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Class One:An Analysis of Conditioned Phenomena
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13.1
The Lord said,
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Since conditioned phenomena have this nature
They too are false.

In this chapter, Arya Nagarjuna begins an analysis of the emp tiness of things or

phenomena (as opposed to the emptiness of the self or of persons, which he has

addressed earlier in the text). Objects in the outside world, just like the subject

mind of our interior lives, are empty of having any self -existence. Hestarts by
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The deceptive nature of things is how they ordinarily appear to us ¢ as having some
independentd EOPUA w? OU0wWUT T Ul O2 wExEUUwWI UOOwWUUB ww3Tl
appear to exist. Insofar as they appear differently to us than how they do exist, and
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by causes. Since all conditioned phenomena appear to us ordinarily as if they

existed differently (things seem to exist with some independence, permanence, and

wholeness), they all appear falsely.
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13.2

If what exi sts with a deceptive nature is false,
Then what is it that deceives?
This was how the Lord spoke

In order to illuminate the meaning of Emptiness.

' U0whi wUOIl pOT UWEOOzUwI RPUVWUT T whPEawUT T awUl 1 Ou
whatis itthatisdece DY D OT wUOUy ww, UUUOz UwUT 1 Ul wET wUOOI Ul
for it to appear to us in a deceptive manner? If you say there is nothing that lies

behind the deceptive appearance, then you have fallen into the nihilistic extreme of
saying that thingsdo Oz Uwl RPUUS ww8 OUwPp OUOGEwWUT 1 Owl EYT wUO
that exists, and thus nothing that deceives. But the Buddha did not mean this at all.

What deceives us is theappearance of things. It is not that things do not exist at

EOOOwWP Uz UuafBAXNDuyUduE Rupld 0 w01 1T wb Ea wdmpty afwUl T OQwUO
truly existing in the way that they appear to exist. This is what the Buddha meant

NN~ e oA~ N =

Eaw?21 OxUDPOI UUO>» wUEaAaUw UaEw- ETEUNUOEGS w

(UzU0wOOUwUT ECwUOO!l 001 wbhT OwE x x| E exigtwSh® wU U wE U wi
does. But the way she appears to exist as an irritating person to us ordinarily ¢ as

an essentially and objectively existing irritating person ¢t is deceptive and false. An

irritating person who is empty of being an irritating person essential ly, objectively,

independently, and from her own side does exist.
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13.3
There is an absence of sethature to all existing things
Because theyappear to have a nature of being constantly changing.
There is no existing thing without self -nature
Because of the emptiness of all existing things.

This verse is usually understood to be the words of a Buddhist opponent of a

different philosophical s chool. The opponent calls up a truism of Buddhism: things

are impermanent and change. That is what is meant by their having no self-nature.

And in the second half of the verse, the opponent argues that things actually do

have a selfnature ¢ the very emptiness of existing things is their self-nature. There

must be something that has the nature of being empty of self-nature, and the self-

nature of things is their emptiness of havingaself -OEUUUIT wUTl EUwbUOz UWEOO
changing.
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If things do not have a self-nature
Then what is it that has the nature of being constantly changing?
If things have a self-nature
Then what is that has the nature of being constantly changing?

3TT wi PUUOwxEUOWO! wlOT T wYT UUT wEOGOUDPOUI UwpbUT wC
have any self-nature, then what it is that changes? There must besomething that

undergoes change for change to occur; there must b&omething that has the nature

of being in constant flux. Arya Nagarjuna presents his answer in the second half of

the verse: becauseof constant change, there can be no things with a self-nature. For

if things had a self-nature or essence, theff OUOEOEODT I 6 ww3 T EUz Uwbki EUu
say something has a selfnature or essence.



Class One:An Analysis of Conditioned Phenomena

b = b haN
AT AGYM™HTE AT G |
o~ ~ e
a1 A ST TEHTIEHTSIOT A STEd Y
r_ gqgw_gt |l élw_rfe fétm | énw_| w_gw_gt
wste | _ hépw_rc w_gkébw_gkéhhépjm | _
135

There can be nothing with a self-nature,
Which also has the nature of being constantly changing,
Which turns into something else.
A youth does not age,
And the aged does not age.

Something with a self -nature or essence also cannot become something else. If

UOOI Ul POT wOUUOGawl BRPUVUUWEUwWUOOT Ul POT wbUwWEEOZUC
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who truly or essentially existed as a young person, that young person could never

grow old, for that would mean becoming something they are not. Similarly, if there

were an essentially existing old person, they too could never change and grow older.
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If there was something with a self-nature,
Which also had the nature of being constantly changing,
Then either milk would be the same as butter,
Or butter would come from something other than milk.

If there were something that somehow had a truly existing self -nature but changed,

then either milk would be indistinguishable from the butter that it h  ad transformed

into (because the selfnature of the two were the same), or milk and butter would be

UOUI OEUI EWEOEwWPT O00awEDIi I T Ul O0wUT DOT UWEOGE WO
i UOO?> wOPOOG ww( Owl PUT 1 U wEMAEtWré canndt Beddme T B OT wUT E Uu
something elset the idea that something essentially exists and also changes is

illogical. Something either continues with its self nature (and therefore does not

EI EOOI w?2UOO0I Ul DOT wl OUI 2 AWOUWET EOT T UwpEOE wWUT C
its self-nature).
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There is nothing that is not empty,
So how could there be something that is empty?

Here Arya Nagarjuna provides an extremely profound and somewhat subtle

statement about how conceptual thought and language inevi tably distort and reify

thingst DPOEOQUEDPOT w?21 OxUDPOI UU» wbUOUI Ol nwws$ OxUBPOI UU
UOOI U1 POT wbi PET w?T EVwI OxUDOI UU2 wOUw?DUwl Ox Ua
OOOPOEOOaAS ww( UwPUWRNUUUWE wW? PEa wypdfsalfkxT EODPOT 2 wl
I RPUUI OEIT 62 ww

lif there were really were something which had some kind of self -existence, then

there would be something that emptiness would refer to or be a quality of + we call

thatthing 21 OxUaé> ww! UOwWUDOET wUT 1 UdxistentlyuwGiize T B OT wb i
everything is empty of self-existencet then it makes no sense to say that there is

20001 Ul DOT whT PET wbUwl OxUad? ww

Emptiness is not a characteristic of something, for that would make it too
something. Emptiness is a negation, but eventhen we are always tempted to say
that it is a negation of something. This verse warns us against being fooled and
imprisoned by our own language and points to the fact that the truth about
emptiness lies beyond and outside of language.
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13.8
Emptiness has been taught by the Conquerors
As the refutati on of all viewpoints.
Those for whom emptiness is a viewpoint
Are said to be hopeless.

This is a crucial verse. Emptiness is not just another philosophical standpoint or

theory. Itis the negation or refutation of all theories. Emptiness is not a posit ive

Ul DOT wEOEwWUT T UI T OUl wOOI wEEOOOUWOEOI wxOUDUDYI
about it. There is, finally, nothing to be asserted about emptiness or ultimate

reality. As itsaysinthe Taote ChingQw? 31T I wWUEOQwUT EVWEEOWE] wOEOI
tEO? OwOUWE Uwh Uwb UwE U U D Bpadishats e @eti@hl u WEDEDU ubdG
Ul PUOWEOSEwWPUwPUwOOUwWUT EUB »




Meditation for Class Oa:Do Changing Things Really Change?
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options. The sprout must have been produced in one or another of four ways: a) it was

produced without a ca use, b) it was produced from itself, c) it was produced by something

other than itself, or d) it was produced both from itself and from something other than itself.

First off, the sprout could not have been produced without any cause 8 ww3 T 1 wUx UOUUWEDE
just magically pop up into existence; it came from a seed, right? If things like sprouts just

popped up into existence without any cause, then there would be no causes for things to

arise at a certain place and time and with a certain nature. Anything could pop up anytime,

any place, just randomly. Moreover, there would be no point in making any effort at

anything at all (e.g., planting a seed, watering it, giving it sunlight), since there would be no

causes for things.

Maybe the sprout was produced from itself 8 w! U0 wUT DOT UWEOOz UwNUUUWEOOI
2xUOUUOUVUWEOOz OwUT xUOEUET wUxUOUUOUOWUT 1 EUwxUOEUET wl
effect were the same, then it would absurdly follow that the seed and sprout would be

exactly the samet theyz Ewl EY1 wUT 1 wUEOI wUT ExI OWEOOOUOWUEUUI O
respects, the same; everything said about one could be said about the other. And they

would both be equally apprehendable (or equally non -apprehendable) at all times. But at

the time of the seed, the sprout is not there, and at the time of the sprout, the seed is gone.

Furthermore, if this sprout came from this sprout, then why would it need to produce itself

at all? If this sprout already exists, then producing itself would be senseless. This sprout

(the effect) would already exist at the time of its cause. Therefore this sprout could not have

been produced from itself.

So | guess this sprout must have beenproduced from something other than itself . This is
what we really think: sprou ts come from seeds (which are not sprouts). The key here is to
think, could an inherently existing seed that was other than the sprout produce the sprout?

Is the seed the same as the sprout? No. They are different and other, and we think of them
as sudh. The seed is one thing, the sprout is another. But if they existed that way really,
inherently, selfexistently, then how could the seed produce the sprout? If the cause (seed)
and the effect (sprout) existed the way they appear to ust asinherently different and other 4
then they would also be necessarily unrelated to each other, and the one thing could never
turn into the other.

Indeed, if they were truly separate and other things, seeds wouldalwaysbe seeds and
sprouts would alwaysbe sprouts. No change would be possible in selfexistingthings. A
seed which inherently existed as a seed could never turn into a sprout . . . or anything else,
for that matter.
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Finally, if causes were really other than effects, then anything could arise from anything else.
For if there are inherently existing separate things, then everything is equallyseparate and
other; there would be no criteria for specifying which separat e and other thing is a cause for
any particular effect. A sprout could equally come from a roller coaster or the moon as from
a seed.

So causes and effects could not bénherentlyseparate and different. A selfexistent or

inherently existingE E U U 11 ukg?2A0dUT EUwPEUVU WUl xEUEUT wi UOOWEOGE wOUT
PUwWwUOI DPOEEEOI WwEOCEwWOOOI RPUUI OUBS ww3T 1T Ul T OUl OwlT T wl
than itself.

Only one more possibility: something cannot be produced both from itself and somethin g
else. Since the sprout cannot be produced from itself, nor from something other than itself,
Ul EOQwb UwE E 06z U wisthitset BnG Sotmditing otHerharOtself.

"OOEOUUDPOOO ww3T 1 Ul wuwbUwOOwWDHOT 1 Ul OUOA ushllBcdreU © OT wix U (
i UOOwWUI 1T EVUBww" EVUUT WEOGEwWI I T 1 EUWEEOZ UWET wbOUODOAT wl
on its own apart from my projection of it. There is no cause and effect like that. Try to hold

this realization of the absencef self-existent causation as long as you can. When you begin

to waver in your grasp of this emptinessthen review the reasoning.
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18.1
If the self were the same as the heaps
It would arise and pass away as they do.
If the self were different from the heaps
It would have the charecteristics of something other than the heaps.

If there were a truly existing self it would have to be either the same as its parts (the
? 1 1 E x Ekandifad) ancompletely different from them ¢ and there is no third
choice. If the self were the same as i parts, then since every one of the physical
and mental parts that make up what we call the self is constantly changing (arising,
existing momentarily, and then passing away), then the self w ould also be in
perpetual flux. A constantly changing self woul d not be a truly existing self with
some kind of essential or self-nature (consult Chapter Thirteen). A further
implication of identifying the self with its parts would be that there could not be

one selft the multiplicity of parts would require multiple  selves if the self were its
parts. Finally, if the self were its parts of the present life, there could be no
relationship to selves of previous and future lives (for those selves would be
identified with completely different bodies and minds).

If, on t he other hand, the self were completely different from the parts that made it

up, it would not have any o f the qualities of those parts, like a horse does not have

the qualites ofacow. ( | wOT EQwpP] Ul wUOOwwUT T w?2adU> wOT ECw
would ha ve no relationship to the body and mind ¢+ 7 a OU? wbP OUOE wOOUwODOE U
EOEawpkPl Ul wi EUOT EwOUwWPIT wOT T wOPOEwWPIT Ul WEDUUUI U
%O0UUT 1T UOOUI Owbi w?2aOU> whl Ul wEPi 11T UI O0wi UOOwW? a
unknowable. What would one be thinking about when one thought of the self if not

Ul 1 WEOEAWEOEwWOPOEwWUT EVWOEET wUx wUT 1T wUI O yww C
Pl w?a0U?2 wbi Ul wOOUOwWPOwWUOOT wuUl OUT Ow?2aduluwoODPOE
By eliminating both of the only two options there are for a truly existing self vis-a-

vis the parts of the self, Arya Nagarjuna here concisely and efficiently proves that

there can be no truly existing self at all.
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18.2
If the self did not exist
How could ther e be that which belongs to the self?
Becauseof the subsiding of the belief in self and what belongs to the self
3T 1T Ul wEUT wOOwWOOOT 1 UwUT OUT T UOUWOI w? Ol 2

But if there is no self, theOQwb T Owx OUUI UUT UwUT T wx EU0UwWOT wUOT T v
EQEwWOPOEwWD! wiOT 1 Ul wb U w&dossessar bfparts) thérewdrindt Ul wbd U wC
El wEwW? OB A1 » wopUI ditherx AyhMabarjuna roQlly bgretsU When the

false idea of a truly existing self is eliminated, so too must go the idea that there are

truly existing physical and mental parts to a s elf. Because there is no truly existing

PT OO01 wp? Ol » AwUT T Ul wEEOQWET wOOwOUUOawl RPUUDOT u
only interdependently, and neither can exist independently or truly.

13



Class Two An Analysis of the Self

e MG R a2 9t sfu A faa)
e fo R 3 g 9 T3}

l gpk _km I gp_f _Tiépm w_ea_ gm %ng | _
lgpk _k_T Il gp_f Tié&p_ 7T w_h n_ew rg | _
18.3

3TTUI wuwbUwOOWOOT wbplT OwOOWOOOT 1 Uwl EUWUT 60T 1
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Does not truly see.

And now for a typical Nagarjunian twist: If there is no self, there can be no self
that realiz es that there is no self either! . O1 wbh T OwUTl POOUWUT EQwUT T Ul u

who is free from erroneous ideas of a truly existing self and truly existing parts of
Ul EQwUl Of OwUT EQwx1 UUOOWEOI UOzUwl 1 OwbUWEUWEOC
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611 OwlT OUT T UUWOT w? 01 2 WECEwW? OPOI » wEUI
Regardless of whether the self is looked for outside or inside,
Grasping is destroyed.
Because of the destruction of grasping,
Rebirth comes to an end.

? & U E U »obafdchment is, in the wheel of life teachings on the twelve links of
dependent origination, the immediate cause ? E 1 E O Otihévh) wihidlp leads to
PEDUUT 2 wkpT PET wOl EEVwWUOOwW? OOEWET | wEOEWEIT EUIT

When we eliminate the false notions of a truly existing self and truly existing parts

of that self, there is no longer anything to grasp on to. There is no self to be found
OUwUOWET wWEUUEETT Ew0OwWPOUI UOEOOa wOUWUUENIT EUDY
Ul O wxOUUI UUI Uwl RUI UOEOOa wOUWOENT EUDYI Oa wm?(

Buddhism enumeratesfour kinds of grasping that are destroyed in this way: 1)
grasping to objects of desire, 2) gasping dogmatically to wrong worldviews, 3)
grasping to rules and vows associated with wrong worldviews, and 4) grasping to
the belief in a permanent, unchanging, selfexisting self.

When grasping is eliminated due to the elimination of the objects one grasps to,
then rebirth ends, for grasping is the main mechanism for rebirth. If we cease to
grasp to the illusory idea of a suffering self, the perpetuation of that suffering self
ends and we are free.

15
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18.5
Freedom comes from the destruction of karma and mental afflictio ns.
Karma and mental afflictions come from conceptual thought ,
From the projection of them.
And projection comes to an end in emptiness.

&QUEUxDOT wi OCEVWOEI EOODBED 0OV we wdedd; and frebdark OE WE T E U

from suffering to come about, it is necessary to stop the mental afflictions and
karma th at is produced by them. In this verse, Arya Nagarjuna says that mental

Ei Il OPEUPOOUWEOEWOEUOE wWE U b wkhlpal) andteu? EOOET x UUEC

?xUONI EUDOOU?2 wlptapaich) Eh&t debie B dinDaOrOdptualiagtions. We
conceptualize imaginary things like a self and external objects, and then we project
them. We ignornantly mistake our projections for truly existing things. We then
ignorantly like them or dislike them as if they were likeable or dislikeable from
their own side. We then act toward them accordingly, thus creating karma.

When we realize that all things exist only as projections , that things exist only
conceptually and nominally, and that they are empty of existing in any other way

UT EOQwWUT EUOwW? xUONI EUPOOWEOOST UwUOWEOwWI OEB ~2 wuw.

empty of inherent existence. Projections are not truly real, and if one deeply
recognizes that one cannot be the victim of the mental afflictions that derived from
ignorance and will not continue to produce the karma that keeps us suffering in
lifetime after lifetime.

16
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18.6

Buddhas have taught that there is a self
And that there is no self.
371 azYl wEOQUOWUEUTT OwUT T UTl wbUOz DwEC
Which is either a self or a no-self.

In this verse, Arya Nagarjuna notes that it seems like there are a variety of
authoritative teachings in Buddhism on the question of whether a self exists or not.

In the scriptures, the Buddha sometimes seems to be saying that there is a self, at
other times that there is no self, and at still other times that there is neither a self

nor the absence of a self. How can we make sense of these apparent inconsistencies?

The Buddhas employ skillful means, teaching different levels of truth to different
people who need to hear different things. The Buddha taught the existence of a self
to materialists who deny that a self which was morally responsible for good or bad
actions exists. But for those who are attached to idea of some truly existing self,
the Buddha teaches that there is no such self in order to destroy this attachment.
But the Buddha also knows that both the doctrine of self and the doctrine of no -self
can become dognatic attachments. So for those of the highest capacity for wisdom,
the Buddha teaches there is neithert a truly existing self does not exist, but neither
does a truly existing absenceof a self. The latter is just a doctrine too, and is not
the final, ultimate truth of things.

221 00 2 wBIOGWw? OBUT wOOOawdOUUUEOOawbOUI UET xI OEIT ©
one exists ultimately; both exist only as projections stemming from concepts. And
S0, as we have seen in the previous verse, neither one can lieuly real.

17
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18.7

When the realm of thought has ceased,
The process of labelling ceases.
Existence is like nirvana:
(UwPUWEOI UOzUWEUDPUI wOOUWEOT UwbUw

Here Arya Nagarjuna directly addresses the limitations of langua ge. The process of

labelling or naming fools into thinking that there are t ruly existing things ? O U U w

UT 1 Ul 2 wb Owhith wewarre Belthidd= O actuality, things exist only as names

there are signifiers but no truly existing signified things. When we realize that our

reality is entirely coming from us and is empty of existin g in any other way than
NUUUWEUwxUONI EUPOOUOWOEOI UOWEOEWEOOET xUUOw?L
understand that there is nothing that truly exists that our language is referring to.

Things exist only nominally. Things are empty of existing in any other way.

Ultimately, samsaric existence @lharmata) and nirvana are alike in that neither

exists in any other way than as a projection coming from us, and not as something

that exists independently outside of ourselves. Neither arise or cease to be ontheir
OPOOWOUUWUTT Ul OWOGENTI EUPYI Oadww- PUYEOEW?EUDUI
apparently.
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18.8
Everything is real, not real, both real and not real,
And neit her real nor unreal.
That is the authoritative teaching of the Buddha.

371 w! UEET EwUEUT T 0w i(tathyas>] wb Ouald 11 eudd | uid wid T BEQduu
exists conventionally, interdependently, apparently. . . and works as such. An

apparently existing car can break your apparently existing legs if you are hit by it,

and you will end up in an apparently existing hosp ital. Things work the way they

do because our karma forces us to see them that way. So for those who need to get a

better grasp on the importance of karma or causation, the Buddha taught that
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But for those who say who then grasp to the idea that things have some kind of
intrinsic reality ¢ including those who cling to karma or causality itself as
somehow existing apart from the mind ¢ the Buddha taught that ?things are not
reald 2 ww! 1 EEUUIT wO O Udr ibdddendénEcdisthd, nathihd i©ih this
sense real.
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things are real only deceptively but unreal ultimately .
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practitioners and thinkers who may still be clinging to the idea that emptiness is a
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Class Two An Analysis of the Self
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18.9

Independent, peaceful, not projected by projections,
Beyond conceptual thought, undifferentiated ¢
These are the characteristics of reality.

While ultimately the truth lies beyond language, Arya Nagarjuna recognizes that

we cannot avoid using language to point to what lies beyond it. So here he supplies
EwODUUwOU O B BksHdriadptipdt describe ultimate reality. It is
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another can bring about in you. Those who have seen ultimate reality try to point

others toward it, but ultim ately one must see it for oneself in a direct,

nonconceptual mystical experience. It cannot be conveyed through language or
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the truth of the path when one has such a direct experience of uItimate reality, and
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that ultimate reality is not accurately conveyed i n language and concepts.
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things are equally without self -nature at the level of ultimate reality.
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