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p.96: "The most important of these changes is the development of the idea that Enlightenment can be attained without meditation, by a process of intellectual analysis (technically known as pa––Œ, insight) alone."


	This sentence, which sets the tone for the rest of the chapter, is already marked by two serious flaws. The first is a conflation of two uses of the word "meditation" in a way that leads to inappropriate conclusions. In relation to Buddhist practice, "meditation" usually means the intensified focusing of the mind on a selected object or theme, aimed at reaching a heightened state of consciousness. Occasionally, however, scholars and translators use the word in a more circumscribed sense as a rendering for jhŒna. In the sentence just quoted (and often in the sequel), Gombrich merges these two meanings, and then, playing upon this ambivalence, argues that the approach to enlightenment which overrides or minimizes jhŒna is one Òwithout meditation.Ó This conclusion would not follow if jhŒna is not flatly identified with meditation in its entirety but is recognized for what it is, namely, an elevated meditative attainment in the domain of samŒdhi-bhŒvanŒ, the development of concentration. I am not aware of any sutta in the PŒli NikŒyas that explicitly admits the possibility of attaining enlightenment (i.e., arahantship) without some degree of jhŒna, but even the approach to enlightenment that appears to bypass jhŒna, the route of the Òdry insighterÓ admitted in the PŒli commentaries, does not propose that "Enlightenment can be attained without meditation." To the contrary, those who advocate this approach also hold that meditation, in the sense of sustained attention, plays a pivotal role from beginning to end. This route differs from the one that leads through the jhŒnas, not by omitting meditation, but by employing a type of meditation that does not aim at the jhŒnas but seeks to generate insight with the suppport of a minimal base of concentration. 


	This brings us to the second error in Gombrich's statement: his notion that pa––Œ is "a process of intellectual analysis" bereft of meditation. In its technical sense, pa––Œ might be defined as direct discernment of the fundamental truths of existence taught by the Buddha, particularly the three characteristics and the Four Noble Truths. "Insight" is not incorrect, though I personally prefer to reserve this word for vipassanŒ, for which it has long been the accepted rendering, and to use ÒwisdomÓ for pa––Œ, while recognizing that ÒwisdomÓ too is not quite to the mark. The crucial point is that pa––Œ, as a factor of the Buddhist path, is neither intellectual analysis nor a product of intellectual analysis but the direct discernment of the true nature of phenomena arisen through a deliberate process of development. This process is a type of meditation, namely, vipassanŒ-bhŒvanŒ, insight meditation, the contemplation of the five aggregates (or the six sense bases, etc.) in their immediate process of arising and vanishing. Such contemplation, which hinges on sustained attention to each immediate occasion of experience, leads to sufficiently powerful samŒdhi to allow for direct discernment of the three characteristics, dependent origination, and the Four Noble Truths. It is this direct discernment that is called pa––Œ.


	Thus the claim that enlightenment can be reached without previous development of jhŒna, by vipassanŒ, does not mean that it is attainable "by intellectual analysis, without meditation." It means, rather, that enlightenment is attainable by an alternative route to the one which proceeds through the jhŒnas, a route which necessarily includes meditation and issues in samŒdhi, but of a different kind than jhŒnic concentration. (This approach, as indicated above, is not explicitly acknowledged in the NikŒyas, but would have to be arrived at inferentially; it is in the Visuddhimagga and the commentaries that  mention is made of the sukkha-vipassaka or "dry-insighter," who reaches the supramundane paths and fruits Ð even arahantship Ð without mundane jhŒna. Even this meditator, however, necessarily acquires the supramundane jhŒna concomitant with the paths and fruits.


p.103, para.1: "The paragraph on 7 [the saddhŒnusŒr´] makes it obvious that the text of the paragraph on 5 [the saddhŒvimutta] is corrupt...."


	I'm not sure this is a valid inference. Both 4 and 5 are sekhas at a minimal level of sotŒpanna. The attainment of sotŒpatti comes about by gaining the "eye of Dhamma" (dhamma-cakkhu) with which one sees the Four Noble Truths. This in itself is an act of pa––Œ. Thus even the one "released by faith" actually attains sotŒpatti through pa––Œ. His approach differs from that of the di  hippatta in that he is motivated by faith and trust in the Buddha, while the di  hippatta is motivated by a desire for understanding. For this reason, though both become sekhas through an act of discernment, the pa––Œ of the saddhŒvimutta is not as sharp and incisive as that of the di  hippatta. I do, however, think that the definitions of the two types found in the NikŒyas are far preferable to those offered in the Puggala-pa––atti, which does not sufficiently emphasize the distinction between them. 


p.103, para. 2: Admittedly, it is odd that the fifth type of person is called saddhŒvimutta when he is not actually released. Perhaps vimutta here does service for parimutta. The stream-enterer (and higher sekha) is said to be parimutta, "freed," from the hells, the animal realm, and the sphere of ghosts (SN V,376Ð77). Alternatively, vimutta may be an old corruption of adhimutta. In the Skt Buddhist tradition, some recensions of the texts designate this person as §raddhŒdhimukta, "resolved through faith," and this avoids the apparent contradiction of the PŒli version.


	There is no serious problem in the fact that those who attain the eight vimokkha are not necessarily "released" in the sense of being arahants. The first seven vimokkha are temporary emancipations of mind, called vimokkha because they release the mind from such constricting states as the five hindrances, etc.; attainment of them does not imply permanent release from the Œsava, the hallmark of arahantship. The eighth vimokkha, too, "the cessation of perception and feeling," though different in character from the others, is a "deliverance" in a similar sense, i.e., in that it frees the mind temporarily from the constriction inherent in perception and feeling. See the distinction between samaya-vimokkha (temporary deliverance) and asamaya-vimokkha (permanent deliverance) at Pa is IIÊ40. Though this text is certainly late, it simply formalizes a distinction often made in the NikŒyas. The ubhatobhŒgavimutta arahant has both constant access to the eight deliverances and permanent release from all the Œsava, the latter guaranteeing his subsequent release from future becoming. The kŒyasakkhi can have seven vimokkha (even all eight in the case of certain anŒgŒm´s) without being released as an arahant.


pp.103-105: This text (AN IVÐ74-79) is an interesting variant on the common list of seven, but I think it would be premature to conclude that the change in the seventh person Ð from saddhŒnusŒr´ to animittavihŒr´ Ð was introduced by some mischievous monks keen to upgrade samŒdhi at the expense of saddhŒ. The "signless concentration" (animitta-samŒdhi) is by no means "synonymous with the 'formless releases,'Ê" not even "approximately so." True, it is usually placed after the fourth Œruppa, but the structure of meditative states precludes the idea that it follows the base of neither-perception-nor-non-perception in the scale of mental unification. The commentaries identify it as the concentration connected with powerful insight (balavavipassanŒ-samŒdhi); they derive the name from the fact that this concentration is "free from the 'signs' of permanence and so forth" (i.e., from the four "distortions" of permanence, pleasure, beauty, and self). Though a full-scale paper might be needed to clarify the meaning of this samŒdhi according to the suttas and commentaries, the commentarial explanation seems plausible. The commentary to our text says that the Buddha here shows the seventh person, the saddhŒnusŒr´, by way of the practitioner of powerful insight. While this explanation may sound contrived, I find it more cogent than the suggestion that the text has been tampered with by meddlesome monks. We might note that this is the only place where this variation occurs, and it might have been made for a special purpose. Venerable MahŒ-moggallŒna (to whom the explanation is given in the sutta) himself attained the animittasamŒdhi before reaching arahantship (SN IVÊ268Ð69), and thus the Buddha may have introduced this variation expressly for this reason.


pp.105-107: Gombrich misses the point of the sutta at AN IÊ118-20; in fact, he mistranslates the PŒli of the Buddha's reply and then uses this incorrect rendering as the premise for his conclusions. The three elders disagree over which of the three types of disciple is superior: the kŒyasakkh´, the di  hippatta, or the saddhŒvimutta. They consult the Buddha, who says that one cannot make a categorical pronouncement because either of the three might be "one practising the way to arahantship" (arahattŒya pa ipanno) while the other two might be once-returners or non-returners. Now these three types embrace a range of sekha from the stream-enterer to the one practising the way to arahantship, i.e., one at the stage immediately preceding arahantship. Thus the saddhŒvimutta might be "one on the way to arahantship" while the other two might be several notches below; and so for the other two types.


	It is not the case, as Gombrich states (p.106), that "those three types may all be arahants." By definition none of them can be arahants. At the most they may be "practising the way to arahantship," which is higher than non-returning but still short of arahantship. When they become arahants they will do so either as ubhatobhŒgavimutta or as pa––Œvimutta. Presumably, the kŒyasakkh´ becomes the former, and the other two become the latter, though if the other two develop the formless deliverances (Œruppa-vimokkha) before reaching arahantship they attain the final goal as ubhatobhŒgavimutta. (The scheme leaves no room for a saddhŒvimutta arahant, and it does seem a bit strange that one who starts off motivated by saddhŒ should wind up as an arahant through pa––Œ. Further, though the tradition never explicitly acknowledges this, it seems that by developing the formless deliverances before reaching arahantship both the saddhŒvimutta and the di  hippatta can "cross over" categories and become kŒyasakkh´, and thus reach arahantship as ubhatobhŒgavimutta; it is a moot question whether, through change of character or approach, the saddhŒvimutta and di  hippatta are convertible into one another.)


pp.107-10: This whole section on the dhammŒnusŒr´ and the saddhŒnusŒr´ is governed by a questionable methodological premise: namely, that one can prove one's thesis simply by labelling as a later interpolation any text that contradicts it. There are simply too many texts, in all four NikŒyas, distinguishing between the dhammŒnusŒr´ and the saddhŒnusŒr´ for there to be any serious doubt about the antiquity of this distinction; indeed, I can find no reason to doubt that it stems from the Buddha himself. The monks would never on their own introduce such fundamental distinctions by placing them in the Buddha's mouth. (Given the history of Buddhism I know that sounds naive, but in this case I think it true.) In MN 22 and MN 34 there is no need to distinguish the two types of disciple, for what is relevant here is what they have in common, namely, that they are both at the stage that precedes stream-entry. In other places, where fuller doctrinal analysis is called for, separate explanations of the two terms is appropriate. 


	It is not correct to say that "the saddhŒnusŒr´ is positively defined mainly by the fact that he 'only has faith in and affection for the TathŒgata'" (p.110). This type of disciple is also defined positively by his possession of the five spiritual faculties (pa–c'indriyŒni). It seems that -matta here is not adequately rendered by "only"; something like "sufficient" or "a measure of" would be more fitting. Endowment with the five faculties indicates that the saddhŒnusŒr´  cannot be the same as the last type of disciple in the Alaggadèpama Sutta. In the suttas the five faculties are not assignable to anyone below the level of saddhŒnusŒr´. It is by possessing these five faculties that the saddhŒnusŒr´ and dhammŒnusŒr´ are said to be "assured of enlightenment" (sambodhiparŒyana), but such assurance is never given to one who simply has faith in and devotion to the TathŒgata.


	One informative reference overlooked by Gombrich is SN VÊ377. This sutta is significant because it appends the two kinds of anusŒr´, with their formal definitions, to the familiar fourfold list of noble disciples (from arahants down to stream-enterers) rather than placing them among the seven types of noble persons. In this respect it conforms to the pattern set by MNÊ22 and MNÊ34, which Gombrich appeals to for support, yet it shows that even within this pattern the two kinds of anusŒr´ are to be distinguished.


p.110: The contrast drawn here between "the Buddha's statement in AN I,118-120" and "the compiler of this list" (in MNÊ70) rests on the misinterpretation of the AN text pointed out above. There is no reason to doubt that "the compiler of this list" is the Blessed One.


p.112: "The compounds cetovimutti and pa––Œvimutti ... have the same reference": This is so when they occur together, in which case they jointly denote arahantship (or, more precisely, the fruition attainment of arahantship). But cetovimutti can occur without pa––Œvimutti, in which case it usually denotes a lower, temporary release, attained through the power of samŒdhi Ð except when qualified as akuppŒ cetovimutti, which is effectively the same as cetovimutti pa––Œvimutti, i.e., arahantship.


p.113: The distinction drawn at MN IÊ437 seems to be unique to this passage. The usual distinction is between ubhatobhŒgavimutta and pa––Œvimutta. The MN Comy explains cetovimuttino and pa––Œvimuttino in a way that does not exactly correspond to the former distinction, indicating that the latter dichotomy is drawn on the basis of the faculty that was given prominence in attaining arahantship. Thus, presumably, the distinction between cetovimutt´ and pa––Œvimutt´ can apply to both ubhatobhŒgavimutta arahants and pa––Œvimutta arahants. Though there will be a tendency for one who is cetovimutt´ to become ubhatobhŒgavimutta and for one who is pa––Œvimutt´ to become pa––Œvimutta, this tendency is not absolute. MN Comy explains that SŒriputta was pa––Œvimutt´ and MoggallŒna cetovimutt´, because the former placed emphasis on pa––Œ and the latter on samŒdhi. Yet both were ubhatobhŒgavimutta, as they both had mastery over the eight vimokkha. One with powerful samŒdhi who gains the fourth jhŒna and then attains arahantship without mastering the formless attainments would presumably be cetovimutt´ without being ubhatobhŒgavimutta.


p.115: I am doubtful that the third and fourth views can stand up under scrutiny as positions legitimatized by the suttas. The texts are always clear that "meditation [taken as jhŒna] on its own can never achieve Enlightenment"; for that, all three stages are required, s´la, samŒdhi, and pa––Œ. On the other hand, jhŒna is included in sammŒ-samŒdhi, as a factor of the Noble Eightold Path, which implies that it cannot be entirely dispensed with. The difficult question is to what extent jhŒna is required in the preliminary portion of the path leading up to the truly noble eightfold way (ariya –Œya). It is over this question that expositors offer different opinions. The prevalent view of the authorized commentaries is that mundane jhŒna is not indispensable; for certain persons, the practice of insight meditation on its own engenders a degree of concentration sufficient to give rise to the transcendent path. The transcendent path always occurs at the level of jhŒna, in the case of the "dry insighter" at the level of the first jhŒna. 


	This issue is too complex to discuss at length within the scope of these notes. What can be indicated briefly is this: In the NikŒyas, the sequence of s´la, samŒdhi, pa––Œ indicates the order in which the training is perfected. The stream-enterer and once-returner perfect s´la, the non-returner perfects samŒdhi, the arahant perfects pa––Œ. Each stage also serves as a basis for the next, so that pa––Œ is not possible without a supporting base of samŒdhi. But meditators fall into two main types as determined by the sequence in which they develop the path (which also seems to correspond to the extent to which they perfect it). There are those who develop samatha first and later fulfil vipassanŒ (the classical paradigm), and those who develop vipassanŒ first and later fulfil samatha (the variant). There are also those who develop samatha to a superlative degree (mastery over the four jhŒnas, attainment of the Œruppa deliverances), and those who develop only a minimal base of samatha (access concentration being the bottom line according to the commentaries). It is an open question, unresolvable by appeal to the texts, whether there is a close correlation between sequence followed and degree of mastery (i.e., whether those who develop samatha first necessarily go on to gain a high degree of mastery over it, or whether those who develop samatha afterwards do not go on to gain such mastery).


p.117: "... cetovimutti and pa––Œvimutti cannot but refer to the same thing": see my note to p.112 above.


	"The expression cittaµ vimuccati and cetovimutti are ... nothing but the verbal and nominal transformations of each other": This is so only verbally (or nominally!), but not in actuality. In the passage Gombrich quotes from the SŒma––aphala Sutta (on the attainment of arahantship) what is said is that the mind is released from the Œsava; only in this case can cetovimutti be taken as ultimate and irreversible release. But there are other types of cetovimutti in which the mind is not released from the Œsava. The four brahma-vihŒra, for example, are called cetovimutti because they release the mind (temporarily) from the opposed states (ill will in the case of mettŒ, cruelty in the case of karuöŒ, etc.). See the discussion of the different types of cetovimutti at MN IÊ297-98. Admittedly, this sutta has a "scholastic" flavour, but the clarifications it offers refer to technical expressions that occur throughout the canon. The anŒsava-cetovimutti comes about through the instrumentality of pa––Œ, conjoined of course with sufficient samŒdhi, which is why it is also called cetovimutti pa––Œvimutti. The other kinds of cetovimutti are realized through their own efficient causes (all based primarily on samŒdhi); but because they do not come about through the efficacy of pa––Œ they are not final and invincible.


p.118: The "later, scholastic interpretation" (sic) would have no difficulty at all, let alone "enormous difficulty," with the concluding statement of the Buddha's first sermon. Here the Buddha speaks of akuppŒ cetovimutti; in the textual tradition, as I have already pointed out, this expression always denotes arahantship, and thus its occurrence cannot justify the idea that cetovimutti without qualifications might signify arahantship. Moreover, the Buddha had just stated that he claimed to have realized supreme enlightenment only after he had fully purified his knowledge and vision regarding the Four Noble Truths in their three turns and twelve aspects, so this serves to fulfil the pa––Œ component of his attainment of release.


	There is, moreover, no "worse trouble for the later (sic) interpretation" with the closing passage of the Anattalakkhaöa Sutta; for there, again, it is release from the Œsava that is spoken of. The context makes it clear that this is the supreme cetovimutti, not a cetovimutti of a lesser kind. Thus there is no justification for insisting that the contrast between cetovimutti and pa––Œvimutti was something that arose after the time of the Buddha and got inserted into the texts by scholastic monks. The contrast that does run consistently through the PŒli Canon, too frequently to be regarded as an interpolation, is that between temporary cetovimutti, denoting an attainment of samŒdhi, and final, permanent cetovimutti, denoting arahantship. The temporary cetovimutti can be of various kinds Ð mettŒcetovimutti, appamŒöacetovimutti, su––atacetovimutti, etc. Ð and can even be attained by non-Buddhist ascetics (see MN IÊ156,30-31). The final cetovimutti is exclusive to the arahants, and is known variously as akuppŒ cetovimutti, cetovimutti pa––Œvimutti, and asamayavimutti (see MN IÊ197). 


p.121, 2nd para.: The discussion at DN IIÊ68-69 does not imply that the monk "has been through all the stages of meditation." We should note that the Buddha refers to these states as "the seven stations of consciousness and the two planes." From the text it is clear enough that the terms refer to planes of existence, i.e., abodes of sentient beings, rather than to meditational levels. True, apart from the first, the other planes are achieved through meditation. But they are achieved as planes of rebirth produced by the meditative attainments, not as the meditative states themselves. I would understand the passage to mean that the monk has reflectively examined all these planes by way of their origin and passing away, their gratification, danger, and the escape from them. Seeing that they are all impermanent and insecure, he has become disenchanted with them and has lost all desire to be reborn in any of them. Thus it remains plausible that he does not enter into all the meditative levels, even though his reflection extends to all their corresponding planes. The passage says nothing about the meditative skills of this monk, but since he is contrasted with the ubhatobhŒgavimutta arahant we can deduce that he does not have mastery over the formless vimokkha. He may well have achieved all four mundane jhŒnas or (if we accept the commentarial idea of the dry-insight arahant) none at all.


	I also think the explanation of the pa––Œvimutta arahant given here should not be considered an alternative to the one in MNÊ70, on the same level of authoritativeness as the latter. The explanation at MNÊ70 is the formal, technically precise one, the explanation at DN IIÊ68Ð70 a variant introduced to conform to the theme of the discourse, namely, the causal basis of the rebirth process. The Buddha here subordinates the formal definition to the theme of the discourse in order to show how the pa––Œvimutta is released from rebirth in all realms of becoming. 


p.122: The three suttas at AN IVÊ451Ð53 seem to be engaging in a kind of word play. I would say that here even the term nippariyŒyena is being used in a pariyŒyena mode. In this context it does not mean "literally," or "technically definitive" but "soteriologically ultimate," paramattha in the suttanta sense of "pertaining to the final goal." The definitive explanations of the terms are those found at MNÊ70 Ð "definitive" because they stem from a more authoritative source (a lengthy sutta spoken by the Buddha) and because they draw out the distinctions implicit in the terms themselves.


pp.123-27: Even though the PŒli Sus´ma Sutta may be the reworking of an older text, the sutta does not propose any doctrinal point at odds with the NikŒyas. First, however, a small quibble: The Buddha does not say, "if you know the way things are ... you know nirvŒna." He says, "First comes knowledge of the way things are, afterwards comes knowledge of nirvŒna." The two kinds of knowledge are not the same. The former is insight knowledge, the latter the knowledge of the transcendent path. Insight knowledge need not issue in the path but will do so only if brought to a sufficient level of maturity.


	Now for my weightier objection: At p.125 (bottom) the monks do not admit "that they have no meditative accomplishments." They say only that they do not have the five abhi––Œ and the Œruppa vimokkha, the super-knowledges and the formless deliverances. When they justify their claim to arahantship by saying that they are pa––Œvimutta, if we stick to the sutta itself this does not exclude the possibility that they attain the jhŒnas, even all four jhŒnas. All that is established when they declare themselves pa––Œvimutta is that they are not ubhatobhŒgavimutta; in other words, they are not so proficient in samŒdhi that they attain the formless releases and the super-powers. Thus there is no contradiction between this sutta and the definition of pa––Œvimutta at MNÊ70; in fact, the two are perfectly consistent with each other. A similar distinction is made among arahants at AN IIÊ87: the puö¶ar´ka ascetic is the pa––Œvimutta arahant; the paduma ascetic the ubhatobhŒgavimutta.


	The Comy to the Sus´ma Sutta introduces a new idea by stating that these monks are "without jhŒna, dry insighters" (nijjhŒnakŒ sukkha-vipassakŒ). The text itself gives no hint of this, nor does any other sutta speak of such a class of arahants. But even this does not mean that they have attained enlightenment without meditating, or that pa––Œvimutti has undergone "redefinition ... to exclude meditation." According to the position of the commentaries all it means is that they have reached enlightenment through the "vehicle of bare insight meditation" (suddhavipassanŒyŒna), a strenuous system of meditation practice that does not rely upon the jhŒnas but proceeds directly to the bare contemplation of the five aggregates in their immediate process of becoming. While this system is not explicitly recognized in the canon, its proponents point to the Satipa  hŒna Sutta as its original source, a claim that sounds plausible. This, however, is not the place to explore the question whether the system of bare insight meditation can be legitimated by the canon.


pp.127-29: Gombrich (perhaps too La Vallee Poussin before him) has seriously misunderstood the discussion between the Venerables Mus´la, NŒrada, and Savi  ha at SN IIÊ115-18 (12:68). There is no contradiction, or even tension, between the views of Mus´la and NŒrada. Mus´la has answered all Savi  ha's questions truthfully, and Savi  ha's inference that he is an arahant is correct. However, Savi  ha draws this inference on the basis of a wrong assumption, and this is the main point of the sutta. He assumes that the defining mark of arahantship is understanding the chain of dependent origination and the proposition that "the cessation of becoming is nirvŒna." The point that NŒrada is making when he answers all the questions in the same way that Musi´la had, yet declares that he is not an arahant, is not that pa––Œ on its own is insufficient and must be conjoined with samŒdhi; this would be a common understanding that Mus´la and NŒrada share, and no doubt Musi´la did have that samŒdhi. The point NŒrada is making is that the direct discernment of all these items (the chain of dependent origination and the nature of NibbŒna) is the defining characteristic of the sekha, the disciple from the stage of stream-entry through the one on the path to arahantship. The arahant is distinguished from the sekha in that he not only sees these principles with pa––Œ, but has carried this vision through to the point where all defilements have been eradicated. This gives him access to the personal meditative experience of NibbŒna, in which he can "touch NibbŒna with the body." The sekha understands all this, but because he has not yet succeeded in eliminating all the defilements he cannot enter this meditative state, which is identical with the cetovimutti pa––Œvimutti spoken of elsewhere. The sekha may well have access to a wide variety of lesser attainments in the field of cetovimutti, but these are not meditative abidings in the experience of NibbŒna.


	The Venerable NŒrada does not interpret pa––Œ "in the narrow sense of intellection without a deeper, experiential realization," nor would he deny that pa––Œ is an adequate method for achieving enlightenment, as Gombrich supposes (p.129); in fact, he would approve this, though of course he would also maintain that a base of samŒdhi is necessary for pa––Œ to be effective. What he holds is that possession of this pa––Œ Ð even as "a deeper, experiential realization" Ð is not determinative of arahantship. The direct discernment of the chain of dependent origination, etc., is a common property of the sekha and the arahant and thus cannot be used to distinguish them. What distinguishes the arahant from the sekha is the maturation of this pa––Œ, the fact that he has used his insight to eliminate all defilements, a task in which the sekha is still engaged. (I might also point out that Gombrich trivializes the notion of pa––Œ found in the suttas when he compares it to the kind of knowledge that a student of Buddhism might acquire by studying dependent origination for her exams.)


	This same point that NŒrada makes is made elsewhere in the NikŒyas. For instance, at SN IIÊ48 the chief disciple SŒriputta explains that one who sees origination through nutriment, etc., and is practising for cessation is a sekha; one who, having seen this, has released the mind from clinging is an arahant. Again, at MN IÊ235 the Buddha teaches Saccaka that one who sees the anattŒ nature of the five aggregates is a disciple engaged in the proper practice of the Teaching (i.e., a sekha); one who, having seen this, has released the mind from clinging is an arahant. The sekha has gained the vision of the Dhamma; he has seen the truth as a matter of direct personal experience. But for him that vision has not yet been fully applied for its intended purpose: disenchantment, dispassion, and cessation (nibbidŒ virŒga nirodha). He has not yet succeeded in eradicating craving and clinging. This comes about only when the vision attained at stream-entry has been developed to its consummation, the unique achievement of the arahant.


pp.129-30: The tevijjŒ and the six abhi––Œ are mentioned often enough in the NikŒyas. The only thing "mysterious" about SN IÊ191 is that the monks who attain these qualities here come to constitute distinct classes of arahants, additional to the two standard types at MNÊ70. Since these attainments require a high degree of proficiency in samŒdhi, we might assume they are subsets within the class of ubhatobhŒgavimutta arahants; but as the suttas often mention the fourth jhŒna as their basis, it seems even possible that the highest grade of pa––Œvimutta arahants, i.e., those with mastery of the fourth jhŒna but no Œruppa attainments, might qualify for tevijja or chaÂabhi––a. What we can know for certain is that those with mastery in samŒdhi do not attain arahantship merely by the power of samŒdhi but require pa––Œ as the direct instrument of liberation. Hence the "two alternatives" theory cannot stand up under scrutiny. The real two alternatives are those who develop a high degree of samŒdhi and then, with the support of this samŒdhi, develop pa––Œ, and those who make pa––Œ the "burden" of their development but who also cultivate samŒdhi to the extent necessary for pa––Œ to arise. 


pp.130-31: At first glance the sutta at AN IIIÊ355Ð56 seems to testify to a real debate among the monks about the best way (or only way) to attain NibbŒna. Gombrich does not dwell on the key expression in the description of the dhammayogŒ monks: gambh´raµ atthapadaµ, which he renders "the profound goal of truth." I am not sure this rendering is correct. Perhaps "a profound state of meaning" would be more accurate, or "a profound and pithy point," or even "a meaningful phrase," with reference to a text. At AN IIÊ189,14, atthapada clearly means a verbal statement. At AN IVÊ362,2 it is ambiguous, as here. AN Comy explains the present text: "Profound state of meaning: the recondite, hidden meaning of the aggregates, elements, sense bases, etc. They see it by penetrating it with path-wisdom together with insight. In this passage the wisdom of comprehension (= insight) and penetration (= the path), as well as (the wisdom) of study and inquiry, are all appropriate."


	If we consider this sutta carefully, however, we would see that while it shows that the two groups of monks followed different approaches to the goal, it still does not establish that they held serious disagreements in principle about the way to attain it. It seems that the monks in each group had taken to their respective group because it suited their personal temperament, and their mutual recriminations arose from the friction that is often generated whenever groups based on temperamental differences come together. In fact, the arguments that MahŒcunda uses to reconcile the two groups suggest that they were in fundamental agreement about the way to enlightenment. The dhammayoga monks immediately recognize that the meditators are those who can dwell touching the deathless element with their bodies, while the meditators recognize that the dhammayoga monks can penetrate and see a profound state of meaning. Neverthless, I agree with Gombrich that the emergence of such a division in the ranks of the Sangha is evidence that this sutta is relatively late.
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