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ORNAMENT	class	17	August	2017	
	
Last	week	we	mentioned	the	quotation	from	the	Sutra	that	says:	“The	mind	
streams	of	sentient	beings	are	one	consciousness.”	
In	general,	we	can	have	the	simultaneous	generation	of	mental	consciousness	
that	is	of	different	substance.		
	
Lama	Tsongkhapa	in	his	Golden	Rosary	states:	
	

“THE	MINDSTREAMS	OF	BEINGS	ARE	ONE	[THINKING-MIND]	
CONSCIOUSNESS.”	
This	follows	because	the	production	of	the	thought	is	a	thinking	mind	
consciousness,	and	if	a	number	of	those	were	to	be	produced	
simultaneously	a	number	of	mental	consciousnesses	of	a	similar	type	
would	arise	simultaneously,	[and	absurdly,	one	person	would	become	
many	persons	all	at	once.]	

	
Here	the	“thinking	mind”	or	mental	awareness	is	bodhichitta.	
	
As	I	said,	in	general	we	accept	the	simultaneous	generation	of	mental	awareness	
of	different	substance.	For	example,	you	could	be	holding	sentient	beings	to	be	
truly	existing,	and	at	the	same	time,	generate	compassion	focusing	on	these	
sentient	being.	Similarly,	you	can	generate	compassion	in	addition	to	grasping	at	
sentient	beings	to	be	permanent.	These	examples	illustrate	how	two	different	
types	of	mental	awareness	are	generated	simultaneously.	In	these	examples	the	
focal	object	is	the	same:	sentient	beings,	but	you	have	two	types	of	awareness	–	
one	grasping	at	them	as	permanent/or	truly	existing/	and	the	other	wishing	
them	to	be	free	from	suffering.		
	
However	the	quotation	from	the	Sutra	refers	to	awareness	in	the	mindstream	of	
sentient	beings	are	of	one	consciousness	of	similar	type	and	different	substance.		
We	have	explained	that	there	are	two	different	ways	to	interpret	“similar	type	
and	different	substance.”		
	
Here	the	point	is	that	in	the	mindstream	of	sentient	beings	you	cannot	have	
multiple	moments	of	bodhichitta	generated	simultaneously,	that	are	of	similar	
type	and	different	substance.		
Similar	type	indicates	similarity	in	three	ways:	(a)	focal	object,	(b)	mode	of	
apprehension,	and	(c)	aspect.	
	
Gyaltsap	Rinpoche’s	Ornament	of	Essence	states	that	if	conceptual	minds	that	are	
of	different	substance	and	similar	type	are	generated	simultaneously	in	the	
mindstream	of	a	sentient	being,	the	person	becomes	many	different	persons	–	so	
we	are	not	longer	dealing	with	a	single	individual.	This	is	the	fault.		
In	the	case	of	bodhichitta,	the	focal	object	is	sentient	beings	and	the	mode	of	
apprehension	is	the	two	aspirations	to	achieve	one’s	own	purpose	and	the	
purpose	of	others.	If	we	have	one	set	of	similar	type	–	meaning	the	focal	object,	
the	mode	of	apprehension,	and	the	aspect	are	the	same	–	and	then	we	generate	
an	additional	set	of	these	three	that	are	again	of	similar	type,	then	we	end	up	
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with	the	unwelcomed	consequence	that	we	are	now	dealing	with	two	distinct	
mindstreams	[of	two	different	persons.]	
	
There	is	another	way	of	explaining	“similar	type	and	different	substance.”	In	this	
second	interpretation,	similar	type	only	refers	to	having	the	same	focal	object.	
But	the	mode	of	apprehension	can	be	different	or	in	effect,	opposite.		
It	is	possible	to	grasp	the	same	focal	object	in	different	ways.	Since	the	focal	
object	is	the	same,	it	fulfills	the	requirement	of	“similar	type.”	For	example	by	
focusing	on	sentient	beings,	some	grasp	at	them	to	be	truly	existent	while	others	
hold	them	to	lack	true	existence.	From	the	perspective	of	the	focal	object,	these	
are	mental	awarenesses	that	are	of	similar	type.	However	their	mode	of	
apprehension	is	opposite.	So	“different	substance”	here	is	interpreted	as	having	
opposite	modes	of	apprehension.		
Another	example:	grasping	sentient	beings	to	be	permanent,	and	grasping	
sentient	beings	to	be	impermanent.	These	two	types	of	awareness	are	of	similar	
type	since	for	both	the	focal	object	is	sentient	beings,	and	they	are	different	
substances	since	their	individual	modes	of	apprehension	are	contradictory	
(permanent	vs.	impermanent.)		
	
Pramanavartika	states:	
	

When	you	have	the	certainty	you	do	not	have	the	elaboration.	
	
“Certainty”	here	is	having	found	certainty	in	terms	of	impermanence.	So	you	
have	realized	impermanence.	When	you	have	realized	that	sound	is	
impermanent	you	cannot	generate	the	manifest	“elaboration”	of	superimposition	
that	conceives	sound	to	be	permanent.	The	reason	for	that	is	that	grasping	at	
sound	to	be	permanent	is	the	complete	opposite	mode	of	apprehension	from	
holding	sound	to	be	impermanent.	Both	of	these	conceptions	cannot	be	manifest	
simultaneously,	since	they	are	opposites.	Since	the	focal	object	is	the	same,	but	
the	mode	of	apprehension	is	the	exact	opposite,	it	is	not	possible	to	have	both	
manifest	at	the	same	time.	When	one	is	manifest,	the	other	is	not,	and	vice	versa.		
	
As	we	mentioned	at	the	beginning	of	the	session,	just	having	similar	type,	is	
permissible	–	for	example	you	are	focusing	on	sentient	beings	and	at	the	same	
time	you	are	thinking	that	(a)	they	truly	exist	and	(b)	you	wish	that	they	be	free	
from	their	suffering.	These	two,	namely	(a)	and	(b)	can	be	manifest	
simultaneously	because	their	modes	of	apprehension	are	not	opposite.	
	
So	to	conclude,	the	meaning	of	the	quotation	from	the	sutra	is	that	there	is	no	
simultaneous	generation	of	awareness	that	is	of	similar	type	and	different	
substance	in	the	mindstreams	of	sentient	beings.	As	for	the	way	that	we	explain	
“similar	type	and	different	substance”	you	should	be	aware	that	there	are	two	
ways	to	explain	that	–	one	according	to	the	Ornament	of	Essence	and	one	
according	to	Pramanavartika.	Any	of	these	two	explanations	will	suffice.		
	
Question:	What	is	the	definition	of	the	mode	of	apprehension?	Is	it	just	looking	at	
an	object	without	thinking	whether	it	is	good	or	bad?	Is	it	awareness	by	itself?		
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Geshe-la:	In	general	we	say	that	the	(a)	assessed	object,	(b)	object	of	the	mode	of	
apprehension,	and	(c)	engaged	object	of	conception	have	the	same	meaning.	For	
example,	if	the	object	that	your	mind	engages	is	the	vase,	then	the	assessed	
object	is	the	vase;	the	mode	of	apprehension	is	the	vase,	and	the	engaged	object	
is	the	vase.	Again,	if	the	engaged	object	is	permanent,	the	assessed	object	is	
permanent,	and	the	mode	of	apprehension	is	also	permanent.	So	these	objects	
are	posited	from	the	perspective	of	what	the	mind	grasps	[or	
holds/engages/assesses].	The	appearing	object	though	is	different.		
	
For	example,	when	we	have	a	conceptual	mind	thinking	about	the	vase,	what	
appears	to	the	mind	is	the	generic	image	of	the	vase.	The	real	object,	the	vase,	is	
not	the	same	as	the	generic	image.	Therefore	it	does	not	exist	the	way	it	appears.	
From	that	perspective	we	say	that	all	conceptual	minds	are	mistaken.	According	
to	the	Middle	Way	Consequence	school,	all	phenomena	appear	as	truly	
established.	In	reality	they	are	not	established	the	way	they	appear.	Therefore	all	
conceptual	minds	are	classified	as	mistaken	awareness,	from	a	different	
perspective.	Although	the	general	principle	is	the	same	–	i.e.	in	reality	the	object	
does	not	exist	the	way	it	appears	–	the	appearance	here	is	that	of	true	existence	
[while	earlier	it	was	the	generic	image.]		
	
The	same	happens	for	valid	conception:	the	generic	image	appears,	and	since	the	
real	object	is	not	the	generic	image,	valid	conception	is	also	mistaken	because	
the	object	appears	in	a	way	that	is	not	the	real	way	it	exists.	The	Lower	schools	
posit	a	common	locus	or	basis	for	conceptual	valid	awareness	and	mistaken	
awareness.	We	have	conceptual	awareness	that	is	valid	because	it	realizes	its	
object	correctly,	but	at	the	same	time	it	is	mistaken	from	the	point	of	view	of	its	
appearing	object	[the	generic	image.]			
Similarly	the	Middle	Way	Consequence	school	posits	all	conceptual	minds	as	
mistaken	awareness	because	the	object	appears	to	be	truly	established	from	its	
own	side	–	although	in	reality	it	does	not	exist	in	this	way.	At	the	same	time	that	
conceptual	mind	is	valid	since	it	comprehends	its	object.	Therefore	both	the	
Lower	schools	and	the	MW	Consequence	school	posit	a	common	locus	for	valid	
and	mistaken	awareness.		
	
Therefore	a	mind	is	not	classified	as	wrong	simply	due	to	its	appearing	object.	As	
we	have	just	seen	conception	can	be	valid	in	terms	of	its	appearing	object.	For	
example	the	conception	realizing	‘vase’	is	valid	in	terms	of	comprehending	vase,	
but	mistaken	due	to	the	appearing	object	of	the	generic	image	of	the	vase.	It	is	
just	mistaken	–	it	is	not	wrong	awareness.	So	“mistaken”	is	not	the	same	as		
“wrong.”	
However,	if	awareness	is	mistaken	in	terms	of	its	engaged	object	that	is	the	
object	it	apprehends	and	holds,	it	becomes	wrong.		
If	awareness	is	mistaken	in	terms	of	its	appearing	object,	it	is	just	mistaken	[not	
wrong.]	
	
The	definition	of	wrong	awareness	for	the	Lower	schools	[from	the	MW	
Autonomy	schools	and	below]	is:	“cognition	mistaken	in	terms	of	its	assessed	
object.”	
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If	you	say	“mistaken	in	terms	of	its	assessed	object”,	“mistaken	in	terms	of	its	
apprehended	object”,	or	“mistaken	in	terms	of	its	engaged	object”	–	the	meaning	
is	the	same.		
For	the	MW	Consequence	school,	any	awareness	in	the	mindstream	of	a	sentient	
being	is	necessarily	mistaken,	in	terms	of	its	assessed	object.	This	is	pervasive	
because	although	the	object	does	not	truly	exist,	it	appears	as	truly	existent	
every	time.	Therefore,	for	the	MW	Consequence	school,	wrong	awareness	can	
not	be	posited	merely	from	the	perspective	of	mistake	in	terms	of	the	
assessed/apprehended/engaged	object.	An	awareness	is	posited	as	wrong	if	
valid	awareness	that	has	a	mode	of	apprehension	directing	opposing	its	mode	of	
apprehension,	exists.	Therefore	this	schools	goes	a	bit	deeper.				
	
We	now	continue	with	our	text.		
	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B1C-2B2	Dispute	investigating	many	instants	be	generated	
serially	
	
We	are	now	looking	at	the	second	option	of	generation	through	many	instants.		
The	first	possibility	was	generation	[of	enlightenment]	through	many	instants	[of	
bodhichitta]	that	are	generated	simultaneously.	We	have	dealt	with	that.	Now	we	
are	looking	at	the	possibility	of	generation	through	many	instants	that	are	
generated	serially.		
	
In	order	to	indicate	the	second,	[Haribhadra’s	Clear	Meaning]	says:	
	

Accomplishing	the	highest	enlightenment	of	an	unsurpassable	
buddha,	[from]	the	close	placement	of	mindfulness	and	so	forth	
through	the	eighteen	unmixed	qualities	of	a	buddha,	those	entities	
will	be	realized	arising	serially;	also	it	is	not	through	merely	many	
former	and	latter	minds	because	as	soon	as	one	arises,	the	former,	
just	without	accompanying,	disintegrates,	thus	there	is	not	mutual	
relation.	

	
We	are	looking	at	the	causes	that	accomplish	enlightenment.	These	are	the	
three	types	of	awareness	–	Base	awareness,	Path	awareness,	and	Omniscience.	
The	text	indicates	these	by	naming	the	first	item	of	Base	awareness,	namely	the	4	
close	placements	of	mindfulness.	The	words	and	“so	forth”	indicate	all	
remaining	aspects	of	Base	awareness,	Path	awareness	and	Omniscience.	The	text	
says	“through	the	eighteen	unmixed	qualities	of	the	buddha”	that	is	the	last	
item	in	Omniscience.	Therefore	from	the	4	close	placements	up	to	the	18	
unmixed	qualities	of	a	buddha	we	have	the	complete	range	of	the	3	types	of	
awareness.	These	realizations	will	be	generated	serially,	in	stages.	Last	week	
also	we	explained	this	point	about	the	many	causes	that	establish	enlightenment	
–	that	is	all	aspects	of	the	3	types	of	awareness	and	the	4	types	of	preparation	–	
through	a	similar	quote	that	gave	us	the	range	of	the	causes.		
As	for	the	minds	that	is	the	mind	of	enlightenment,	bodhichitta,	and	includes	
both	conventional	and	ultimate	bodhichitta.	This	is	also	a	cause	that	produces	
enlightenment.	However	enlightenment	is	not	accomplished	by	many	former	and	
latter	minds.	The	reason	for	that	is	that	as	soon	as	one	arises	–that	one	is	a	
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latter	moment,	such	as	the	2nd	moment	–	the	former,	such	as	for	example	the	1st	
moment,	disintegrates	due	to	being	impermanent.	Therefore	the	former	and	
latter	moments	do	not	accompany	each	other,	or	in	other	words	do	not	co-exist,	
or	meet.	Thus	there	is	no	mutual	relation	between	the	former	and	latter	
moments	of	bodhichitta.		
	
Since	there	is	no	mutual	relation	[between	former	and	latter	moments],	they	
cannot	produce	any	result,	in	our	case	any	realization,	or	enlightenment,	because	
they	do	not	aid	or	benefit	each	other.	This	is	because	when	the	2nd	moment	is	[in	
the	process	of	being]	generated,	the	1st	moment	has	been	destroyed.	This	leaves	
us	only	with	the	2nd	moment	and	that	single	moment	is	not	capable	of	
establishing	supreme	enlightenment.	Also	when	the	1st	moment	is	present,	it	is	
only	a	single	moment	because	at	that	time	the	2nd	moment	has	not	been	
generated	yet.	Again	through	the	strength	or	potency	of	a	single	moment	we	
cannot	establish	enlightenment.		
	
Meaning	of	the	text	
	
It	is	claimed,	“It	follows	that	the	production	of	enlightenment	by	the	
conventional	and	ultimate	minds	of	enlightenment	of	the	time	of	the	path	is	
infeasible	because	solely	the	former	instants	of	such	minds	are	not	suitable	
to	attain	enlightenment,	and	not	only	that,	solely	the	later	instants	of	such	
minds	are	not	suitable	to	attain	enlightenment.	This	in	turn	is	because	such	
former	and	later	minds	do	not	meet.”	
	
This	is	the	dispute	that	is	voiced	in	the	first	two	lines	(ab)	of	verse	4.58	of	the	
Ornament:	
	

Enlightenment	is	not	
By	an	earlier	mind,	nor	by	a	later	one.	
	

We	know	that	the	response	to	this	qualm	appears	in	the	following	two	lines	(cd)	
of	the	same	verse:		
	

Through	the	mode	of	the	analogy	of	an	oil	lamp,	
The	eight	aspects	of	profound	dharmata.	

	
Here	we	are	looking	at	the	meaning	of	the	dispute.	The	opponent	claims	that	
enlightenment	cannot	be	established.	They	say	it	is	infeasible	or	impossible	to	
be	produce.	Because	it	cannot	be	established	by	a	single,	separate,	former	
moment	of	the	mind	of	enlightenment	and	it	cannot	be	established	by	a	single,	
separate	later	moment	of	the	mind	of	enlightenment.	The	reason	is	because	
these	former	and	latter	moments	do	not	meet.	This	is	because	when	the	latter	
moment	is	present	the	former	has	ceased	and	when	the	former	moment	is	
present	the	latter	has	not	been	generated	yet,	since	it	is	a	future	event.			
	
[Debates	omitted.]	
{254}	
	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2	Response		
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2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2A.	Making	a	connection	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2B.	Root	text	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2C.	Commentary	

	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2A.	Making	a	connection	
	
The	subject,	the	two	lines	teaching	“Through	the	mode	of	analogy	of	an	oil-
lamp…”	(4.58c)	–	have	a	purpose	because	they	are	for	the	sake	of	indicating	
the	response	to	that,	since	the	dispute	“Through	generating	only	individual	
former	or	latter	instants	of	the	generated	mind	[of	enlightenment]	and	
many	former	and	latter	instants	together	and	serially,	if	enlightenment	will	
not	be	attained	by	many	that	have	been	accumulated	together,	then	
enlightenment	will	not	be	attained”	is	incorrect.	
	
To	make	the	above	connection,	[Haribhadra’s		Clear	Meaning]	says:	
	

That	is	incorrect.		
	
The	response	is	given	through	the	analogy	of	the	oil-lamp	that	appears	in	line	
4.58c	of	the	Ornament	that	says:	
	

Through	the	mode	of	the	analogy	of	the	oil	lamp	
	
The	analogy	of	the	oil	lamp	explains	how	the	wick	is	burned	through	former	and	
latter	moments	of	flame	that	are	interconnected.	This	analogy	helps	us	to	
understand	how	enlightenment	is	also	attained	through	former	and	latter	
moments	of	bodhichitta	that	are	interconnected.				
	
The	next	line	4.58d	of	the	Ornament	that	says:	
	

The	eight	aspects	of	profound	dharmata.		
	
Dharmata	refers	to	reality	or	emptiness.	These	eight	aspects	are	eight	profound	
realizations	of	emptiness	that	occur	in	the	path	of	meditation.	The	analogy	of	the	
oil	lamp	illustrates	two	things:	(a)	how	enlightenment	is	attained	through	former	
and	latter	moments	of	bodhichitta	and	also	(b)	how	the	eight	profound	
realizations	of	the	path	of	meditation	are	generated.		
	
The	two	lines	from	the	Ornament	4.58cd	“through	the	mode	of	the	
analogy…profound	dharmata”	have	a	purpose:	they	are	the	response	to	the	
dispute	that	someone	raises.	The	dispute	analyses	the	4	possible	modes	of	
production:		through	generating	(a)	only	individual	former	instants,	(b)	only	
individual	latter	instants,	(c)	many	former	and	latter	instants	together,	and	(d)	
many	former	and	latter	instants	generated	serially.	The	disputant	claims	that	if	
enlightenment	cannot	be	established	by	any	of	these	4	types	of	production	–	
two	types	of	production	in	terms	of	individual	instants	and	two	types	of	
production	in	terms	of	accumulated	instants	–	then	enlightenment	will	not	be	
attained.	The	two	lines	from	the	Ornament	are	a	response	establishing	that	the	
argument	is	incorrect.		To	make	the	connection	Haribhadra’s	text	says:	
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That	is	incorrect.		

	
Haribhadra	introduces	and	connects	with	this	point	by	commenting:	that	
dispute,	or	argument,	is	incorrect.		
	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2B.	Root	text	
	
Sutra	says:	
	

The	Bhagavan	said,	“Sumbhuti,	for	the	purpose	of	making	known	this	
very	meaning,	I	shall	teach	you	an	analogy;	with	this	analogy,	some	
wise	beings	will	fully	understand	the	meaning	through	the	analogy.	
Sumbhuti	what	do	you	think?	If	the	essence	will	be	burned	by	the	
burning	of	the	lamp	of	grain-oil,	will	the	essence	be	burnt	by	meeting	
the	first	flame?”…	
	

In	the	Sutra,	the	Buddha	discusses	this	issue	with	Sumbhuti.	The	Buddha	says:	
“for	the	sake	of	explaining	this	meaning	–	how	enlightenment	is	produced	
through	first	generating	bodhichitta	and	then	developing	further	familiarity	with	
it	–	I	will	teach	you	an	analogy.	Some	wise	beings	–	those	who	are	seeking	to	
understand	the	profound	meaning	of	how	enlightenment	is	produced	through	
bodhichitta	–	will	understand	the	meaning	through	this	analogy	of	the	oil	
lamp.	The	analogy	is	introduced	as	follows:	
If	the	essence	–	that	is	the	wick	–	will	be	burned	by	the	burning	of	the	oil	
lamp,	will	it	be	burned	by	meeting	the	first	flame?	The	ellipses	indicate	that	
we	are	do	not	have	the	entire	passage	here.	The	investigation	continues	with	
questions	such	as	“will	it	be	burned	by	not	meeting	the	first	flame?”	“will	it	be	
burned	by	meeting	many	moments	generated	simultaneously?	“will	it	be	burned	
by	meeting	many	moments	generated	serially?”	and	so	on.		
These	questions	are	there	to	make	it	known	that	the	wick	will	be	burned	by	
serial	moments	of	flames	that	mutually	rely	upon	each	other.		
	
{255}	
In	order	to	explain	the	meaning	of	this,	[Maitreya’s	Ornament	of	Clear	
Realization]	(stanza	4.58cd)	says:	
	

Through	the	mode	of	the	analogy	of	an	oil	lamp,	
The	eight	aspects	of	profound	dharmata.	
	

The	Ornament	teaches	how	enlightenment	is	produced	through	bodhichitta.	
Having	examined	the	four	possible	modes	of	production,	it	is	easy	to	see	that	the	
first	two	that	involve	individual,	that	is	separate,	single	moments	–	either	earlier	
or	latter	–	is	not	feasible.	This	leaves	us	with	the	last	two	that	involve	the	
accumulation	of	moments.	From	these	two,	the	accumulation	of	moments	that	
are	generated	simultaneously	has	been	proven	impossible.	This	leaves	us	only	
with	the	last	option:	generation	through	many	moments	that	are	generated	
serially.	However	just	this	is	not	enough:	these	serially	generated	moments	must	
also	have	a	mutual	relationship	so	that	former	and	latter	moments	meet	and	rely	
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upon	each	other.	If	they	do	not	rely	upon	each	other	they	are	not	capable	to	
produce	a	result.		
	
Although	the	opponent	says	that	production	is	not	possible	through	many	
moments	that	are	generated	serially,	we	say	that	that	production	is	possible	
through	many	moments	that	are	generated	serially	–	as	long	as	they	rely	upon	
each	other.	Although	enlightenment	is	not	produced	by	unrelated	moments,	it	is	
produced	by	many	moments	that	are	generated	serially,	as	long	as	former	and	
latter	moments	rely	upon	each	other.	This	type	of	production	is	taught	through	
the	analogy	of	the	butter	lamp:	single	moments	of	flames	cannot	burn	the	wick;	
many	moments	of	flames	will	not	be	generated	simultaneously;	however,	many	
moments	of	flames	that	are	serially	generated	and	rely	upon	each	other	have	the	
capacity	to	burn	down	the	wick.	The	generation	of	bodhichitta	in	the	mindstream	
of	sentient	beings	[and	its	ability	to	produce	enlightenment]	is	similar	to	this	
analogy.		
	
Question:	What	do	you	mean	by	“mutually	related”	moments	of	bodhichitta,	
Geshe-la?	
	
Reply:	‘Mutually	related’	indicates	that	we	generate	the	first	moment	of	
bodhichitta,	and	then	the	second,	third,	and	so	forth	and	these	moments	actually	
meet.	These	moments	are	serially	generated	and	connected	creating	a	
continuum.	In	this	way	the	potency	of	bodhichitta	increases.	As	long	as	you	keep	
generating	moments	of	bodhichitta	that	link	with	each	other,	the	force	of	your	
bodhichitta	increases.	That	increase	of	capacity	will	establish	the	result.		When	
you	only	have	the	first	single	moment	of	flame,	this	flame	touches	[or	meets	
with]	the	wick	but	it	does	not	burn	it	down.	But	as	you	generated	the	second,	
third,	and	latter	moments	of	flames	that	meet	with	each	other,	the	heat	
intensifies	and	the	potency	of	the	fire	increases,	so	that	eventually	it	has	the	
capacity	to	burn	down	the	entire	wick.	The	issue	here	is	that	of	increasing	the	
capacity.	If	you	have	unrelated	moments	there	is	no	increase	of	the	capacity.	The	
increase	of	capacity	comes	from	the	connection	and	reliance	of	latter	moments	
upon	the	earlier	ones.	If	you	had	no	earlier	moments	to	connect	with	and	rely	
upon,	you	would	not	be	able	to	increase	the	capacity.		
	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2C.	Commentary	
	
In	order	to	explain	this	by	means	of	the	meaning	of	the	words,	
[Haribhadra’s		Clear	Meaning]	says:	
	

It	is	just	as	in	the	first	instant	of	the	meeting	of	the	flame	and	
essence…	

	
This	is	the	beginning	of	the	paragraph	of	Haribhadra’s	Clear	Meaning	that	
appears	below.	Since	we	are	in	the	section	of	Commentary,	we	refer	to	
Haribhadra’s	commentary.		
	
With	respect	to	the	meanings	of	the	root	and	the	commentaries,	there	are	
two:	
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2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2C-1	Actual	meaning	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2C-2	The	way	in	which	it	illustrates	further	topics	

	
This	second	outline	is	there	to	indicate	that	the	analogy	of	the	butter	lamp	also	
illustrates	how	the	profound	realizations	of	the	path	of	meditation	are	generated.	
The	example	of	the	oil	lamp	indicates	two	different	things:	(a)	it	exemplifies	how	
many	moments	of	bodhichitta	in	the	mindstreams	of	sentient	beings	will	
produce	enlightenment,	but	(b)	it	also	exemplifies	how	the	eight	profound	
realization	of	the	path	of	meditation	are	produced.	These	realizations	are	also	
produced	through	serially	generated	former	and	latter	moments	that	connect	
and	rely	upon	each	other.	Through	mutual	relation,	the	potency	of	the	[early]	
realizations	increases	and	as	a	result	the	eight	profound	realizations	of	
emptiness	are	generated.			
	
2A1B-2B2B-2B3B-1C2B-2B2C-1	Actual	meaning	
	
[Maitreya’s	Ornament	of	Clear	Realization]	(stanza	4.58c)	says:	
	

Through	the	mode	of	the	analogy	of	an	oil	lamp,		
	
And	[Haribhadra’s	Clear	Meaning]	explains:	
	

Just	as	in	the	first	instant	of	contact	of	the	flame	and	essence,	because	
[the	two]	do	not	create	and	distinctive	[ability	to	burn	the	wick]	since	
they	are	mutually	produced	by	their	own	causes	[in]	simultaneous	
contact,	without	the	second	instant	the	characteristics	of	cause	and	
effect	–	what	acts	to	burn	and	what	is	burned	–	do	not	exist.	Similarly,	
also	in	the	second	instant	[when]	the	flame	and	the	essence	bearing	a	
distinctive	[ability]	is	produced,	because,	since	it	would	[absurdly]	
follow	that	it	will	always	exist	and	so	forth,	without	the	first	instant	it	
will	not	arise	even	conventionally…	

	
It	begins	with	the	words	“just	as”	which	introduce	the	analogy	of	the	oil	lamp.	
Just	as	in	the	case	of	the	oil	lamp,	when	the	1st	moment	does	not	rely	on	the	2nd	
moment,	there	is	not	potency	[not	enough	heat]	to	burn	the	wick.	What	acts	to	
burn	is	the	flame	–	that	is	the	cause	that	causes	burning	–	and	what	is	burned	is	
the	wick	–	that	is	the	burned	result.	Although	the	1st	moment	of	the	flame	comes	
in	contact	with	the	wick,	on	its	own	is	not	enough	to	burn	down	the	wick.	
Without	relying	on	the	second	instant	and	beyond,	it	lacks	the	characteristic	
of	being	the	cause	that	causes	burning.	Also	if	the	1st	moment	of	flame	is	
unrelated	to	the	following	moments,	the	wick	lacks	the	characteristic	of	the	
burned	result	[or	effect.]	
	
Although	the	flame	and	the	wick	are	mutually	produced	as	the	cause	[of	
burning]	and	the	[burned]	result	by	depending	upon	each	other,	at	this	point	
they	merely	come	in	contact.	Since	this	is	the	case,	the	distinctive	ability	to	
burn	the	wick	is	not	created.	It	is	just	the	first	moment,	so	all	it	can	do	is	to	
come	in	contact	with	the	wick	–	but	it	does	not	have	the	capacity	to	burn	it.			
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Similarly	if	the	second	instant	does	not	rely	upon	the	1st,	the	capacity	to	burn	
the	wick	will	be	missing,	just	as	it	is	the	case	of	the	single	and	unrelated	1st	
moment	that	we	have	just	explained.		
If	the	2nd	moment	exists	without	relying	on	the	1st	moment,	then	it	becomes	
causeless	[since	the	1st	moment	is	the	cause	of	the	2nd	moment.]	The	unwanted	
consequence	of	that	is	that	it	would	absurdly	follow	that	it	would	always	
exist.	In	other	words	it	would	be	an	eternal	flame,	always	burning	without	
depending	on	fuel	as	its	cause.	The	words	“and	so	forth”	introduce	the	
remaining	equally	absurd	consequences	that	it	would	not	exist	at	all,	and	so	on.	
“Always”	here	indicates	“permanently”	–	so	it	would	either	permanently	exist	as	
a	burning	flame,	or	permanently	not	exist,	under	any	circumstances.	Without	its	
cause	–	the	1st	moment	–	the	2nd	moment	would	never	exist,	even	
conventionally.	If	you	accept	causeless	production,	the	result	becomes	
unrelated	to	its	cause.	This	goes	against	the	main	principle	that	the	result	is	
produced	in	relation	to	its	cause.	If	you	say	that	the	result	does	not	rely	on	its	
cause,	then	from	that	point	onward	you	could	say	whatever	comes	to	your	mind:	
it	will	be	eternal,	or	it	will	never	exist,	and	so	forth.	You	would	then	be	having	a	
production	of	anything	out	of	anything	[not	its	specific	cause]	or	out	of	nothing	
[causeless.]	But	all	these	would	be	absurd	consequences.		
	
WE	STOP	HERE.	


