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I've  been  talking,  I  think  in  some  detail,  about  this  one  word  "Do  道 "  --  a  Way.

Yesterday I said that, according to Buddhism and especially in Tathagata Zen we understand that

to mean the Dharma activity.  And in Buddhism, especially in Tathagata Zen, we say that the

Dharma activity is acting will-lessly.  

If there could be some way that was acting with will, then that way would not be the

Dharma activity itself.  The "Do" spoken of in Buddhism, the "Way" spoken of in Buddhism

therefore, is a will-less activity that  never can be made an object of.  

We people cannot make an object of the True Way, the Dharma activity.  No matter what

wonderfully sounding words you use to describe the way, if you are still coming from the "I am"

point of view then you are not speaking of the Buddhist way. 

Therefore Nansen's teacher, Baso, when he was asked "What is the way?" he said: "It is

not a thing, it is not a way, it is not mind."  Nansen really got that teaching.  He really received

Baso's teaching and he lived his whole life with the attitude that understood that the way is a

will-less activity.  

As I was speaking about yesterday, when Nansen heard Joshu's question, he understood

right away that Joshu was taking the "Way" as an object.  That's why we can understand that

Joshu was just a kid; still was not very accomplished in his practice when he asked this question.

Joshu's question was just like asking something like "What is God?" or "What is Buddha?"  And

Nansen knew right away if he answered an answer like "God, or Buddha is never in the objective

world"  Joshu at this point would never have understood him.  So he gave rise to a great heart of

kindness and answered in a different way that Joshu maybe could understand.  

Even scholars often say things like that. They say "God is not in the objective world".
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But it all depends on the standpoint of the person speaking.  If the person speaking is still fixated

in an "I am" self, even though they may say those words, their God would be in the objective

world.  

But we must teach in some way that points to the reality that God is not in the objective

world.  So where is God, if God is not in the objective world?  God is also not in the subjective

world.  God is in the world where both objective and subjective have been annihilated.  

But that explanation also if it is given from the point of the "I am" self, is not the true

explanation of God. 

Therefore Baso also taught that when it comes to truly explaining God, the only way to

truly teach about God is to appeal to your own experience.  And then to demonstrate with your

action exactly as you have experienced.  

What about a loving couple?  What about a  married couple who have faith in each other,

where the husband faces the wife and says, "I believe in you, I have faith in you"?  And likewise

the wife says to the husband "I believe in you, I have faith in you".  What about that heart of

faith?  Where is that heart of faith?  Is it in the subjective world, or is it in the objective world?  

When we say "I love you",  "Yes, I love you too", that kind of love is not true love, that

kind of love is still standing up in the world where we are saying "I love YOU", in the world of

the object and the subject.  In a life of a truly loving couple, it's not necessary to say you have

faith in each other.  

 Getting back to Nansen and Joshu, when Joshu asked "What  is  the Way?"  Nansen

replied "Ordinary Mind is  the way."  Of course,  if you are studying this  koan, you have to

understand "Ordinary mind is the Way" to mean the Dharma activity.  You have to understand

"Ordinary mind" to mean a will-less activity.  If you understand the Dharma activity to be will-

less, then you can understand "Ordinary mind" to be will-less as well.  

But then Joshu comes up with some more thinking.  And he continues and says:  "Shall I

try to seek after it?"  That means shall I use my will in order to investigate it, shall I willfully try
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to study the Way?  He faces his teacher and says:  "Shall I use my will in my study of the way?"

Nansen very kindly continues to answer Joshu's questions and says "If you do use your will,

already you will be acting from the "I am" point of view.  Already you will be taking the way as

an object, so that will be a mistake."  

You can see from this just how earnest Joshu was in his desire to study the Way.  He was

standing up in his "I am" self, but unable to get rid of it.  Unable to throw it away.  Everybody's

like that when they are young.  And when you're in a relationship, when you're in a coupled

relationship, it gets even worse and more and more strongly you think, "My wife is MY wife, my

husband is MY husband".  And I guess that's fine.  Especially if you can do it to the extent that

you think:  "My wife is ME, my husband is ME."  But I also need you to see that that kind of

thinking is the basis for a lot of mistakes.  Thinking "She's mine", is very different than thinking

"She's me".  It's very different for a husband to think "My wife is me", than for a husband to

think, "My wife is mine".  And vice versa.  

You can see just how earnest Joshu is as a practitioner, because he has all these thoughts,

he has all these questions that just keep coming up, and so he keeps questioning Nansen and

says, "How will I ever know the Way if I don't take it as a object, if I don't have some doubt

about it?  How will I ever know the Way?"   

As I've been telling you the Dharma activity is always acting will both plus and minus as

it's content.  Even just looking at yourself alone, YOU are formed by both plus and minus.  As

one way of discussing the two fundamental opposing activities of plus and minus, Tathagata Zen

says that the plus activity is the expanding activity, and the minus activity is the activity that

embraces that expanding.  There are also many other useful ways to understand the Dharma

activity's two fundamental opposing activities.  But no matter how you understand it you should

be clear that plus and minus are mutually affirming each other. Plus affirms minus and minus at

the same time minus affirms plus.  Although they're opposite from each other, they affirm each

other.  And from ancient times, even in Brahmanism, it has always been said that if it is a self, if
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it's an existent being, that self, that existent being cannot exist without breathing.   

In-breathing can only happen, because at the exact same time as in-breathing arises, the

opposite world of out-breathing simultaneously arises and affirms the in-breath, allows that in-

breath, permits that in-breath to enter.  And when you want to breath out, it's because, right at

that same moment, the world of the in-breath appears, and affirms that out-breath, allows it,

makes it possible that you can breath out at all.  That is the teaching of Tathagata Zen.  When it

comes to breathing there are many and various ways that people teach it.  And these days there

are many different popular styles of New Zen.  And they all talk about breathing.  It's Tathagata

Zen that says that only when in and out breathing are occurring together does breathing really

happen.  Further we can say that it is both plus and minus working together that bring the "I am"

self into being.  All of us in our single one person, we have both have plus and minus as our

content.  In your one body, inside your one belly button, both in and out breathing are working

simultaneously together.  You have to very carefully contemplate that the two breaths of in and

out are occurring in your one body in a completely natural way.  On the other hand, it seems as if

almost all the ways that breathing is taught is founded on the thinking the in-breath happens first,

and after the in-breath is completely over, that's when the out-breath happens.  The reason why

people come up with those mistaken ideas is that they are taking the activity of breathing as a

object.   In  other  words,  when  you  stand  up  in  the  fixated  "I  am"  perspective  and  try  and

contemplate  breathing then it  isn't possible for you to realize that the in and out breaths are

occurring at the same time.  The two breaths are opposing functions and we can also understand

them to be the living  and the dying activity.  So we can say that the in-breath is the living

activity and the out-breath is the dying activity.  And it's natural if people are looking at the from

their "I am" point of view, to come up with a self-centered arbitrary way of thinking that "we

need to breath in first because we need breath in order to live, and only after we are finished does

the out-breath occur."  But what I want you to do is appeal to your own experience, and practice

and investigate breathing so you can prove it to yourselves.  If you can see the breathing as one
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happening before and one happening after you will inevitably arrive at having to have a self that

lives and then dies, that lives and then dies.  And that way of thinking is fine.  It's fine to think

that you are always doing an activity of appearing and disappearing over and over again.  But if

that's it, then what about the growth of the self?   There would be no growth of the self.  

Buddhism also says that originally the self doesn't grow and develop.  But for we human

beings, we are always involved in the process of growing.  And opposite from the process of

growing and developing, we also have the opposite process in our human way:  the process of

retreating and regressing.  Not just human beings, but all the existent beings in the world have

this as part of their way of being.  On the one hand advancing and developing, and on the other

hand, retreating and regressing.  But if you simply understand the self as an alternating between

living and dying, then that doesn't include the process of growing and developing. If you want to

make clear the principle  of a person appearing and then growing and developing to become the

perfect complete self, and then from that deteriorating and regressing, until it reaches the state of

not  needing to  die  any more then you can't  understand that  simply through plus  and minus

appearing and disappearing only.  

There seems to be actually a lot of Buddhist scholars and Buddhist monks that are quite

content saying that actually there is no advancing and developing, and there is no deteriorating

and regressing.  That it's just living and dying only.  In the Heart Sutra as well, you can find this

expression as well:   no increasing, no decreasing.  That's that same as to say that there's no

developing, and no regressing.  The Heart Sutra says:  that is reality.  But it's very difficult to

understand what the Heart Sutra's getting at.  The Heart Sutra isn't wrong in this, in that the state

of reality there is no advancing and no retreating.  Because the activity of the truth always has

the same home.  Always has this one and only universe as it's state of activity.  Plus and minus

do all kinds of activities, within their activities of expanding and contracting.  But no matter how

much expanding is done, or how much contracting is done, those activities of mind, we can say

that heart activity, is always occurring in a one and only world.  That world itself is never born
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and never dies.   We do the activities of living and dying.  We do the activities  of growing

developing, and evolving on the one hand, and retreating, and deteriorating on the other hand,

but the world that we reside in is always just one world.  The fact that the world is a one and only

world that there is, never changes.  It never goes away, and it never newly appears.  It always

stays the same.  Within that one and only place there is,  however, the activities of plus and

minus are always acting: either shrinking or swelling up.  

There are a lot of great scholars  and Dai-Oshos and Buddhist monks, but I think it's this

point that they have to be very careful about.  And this is the point that Joshu is bringing up in

his discussion with Nansen.  

This is what Nansen is responding to.  In Tathagata Zen the moment the plus activity is

manifest, the minus activity is also manifest embracing the plus activity.  Buddhism also teaches

that when these two activities work together and break through their meeting of each other, it is

inevitable that the expanding activity will arrive at the origin of contracting, and likewise that

contracting will arrive at the origin of expanding.  And in this process there will be a point where

they will meet each other.  And it is only through breaking through that meeting that plus and

minus end up arriving at each other's origins.  

Is that the end of the Dharma activity?  Is that the end of the Way?  It isn't.  In fact within

the teaching of Tathagata Zen we say that although plus and minus, expanding and contracting,

have arrived at each other's sources, they have not experienced their entire one shared home.

This is what I always talk about, so I shouldn't have to talk about it here.  Although plus and

minus have experienced the world of the other, when they arrive at the origin of the other, they

have not experienced their one shared home entirely.  They have really only experienced half of

it.  This is really only half of an experience.  This is really  a difficult part.  This is the part where

I have to take you by the hand and walk you through it.  But if you are not a child you should be

able to understand it from your own experience without any problem at all.  The problem is that

you are always standing up in your "I am" self.  That's why you can't understand it.  You won't
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be  able  to  get  this  unless  you  can  understand  the  principle  behind  the  appearance  and

disappearance of the self. 

Plus is at the origin of minus.  And minus is also at the origin of plus.  And as I think I

told you yesterday, they cannot see each other.  And I think I also told you is that what they are

capable of doing is thinking that behind their child their own origin exists.  And I think I also

very carefully explained to you that when plus and minus then do the activity of returning to

their own origins, they meet up with the Dharma child that was in between them and they take

back their activities that they had previously given, and through that taking back they are able to

return to their own origin.  And that is the condition in which the Way has been completed, in

which  the  Dharma  activity  has  been  completed.   And  I  think  I  also  told  you  that  we  can

understand this to be the manifestation of True Love.  

I think we'd better teach the young folks, even in school, that THIS is what true love is.

But in America, and it's probably the same all over the world, in high school, they think that

education is handing out condoms to everyone.  Is that really education?  I really want to talk to

Kendo about this.  I mean what's up with this?  We're supposed to be this advanced culture and

yet we have this crazy backwards way of education.  What's going on here?  It is like a joke.

If you stand up the way Joshu does, and ask questions the way Joshu does, then I guess it

is necessary to study the Dharma from the perspective of the "I am" self.  But Nansen says "I

understand where you're coming from, but truly as long as your standing up in the point of view

of the "I am" self, it isn't the true study of the Dharma activity.  What does Nansen say?  He

gives us this startling and amazing kind of teaching.  He says that when it comes to the "Way",

when  it  comes  to  the  Dharma  activity  although  we  human  beings  do  an  activity  we  call

"knowing",  the  activity  of  "knowing"  doesn't  belong  to  the  Dharma  activity.   The  Dharma

activity doesn't belong to the activity of knowing.  This means that actually what most people

know as knowing, isn't the correct activity of knowing.  When Nansen uses the word "knowing"

here he is referring to this incorrect way of knowing in which, the way Joshu is doing, people

7



take the Dharma activity, the Way, as an object.  In other words he's saying: hey Joshu, you say

you want to "know" the Way, but that kind of knowing that you are talking about is the kind of "I

am" knowing.  The kind of knowing that you think you want to do is from the perspective of the

"I am" self.  It isn't true knowing.  The kind of knowing that recognizes an "I am" self is not true

knowing.  

But the time has come to stop so we will continue tomorrow. 

終

The End
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