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THE CASE 
 Whenever Hyakujo delivered a sermon, a certain old man was always there listening to it 

together with the monks; when they left the Hall, he left also.  One day, however, he remained behind, 

and Hyakujo said to him, “Who may you be?”  The old man replied,      “Yes; I am not a human 

being.  In the far distant past, in the time of Kasho Buddha, I was the head monk here.  On one 

occasion a certain monk asked me whether an enlightened man could fall again under the chain of 

cause and effect, and I answered that he could not.  Thus I have for five hundred lives been reborn a 

fox.  I now beg you to release me from this rebirth by causing a change of mind through your words.”  

Then he asked Hyakujo, “Can an enlightened man fall again under the chain of cause and effect or not?”  

Hyakujo answered, “No one can set aside (the law of) cause and effect.”  The old man immediately 

became enlightened. 

 

 

 Yesterday I spoke again, for at least the second time, about the part in the text which says, 

“One day suddenly he didn’t withdraw.  He remained behind.”   

 The Dharma activity never leaves anything out, never leaves anything behind.  It takes up 

everything, and looking forward, looking ahead, progresses with everything.  So how could it be that 

this old man one day didn’t withdraw?  He remained behind.  And I think I told you yesterday how 
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important it is to contemplate this for yourself.   

 I told you yesterday that it is because the old man fixated his “I am” self that he remained 

behind, that he did not go with everybody else.  He made himself late.  Why is it that we attach to 

the “I am” self?  This the problem that gets addressed next.  This is where the later Hyakujo takes up 

this question and explains it.   

 When we ask you to investigate this koan we ask you to see it as the former Hyakujo, and the 

later Hyakujo.  What I am saying is that when it comes to the self there are two: there is the self 

which is attached to itself, and the self which is not attached to itself.  These two selves are always 

opposing each other.  Whenever something is in opposition to , or facing the self, if you really look 

carefully and ask Who is it, what is it that is facing you, that is opposing you, it is always your self. 

 So in this koan what we call the later Hyakujo, the Hyakujo who came after is the one who is 

standing up in the position of the teacher in this koan, the one who has thoroughly practiced, and seen 

clearly to the very bottom of the nature of the self.   

 And this Hyakujo faces all of us and asks, “The person who is standing up in front of you, who is 

it?”  “Is it a mountain?  Is it heaven?  Is it the ocean?  Or is it a pine tree, or a cherry tree?”  He is 

asking you this question. 

 But how did the old man answer?  You have to really listen to his answer.  He says  “Yes, I 

am not a human being.”  A magnificent, wonderful answer.  But what do you think?  Do you think 

he really knew what he meant when he said, “I am not a human  being.”   

 This is the place where you have to pick up this old man, and really see for yourself how deeply 

he has seen into the nature of the “I am” self.  I really want to emphasize, I really want to say what a 

wonderful answer this was. 

 But for most people when they hear, “Not a human being” they don’t know what it really 

means.  So I want you to continue to listen to the confession of this old man.  When he says “I am 

not human” then he continues, and I want you to listen carefully and see for yourself how deeply he 
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has investigated the nature of the self.  His confession is really amazing, startling.  He confesses 

something that no one else could confess.   

 If he really knew what it meant to be “Not a human being” that would be good.  But even if he 

really knew what “Not a human being” meant, that still is only a one sided answer.  He also has to be 

able to see clearly into what it means to be manifest as a human.  He needs to also know why the 

human appears. 

 So you have to really pay attention, and see what the main point of this old man’s confession is.  

If we say it in another way we could say he is saying, “I am a man, but I am not a man.”  But then we 

have to see what he says when we then ask him, “So, what are you.”  “I am a woman,” he might say.  

And then we ask him further, “Where did that woman come from?”  We have to keep on asking these 

questions; if someone says they are not a man then we have to ask, “So where did that ‘not a man’ 

come from?”  And if some one says they are not a woman then we have to ask, “So, where did that 

‘Not a woman’ come from?”  And we have to further ask if the origins of those, if the origins of the 

‘Not a man,’ and ‘Not a woman’ are the same.  If man’s origin and woman’s origin are the same, then, 

there shouldn’t be any reason for us to fight, should there?   

 As I just told you, this answer, “I am not a human being,” is a very deeply meaningful answer, a 

wonderful answer.  But just as if someone is lopsided towards being a man, or lopsided towards being 

a woman, if your answer is lopsided in any way then it is not the true answer. 

 And then he continues with this magnificent way of answering, and he says, “In the time of 

Kasho Buddha I lived on this mountain.”  And although it is not written in the text what the name of 

the mountain is, the mountain he is referring to is Mount Hyakujo, and of course that is the whole 

world we live in, of course that means this universe which is our home. 

 Because he mentions this special era of time, the time of Kako Kasho Buddha, we really have to 

explain in detail what he could possibly mean by that.  When you look at books about this koan some 

go into great detail about what this era of Kako Kasho Buddha is, and some seem to skip over it.  In 
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one sutra, the Daishukyo大集経, Great Collection Sutra they talk very specifically and say that before 

the birth of Shakyamuni there were seven other Buddhas.  Even if I were to tell you the names of 

these seven Buddhas it really wouldn’t do you any good, so I won’t go into their actual names, but 

anyway, the interpretation usually goes that the first two Buddhas of the seven appeared, but at the 

time of their appearance human beings in general had not appeared.  It is only when we get to the 

third, fourth, and fifth Buddhas of these first seven, where they are actual enlightened human beings.  

What I mean is that the first and second of these, in those eras there wasn’t really an enlightened 

Buddha manifest, it was only in the third, fourth, and fifth that finally we had enlightened people, who 

really were people with their eyes opened in enlightenment.  And there are the sixth and the seventh 

Buddhas, and it was in the time of the seventh Buddha that Shakyamuni was born.  If you investigate 

this koan of Hyakujo’s Fox for yourself you will naturally come to understand what it is all about.  But 

really it is sort of difficult.  But actually it is not really difficult, it is just kind of complicated, and 

troublesome.  Those Indian Buddhists, I don’t know why they spent so much time thinking these 

things up, but this kind of things is really just a hassle.   

 But anyway, there are enlightened people, and there are unenlightened people.  The things 

that can get enlightened are human beings, and there are also human beings who do not get 

enlightened.  The way you should think about this whole subject is that there are times for we 

humans when we are absolutely not enlightened, when we are totally blind, when our eyes are not 

opened at all, so even though at those times we might have the form of being a human being, we are 

doing the kind of thinking which is just like animal thinking. 

 The way you should think about this is that first there was the era of stones, and then plants, 

and then insects, and then fish, and then birds, and then animals, and then finally people.  So you can 

see that this old man really knew his Buddhism.   

 But then he says “I am not a human being,” and so he is telling us, “This thing called me, right 

now, has not yet manifested the wisdom that knows clearly what it means to be a human being.”  
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 So now let’s listen carefully, and see what the purpose, the main point of his confession is.   

 He says that, because of his fate, because of his karma, he himself was a Zen teacher, and was 

in the position of teaching Zen to students of his own.  He says one day one of my students came up 

and asked me a question.  And the student asked, “Does a Daishugyoteinohito, 大修行低の人, 

someone of great practice, someone who has really practiced, in other words a bodhisattva, does that 

kind of person fall under the principle of cause and effect or not?”   

 So when we talk about practice, what is it that we are practicing?  This is when, right from the 

start, you have to really open up your eyes and see what practice means.  As I have been telling you 

up until now practice means to see clearly into the very nature of tatha-gata and tatha-agata.  To 

really see what they are, and to manifest the wisdom that can practice these activities. 

 The person who is asking the question to the old man asks this question about the principle of 

cause and effect, and that principle of cause and effect... (Interrupted by the Roshi:  You shouldn’t say 

‘cause and effect’ for 因果inga, you should use simpler words.  Just say 原因と結果 genin to 

kekka).  So, rather than say cause and effect we should say origin and result.  So this concept of 

origin and result existed in India before the birth of Buddhism.  And so the questioner takes this up, 

and asks about it.  So you should understand that they already had this idea of origin and result in 

India.  Even five hundred years before Buddhism the philosophers of India were already talking about 

this simple idea of If you do something good then a good result will occur, and if you do something bad 

then it will bring a bad result.  And most people hearing this, “If you do something good it result will 

happen.  If you do something bad it will bring a bad result will happen” will agree to that, thinking, “Of 

course that sounds right.”  And we Zen practitioners also don’t have to deny that.  That sort of 

thinking is common sense.  Of course there is truth in it.  But we all have also experienced 

experiences like Without doing anything bad, bad results just happen.  Everybody knows that if you 

do something bad then the result will be bad, but everyone also has experienced that without even 

doing anything bad bad results happen anyway.   
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 Actually it is necessary to really speak in a lot more detail if you are really to understand what 

the law of origin and result is, but for now what I want you to clearly see is that the people before the 

birth of Buddhism had taken this basic idea of origin and result: good actions bringing good results and 

bad actions bringing bad results, to heart to a great degree.  This was in their bones, so to speak. 

 And then with the birth of the religion called Brahmanism people began to believe that there 

was a God who was in control of the law of orign and result.  That he was the one who was managing 

it.  He was the one who was making the origins and results occur.  And thinking along these lines 

you would think that without standing up as Brahma itself you could never be free from the law of 

origin and result, you could never find true happiness, which would be being free from the law of origin 

and result. 

 But then came Shakyamuni Buddha who was the founder of Buddhism, and he absolutely, and 

roundly negated Brahmanism, and shouted out, “There is no Brahma!  Brahma doesn’t exist!  There 

is only the simple activity of the law of origin and result.”  And also the founder of Buddhism 

understood the law of origin and result in a different way than the people who first made it, and also 

the way it was understood in Brahmanism, and he said that there is no law of origin and result other 

than the activities of plus and minus, tatha-gata and tatha-agata manifesting themselves in unification 

and separation, over and over again.  So he said that it is a mistake to fixate the origin, or to think 

that the result is a fixated thing, because in reality they are not fixated things.   

 The voice of The Tathagata, the founder of Buddhism, shouted out that there is no Brahma 

controlling our appearance and disappearance.  That we simply are manifest and then vanish because 

that is the nature of the activity of plus and minus, that is the nature of the activity of tatha-gata and 

tatha-agata.  Brahman does not exist, and does not control our appearance and disappearance.   

 And he said that when tatha-gata and tatha-agata totally become one then that is a state which 

has gone beyond all comparison, a totally unique, one and only, singular, and perfect state, and in that 

state the “I am” self has not yet been manifest.  That state is the condition of the origin.  And the 
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Buddha also taught that when plus and minus, tatha-gata and tatha-agata break apart from each other 

then they are separate from each other, and then right in the middle of this one and only world, that is 

to say, right in the middle of the Great Cosmos the world of past, present, and future is manifest.  

And it is the present moment which is the self.  And when that condition disappears then past, 

present, and future disappear, and again the perfect condition is manifest.  And when that perfect 

world vanishes again the human world is manifest.  And he said that when then the human world 

disappears again then the perfect world, in other words the condition of the origin is again manifest.   

 He said that there is absolutely no God called Brahma, no personified, creator God called 

Brahma apart from this activity.  He said that if you want to talk about God or Brahma, then that 

Brahma must be that activity of tatha-gata and tatha-agata, plus and minus itself. 

 And this thing that the Buddha came to say, That in the interval between the separation of plus 

and minus is the basis for the manifestation of the self, was something that people just couldn’t seem 

to understand.   

 But I have talked about this situation many times before so I probably don’t need to get into 

the details of it again.   

 What the Buddha taught was that when plus and minus totally unify that is the condition of the 

origin, and when they separate then the world of past, present, and future is manifest, and the present 

moment is the self.  And he said that it is in no way the case that self is manifest, and then hides 

because of the principle of “If you do something bad a bad result happens, and good actions lead to 

good results.”   

 But there is a big difference between that very first self that is manifest and the self after three 

or four days.  That present moment does develop and become bigger and bigger.  But as the self 

grows and matures the plus and minus activities which are not the self do the opposite, they get older 

and more decrepit.  So what Buddhism taught was that, for example mother and father, both become 

old, but they do not become old and feeble because they have done something bad.  They simply 
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become old and feeble because with every step of maturation the self takes they become one step 

weaker.  It is simply because they are manifesting the natural principle of heaven and earth.  It is in 

no way the case that they are getting old because they have done something bad. 

 I think that it is probably fair to say that Brahmanism is your basic religious teaching.  But then 

Buddhism came along and said, “There is no Brahma!  There is only plus and minus.”  So you should 

be able to see very clearly that Buddhism clearly negated the idea that this world comes into being 

through the activity of a creator God.  But it is necessary to explain this in such a way that you won’t 

misunderstand it.   

 When we have an “I am” self, in other words when we fixate ourselves, then immediately 

mother and father also are fixated.  What Buddhism said is that the moment you fixate Brahma or 

God then you have also fixated mother and father, and also fixated your self, and that is a mistake.   

 And I think it is fair to say that this old man in the koan really knew this principle.  I am not 

sure if he knew this principle perfectly, but he did know it.   

 Now you should remember that the conclusion that the Buddha reached, the idea that the 

Buddha concluded on was that the activity which forms us and our world is different than the ancient 

idea of the law of the origin and result, it has nothing to do with good causes leading to good results, 

and such, it has to do simply with the natural principle of heaven and earth.  We are born and we get 

old, and mother and father appear and they get old, and we all pass away, through this natural 

principle which he called dependent co-origination, pratitya-samutpada, or engi 縁起.  So you have 

to carefully understand that there is a difference between the idea of, and words for, the law of 

dependent co-origination, pratitya-samutpada, engi, and the law of origin and result.  But when you 

look at history, and you look at the sages and thinkers of the past,  even within Buddhism, there were 

many people who interpreted the law of origin and result, and the law of dependent co-origination to 

be the same.  It seems as if they were not able to free themselves from the ancient Brahmanistic way 

of thinking. 
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 So what about this old man?  I hope that you can see that maybe he didn’t know clearly the 

difference between the law of origin and result and the law of pratitya-samutpada, dependent 

co-origination. 

 So then one day, a student who was studying Zen asked this old man a question.  Someone 

who is really studying Zen is someone who is really studying the two activities of tatha-gata and 

tatha-agata.  That is a real Zen person.  That is a real Buddhist.  And the student asks this question, 

he says, “How about someone who is really walking the bodhisattva way?  How about someone who 

is really practicing Tathagata Zen?  Does that person fall under the law of origin and result, or not?  

What do you think?”  So, from reading this you should be able to see the standpoint of the 

questioner clearly.  Does the questioner clearly know the difference between the law of origin and 

result and the law of dependent co-origination, engi, or not?  I think it is very clear that this 

questioner did not clearly understand the difference between inga and engi, between law of origin and 

result, and law of dependent co-origination.  He was interpreting the law of dependent 

co-origination, the Buddhist way of seeing things, just in the same way as it was interpreted before 

Buddhism.  You should be able to see that this questioner, this practitioner who asked the question 

had fallen into a very infantile, kindergarten like way of thinking, tied up by all sorts of ideas, when he 

asks this question. 

 And so then the old man answers.  He was probably at that time called a Roshi, so he answers.  

And the old man answered very clearly, “Furakuinga, Not falling into origin and result.”  He meant 

that a true practitioner is absolutely free!  She is completely not tied up by any kind of thinking such 

as If you do something good then a good result occurs, and bad actions lead to bad results.”  A 

wonderful answer! 

 But what about this?  What about all of us?  We do wake up everyday, and work hard all day, 

and then get tired, and sleep at night sleep.  And then the very next day we wake up again, and work 

all day, and get tired, and sleep at night.  We do this repetitive activity, every single day.  So this 
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means that every single day when we wake up and face a new day, every time we wake up, we 

manifest a new self.  We are, every single day, manifesting a new self.  It is impossible to escape this 

fundamental law.  It is definitely the case that there is no way out of it, there is no way to escape this 

principle of nature that every single day we manifest a new self.   

 So how about this old man?  When the new self is manifest, how does he understand, how 

does he grasp that new self?  What does he grasp that self to be?   

 I know that this is the time that we should stop and take a break, but this is a very important 

place too.   

 Every time we open our eyes, the “I am” self is manifest.  And how does this old man 

understand that “I am” self?  Does he understand it to be the perfect self, or to be the imperfect self.  

Every morning of every single day we all wake up, and how do we understand ourselves when we wake 

up?  How do we grasp that new self?  Do we understand it to be the perfect self or the imperfect 

self?  Do we understand it to be the suffering self or the joyful self?  But I will talk about that more 

tomorrow.   

 

終 

the end 


