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the reality of dharma transmission, I'm going to try, because I think it is rel-
evant now, to all of you.

Many people think that I left in anger and disgust because of many
things that happened during that time. That’s probably true, to some
extent, but I think that if I'm honest with myself, it was also time for me to
leave. [ want to talk a little bit about this time to leave because it's imnpor-
tant in the life of a Zen practitioner, and it also relates to something else,
which P'll call personal authenticity.

It was never really my idea to be ordained as a priest. But it was Suzuki-
roshi’s idea, and I loved him, so I went along with it, He ordained me and
then died. I realized after I left Zen Center that among other things I was
angry at him, too, for ordaining me and leaving me, so to speak. It sounds
ungrateful to say you're angry at somebody for dying, but it’s a very human
reaction, It's a bad stroke of fate, and you’re angry about it.

But [ can’t say that [ left just because | was angry about things. After fif-
teen years here, doing the practice with great vigor and attention, I think
the events of '83 were a kind of excuse or catalyst for me to go. At a certain
point I felt 1 had developed a really bad case of cultural and spiritual indi-
gestion. I'd swallowed it all and it didn't take, for a whole lot of reasons.
One of these parts was my life as a musician. Another was that I had a fam-
ily and a young child, and [ don't think that my family life had at all been
integrated or digested in my practice. That was a very experimental and
new time with Buddhism in America, and the whole notion of family life
was juxtaposed with a kind of outward asceticism and appearance of celiba-
cy. There were lots of things like that in my life that I felt I needed time to
integrate, and so I left. And after leaving, | took on a new kind of practice,
the practice of divestiture, so to speak. | wanted to find out how much of
all of this Zen business [ could divest myself of. So I took off my robes, and
I grew my hair, and I got a job in corporate America, and I didn't sit, and I
didn’t do any of the things that [ used to do.

Not long after leaving, I got very sick. I had cancer, and nearly died,
and through all of that, I discovered something about this “divestiture,”
that there were two things that I couldn’t get rid of from this practice. One
was the vows that I took when I was ordained. The other was my love for
my teacher, Suzuki-roshi. He still, to this day, is the most important person
in my life.

So those two things, my vows and my teacher, seemed to be ineradicable
in some way, which was kind of a surprise. When I left, I had thought “I'm
the boss; I can do anything I want.” Well T couldn't, really. And that was
an interesting and very sobering lesson: that there’s something about this
practice that doesn’t depend on what you look like, the clothes you wear,
the place you live, the kind of job you have, whether you have a wife or a
partner or not, something deeper than all of that. I think that realization
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But it took a long time for me to be willing to do that. I had to work
through a lot of feeling, a lot of internal difficulty and conflict. This is also
not unusual; this is also an integral stage of practice. Those of us who come
to Buddhism in America tend not to be too comfortable with conflict. We
want a quiet place where people could be kind to one another, a kind of
refuge, or sanctuary from conflict. I think that it's very important. And one
of the things that practice places are, if nothing else, are artificial worlds
where the ordinary rough and tumble of conflict out in the world is attenu-
ated 50 you can feel what it's like when people are actually kind to each
other.

But in the end, I think that the most important role for Buddhists in
the world is to know about conflict more than anvone. Nobody in the
world knows how to deal with conflict. We've made almost no progress. In
the Middle East we see people fighting over land and God. It's the same as
it was in classical Greek times. You look at the solutions people come up
with—revenge, more violence—it's the same as it was in 1000 BC. Maybe
one of the reasons why Buddhadharma has suddenly sprouted, almost from
nothing, in the West is because it's s0 necessary—because we need some
tradition of wisdom that can help us understand a deeper way to deal with
human confllict.

A training place like this one is a place in which conflict is rather artifi-
cially removed from the situation. Here we all bow to each other a lot.
When you how to somebody, it’s very hard to kill them in the next instant.
I think that part of this notion of being kicked out, or going out and being
in the world, is you get to test how well the incubation has taken, You
begin to realize that part of your responsibility includes modeling what you
know against the reality of conflict; interpersonal conflict, institutional
contlict, nation state conflict, the conflict that is everywhere. So in that
sense my time away from Zen Center was a continuation of my training,
my testing of it.

T actually think that Buddhist centers should be willing to open them-
selves up to a little more conflict within themselves. [ think one of the rea-
sons why things biew up so badly here in ‘83 is that we didn’t know how to
deal with the implicit, under-the-surface conflict that was there between peo-
ple—the shadow, you might say, of the organization, the practice, the leader,
the institution. People experienced things and couldn't talk about them. This
is not healthy. This is what leads to things like what has happened in the
Catholic church. It's secret; the priests know best; don't say anything, etc.

In the beginning we didn’t know; we just copied what Suzuki-roshi
and the Japanese teachers brought. And that was necessary. But now ['m
gratified to see, not just in this center but in many Buddhist centers, that
we're getting through that phase of lmitative practice and we're starting to
be more ourselves. This is good. One of the things that has to happen for
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Suzuki-roshi loved certain ungrammatical expressions in English. He
had certain phrases, one of which was, “Looks like good.” “Looks like
good” is a genuine koan. It's something you can't quite get your head
around. When I was doing dharma transmission, there were various people
here who wete assigned to help me, and there were things they were sup-
posed to do—put down mats, light candles, and stuff. They didn’t do it
quite the way it was supposed to be—maybe forgot the candle, or the
incense wasn't lit, or something—so maybe it didn’t look so good in a cer-
tain way, if you think that good means somehow doing it a certain way.
But in reality it was very good. It was wonderful because they were so sin-
cere and helpful. Their so-called “mistakes” weren’t mistakes at all. Just the
way it went as we expressed our sincerity together.

There’s a very strong temptation in Buddhist practice to fall into “looks
like good.” You want your outward appearance to be amenable to people.
You want to be well regarded. You want to be liked. You don't want to
make a mistake. That’s OK for a while, but there’s a certain point at which
“looks like good” can’t be sustained and something else takes its place.

Some of you may know that I was very ill a few years ago, and my
brain was damaged, and so [ didn't lock good at all. My behavior was very
strange and I cried all the time and I was frightened of everything. All of
that went away after a while, but at the time, I just felt so humiliated that I
didn't look at all good to anybody, least of all to myself. I got to learn how
much [ really still depended on looking good in some way or being able to
do things well. One of the big lessons of that time was, to my immense sur-
prise, that people would love me even if I didn’t look so good. You can
learn a lot from being humiliated, just as you can learn a lot from being
deeply betrayed.

I've been connected to my root teacher, Sojun-roshi, Mel Weitsman, for
thirty-five years. I can't explain how it is that I'm willing to be with him in
this context. It’s mysterious from the outside, but on the inside it’s just the
mystery that goes with any intimate human activity. When we begin to
understand that, we're on a path that lasts forever. And as I already men-
tioned, I discovered, when I left here, somewhat to my chagrin, that you
can’t get rid of your vows and your practice. So don't start unless you're
willing to see it through. And I see for all of you it's already too late,
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I may say, “You are bad now.” But what is bad? Who is bad? Someone
who is good is bad now. Sometimes [ say, “You are very good.” But some-
one who is not good enough is good enough. Same thing, isn't it? Doesn’t
make any sense, “good” or “bad.”

In Japan, young people say, “This is absolufely good.” It is just empha-
sizing good. But when we say “absolutely good,” it is the same thing as
“absolutely bad.” When we say “absolutely good,” it does not mean good
or bad. it is something more than good or bad. So in this sense, absolutely
good is absolutely bad.

Sometime we say, comparatively, “This is good, this is bad.” These two
ways of understanding life are necessary. Sometimes we have to compare
something to the other. This is very important, but this comparatively good
or bad life has created a lot of difficulties. This comparison is the basic atti-
tude of science and philosophy. It intellectualizes our life. When you intel-
lectualize life, it will eventually come to a dead end. That is why we have
difficulties currently. Originally it is just comparatively good. We are com-
paratively better than some people. That's all. But nowadays we say,
“Absolutely good.” Here is the big mistake. Even emotionally, that is a big
mistake. Nothing is absolutely good.

When you say “absolutely good,” it does not mean good anymore. [t is
the same thing as bad. If you understand or feel it in this way, when vou
say “absolutely good,” that is all right, But when you say, “absolutelv good”
emphasizing something comparatively good, that is a big mistake. You are
forcing your way. You are depriving the freedom of others. This is a big mis-
take. Dogen-zenji says in “Genjo Koan:”

That we move ourselves and understand all things is igporance. That
things advance and understand themselves is enlightenment.

He is talking of the complete understanding of life. What is ignorance
and what is enlightenment? What is good and what is bad?

We say “ignorance” or “enlightenment” without knowing what is igno-
rance and what js enlightenment. But when we say “ignorance” or
“enlightenment,” we should know what is ignorance in its true sense and
what is enlightenment in its true sense. “That things advance and under-
stand themselves is enlightenment.” When we have no particular concrete
idea of good and bad, we expose ourselves and accept criticism; that is
enlightenment.

We may do many things intellectually, intentionally, in the realm of
consciousness, but most of these activities are more unconscious activity
than conscious activity. What is the irue expression of yourself—conscious
one or unconscious one? Of course, ninety-nine percent of your activity is
unconscious, and that is the true expression of yourself. If you say, “I am
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ignorance. What you grasp is ignorance, not enlightenment. There is noth-
ing to undersiand but ignorance for the enlightened person. There is
nowhere to go—enlightenment or ignorance. So if you attain enlighten-
ment, you have to go back to ignorance, because there is no other way for
you to go [laughs].

So “enlightenment beyond enlightenment” means conscious enlighten-
ment is not good enough. You have to give up enlightenment at the
moment you attain enlightenment. When you actually attain enlighten-
ment, what you grasp is ignorance. When you understand how ignorant
you have been—that is enlightenment.

So it is impossible for an enlightened person to forget about enlighten-
ment. [t is impossible because you have found something which you have,
So how can you forget about enlightenment? You should abide in enlight-
enment forever with people who have the same nature as your own,

If you think “I attained enlightenment” (although most haven’t
attained enlightenment yet), “I am the only person who attained enlighten-
ment,” that is a big mistake. That is just delusion. Cne didn’t grasp any-
thing but delusion. It will soon vanish from memory, from experience.

Even though it looks like we are doing the same thing, there is some
difference between the people who attain enlightenment and those who
haven’t, But for an enlightened one, constant effort will be continued with
people wherever one is.

And those who are ignorant of ignoraiice.

“Ignorant of ignorance” means people eventually will attain enlighten-
ment. Those people who are ignorant of ignorance are just ignorant of their
own ignorance. You don't feel that you have the same quality or same
nature as an entightened person. Eventually, as long as you have the same
nature as an enlightened person, once you become enlightened of your
ignorance you will be saved.

When buddhas are truly buddhas, they are not necessarily aware of
themselves as buddhas.

if there is someone who has attained enlightenment they will go back
to ignorance, and although someone is ignorant of ignorance, eventually
that person will become enlightened about ignorance. It is not necessary,
evern, to become aware of your buddha-nature. We have it. The difference is
those who are awakened by their true nature, or they are ignorant of igno-
rance. That is the difference.

S0 strictly speaking, it is not necessary to be aware of ourselves to be
Buddha. Same thing. That is why I say you will come back. Even though
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without any discrimination, and help each other with mutual understand-
ing. The only way is to share our joy of a deeper understanding of life with
peopie, and to participate in worldly life with more sincere effort. Then you
will be a perfect human being as well as a perfect Buddha'’s disciple.

A new student who was studying Indian philosophy asked, “I read
many books about Zen, and they use the term ‘oneness of duality.’ But
actually, what is ‘oneness of duality?’” I had no time to discuss with him
the oneness of duality. He understood intellectually prettv well what is the
oneness of duality. [ wanted to help him, but I knew that it is impossible to
help him. Until he suffers, until he trys to find out what is the oneness of
duality, it will take a pretty long time. By long effort, his understanding will
be better and better, until, “Oh, this is oneness of duality.” How you reach
this kind of understanding is to suffer in your actual life, or to think more
about your life, or to practice zazen.

So to practice Zen in a noisy place is itself a very dualistic way, a way of
the noisiness of the outside [loud traffic noises can be heard]. Try to be
calm. This is the most extremely dualistic way, but in this effort there is,
you know, a big hint.

So after all those sharp, profound teachings, Dogen writes:

However, flowers fall with our attachment, and weeds grow with our
detachment,

He comes back to our actual life without any thinking, and where we
should make our effort.

When we see things and hear things with our whole body and mind, our
understanding is not like a mirror with reflections, nor like water under
the moon. If we understand one side, the other side is dark.

These three lines are impossible. You cannot do anything with them. Tt
takes a long time to understand this. “When we see things and hear things
with our whole body and mind”—without any idea of enlightenment or
ignorance—when we da something and go beyond ourselves, this is to be
enlightened

“Our understanding is not like a mirror with reflections.” You say the
moon is in the water, but it is not like that. When you watch the beautiful
moon, or waves of water, or calm silent still water, that is the moon. So
when you see the moon in the water, that is the moon. When you see the
meoon in the sky, that is the moon. You don't see the moon on the water. It
is impossible to see the moon in the water and the moon in the sky at the
same time.

The only way is to appreciate the beauty of the moon in the water or
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