciousness to arise?  

I’ve given you just one example of a cause-effect relationship. 

When you look at the process, you find that it’s really very subtle; 

you have to look carefully at many details. Even when you look at 

one consciousness, in this case the eye consciousness, you find that it 

is not one thing. It involves many parts: it has a part that is just 
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arising, a part that is just abiding, and a part that is just already 

ceasing. That is, when you look carefully, you do not find one 

consciousness. The same thing with the causes. When you look at 

each individual cause, you cannot find one cause that gives rise to 

one result, or many causes giving rise to one result. You cannot find 

any truly or inherently existent relationship between truly existent 

causes and truly existent results.  

If there are many causes, there should also be many 

consciousnesses. If there is only one consciousness, there should be 

only one cause. How can many causes produce one result? How can 

one cause produce many results? The whole relationship between 

cause and effect needs to be analyzed. So that is our subject of 

analysis here. I’m giving you topics for analysis in your lab! 

So, to sum up: first we analyze arising from the point of view 

of the cause, then from the point of view of the result; and then we 

analyze the clinging onto the relationship between the two. These 

kinds of investigations are important on the path of meditation, even 

for Mahamudra and Dzogchen. 

Some Practice Instructions 

When you use these analytical methods, try to join the analytic mind 

with the heart of contemplation. When you join these two together, 

the experience of emptiness or the gap experience becomes very 

personal rather than just a theoretical understanding. Traditionally, 

when we study such reasonings in the Buddhist monastic 

universities, it is usually emphasized, in the early stages of work on 

these analyses, not to meditate; meditation can easily become an 

escape for a student. When you find the reasonings difficult, when 

you find the logics difficult to break through, it is easy to escape from 

there to your cushion. The cushion is really comfortable. Until you 

meet the madhyamaka, you don realize how comfortable a 

meditation cushion can be! So you should truly appreciate 

Madhyamaka philosophy. It makes our sitting easy! 
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So you should not just run to the cushion – you should not 

run to shamatha – all the time when you find the reasonings 

difficult. You should stay with the reasonings as long as you can; you 

should analyze. At the same time, go to the cushion and analyze on 

the cushion. Join the two together as analytical meditation. 

When we study these emptiness reasonings with Khenpo 

Rinpoche, he always asks us to recite some verses by heart. That’s 

why I gave you two verses to memorize. We should try to memorize 

these lines.. It would be really nice if you memorized that. Before you 

do analytic meditation, recite the verse slowly, three times. And 

when you analyze, go to these lines again (the lines dealing with self, 

other, both and no causes). Go through these four analyses. You can 

also recite the verses from the sutras (the Lankavatara and 

Samadhiraja) on Madhyamaka emptiness ; you can find these verses 

in Gampopa’s Jewel Ornament of Liberation (in the prajna chapter). 

You can recite any of these sutras in Jewel Ornament or these 

treatise verses. Use them in your meditation. 

Addenda 

As we discussed earlier, first we are analyzing the cause, second we 

are analyzing the result, and third we are analyzing both together.  

These three kind of go together. The nature of the reasoning 

involved does not differ much from one analysis to the other, so 

once we have established the first reasoning, the Vajra Slivers, the 

reasoning involved for the analysis of cause, then the reasonings for 

the second and the third analyses will be easier to understand. For 

example, it is said that the second reasoning [the reasoning related 

to the result] is actually a part of the arising-from-other analysis, one 

of the four kinds of arising dealt with in the first reasoning. That is, 

the second reasoning, analyzing the result, is part of the analysis 

dealing with the arising-from-other.  

If you ask, “If there is not much difference, why do we have 

two sets of reasonings?” The reason why we have two sets of 

reasoning here is that if one is looking from the causal level, then 
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you use the first reasoning, and if one is looking from the resultant 

level, or fruition part, then you use the second set of reasonings. 

There can be people who are pretty clear about the causes – people 

who find it quite clear that nothing arises from self, from other, from 

both, or from no cause – but who have doubts about result, the 

fruition stage. So for that reason we use this second kind of 

reasoning again: we go back again, revisiting the same logic, the 

same analysis.  
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FOURTH MADHYAMAKA REASONING: BEYOND ONE AND 

MANY 

The fourth reasoning is called the beyond one or many reasoning. 

You can find teachings on this reading in the Lankavatara Sutra by 

Buddha and in almost all the madhyamaka texts. But in his 

Madhymakalankara, Ornament to the Middle Way, Shantarakshita 

teaches this reasoning extensively, from beginning to end. This text 

uses only this one madhyamaka reasoning: beyond one and many.  

This reasoning of going beyond one or many begins by 

working with our concepts, working first at the level of our 

conceptual clinging. We cling onto something as one very solid and 

very real existence, such as “forest” or “class”; and we also cling onto 

the solid and real existence of the self of individual. We are clinging 

onto these things as single entities. When we look at a table, we say 

that it’s one table, don’t we? We say, “A table.”  We cling, first and 

foremost, onto the singularity of things or entities, particularly the 

entity we call the self. That is our first conceptual clinging: we think, 

“I am one person. I, me, one person, one entity.” We think similarly 

about things, like tables, in the outer phenomenal world. That is 

what we are trying to break down here through this analysis called 

beyond one and many. 

When you analyze these phenomena carefully, you will find 

that they are not composed of one single unit as we conceptualize. 

When you look at a forest, you will see that it is not a single unit; it 

is many trees. Then when you look at each tree, it has many 

branches and leaves. Same thing when you look at one person as “I” 

or “me,” as something singular or unitary: if you look carefully, you 

will see that this “I” or “me” is not one thing. There are five things: 
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the five aggregates, or skandhas. We have the form skandha, the 

feeling skandha, and so on: the five aggregates. So the self is not one 

unit. Similarly, when you look at a table, or at anything else in the 

world outside, you think initially that it is one single unit, but when 

you look at it more carefully, you find that it is not one; rather, it has 

many parts, many pieces.  

So, first of all, this reasoning breaks down all our conceptual 

clinging onto things as being singular or unitary. That assumption – 

that things are singular – is what we analyze here. We cling to things 

as single units that truly exist, but where is this unitary entity? When 

you look at something, do you find that it is one thing? You do not 

find one thing: you find parts; you find pieces. So you go further and 

further into these analyses, and then you reach the basis of our 

labels. First we analyze the labeling process altogether. Consider the 

word “table.” We label something; we call it a “table” and cling onto 

that as one single unit, as something unitary. But when you look 

again, you find the flat piece on top, the four legs, the different parts 

and pieces; and we can conceptually break these down as well.  

So what is the basis of the label? You find a group of 

particles, and when you look more closely, looking at each particle 

and then looking even more closely at particular particle, you don’t 

find that it or anything else is singular or unitary. We don’t find any 

“partless particle.” You cannot find one. We keep looking for a 

single-unit particle, a particle that cannot be divided any further. 

That is what we are looking for – a single unit, a particle made up of 

only one single piece. When you try to find that, when you analyze 

in that way, you can’t find any such thing. 

When you analyze further and further, you don’t find any 

partless particles. This is the case whether you start from the 

standpoint of Buddhist metaphysical analysis or from the standpoint 

of modern physics. No matter how far you go into such a detailed or 

subtle analysis, you do not find any unitary subtle particles. No 

single-unit or partless particle exists. And if no such single unit or 

particle exists, how can many of them exist? There is a collection of 
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particles you see as a table, but how can that be possible? How can 

“many particles” exist when no single particle exists? How can the 

collection of those particles exist if the individual particles 

themselves don’t exist? If the individual units don’t exist, why do we 

say that the collection of those particles exists as an existent thing 

(like a table)? It is illogical to say that something is made up of many 

particles if the particles themselves don’t exist. “Many” comes from 

many single units coming together.   

By using madhyamaka analysis here, we first try to break 

down our concept of single unit, and once we have gone beyond the 

idea that such single units exist, then it is easy to refute the idea that 

things are made up of multiple such units. How can we have a group 

of people if there is not even one individual person there? We can 

have a group of people together – together as a class or group – only 

if we have the individuals in the first place. When we have such 

individuals and they come together, then we have a group. You can’t 

have a group unless you have the individual items that make up that 

group.  

So this reasoning of one or many starts at the conceptual 

level, breaking through our concepts about the existence of single 

units, going all the way down to the subtlest type of particle we can 

think of. We apply this analysis to the material world: we look for 

the particles that make up that world, but we don’t find them; and 

so we don’t find the material world. Then, in the same way, we 

analyze the mind. We have concepts, thoughts, perceptions. When 

we look at each of these different pieces and parts of our 

consciousness, we think that they exist as individual moments of 

consciousness. But when we break down these moments, when we 

analyze them more and more carefully, we don’t find any solidly 

existing, truly existing moments. We find that we can’t say, “This is 

the moment in which our consciousness exists as such and such.” 

That is, when we break down these subtle moments, we don’t find 

any consciousness; we don’t find any thoughts having any true 

inherent quality of existence.  
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This reasoning of one and many is said to be the most 

effective reasoning in madhyamaka analysis. You do not have to 

worry about anything like past or future, cause or effect. You just 

analyze the present moment, what you see in front of you. Look at 

that and analyze that. Go further and further into its nature, into its 

true nature, and you find, when you analyze that there is not such a 

thing as a truly existent particle, a truly existent grouping of 

particles, or a truly existent moment of consciousness.  So here we 

analyze the entity, the nature of things. We analyze what you take to 

be external objects or what you take to be a consciousness.  

Again I have to remind you that we are talking from the 

absolute point of view, the ultimate point of view.  Remember that. 

We are not speaking from the relative point of view. When we 

analyze from the absolute point of view, things go beyond one and 

many: we see that there is no single unit of existence and that things 

are neither unitary nor multiple.  

Lama Mipham, the great Nyingma master, said that this 

reasoning is like the sharp point of spear. What really pricks through, 

what really gets the point, is this sharp edge. He said that this 

reasoning is like the sharp edge of knife that really cuts through. 

This reasoning is so sharp, so powerful, that it cuts through all of our 

conceptual clinging and fixation onto true existence. Therefore 

Lama Mipham chose this as the primary madhyamaka reasoning to 

analyze all phenomena. He said that this is the best reasoning that 

you can use.  

When using this reasoning, we can make use of both our 

metaphysical analysis, our reasoning and logic and what have you, 

and the work of modern science, in which scientists have gone 

beyond the atom, beyond particles, and further and further, until 

they speak of quarks, or strings, or whatever they call it now. So, our 

madhyamaka reasoning is very similar to material analysis, scientific 

analysis: we look at particles, their parts, and so on; but, of course, 

traditionally we just do our analysis through analytic meditation, 

through just metaphysical analysis, not with scientific instruments. 
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This method is also very helpful when you look at your 

emotions, your thoughts. When things are arising so strongly, when 

you are saying, “I have anger. I have a rage,” you think that you have 

one single entity or solidly real thing that it is called “anger” or 

“rage.” At that point, you can apply this analysis. You investigate: 

What is this anger like? Where is it? Does it exist as a single entity, a 

single unit? 

If you proceed like that, you find that when you look at your 

anger, you do not find one solid sort of balloon full of anger. You 

don’t find any solid thing. The anger is just the momentary 

experience of mind. It is vibrating; it is just coming, just going, 

moment after moment. What you are experiencing is simply a very 

powerful quality of mind. There is definitely a lot of power in that 

energy, in that experience. But if you ask whether it exists truly, 

then that’s another question. If you analyze and ask yourself, “How 

does it exist? Does it exist truly as a single entity, as one unit of 

anger?” – if, after asking such questions, you don’t find any unitary 

existence of anger, when you don’t find any single unit of anger, how 

can there be many angers existing, when there is no one single unit 

of anger you find truly existent? If you use that kind of reasoning, 

you’ll probably find it helpful sometimes.  

So we can see that this one-and-many reasoning can be 

applied both to objects and to the subject. You should apply it both 

ways. Even when you find a single moment of anger existing, you 

should look at that single moment and ask, “What is this single 

moment?” If you look at this single moment, you will not find a true 

solidly existing one moment. It is broken into different frames. Even 

one moment is going through these different frames of experience. If 

you go into the subtleties, your practice will be more beneficial. If 

you do rough analysis, you will have a rough effect. If you do a more 

subtle analysis, it will have a subtle effect. 

I might add that Thrangu Rinpoche, in his Open Door to 

Emptiness, shares Lama Mipham’s passion for one-or-many 

reasoning.  
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FIFTH MADHYAMAKA REASONING: INTERDEPENDENCE 

REASONING 

The last reasoning is the interdependence reasoning. 

Interdependence reasoning is taught in many sutras, such as The 

Sutra requested by King of Nagas, called Sagara, or Interdependent 

Arising Sutra, Pratityasamutpada Sutra. And also Nagarjuna’s 

Mulamadhyamikakarika, or Nagarjuna’s Verses on Interdependent 

Arising – all of these great madhyamaka texts, both sutras as well as 

shastras, teach this reasoning here.  

This reasoning of interdependence is very simple. It mainly 

says that the phenomenal world does not exist truly. Why? Because 

all the phenomena are interdependently arising.  

The reasoning is simple, and it can be applied to anything 

you take for an object of analysis. That is, you can put any subject 

into that sentence: you can take anger as your subject; so you can 

say, “Anger does not exist truly because it is interdependently 

arising.”  

Whatever is interdependently arising is emptiness, shunyata. 

Why? Because when you look closely, you find that nothing exists or 

arises independently. When we say that something is 

interdependently arising, we mean that it has no independently 

existing nature. If the causes and effects are interdependently 

arising, then they cannot arise independently. There is no 

independent true existence.  

Let’s take our self of person, the clinging onto one’s self as I, 

or me. This “self” exists only in the nature of interdependence. Does 

this self of person exist independently from the five skandhas? There 

is no self of person without the five skandhas. When such a self 

exists only in interdependence, when it is not independent of the 

five skandhas, then it has no true independent existence. 

Therefore, the madhyamaka reasoning is saying that the 

entire phenomenal world does not exist inherently, because all 
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phenomena are interdependently arising. You could also say that all 

phenomena are not without causes; they arise interdependently. 

When you say that, you refute nihilism as well as eternalism (the 

view positing a truly independent existence). So the point here is 

that when we say “truly existent,” we mean that something has an 

independently existent nature. If something exists independently, it 

does not arise interdependently (that is, from causes and 

conditions); if it arises independently, it is said to be truly existing. If 

we can find any true existence in the world, it will be something that 

arises independently, without relying on any other causes or 

conditions.  

Therefore, this reasoning is in some ways the absolute 

madhyamaka reasoning: the madhyamaka reasoning taken from 

absolute point of view. Yet at the same time, this reasoning also 

presents madhyamaka’s understanding of the relative truth: it posits 

the conventional world, the relative world, as interdependent 

arising. From the madhyamaka point of view, when you see the true 

nature of relative world as interdependent arising, then you are also 

seeing the true nature of emptiness. That is why madhyamaka, 

especially prasangika madhyamaka, says that a correct understanding 

of conventional truth will help us to understand the absolute truth – 

and that an incorrect understanding of relative truth will hinder us 

from understanding the absolute, or ultimate truth. Therefore it is 

said that the correct understanding of relative truth is very 

important – absolutely necessary, even.  

Both prasangika and svatantrika madhyamakan masters 

agree that relative truth is like a stairway that will lead you to 

ultimate reality. If we don’t rely on such stairway, we will never go 

beyond this room; we will always be stuck here. Without such a 

correct relative view, we cannot attain the correct absolute view. 

Therefore Chandrakirti said that when one fails to understand the 

relative reality, one also fails to understand the absolute reality. 

When one fails to understand these two truths, then there is no 

hope for liberation, there is no enlightenment.  
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Therefore the prasangika-madhyamaka view says that though 

these madhyamaka reasonings present the absolute view, they also 

give us a correct understanding of the relative, or conventional truth 

– and that such an understanding is of key importance.  

This last reasoning, the reasoning of interdependence, is 

known as the King of Reasonings because it analyses everything: 

cause, effect, nature, and relation of all. Another reason we call this 

reasoning called the King of Reasonings is that it transcends the two 

extremes: the extreme of existence as well as the extreme of 

nonexistence (or, in other words, the extreme of eternalism and the 

extreme of nihilism). With this one reasoning, we refute both of 

these extremes. 

So these are the five reasonings of madhyamaka. It’s quite 

difficult to get a thorough understanding of these reasonings by 

reading short discussions like Open Door to Emptiness or from our 

classes and class readings. These presentations offer very compact 

information. To understand these reasonings more fully, we have to 

go through such texts as the 6th chapter of Entrance to the Middle 

Way, or the 9th Chapter of Bodhicaryavatara, or The Ornament to 

the Middle Way (The Madhyamakalankara). If you go through one 

of them, you do not have to go through all. But just go through one 

of them and follow each argument and each reasoning; go through 

the entire logic of each one. These texts present both the arguments 

of the opponent and arguments of the madhyamakans, showing how 

each responds to the other. If you go through those texts, the 

material will become very clear. You can go through different chains 

of logic and then at some point you reach shunyata!  


