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I’ve heard it said that if you talk about the same thing toomuch, thenpeoplewill lose interest.
And so I’m going to give one more talk on this idea of self—very much, most as tarot. Has it
been five weeks now, this fifth week? Some of you keeping count of one talk after another,
trying to get from different angles or different perspectives on this Buddhist idea of self. I
think it’s an interesting one. It’s, as I keep saying, quite perplexing to many people, because
it seems that on the surface that Buddhism says that there is no self, and then, well, where
does that leave you?

And then people, even teachers, will very seriously almost pin on that and say, “What leaves
you nowhere? That’s the point: to be left nowhere, left hanging, or left nowhere to stand,
nowhere to abide.” Andwhat I saw, one of the things I said last week, is that according to the
Buddha, once you enter into the discussion about self and no self, you end up in a quagmire
of metaphysical beliefs, and it’s just a swamp, and getsmore complicated themore you look
at it. He actually tried to offer something that was a lot simpler than the notions of self. I
don’t know how well I succeeded in simplifying it for you, or making it clear. Of this whole
teaching of the last few weeks, some of you were here to get it.

So a little bit, what I’d like to do is to take out a different angle, but also a little bit of a sum‑
mary of the last weeks of what I’ve said, get an overview. Maybe putting it all together in one
evening might make some more, different kind of sense out of it. So in Buddhist teachings,
especially here in the West, there’s a lot of teachings about this idea of self, and it’s usually
translating a Pāli word, atta. In Sanskrit, the same word is ātman, and in Pāli, anattā is then
the negative. It’s usually in English translated as “no self.” But as I said last week, last few
weeks, it’s better translated as “not self.”
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But still, is this a word atta in Pāli? And it’s the word usually “self” in English. There’s a very
different word that is seldom talked about, especially in the West, that’s related to the word
atta. It’s almost a synonym for self, but not quite the same. That’s the English word for “per‑
son.” And there’s a Pāli and Sanskrit word puggala, and there, in fact, in ancient India, there
was some evidence that the most popular form of Buddhism for many hundreds of years in
India was not the kind of Buddhism that survived down to the present times, but was a form
of Buddhism that was called the puggalavādins, the teachings of the persons—people who
believed in this category called the puggalas, persons.

And so the side of person then became an important category for these people. But it’s also
there in this tradition. So we have this English word “person.” And what is the Buddhist
teaching about personhood, and how is that? Why bring this up as opposed to the teachings
about self? I think there’s a series of wordswhich can be seen almost as synonyms in English,
and also you find almost equivalents in some Buddhist languages.

One is “self,”maybe the translationofatta; “person,” translationofpuggala. There is also the
idea of a human being, the human. Another word is “individual.” You know, your self. You’re
a person. You’re an individual. You’re a human. And there’s probably some other words like
that. What I’d like to suggest here this evening is that there are nuances, a differencebetween
these words.

“Human being” is a large, general category that all human beings fit into. Human beings are
human beings in this big category. The word “individual” might not refer to human beings,
but as a human, “individual” seems like it would be the same thing. However, the word “in‑
dividual” is a word that is in relationship to something else, whichmay be a society or social
being, social relationships. In fact, “individual” and “individuation” and “individualism” are
relativelymodernwords. Someof themare only a fewdecades old, some are a few centuries
old.

And in somecountries, in some societies, cultures in theworld, theword “individual” doesn’t
have the samemeaning or value as it does, or doesn’t exist in the sameway as it exists for us
here in America, where the word “individual” is very important. We’re individual. In contrast
to being somehow merged with society, we stand out. We’re unique. “Individual” points
to our uniqueness in America. And so to individuate means we differentiate ourselves from
others.

So the word “individual” implies differentiation. The word “human” doesn’t imply differen‑
tiation. It just means that you are part of this class of species or this class of beings that are
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called humanbeings. Theword “self,” not sure exactly how it falls. Maybe these are all words
in semantics, so youmight have different uses of theword. But theword “self” is a cherished
idea. I can say that safely, can’t I?

It’s so much so cherished that if we say there is no self, then there’s always someone who
protests and complains. And especially if you’re a therapist or are a therapist, it’s pretty in‑
evitable that someone will raise their hand and say, “Wait a minute, this is a cherished idea
in my therapy. I’m trying to develop a strong sense of self, and here you’re telling me there’s
no self, and that just doesn’t…” You know, something has to give. Doesn’t make sense, you
know. Maybe so then.

But I would like to suggest that theword “self” implies something either very individual, very
unique, something unique within us. The inner self, for example, “find yourself,” almost
means the same thing as “go in.” So “discover who you are”—where if you say, “Find out
who you are, what you are as a human being,” we don’t necessarily do the same thing to go
in or to our inner psychological life. And sometimes theword “self” then kind ofmorphs into
something very universal, like the cosmic self, the big self, a little bit like the Hindu idea of
ātman and the ultimate in the world being the same. But as the self has all kinds of connota‑
tions, I think the inner psychological self or the soul or something.

The word “person,” I’d like to suggest, has a different connotation. The word “person” is a
kind of a hybrid concept that covers both the universal aspect of being a human being, but
also something that’s very particular to each person, each being. It’s a kind of both univer‑
sal and personal, both unique and kind of general. So every culture and every religion has
some understanding of what it means to be a person that I would suggest is different than
the understanding of what it means to be a self or not self, or no self.

It is kind of the way they understandwhat does it mean to be a human being. When you look
at a human being, the purpose of being a human being, the goal of being a human being,
the condition of being a human being—every culture or religion has some notion of a person.
So in Buddhism also, there is this notion of what it means to be a person. You can ask of
Buddhists, “What’s the Buddhist concept of personhood?” And that’s a very different kind of
way of looking at us, at ourselves, than asking the question, “What is my self? What is the
self?”

The self is kind of in that kind of context. I suggest that looking for the self can be seen as a
narrowing of the question to something essential. We are saying, “What is it to be a human?
What is it to be a person?” brings in a whole ecology of a human being that is much broader.
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So each religion, I would venture to say here, has a concept of personhood. So what is the
concept of the Buddha, the Buddhist concept of personhood? How do you understand what
it means to be a human being?

And once you start making statements—something seemingly very simple, simple state‑
ments of what it means to be a person—or you see, you read between the lines, say,
“What does this mean? This is what they mean. This is how they see what human beings
are all about.” Then a simple statement actually can build a huge, complex philosophy,
metaphysics, culture, and builds out of that. So you have, for example, religious and cultural
ideas of innate human evil, sin, and you have ideas of innate human goodness, nice kind
of view: “This is what a person is.” Somehow, to human beings as a person, we have this
innate quality.

And then from that very simple statement, then that implies and implies and implies—you
have something that develops from that. So I am going to offer six different points of how
early Buddhism, the Buddhism that we kind of follow here at IMC, how I understand the hu‑
man person as distinct from what the self is. This much you following me? Enough. Is this
interesting enough? You’re still here. You’ve been patient all these weeks.

So one of the concepts of a human person that’s central for this tradition is that a human
being, human person, is subject to suffering and to happiness. It’s something. It’s a being.
It’s an entity which is subject to suffering and to happiness, to disintegration and integration,
to bondage and to freedom. That is inherent in the understanding of the human person. So
when the Buddha looks at a human being, the Buddha sees a being, an entity that has this
potential or this capacity, subject to these things.

The second point is that the human being that’s a person—who we are—is a moral agent,
not necessarily moral in terms of moralistic, but is an agent of change. We canmake choices
to change ourselves and change the world too. We are agents of change. We’re not only
subjects who are subject to the whims of reality in the world, but human beings also can act
in theworld, on theworld, and on ourselves. We are agents of action. And there are religious
teachings in the world that claim that human beings are not actors.

We can’t act. We can’tmake a change. It’s all an illusion. It’s one idea and you shouldn’t even
bother. The important things in life are not up to you. It’s fate, it’s destined, it’s up to the gods.
It’s predetermined. There is no free will. So in this second point, it’s related to that: there is
a kind of free will in Buddhism. There is choice that we make, and human beings can be the
agents for change, for action, for effect—we canmake, we can affect the world, and what we
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domakes a difference.

The things we do, the ways we act, the choices we make, do make a difference in the world.
Theyhaveaneffect. And then, following that, topoint three, is thathumanbeings canchange
and develop and grow over time, just like a child can grow as they get older. And that growth
and development in a human being is not necessarily all for the better. There are people
who grow and develop andmake choices and are influenced by the conditions around them
in such a way that they become forces of harm in the world. They harm other beings, they
harm others, and they get really good at it.

They develop a tremendous capacity to bemurderers, killers, all kinds of things. Even some‑
times when we don’t even want it, the choices wemake, the way we live our life, lends itself
to, you know, accidents that wouldn’t happen if we left the quail alone. So we can develop
and grow, but that development isn’t necessarily always beneficial, but it can be beneficial.
And so there are beneficial ways we can grow and develop, and the ability to grow and de‑
velop in beneficial ways is related to two things. One is that we know what’s beneficial, so
you know what to work towards, and that we act in the world or we behave in such a way
that we allow that growth and development to happen.

Sowehumanbeingsare that. TheBuddhist understandingof aperson is aperson, aperson is
someone who can grow and develop. Then, related to all these points, another point, which
is that we are all subject to cause and effect, sometimes called kamma. That is related to
what I said earlier, but rather focusing on human beings as being the agent, we’re also the
subject of our actions. Sowe can act in theworld, but depending on howwe act in theworld,
it comes back to us in some way or other.

And if we are the recipients of the effects of our actions—not in all effects, not in some me‑
chanical,mechanicalway, for it’s obvious—but there is somewayorother inwhichour things
come back to us. And so it’s the notion of kamma, the habits we develop, the conditions we
set inmotion in ourminds that will come back and bite us if there are bad conditions, or help
us if they’re good ones. But the things we know—our kamma comes back and affects us, and
therefore, so then to relate to all this. Now, is the fifth point? Is that liberation—that there
are worthwhile goals for a human person, for human beings.

There are worthwhile things to strive for or to work towards. And sometimes you have reli‑
gious teachings that say that you’re perfect just the way you are. The thing to do is just relax,
have it easy, accept yourself as being just innately beautiful and great, and there’s nothing
to do, and nowhere to go, nothing to be. All these kinds of teachings. Maybe even I’ve said
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things like that here, andmaybe other teachers, Buddhist teachers, have said that. Even is a
book titled, “You don’t knowwhere to go, nowhere to go, nothing to be.”

But you know, it’s one thing. So always be suspicious of spiritual teachers. Always don’t let
any of themoff the hook. And I also like to bring up, suggest that spiritual teachings also exist
not in a vacuum, but they exist as part of a larger package of culture, of society, of conditions,
that, in effect, howwe see the human person. So I’ll offer you one challenging premise: that
the teachings that we’re all perfect, just fine thewaywe are, justmatter of relaxing and open‑
ing, and nowhere to go, nothing to do, tends to be most popular in the history of Buddhism
in relatively affluent cultures, societies, groups. Now is that nothing to do, nowhere to go,
nothing to become, nothing to attain, just enjoy.

So that’s interesting. It might be very profound, that might be very true teachings, but why
are those teachings most popular in particular societies and not in others? So there is this
idea in when the Buddha looks at a human being that there’s a—this is probably the place
where, in these premises that seem to me like the biggest leap, where do you—where’s the
manual? It says, “This is what a human being should be like.” Why should this be so? To the
Buddha, in the views of the Buddha, there is a goal which is worthwhile to pursue.

Actually, a few goals, a couple of goals. It’s worthwhile to pursue the goal of happiness, and
it’sworthwhile topursue thegoal of liberation for humanbeings. So for the individual and for
other individuals, theBuddhadedicatedmost of his life to try to bring thatmessageout of his
compassion and care for others, to bring that message of possibility and encourage people
and showpeople apath that people could followandwalk so they coulddevelop themselves,
create the conditions, be the agent of change so that they could make a difference in this
human capacity for—to suffer or to be happy, to be in bondage or to be liberated. So there
is a worthwhile purpose or goal for human beings, and the primary one, the ultimate one, is
liberation. Liberation is a worthwhile goal.

Also, when the Buddha sees a human being, he sees that liberation is a potential that all hu‑
man beings have, whether they have a self or do not have a self. Liberation is a possibility for
all beings. A human person—understanding a human person has that. Some people would
like to see that as being an innate quality, theBuddhanature in eachperson, the innate good‑
ness in a person. Not enough, or potential is the same thing as something inherent. Potential
is kind of a strange category, and this whole idea: Are human beings inherently good? Are
human beings inherently bad?

The Buddha avoids that kind of question. It’s not really addressed. Not really, maybe, inter‑
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esting kind of question, if anything. How the Buddha sees it is that inherent in humanbeings,
inherent in unliberated human beings, is they have the capacity for both evil and for good.
So in terms of the capacity, potential that we have inherent in all of us is both good and evil.
It depends on what we feed, what we act on, howwe live our lives, which gets stronger.

So I think theBuddha is reluctant to say, “You know, people are inherently goodor inherently
bad.” Yet that question is not answered by the Buddha. I think the answer is we’re both,
depending on what direction we choose to go. But anyway, liberation is a potential we all
have. And then related to this is that the Buddha doesn’t say this, you know, explicitly, but I
think implicit in his teaching, close to being explicit, is a notion that we should respect this
potential in other people, that other people besides ourselves have all these potentials for
happiness and for suffering, for bondage and liberation, and that we should respect that in
other people and not interfere with their happiness and liberation.

In fact, we should not only shouldn’t interfere, but it’s actually good to help it, be supportive
of it, so that then feeds into Buddhist ideas about things like euthanasia and maybe even
abortion. Inorder to lookat thesequestionsofwhat todoover these life anddeathquestions,
existential questions, you have to answer some questions. But how do you understandwhat
a human being is like, what a person is? And so if you understand the human being has its
potential for liberation, and that this is a valuable potential to respect and to honor, then
some Buddhists will make certain decisions around questions of life and death based on the
respect and valuing of that potential. In letting that potential unfold, are the best, the best
possible?

Then the last point that is also, I think, a thing is interesting in this early Buddhist tradition,
the teachings of the Buddha. When the Buddha looks at human beings, and understanding
personhoodorperson, theBuddhadifferentiatesbetweendifferentkindsofpeople, different
types of persons. So rather than seeing that everybody’s equal, there is the same, and there’s
no difference between all of us, the Buddha actually differentiates between people. Now,
it’s not so strange to say that, because we do that, you know. If you want to, if you have
something that requires surgery, you know, you don’t go out and ask your mechanic to do
it.

You differentiate between your car mechanic and your surgeon. That’s an important distinc‑
tion to make. And usually, and so in the spiritual life, the Buddha makes distinctions, dif‑
ferentiates, and I find myself feeling inside, I feel shy about making distinctions. We peo‑
ple, on a spiritual basis, somehow it feels kind of wrong to do that, and sometimes I kind of
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lean against, kind of want to punish the void, that kind of Buddhism. And when I translated
Dhammapada, therewas always a placewhere the Buddhawas differentiating between peo‑
ple in ways that mademe look more uncomfortable.

Like, for example, some people are fools, you know. When’s the last time you heard me sit‑
ting up here? Somebody’s been coming here for years and years, and, you know, I said to
ever referred to somebody as being foolish. So in such a kind of person is foolish, you know.
Maybe I should be sorrywithmyself. But theBuddhaput a difference between fools andwise
people. Some people are wise and some people are foolish.

And it’s not inherent in who we are, but rather it’s something that has to do with our choices
we make and how we develop ourselves. So some people make foolish choices and some
people make wise choices, and that’s a useful distinction, apparently, because the Buddha
made it a lot. Theother is adifferentiationordifferent kindsofpeople. It is peopleasbigones,
as people who have been liberated and people who have not. And there’s a lot of language
acknowledging certain people as being liberated in contrast, people who are not.

The most common one is the word arahant, which literally translates as “the worthy one,”
someonewho isworthy of respect, worthy of—sincemost of themweremonks, it alsomeant
they are worthy of our generosity, of our gifts, our giving them food. The other word is ariya,
which is usually translated into English as “noble.” These are people who are noble. They
haveattainedacertaindegreeofnobility. Sometimes theBuddha referred topeoplewhohad
attained liberation as Brahmins, attained a certain level of inner purity as Brahmins, and very
clearly undermining the idea in his times that Brahmin, the caste Brahmins, was something
you were born into.

So the idea that you were born into a caste, that your status as a human being was depen‑
dent on how youwere born, was something the Buddha had just wiped away. So your status
was based on your birth—you know, you are born to your ethnicity, your race, your financial
situation, you know, all kinds of other kind ofworld, kind ofways ofmeasuring a person—the
Buddha just wiped away. And the differentiation that was left for him was a differentiation
between, “Have you done the inner work of purification? So have you somehow or other
become pure?” And purity—becoming pure—is the same thing as being liberated, because
the forces of impurity that are being cleansed are the forces of greed, hate, and delusion, the
forces of clinging and grasping.

So a human being is someone who can do that. So there are differences between people,
and even though itmakes us uncomfortable, and then there’s all this competition and status
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making, and a lot of ugly things happenwhenwemake those distinctions,make distinctions.
But anyway, he made it, and maybe it’s only to be looked at rather than ignoring it because
it’s ugly. It’s not ugly inherent because people hold it in ugly ways. This is a distinction the
Buddha put a lot of value on because hemade it a lot.

And to go back to the mechanic‑surgeon kind of distinction, it does make some sense that
if you can learn a spiritual path from someone, you want to have some confidence that they
have been on that path, or they’re further along on that path than you, or they have reached
some level of attainment or liberation, or somedegree of purification or change—something.
Whether it’s having confidence in the Buddha and his teachings, or whether it’s having some
kind of confidence in a teacher that you listen to, like some of you come here to me, listen
tome, and there’s probably some differentiation going on in your ownminds that you come
herenot todoother thingswith yourMonday evenings. So in looking at suffering, since that’s
kind of the core issue in Buddhism—suffering and freedom from suffering—so in looking at
suffering, there are three forms of suffering.

There is one form of suffering, one cause of suffering that’s really big for human beings, for a
lotofhumanbeings, and that is sufferingaroundself‑image, self‑evaluation, self‑possessions
or personal possessions. Those are really big. So one evening I talked about those three: the
clinging topossessions—“This ismypossession,” the clinging to self‑evaluation, conceit, and
the clinging to some view or idea—“This is who I am,” some image, “This is who I really am.”
Essentially, that there’s an activity called selfing, the activity of making a self, creating a self,
depositinga self, and thenorientingoneself to that self, which tends to causea lotof suffering
for human beings.

So we haven’t said anything about “there is” or “is there not a self?” But there is a lot of
activity in human beings around selfing, aroundmaking a self, holding on to self‑image, pro‑
tecting it, defending it. A lot of emphasis on evaluating oneself: “Am I good enough? I’m
not good enough. My self‑esteem, my self‑worth, am I compared to others?” Now, all these
things, and then my possession, things that are mine—these are real, this is really who I am.
Having these possessions defines who I am.

So I think that’s pretty given, right? That’s a lot of suffering. There’s a lot of suffering around
selfing. There’s probably selfing that maybe doesn’t count. Maybe the soft selfing doesn’t
cause suffering. But there is a lot of suffering that comes out of selfing. So if we’re going to
address the issue of suffering and find liberation from suffering, find happiness, somehow it
has to address the activity of selfing.
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And the primary thing it has to do is to somehow free us frombeing neurotically preoccupied
with selfing, with self‑evaluation, with concern withmy possessions andmy things, and con‑
cern with even coming concern with a kind of essentialist idea of, “This is who I really am.
This is my true self,” which can also be something we hold on to, and sometimes we don’t
even see it until it’s taken away. And sometimes there are hell things that happen, or acci‑
dents that happen, or disasters that happen where the way that we’ve understood who we
really are, maybe in its unconscious way, is not available anymore, taken away from us.

Someone is young and very athletic, and their whole life has to do with being active and
involved athletically in the world, and they have some serious injury, and they can no longer
do that, and they don’t even knowwho they are, they have no idea who they are. They have
no ideaofhowtobe in theworld, because theirwhole lifewasorientedaround thatparticular
persona, that particular imageofwho theywere. And that’s takenaway. Theyhave to, kindof
verypainfully, knowhowmuch theyareattached to it. What’s a littlebit harder tounderstand,
maybe, is the way that somemetaphysical idea of self can also cause suffering.

And the metaphysical idea of self—sometimes it may be better translated into English as
“soul” rather than “self,” some idea, “This is my soul.” The Buddha suggested that even that
can cause suffering, that can lead to all kinds of problems. So don’t even bother with the
whole pursuit of the soul, thinking about the soul, or thinking about the true self, the essen‑
tial self. Just let that all fall away. It’s not needed to address it.

What is needed is that the Buddha would offer a very simple path, simple in principle. And
that is, rather than kind of looking at your life through the filter or the lens of self, of soul,
of self‑image or self‑evaluation, look at your life through the filter of suffering and freedom
from suffering, from stress and the ending of stress, from tension and the release of tension.
Now, it turns out that a lot of the selfing we do has tension, stress, and suffering as part of it,
not only as a result of it, but in the very creation of it. Maybe we don’t necessarily evaluate
ourselves toholdon to the strong self, unless there’s already suffering there tobeginwith. We
feel uncomfortable somehow, and then we latch on to some self‑identity, some self‑image,
to create a protective image for us that kind of makes us feel better.

And so even the idea of creating the idea of the essential self, the soul, having those ideas—if
youpay very careful attention, youmight see the strainor the stress or the tension that’s even
going on in the mind, in the psyche, with that kind of preoccupation and concern. So if you
use suffering or stress or tension as the reference point, can sniff it out, get really sensitive
to it. Then all these other issues will become clear. They’ll come to you. But rather than
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resolving themmetaphysically or philosophically, you resolve the tension. You relax it.

Before getting a PhD in philosophy, you just relax. So somepeoplewant to know, “What’s the
meaning of life?” A great one, right? What’s the meaning? What’s the true meaning of life?
It’s an interesting question. An interesting answer is, before we answer that question, let’s
find out why you’re asking it.

And is there suffering prompting you to ask that question? And if there is suffering prompting
you to ask that question, what would happen if you turned your attention towards that suf‑
fering? And resolve that suffering? Could you do that before answering the question, “What’s
the meaning of life?” And is it possible to turn around and study that suffering and settle it?
And once it’s settled, what happens to the question? If the suffering that prompts you to ask
the question is settled, then what happens to the question?

So the analogy that is sometimes talked about that’s related to this is if you go to the plains
of Africa to be a nature photographer. You could run around the plains and try to find all the
animals, take pictures of them, and you exhaust yourself. An easier way is to sit by awatering
hole andwait, and sooner or later all animals in the plains of Africa apparently need to come
to thewatering hole to drink. So you sit there andwait and take pictureswhen they come. So
the corollary here is that our suffering is thatwatering hole, and all the issuesweneed to deal
with in our life for the purposes of liberation, for the purposes of this very deep happiness
and peace—that is liberation—all the issues we have to address will come to us if we sit at
thewatering hole of suffering, if we pay attention to that, look at it—suffering and happiness,
stress, and end from stress, tension, and its release.

And it might seem kind of mechanical or mechanistic. It might seem kind of reductionistic
to look at just suffering, distress, and freedom from it. It might seem kind of pessimistic and
kind of party‑pooping to look at that, but I think it’s very realistic, and it really shows uswhat
are the real issues we have to look at rather than wasting our time with a lot of other things
that may be just abstract, and rather than being pessimistic, rather to be kind of a downer,
kind of bad news to look at suffering. The whole point is to be happier. The whole point is to
find the path and how to live in a lighter, happier, fuller way.

So hopefully, even though initially it might seem kind of depressing to look at your suffering,
hopefully very quickly it seems like a really great thing, like, “This is a good path.” He says,
“I’m getting lighter. You know, things are getting happier.” And I have heard stories of Bud‑
dhist teachers—there was a three fifteen‑year‑old who went to see Suzuki Roshi in 1965 or
so, and they heard that he had a natural way of getting high. Because back in San Francisco
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at that time there were unnatural ways of getting high, and so they had disguised his den:
“Master, can you teach us how to get high without taking drugs?”

And so they asked him the question, and so, “Great, come here.” And he sat them down, and
he proceeded to give a talk on the Four Noble Truths: there is suffering, there’s a cause of
suffering, there’s the ending of suffering, there’s a path. And, you know, they came to hear
about getting high, not suffering. But the onewoman I knewwhowas part of this little group,
the three girls, said he was just so happy talking about suffering that it gotmy attention. You
know, she was an ensuance student ever since. Now it’s been over forty years.

So the idea of self is a dead‑end concept. The teachings of the Buddha, the idea of a person,
is not to have some concept. Whichmeans to be a person, a human being, is not a dead‑end
concept. It’s actually needed to have one. And the Buddha has one. You might not agree
with it. But he has one.

There might be an overlap between trying to understand, you know, when we start to un‑
derstand who we are, we understand ourselves as a person, as opposed to a self. Does that
make sense? No, it doesn’t make sense—well, too. So, and one of the—in the teachings of
the Buddha, then, that we’re talking about today—one of the preeminent ways of attaining
liberation, attaining happiness, attaining peace is through meditation. And part of the rea‑
son for this is that the activity of selfing, the activity of clinging in the mind, and that stress
and tension that comes from it, is very subtle—means gross, obvious sometimes, but it also
can be very, very subtle, very deeply entrenched in the mind and difficult to see.

And you need to get a mind which is very still, very peaceful, very peace. Differently, you
need to have amindwhich is very peaceful in order to see the very roots of where themind is
not peaceful. Sopart of the reasonwhy thepush for peacebecomesmore andmorepeaceful,
and is that a peace gives us a vantage point to seemore deeply. It’s like having a pond—right?
A pond that has waves that are choppy on it. You can’t see down, but the clearer and more
still the pond becomes, the more easily you can see to the depth of the pond.

So meditation is one of the preeminent ways of creating this. The peace that can go really
deep or really pervasively big, so we can see down to the depths and the roots of who we
are. And then the last kind of view of the human person that I’ll mention today this tradition
has is that the tendencies inside of us that cause suffering and bondage and unhappiness,
disintegration, have at their root—have certain roots that are deep down in the humanmind.
They are like seeds. Or the Christian, you call it roots—mūla, roots really deep down from
which sprout, proliferate the vast array of human tendencies that cause suffering.
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And the Buddha says there are certain plants in one—now, which ones? I think like the plan‑
tain plant, maybe, or some certain plants in ancient India that if you simply chop it off, cut it
off at the trunk, it will re‑sprout from the roots. But if you really want to get rid of this weed
or this plant, you have to uproot it. So if you can do a lot, a humanbeing can do a lot of house
cleaning. We can resolve a lot of issues. But if we are only doing it at some surface level, then,
like I like to say, it’s like rearranging the deckchairs on the Titanic, or, you know, it’s just like
taking care of certain things.

But then these latent roots are still going to operate, and they’re going topopupanotherway.
Sooner or later, they’re latent roots that are there. So part of the view of the human person
in this early tradition is that there are these latent tendencies, these roots, through these
kind of deep seeds. Sometimes they can lay dormant for long periods of time, and that if you
want to be fully liberated, attain the full capacity—fulfill our full potential and capacity for
peace, we have to be able to drop down into the place in the psyche or themindwhere these
roots reside, so they can be seen once and for all, and somehow be plucked or transformed
or changed or something.

So there is that. So this is my understanding, my attempt for you to give you some sense of
what it means, what the Buddhist view is of what it means to be a human person. I hope that
these last weeks have been more clarifying than confusing, and I hope that gives you some
better contact, understanding of which, when Buddhist teachers talk about anattā, or not
self, or no self, kind of what it’s about and how it fits into a bigger picture of what it means to
be a human being from a Buddhist point of view.

And I hope that you at least in principle have an increased appreciation for the value of the
Four Noble Truths, as you know, as value of why the Four Noble Truths is so central teaching in
Buddhism, and the increased value of why it might be useful to look at our life from the filter,
the viewpoint of the FourNoble Truths, as opposed toother filters. Andoneof the advantages
if you do that is that it makes the path of Buddhism lighter and lighter, easier and easier,
because if you focus on suffering and the freedom from suffering, then each step along the
way hopefully is a releasing of tension, of stress, of the forces of suffering. So each step along
theway is a stepofmakingpeace. Andasyouwalk thatpath, hopefully eachofuswill become
more andmore peaceful in our own hearts.

And I think one of the most beautiful things that I know in this human life is a heart which
is at peace. It’s incomparable in beauty and profundity and all kinds of things, purity. And
it’s one of the greatest gifts that anybody can give the world is to give, or give the gift, give
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those gifts that help other people become free of suffering, and also have some taste of our
potential for peace, for this profound happiness. So thank you for listening to all this. I’ll see
you in two weeks. I’ll see you in two weeks.
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