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The Concept of One-Practice
Samādhi in Early Ch'an
Bernard Faure

The term "i-hsing san-mei," rendered throughout this volume as "one-practice samādhi," played an important role in the emergence of a particular early Ch'an discourse. The translation already embodies an interpretation of the meaning that the term had for the Chinese Buddhist meditation tradition. But what did an eighth-century Ch'an practitioner really understand by i-hsing san-mei? We have only textual evidence, and relatively little of that. On the basis of extant Ch'an materials, it seems clear that one-practice samadhi, even if it had been mediated through the T'ien-t'ai tradition, was not simply one of the four kinds of samadhi elaborated by Chih-i (538-597) in his masterwork, Mo-ho chih-kuan ("[Treatise on] the Great Calming and Discernment"). Rather, it appears as a kind of reaction against the T'ien-t'ai doctrine and its impressive, almost overwhelming, arsenal of meditation techniques or upāyas.

The first part of this chapter will show how this concept, in evolving from its canonical sources to its Sui and T'ang interpretations, acquired several different meanings within the T'ien-t'ai, Pure Land, and Ch'an traditions. Although each of these traditions employed this same term, the discursive contexts in which it functioned were sometimes quite different.

The second part of the chapter will focus on Ch'an, dealing mainly with the well-known chronicle of the so-called Northern School, Lengch'ieh shih-tzu chi ("Record of the Masters and Disciples of the Laṅkāvatāra"). It will attempt to show how different concepts, the products of various social and historical circumstances, became identified with one‐ practice samādhi—or at least came to occupy an analogous position in the discourse of Northern Ch'an. By defining the semantic field to which "one-practice samadhi" belonged—that is, by examining all the contexts in which it occurred—this section will attempt to reveal dimensions of its meaning that are obscure in traditional interpretations.

In the third and last part, this concept will be placed in the context of the T'ang politico-religious situation, and the argument will be made that this context was a crucial factor in the formation of the sectarian 
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branches of Chinese Buddhism as it was a link between some of those branches. The redefinition of "one-practice samadhi," like the claim for a "sudden awakening" (tun-wu), provided a convenient means for the Southern School to outbid its Northern rival. At the same time, it also provoked various reactions from other corners of the Buddhist world, namely from the T'ien-t'ai and Pure Land traditions.

This working hypothesis remains to be demonstrated in a less intuitive way. A more definitive demonstration would require an examination of how this concept, or this type of practice, related to other non-conceptual practices in T'ang society—in other words, what kinds of modifications in the political, economic, social, and linguistic realms accompanied its emergence in the seventh and eighth centuries, as well as its subsequent disappearance from the Chinese religious scene. But such an undertaking remains beyond the scope of the present chapter and must await future analysis.

I. Evolution of the Concept of I-hsing San-mei
I. CANONICAL SOURCES
According to Mochizuki's Bukkyō daijiten, 1 the Chinese term "i‐ hsing san-mei" was used to translate the Sanskrit "ekavyūha-samādhi" ("single magnificence samadhi") or "ekākāra-samādhi" ("single-mode samadhi"). The primary meaning was therefore not "one-practice samadhi." The locus classicus of this expression is found in the Wen-shu‐ shih-li so-shuo po-jo po-lo-mi ching (Saptaśatika-prajñāpāramitā-sūtra; "Sūtra on the Perfection of Wisdom Spoken by Mañjuśrī"—hereafter Wen-shu shuo ching):
Mañjuśrī asked: "World Honored One, what is i-hsing san-mei?" The Buddha answered: "The Dharmadhatu has only one mark (i-hsiang; ekalakṣaṇa). To take this Dharmadhatu as an object is called i-hsing san-mei." 2
The Wen-shu shuo ching states two methods for entering i-hsing san‐ mei. The first consists of reading the Perfection of Wisdom sūtras and practicing the Perfection of Wisdom. The second is a kind of invocation of Buddha's name (nien-fo; buddhānusmṛti) in which one concentrates one's thought on a Buddha (not necessarily Amitabha) by unceasingly invoking his name while trying to avoid becoming attached to his appearance. One is thus able to visualize all Buddhas of the three periods.

These two approaches were later characterized by the Pure Land School as corresponding to "contemplation of Principle" (li-kuan) and "contemplation of phenomena" (shih-kuan). In the first case, one contemplates the absolute, the "Principle" of sameness (samatā) that is the 
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mark of "suchness" (tathatā). In the second, one contemplates the "phenomenal" multiplicity of the Buddhas. Both contemplations lead eventually to a realization of the undifferentiated character of the Dharmadhatu. This is why this samadhi is also frequently called i-hsiang san-mei, or "one-mark samadhi," the "one mark" being precisely the absence of all marks. 3
2. THE FIRST CHINESE INTERPRETATIONS
The definition of i-hsing san-mei given by the Wen-shu shuo ching refers to the metaphysical or ontological unity of truth rather than to the methodological singleness of practice. Even while pointing toward a merging of both subject and object, it remains centered on some kind of object (insofar as the absolute can be taken as an object), not on the human subject. This situation was changed during the sixth century by speculations on the meaning of śamatha-vipaśyanā (chih-kua) and in works like the Awakening of Faith (Ta-sheng ch'i-hsin lun) and the Mo‐ ho chih-kuan, the concept of i-hsing san-mei became integrated with the theory of śamatha-vipaśyanā to give it a Mahayana content.

According to Hirai Shun'ei, 4 the śamatha-vipaśyanā method typical of Indian dhyana had fallen into disuse following the success of the Mahayana ideas introduced by Kumārajīva (344-413) and the subsequent development of the Madhyamika School of the Three Treatises (San‐ lun). The stress laid on wisdom (prajñā) to the detriment of concentration (samādhi or dhyana) found expression in a rejection of śamatha to the profit of vipaśyanā. This emphasis became prevalent in southern China, while northern China remained more attached to the traditional practice of dhyana. This situation, however, eventually led to a reaction —already anticipated in the case of Buddhabhadra (359-429), the unlucky rival of Kumārajīva—that manifested itself as a search for a new balance between concentration and wisdom, a balance that was supposed to help reunify the Buddhist trends in northern and southern China. But since it was doctrinally impossible simply to return to the Hīnayāna practice of śamatha-vipaśyanā, some monks tried to redefine this practice in Mahayana terms. And the Wen-shu shuo ching, which had just been translated, helped greatly in the success of this undertaking. By adapting this sūtra's notion of i-hsing san-mei, the authors of the Awakening of Faith and the Mo-ho chih-kuan were indeed able to work out their new theory of śamatha-vipaśyanā. Let us now briefly examine the relevant positions of these works.

A. According to the Awakening of Faith
This Chinese apocryphal text, compiled toward the middle of the sixth century, gave the practice of śamatha the meaning of "samadhi of 
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suchness" (chen-ju san-mei) or "one-mark samadhi" (i-hsiang san-mei). In so doing, it transposed śamatha from the physical to the metaphysical level, making it a kind of contemplation of Principle. In Hīnayāna practice śamatha meant simply concentrating one's mind on an object, such as the body or the breath. 5 In contrast, the Awakening of Faith says:

Through this samādhi, you understand that the Dharmadhātu has only one
mark; in other words, that the Dharma-body (dharmakāya) of the Buddhas
is the same as the body of sentient beings and that there is no duality
between them. Hence this expression "one-mark samādhi" (i-hsiang san‐
mei). You must know that suchness (chen-ju; tathatā) is the basis of the
samādhis. If you practice it, you can gradually produce an infinity of
samādhis. 6
The apophatic concept of emptiness (śūnyatā), as articulated in the Perfection of Wisdom sūtras, is here in the process of becoming a quasi‐ substantial suchness, a kind of metaphysical entity more intelligible to the Chinese mind. This interpretation, prefigured in the Awakening of Faith, was later promoted by Hua-yen philosophy. The originality of the Awakening of Faith on this point, however, seems to have been overlooked by its Hua-yen commentators. 7
B. According to the Mo-ho chih-kuan
When Chih-i compiled the Mo-ho chih-kuan at the Yü-ch'üan Monastery in 594, he was attempting to realize a synthesis of the various kinds of Hīnayāna and Mahayana practices prevalent in his day. To achieve this, he grouped various meditation and devotional practices into four general types, the so-called four kinds of samadhi: (1) constantly sitting, (2) constantly walking, (3) partly walking and partly sitting, and (4) neither walking nor sitting. These samadhis are ably discussed by Daniel Stevenson in the previous chapter. There is, therefore, little need to say more about them here, other than to note some of the salient features of Chih-i's treatment of i-hsing san-mei. The first chapter of the Mo-ho chih-kuan states that these practices are collectively referred to as "samadhi" because one thereby "attunes, rectifies, and stabilizes [the mind]." Chih-i goes on to quote the Ta-chih-tu-lun: "Skillfully to fix the mind on one spot and abide there without shifting—that is called samādhi." He then adds: "The Dharmadhatu is a single spot, and through true contemplation you can abide there and never stray from it." 8 This is, grosso modo, the same ontological definition of śamatha (chih, "calming") as that given by the Awakening of Faith. But with Chih-i the i-hsing san-mei of the Wen-shu shuo ching is categorized as the first of the four kinds of samadhi, thus becoming at last a "one-practice" samadhi in the sense of one practice among several.
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Chih-i notes that the constantly sitting samadhi derives from both the Wen-shu shuo ching and Wen-shu wen ching (Mañjuśrī-paripṛcchāsūtra) and that it is also called "one-practice samādhi." 9 He writes that this type of meditation should be practiced without interruption for a ninety-day period. It includes invoking the Buddha's name, although this invocation seems to play a secondary role. Nevertheless, the expression "i-hsing san-mei" remains rather ambiguous as used by Chih-i. Those passages that deal with its function of taking the Dharmadhatu as its object emphasize the ontological aspect of this samadhi.

Take the Dharmadhātu as an object and concentrate all your thought on it. To take it as an object is calming (śamatha) and to concentrate your thought is contemplation (vipaśyanā). 10
In other passages, however, its modality as one practice—and, more concretely, as the sitting posture—is emphasized. A later commentator, the Japanese monk Shōshin (fl. 1164-1204), claims, in his Shikan shiki, that Chih-i achieved the synthesis of the two aspects of i-hsing san-mei (which we called earlier its ontological and methodological aspects), by borrowing from the Wen-shu shuo ching and Ta-chih-tu-lun. 11 Chan-jan (711-782), in his commentary to the Mo-ho chih-kuan (Chih-kuan fu‐ hsing chuan-hung-chüeh), inherits this ambiguity but seems to opt finally for the meaning of one-practice samādhi. 12 He argues that, if the term i‐ hsing referred simply to the oneness of truth, it should apply as well to the three other types of samadhi and could not reflect the specificity of seated meditation. 13 Although this interpretation marks a radical departure from previous ones, one-practice samadhi had already become identified with seated meditation in the Mo-ho chih-kuan. This meaning persisted for centuries in the T'ien-t'ai School 14 and, to a lesser degree, in the Ch'an School. Consequently, when the adepts of these two schools appeal to the Wen-shu shuo ching as scriptural evidence, they generally simply quote the Mo-ho chih-kuan.

C. Toward a Redefinition of I-hsing San-mei
The influence of both the Awakening of Faith and the Mo-ho chih‐ kuan made one-practice (or one-mark) samadhi a well-known practice, and this, in turn, contributed to the elaboration of a specifically Chinese type of Buddhism. Significantly, the appearance of the Pure Land and Ch'an schools was contemporaneous with the compilation of the Mo-ho chih-kuan. Although these two schools inherited the conception of i‐ hsing san-mei from these two works, they eventually modified its content considerably. From their soteriological outlook, the term i-hsing san-mei had to be understood quite literally: the one practice was superior 
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because it included all practices. It was no longer, as it had been in the Mo-ho chih-kuan, one samadhi among others. The synthesis of contemplative and devotional practices realized by Chih-i came to be perceived as too complex to be effective. Therefore, the Ch'an and Pure Land adepts retained from this concept only what seemed to them appropriate. Thus, one-practice samadhi became synonymous with seated meditation (tso-ch'an) for the Ch'an School and with invoking the Buddha's name (nien-fo) for the Pure Land School. The definition originally given by the Wen-shu shuo ching, with its double valence, had left the door open for such interpretations.

In the Pure Land School, the An-lo chi of Tao-ch'o (562-645) reduced one-practice samadhi to one of its initial components, invocation (nien-fo; buddhānusmṛti). 15 But this nien-fo san-mei was still a kind of contemplation. Such was not the case with Shan-tao (613-681), who gave one-practice samadhi the meaning of an "exclusive invocation of Buddha's name" (chuan ch'eng fo-ming). 16 He thus emptied it of part of its content as a samadhi. In a later commentary on Shan-tao's work, the Ōjōraisan shiki, the Japanese monk Ryōchū (1199-1287) used the distinction between contemplation of Principle (li-kuan) and contemplation of phenomena (shih-kuan) as it had been applied to the Wen-shu shuo ching's double definition of i-hsing san-mei. But, in so doing, he transformed the shih-kuan into the invocation of Amitābha's name:

Question: "The [Wen-shu shuo] sūtra says to concentrate all one's thought
on the Dharmadhātu. T'ien-t'ai [Chih-i] quotes this passage as evidence for
his contemplation of Principle. Now you speak of 'invoking the name.'
What is the difference?" Answer: "The term 'i-hsing' is applied equally to
Principle and to invocation. This is why one starts from the point of view of
contemplating Principle and ends by expounding exclusive invocation.
Chih-i adopts the outlook of the beginning, Shan-tao the outlook of the
end. This distinction between before and after, Principle (li) and phenomena
(shih), can be explained by the diversity of circumstances." 17
If all the practices amount to invoking the name, Ryōchū concluded, they obviously lose their purpose, because none of them allows rebirth as rapidly in the Pure Land, where one becomes a Buddha. This line of argument led quite naturally to a criticism of seated meditation (tso-ch'an) and was already found in Shan-tao's works. His Nien-fo ching, for example, condemns the practice of "gazing at the mind" (k'anhsin). 18 Another of his later commentators, Gijō (1796-1858), in his Ōjōraisan monki, summarized the three positions considered earlier: whereas the Awakening of Faith understands i-hsing san-mei from the point of view of Principle, the Mo-ho chih-kuan takes into account both Principle and practice, and Shan-tao adopts only the "phenomenal" outlook. 19
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D. I-hsing San-mei in the Ch'an School
Let us now examine the different definitions given to one-practice samadhi within Ch'an. If we are to believe the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi, this one-practice samādhi came to the fore with Tao-hsin (580-651), the dhyana master who later became the "Fourth Patriarch" of Ch'an. Tao‐ hsin quotes the Wen-shu shuo ching's definition, which leads him to admit the value of nien-fo. But recollecting the Buddha remains for him a secondary upāya, an accessory to seated meditation (tso-ch'an), and is ultimately negated for the sake of "spontaneity." 20 Despite the heavy influence of the T'ien-t'ai tradition, Tao-hsin's conception clearly goes beyond the constantly sitting samadhi of the Mo-ho chih-kuan to include all everyday acts, such as "lifting or lowering the foot." 21 We cannot be certain whether this conception belongs to Tao-hsin himself or to Ching‐ chüeh, the author of the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi. In any case, this samadhi is not purely "passive, static," as claimed by Suzuki, who contrasted it with the "active, dynamic" conception of Hui-neng (638-713), the "Sixth Patriarch" of Ch'an. 22
According to Saichō's Naishō buppō kechimyakufu (hereafter Kechimyakufu), the "Fifth Patriarch" Hung-jen (601-674) inherited his interest in one-practice samadhi from Tao-hsin. But, in Hung-jen's case, the influence of the Awakening of Faith, already at work in Tao-hsin's thought, seems to outshine the influence of the Mo-ho chih-kuan:
Hung-jen said to the Great Master [Tao-hsin]: "What is one-practice
samādhi? It is realizing that the Dharmakāya of the Buddhas and the nature
of sentient beings are identical." The Great Master [Tao-]hsin ... under-
stood then that Hung-jen had entered directly into the one-practice samādhi
and had perfectly reached the deep Dharmadhatu. He therefore transmitted
to him the secret words. 23
Despite such influence of the Awakening of Faith, the Wen-shu shuo ching remained the scriptural authority for the East Mountain School, as can be seen from the following dialogue between Empress Wu Tse-t'ien and Shen-hsiu (606-706), the "founder" of the so-called Northern School:

The Empress ... Tse-T'ien asked: "The Dharma that you transmit, whose
teaching is it?" [Shen-hsiu] said: "I inherited the Dharma-gate of the East
Mountain (Tung-shan) in Ch'i-chou." Tse-t'ien [asked]: "Upon which scrip-
tures does it rely?" Shen-hsiu [replied]: "It relies upon the one-practice
samadhi of the Wen-shu shuo po-jo ching." Tse-t'ien [said]: "If one is dis-
cussing cultivating the Tao, nothing surpasses the East Mountain Dharma-
gate!" 24
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Shen-hsiu's Kuan-hsin lun ("Treatise on Contemplating the Mind") gives "mind-contemplation" (kuan-hsin) as the "single practice" that includes all others but does not connect it explicitly with one-practice samadhi. Although the Kuan-hsin lun still shows Chih-i's influence (as can be seen from the title itself, identical to one of Chih-i's works), it assimilates the theory of the Awakening of Faith concerning the two aspects of the mind—i.e., the pure and defiled.

With Shen-hsiu's coming to the capital at the beginning of the eighth century, the interest of Ch'an adepts in the metaphysical speculation of Hua-yen philosophy increased greatly. Nonetheless, the dhyana master Shen-hsiu was not, as has been repeatedly claimed by Korean and Japanese scholars, the author of the two commentaries on the Avataṁsaka, fragments of which have been discovered recently in Korea and Japan. The real author of these commentaries was a later Hua-yen master, also named Shen-hsiu, as I have demonstrated elsewhere. 25 He was registered at the Hui-chi Monastery (in modern Chekiang) and was a contemporary of such third generation masters of the Northern School as Tao-hsüan (Dōsen, 702-760) and Shou-chih (var., Shou-chen, 700-770). These two monks may have been instrumental in giving a firm Hua-yen basis to the Northern School. The Japanese and Korean scholars are correct, however, in thinking that the ontological trend seen in this commentary was already prevalent at the time of the dhyana master Shen-hsiu. The Awakening of Faith, which supposedly had just been "retranslated" by Śikṣānanda, 26 was very popular by then. A one-mark samadhi (i-hsiang san-mei) that has lost the methodological connotations of the T'ien-t'ai one-practice samadhi reappears in this pseudo-translation.

The Northern Ch'an text Wu-sheng fang-pien men ("Treatise on the Five Upāya"), though not explicitly referring to i-hsing san-mei, nevertheless lays constant stress on the necessity of realizing the one mark (i.e., the absence of all marks) of the ultimate reality. In so doing, it refers to the Awakening of Faith:
The term "awakening" (chüeh) means that the mind-essence (hsin-t'i) is free
from thought (li-nien). This detachment from thought is characterized as
similar to space: it is universal. The Dharmadhatu has one mark. It is the
Tathagata's Dharmakaya of sameness. It is in reference to this Dharmakāya
that one speaks of "fundamental awakening" (pen-chüeh). 27
The pronounced taste of the Northern School for ontological ideas derived from the tathāgatagarbha tradition gave Ch'an a new direction, in which it turned away from Indian-style dhyāna. At the same time, the school also deviated from the Madhyamika orthodoxy from which it had originally sprung. This transformation may have arisen from a misinterpretation, in substantialist terms, of the Awakening of Faith. But, what
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ever its origin, it directly affected the interpretation of one-practice samadhi.

Although both Hui-neng (or at least the author of the Platform Sūtra) and Shen-hui (684-758), the leading figures of the Southern School, borrowed the notion of one-practice samadhi from the Lengch'ieh shih-tzu chi, they reshaped it according to their own purposes, using it as the main instrument in their criticism of the Northern School and its seated meditation. The Platform Sūtra has a long passage on this one-practice samādhi, which begins thus:

One-practice samadhi is straightforward mind at all times, walking, stand-
ing, sitting, and lying. The Vimalakīrti Sūtra says: "Straightforward mind is
the place of practice (tao-ch 'ang; bodhimaṇḍa); straightforward mind is the
Pure Land." Do not with a dishonest mind speak of the straightforwardness
of the Dharma. If while speaking of one-practice samadhi you fail to prac-
tice straightforward mind, you will not be disciples of the Buddha. Only
practicing straightforward mind, and in all things having no attachments
whatsoever, is called one-practice samādhi. 28
A criticism of passive meditation that is clearly, if somewhat mistakenly, directed at the Northern School follows this passage. This criticism will be more fully discussed later in this chapter. Suffice it to note for now that, in quoting the Vimalakīrti29 as the source of this samadhi, the author seems to be consciously rejecting the Wen-shu shuo ching as well as any T'ien-t'ai influence. 30 The "straightforward mind" of the Platform Sūtra appears equally distant from the Awakening of Faith and its ontological concept of "essential mind."

On the other hand, an attempt at reconciling the various definitions is attributed to Hui-neng by the authors of the Tsu-t'ang chi (K. Chodang chip):
The mind produces myriads of dharmas.... You must reach one-mark
samādhi, one-practice samādhi. One-mark samadhi means, in all circum-
stances, not to dwell in marks; even in the midst of marks, not to give rise to
hatred or desire, neither to grasp nor to reject.... One-practice samadhi
means that all circumstances, whether walking, standing, sitting, or lying,
are for straightforward mind the place of practice (tao-ch 'ang; bodhi-
manda); all these are the Pure Land. 31
Shen-hui's position can be interpreted as a reaction against the ontological tendencies of the Northern School by a return to the source of Ch'an in the Perfection of Wisdom tradition. This may be the reason why Shen-hui replaced the Wen-shu shuo ching (as well as the Laṅkāvatāra), which had been excessively used by Shen-hsiu and his epigons, with the Diamond Sūtra. In his Recorded Sayings, for example, he declares: 
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If you want to gain access to the very deep Dharmadhātu and directly enter one-practice samādhi, you must first read and recite the Diamond Sūtra and cultivate and study the teaching of the Perfection of Wisdom. 32
Reciting the Diamond Sūtra also effects the disappearance of all past sins and all subsequent hindrances. Whereas the Northern School's one-practice samadhi is criticized for its "voluntarist" aspect, Shen-hui's practice is characterized as wu-wei, or "non-acting." In other words, it involves non-intentionality (wu-tso-i) and non-thinking (wu-nien):
Absence of thought (wu-nien) is the Perfection of Wisdom and this Perfection of Wisdom is one-practice samādhi. 33
Shen-hui also invokes the authority of the Shen-t'ien wang po-jo po-lo-mi ching (Devarājapravara-prajñāpāramitā-sūtra). But neither in these two Perfection of Wisdom sūtras nor in the VimalakTrti quoted by Hui-neng in the Platform Sūtra is there any mention of one-practice samadhi. Therefore, it is clear that, on this point, Shen-hui and the author of the Platform Sūtra remain dependent on the Leng-ch'ieh shih‐ tzu chi.

Tsung-mi (780-841) inherited Shen-hui's criticism of the Northern School but added certain nuances to the role of seated meditation. In his General Preface to the Collected Writings on the Sources of Ch'an (Ch'an-yüan chu-ch'üan-chi tu-hsü—hereafter General Preface), he distinguishes five kinds of dhyana from the point of view of practice: (1) heterodox dhyana, (2) common-man dhyāna, (3) Hīnayāna dhyana, (4) Mahayana dhyana, and (5) dhyana of the Highest Vehicle—the last of which he defines as follows:

If one's practice is based on having suddenly awakened [to the realization
that] one's own mind is from the very beginning pure, that the depravities
have never existed, that the nature of the wisdom that is without outflows is
from the very beginning complete, that this mind is Buddha, and that they
are ultimately identical, then it is dhyana of the Highest Vehicle. This type is
also known as pure dhyāna of the Tathāgata, one-mark samādhi, and Tathā-
gata samādhi. It is the root of all samādhis. 34
Tsung-mi's conception of the one-practice samādhi is derived from the Awakening of Faith, not from the Diamond Sūtra. Paradoxically, Tsung-mi is in this respect closer to the Northern School 35 than to his own master Shen-hui. He goes even further than Shen-hsiu's disciples in interpreting the "originally pure mind" as an ontological reality. The cleavage on the question of the one-practice samādhi thus does not always conform to the doctrinal assertions of the two schools. 36
Northern School influence also appears in the Tun-wu yao-men 
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("Essentials of Sudden Awakening") of Ta-chu Hui-hai (d.u.). 37 Hui-hai is traditionally considered a disciple of Ma-tsu Tao-i (709-788), but his biography is uncertain, and he may actually have lived earlier than Ma‐ tsu. Doctrinally, he certainly represents a less radical trend of Ch'an. Whatever the case, his concept of one-practice samadhi is obviously indebted to the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi and can be seen as another attempt at a doctrinal synthesis from a purely Ch'an point of view. But his synthesis, like Tsung-mi's, came too late and did not prevent Ch'an from moving in completely new directions, directions that soon rendered one-practice samadhi obsolete. But to understand how this concept lost its meaning, it is necessary to examine the significance that it initially had for Ch'an practitioners. And to this end it is appropriate to take a second look at the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi.
II. One-Practice Samādhi and Its Paradigms
in Northern School Texts
Our argument so far has followed a traditional approach 38 in considering the evolution of the concept of one-practice samadhi in terms of its textual basis. We have thus found that its Problematik was framed by the definitions given to it in works such as the Wen-shu shuo ching, Mo‐ ho chih-kuan, and Awakening of Faith. Such an approach, however, does not allow us to understand the purport, to say nothing of the purpose, of one-practice samadhi. It is accordingly necessary to distinguish clearly the aims of an analysis that attempts to assess the theoretical role of one-practice samadhi in the religious (mainly Ch'an) discourse of the T'ang period from the decontextualized attempt to elucidate the meaning of i-hsing san-mei itself that has motivated traditional exegeses. The concern of this section is thus not the explication of i-hsing san-mei as such —a a paradoxical task, after all, given that this type of practice is supposedly beyond the reach of words—but an examination of its theoretical role in the religious discourse of the T'ang period. On the one hand, the ambiguity, or polyvalence, of the canonical definition of i-hsing san-mei facilitated its assimilation with a range of practices and theories, as seen in the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi. On the other hand, the concept also provided the basis for a rejection of all other theories or practices. In what follows, we shall examine the more or less explicit equivalences given to one-practice samādhi by the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi—or, when appropriate, by other contemporary works.

A few words on the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi and its author, Ching‐ chüeh, may be helpful. Ching-chüeh was born in 683 and probably died around 750, before the An Lu-shan rebellion. He was the younger brother of Lady Wei, Emperor Chung-tsung's consort, who was killed in 
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710 after trying to seize power. Ching-chüeh apparently studied with the dhyana masters Shen-hsiu and Hui-an (d. 708), the two great representatives of the East Mountain School, and inherited the Laṅkāvatāra tradition from his master, Hsüan-tse (d.u.). Ching-chüeh's work is an attempt to present the East Mountain School as the legitimate heir of the Laṅkāvatāra tradition supposedly initiated by Guṇabhadra and his "disciple" Bodhidharma. It enumerates eight generations of "masters of the Laṅkāvatāra [School]" and may be said to represent a marginal trend within the Northern School. In any case, it should be kept in mind that Ching-chüeh's position differs slightly from that of Shen-hsiu's main disciples.

I. THE FUNDAMENTAL PARADIGM
The Hua-yen theory of the interpenetration of the one and the many (i.e., of the absolute [li] and the phenomenal [shih]) provided the theoretical basis of the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi's stress on one-practice samadhi. This idea of interpenetration, as is well known, is associated with the Avataṁsaka Sūtra—a text that Ching-chüeh quoted often, particularly in the section of the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi devoted to Hui-k'o-and the theory itself was developed in the section devoted to Seng-ts'an. The famous formula one is everything and everything is one, constituted, in fact, a double paradigm, and the Hua-yen and T'ien-t'ai traditions have each stressed a different one of its aspects.

For Hua-yen, "one is everything." In other words, since Principle or the absolute (li) manifests itself in each and every phenomenon (shih), one must start from the absolute to understand the phenomenal world. For T'ien-t'ai, on the other hand, "everything is one." Since all phenomena equally reflect the absolute, one can, from the phenomenal multiplicity of the human world, return to the absolute. This contrast, of course, has merely heuristic value and does not do justice to the doctrinal complexity of these two traditions. But it may prove useful as a general distinction between two attitudes also very common in Ch'an circles. Applied to the question of practice, it has important consequences. If one stresses the fact that "one is everything," then one practice equals all practices and consequently renders them obsolete. From this derives the exclusiveness of i-hsing san-mei and its claim to orthodoxy (or, strickly speaking, "orthopraxy").

If "everything is one," then all practices are equal and compatible, because all express the same truth. In other words, pacifying the mind (an-hsin) or realizing one-practice samadhi, far from representing a rejection of other practices, is their necessary presupposition. Otherwise, these practices would be merely gradual upāyas and would, as such, only 
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lead one astray from the goal. Another Ch'an text related to the Northern School, the Wu-sheng fang-pien men, makes this point clear by referring to the "unborn" (i.e., absolute) upāya. In this respect, one-practice samadhi is not simply a practice selected from among others. 39 It is rather the uninterrupted, unremitting practice (another connotation of i‐ hsing) that pervades and sustains all others. 40 This conception of practice may have been borrowed from the Hua-yen School. Chih-yen (602-668), for example, argued that one-practice samadhi is a "pervasive contemplation" (t'ung-kuan) and corresponds to the Sudden Teaching (tunchiao). 41
The gradual shift of emphasis from the notion of one practice (among others) to that of the one (absolute) practice (and therefore no practice at all) can be inferred from Tao-hsin's criticism of the Taoist concept of unity. He quotes the apocryphal Fa-chü ching:
The One itself is not the [number] one. It implies a denial of numbers. But
those of shallow knowledge understand it to be a unity. 42
Ching-chüeh seems mainly preoccupied by the danger of hypostasizing i-hsing san-mei—either as "one" definite practice (methodological aspect) or as one "object" of practice (ontological aspect). To avoid the ontological deviation, he states repeatedly that "one mark is the absence of all marks." As to the methodological aspect, he seems to hesitate between two solutions: either the "real practice" corresponding to this "real mark" is no particular practice—and can therefore be any practice —or it is no practice at all. In fact, he has to give up his apophatic stand and is led to admit that the absolute must be expressed "anyway in a certain way." His hesitation, however, concerns only the phrasing, not the underlying meaning, of i-hsing san-mei itself. Any practice, being grounded on "sudden" realization, 43 is "no-practice." The same logic runs through a whole range of expressions: just as "one" comes to mean "absolute" and therefore negates any relative number, one mark, or real mark, is no-mark. Seeing it is, in fact, non-seeing; knowing it is non‐ knowing—a kind of docta ignorantia in which both subject and object have disappeared. Clearly, the Northern School's fundamental teaching, as expressed by the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi, is "sudden"—and not "gradual," as its opponents claimed. Moreover, it can be said that its essence was contained in the term "i-hsing san-mei." In a sense, all these terms, although they do not perfectly overlap due to their semantic evolution and their field of application (practice vs. realization), can be considered synonymous. They derive from the same play of meaning already at work in the fundamental paradigm One/one, a paradigm that can be broken down into the following set of polarities:
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	absolute 
	relative 

	metaphysical 
	methodological 

	exclusive 
	eclectic 

	apophatic 
	positive 

	sudden 
	gradual 


Still, before one reaches the stage of one-practice samadhi or sudden awakening, some concrete, external practice appears, paradoxically, to be useful. Tao-hsin and his successors had to address themselves mainly to beginners who could not readily fulfill their elitist expectations. A compromise had to be found. This was accomplished by borrowing diverse meditative techniques from other Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools and reinterpreting them from a Ch'an "sudden" perspective. We will now consider some of these techniques and their background.

2. EQUIVALENTS OF I-hsing San-mei
A. Shou-i
The first of the terms identified with one-practice samadhi is the practice of keeping the One (shou-i). In the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi, this practice is attributed to Fu ta-shih (alias Fu Hsi, 497-569), 44 known also as the Chinese Vimalakīrti. Despite T'ang Yung-t'ung's claim that the Taoists borrowed "shou-i" from the Buddhists (who used the term to render the Sanskrit "dhyāna"), 45 it is clearly a borrowing from the Taoist tradition. The term "shou-i" had many connotations in a Taoist context, and we may wonder how many of these resonate in the Ch'an interpretation. The One in the Lao Tzu and Chuang Tzu was the absolute, the impersonal Tao itself. 46 "Keeping" or "embracing" the One meant a mystical union with the Tao and, therefore, an integration of all elements constituting the individual. But very early, along with the divinization of Lao-tzu, the One came to be considered as a personal divinity or even as a divine triad. In the Pao-p'u-tzu, for example, it "possesses names, uniforms, and colors." 47 "To keep the One," then, involves visualizing the "supreme One" and its hypostases so that they manifest themselves in the practitioner's body and bring him longevity. According to Ko Hung, the author of this text, "If men could know the One, everything would be accomplished." 48 A similar interpretation is given by T'ao Hung-ching (456-536) and the Mao-shan School, as well as later by the Double Mystery School (Ch'ung-hsüan tsung), a Taoist sect heavily influenced by Madhyamika philosophy. 49 It also appears in a dialogue between Emperor Kao-tsung (d. 682) and P'an Shih-chen, a Taoist hermit living on Mount Sung (the cradle of the Northern School). 50
Another interpretation of shou-i, reflecting a moralizing trend, was 
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known in certain Taoist circles. It is found in a commentary on the Lao Tzu discovered in Tun-huang and attributed to Chang Lu, the third representative of the sect of the Celestial Masters (T'ien-shih). This commentary, the Hsiang-erh, goes against all anthropomorphic conceptions of the One. Here, "keeping the One" means first of all to follow the prescriptions ordained by the Tao, thereby contributing to the great harmony (t'ai-p'ing). 51 This amalgam between keeping the One and keeping the precepts has some affinities with the Buddhist conception of the Bodhisattva Precepts. According to a Taoist master named Chang Wang-fu:

To keep the precepts means eventually to keep the mind-precept. This is
what is called "keeping the One without losing it." 52
At about the same time, the Northern School began to assert conformity with Buddha-nature as the one mind precept (i-hsin chieh); the main difference with the Taoist notion is that keeping the One aims at awakening, not simply longevity. As Paul Pelliot has said: "The resemblance and identity of terms did not entail the community of systems.... Often enough, the apparent identity of words hid certain oppositions of ideas." 53
Were the early Ch'an adepts aware of these doctrinal incompatibilities ? Tao-hsin's (or Ching-chüeh's) criticism of the Taoist tendency to hypostasize the One or the Mind might have been better addressed to some Ch'an followers than to adepts of the Taoist school of the Double Mystery. 54 In an apocryphal text, the Chin-kang san-mei ching, written toward the middle of the seventh century and closely related to the East Mountain School, the following definition of "keeping the One" can be found:

The bodhisattva sees to it that sentient beings "preserve the three and keep
the One" and thus enter into Tathāgata dhyāna (ju-lai ch'an). Owing to this
dhyāna, the "panting" of the mind stops. What is "preserving the three and
keeping the One" and what is "entering into Tathagata dhyāna?" "Preserv-
ing the three" means "preserving the triple deliverance." "Keeping the One"
means keeping the suchness of the one mind. "Entering into Tathāgata
dhyana" means contemplating the principle (li-kuan) that the mind is purity
and suchness. 55
Nevertheless, the "keeping the One" that Tao-hsin borrowed from Fu ta-shih remains a classical practice. It consists of examining the emptiness of the body and modes of consciousness (vijñāna). All mental phenomena that may appear during this process are rejected as illusory. Despite some possible allusions to Taoist techniques, the content of this meditation is obviously Buddhist.
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The Taoist connotations of the expression "keeping the One" may have appealed to the eclectic backgrounds of many lay Ch'an adepts. Thus the Prime Minister Chang Yüeh (d. 730), although a disciple of Shen-hsiu, had very intimate Taoist friends; and his son, Chang Chün (d.u.), while following the Northern Ch'an master I-fu (658-736), continued to practice the Taoist techniques of longevity. The identification of "keeping the One" with one-practice samadhi must, in any case, have been widely acknowledged at the time, since it was still in use in such later Ch'an works as the Tun-wu yao-men.56
B. Kuan-hsin/K'an-hsin
Another term closely connected with one-practice samadhi was "contemplating" (kuan)—or "gazing at" (k'an)—the mind (hsin). At first glance, Tao-hsin does not seem very consistent on this point, since he initially rejects "gazing at the mind," only to recommend it afterwards to beginners. Here again—unless it be some interpolation—the dual structure (sudden/gradual) of his teaching appears. In any case, "mind-contemplation" was certainly a prominent feature of the Northern School practice. Shen-hsiu himself dedicated what was probably his first work, the Kuan-hsin lun, to the subject. This interest seems to reflect a strong influence from T'ien-t'ai thought, where this type of contemplation was prevalent. But within the T'ien-t'ai tradition itself an argument later arose over which aspect of mind this contemplation should be directed toward. Was it the true mind (chen-hsin) or the illusory mind (wanghsin)? This question became one of the stumbling blocks for the school, the orthodox branch, with Ssu-ming Chih-li (d. ca. 1023), holding that kuan-hsin meant the examination of the illusory mind, not the absolute mind (li-hsin). Guṇabhadra, the "First Patriarch" of Ch'an according to the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi, would probably have rejected such an argument, but his "heir" Tao-hsin seems ambivalent. 57 For Shen-hsiu, kuan‐ hsin is undeniably a kind of visio spiritualis, not merely a visio mentalis. Such seems to be his point when, according to the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi, he declares: "This mind, is it mental activity (yu-hsin)? What kind of mind is it?" 58 The implicit answer is that it is "no-mind" and that looking at it is like looking at space. Hung-jen, in the same work, defines "gazing at the mind" in terms reminiscent of the Latin etymology of the word "contemplation" (from templum, which, in the terminology of divination, meant a place from which one had an open view):

After [the mind] is clarified, when one sits, it is like being on a solitary tall
mountain in the midst of a distant field. Sitting on exposed ground at the
top of the mountain, gazing off into the distance on all four sides—there are
no limits. 59
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Now this state of mind is engendered, according to Hung-jen, by visualizing the letter "one" (or "one" character, i-tzu) 60 at the very bottom of space. The more advanced practitioner is told to visualize it in his mind. This practice may be related to the contemplation of the letter A (a-tzu kuan) used in Tantrism.

On the other hand, "gazing at the mind" is equated to "gazing at the unlocalized" (k'an wu-so-ch'u) by a later anthology of the Northern School, the Shih-tzu ch'i-tsu fang-pien wu-men ("The Five Types of Upaya [According to] the Seven Patriarchs"). 61 But this notion was already in use during Shen-hsiu's lifetime, for it can be found in a work of his disciple Chih-ta (alias Hui-ta, or Hou-mo-ch'en Yen, d. 714). Because of its reference to "sudden awakening," this work, known as the Yao-chüeh ("Essential Teachings"), was believed to postdate the "sudden/gradual" controversy, but I have found evidence that its preface, dated 712, is authentic. Shen-hui and his school did not, therefore, "discover" the sudden teaching. Chih-ta defines, without naming it, the one‐ practice samadhi as follows:

From moment to moment do not abide, and then you will realize the one uniform mark.... This is the unlocalized, ... the pure Dharmadhatu, ... Vairocana, the Pure Land. 62
Like Ching-chüeh, Chih-ta affirms that true vision is "non-seeing" and admits that it must be preceded by "gazing." Nevertheless, this gazing itself is from the beginning "absence of thought" (and therefore "sudden"). This logically leads to the definition of k'an-hsin as "non‐ reflection, non-examination" (pu-ssu pu-kuan) given by the Chinese master Mo-ho-yen (Mahayana) during the so-called Council of Tibet. 63 The "mind-contemplation" of the Northern School was, from the outset, conceived as an "anoetism," an excessus mentis. By looking at his mind, the practitioner, so to speak, dissolves it. He certainly does not freeze it or hypostasize it, as Shen-hui and Tsung-mi's criticism of the Northern Ch'an would have us believe.

The funerary inscription for Chih-ta, written by an official named Ts'ui Kuan, 64 raises again the question of the Tantric influence on the meditation practice of the Northern School, especially in regard to its interpretation of one-practice samādhi. According to his epitaph, Chih‐ ta, having received from Shen-hsiu the oral (i.e., esoteric) teaching (k'ouchüeh) and the secret piṭaka (pi-mi tsang), converted people in the Lo‐ yang region. He "directly showed the essentials of dhāraṇī and spread the principle of sudden awakening." Two of his works found in Tun‐ huang, Hui-ta ho-shang tun-chiao pi-mi hsin-ch'i ch'an-men fa ("The Secret Method of Master Hui-ta") and Yao-chüeh, show esoteric connotations in their titles. The first was originally believed by D. T. Suzuki to 
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be a Tantric work, while the second has been copied, in one recension, together with Kuan-shih-yin p'u-sa t'o-lo-ni ching ("Dhāraṇī Sūtra of the Bodhisattva Avalokiteśvara"). We know the interest taken by Northern School adepts—such as I-hsing (683-727), I-fu, Ching-hsien (660‐ 723), and Shou-chih (700—770)—in the teachings of the Tantric masters Śubhakarasiṃha (637-735) and Vajrabodhi (669-741). But Chih-ta's case shows that, even before the arrival of these two Indian monks in the years 716-719, Shen-hsiu's disciples were attracted to the esoteric teaching then in vogue in Loyang. 65
Some passages of the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi might be interpreted in this light. The first that comes to mind is, of course, Hung-jen's injunction to "gaze at one letter." Could this letter or syllable be a dhāraṇī? Elaborating on the logic of the type "to understand one thing is to understand everything," Tao-hsin quotes a sūtra that says: "If only one sentence impregnates the mind, it will remain forever incorruptible." 66 In another passage he declares: "The ocean of the Dharma may be unlimited, but the practice of the Dharma is contained in one word." 67
The Ch'an-yao ("Essentials of Dhyana"), a record of Śubhakarasimha's talks with the Northern Ch'an master Ching-hsien, makes the following statement: "Whoever can explain one word can expound countless dharmas." 68 In the same vein, Shen-hsiu, quoting the Nirvāṇa Sūtra, declares: "Whoever understands perfectly one word deserves the title of 'Vinaya Master.' " 69 Still, Ching-chüeh does not give any evidence that this "one word" could be a dhāraṇī, and the question of the Tantric aspect of one-practice samadhi remains open. Possibly what drew Shenhsiu's disciples to Śubhakarasiṃha was not his Tantric doctrine as such, but the question of the Bodhisattva Precepts. 70
C. I-hsin Chieh
The importance of the Bodhisattva Precepts in the Northern School must be understood in relation to one-practice samadhi. These precepts, also known as the "formless" or "one-mind" precepts, developed in the Northern School with regard to classical Vinaya in the same way as one‐ practice samadhi had developed vis-a-vis traditional dhyāna. They are an application of the "sudden" theory. Yanagida Seizan thinks that the "formless precepts" (wu-hsiang chieh) found in the Platform Sūtra were specific to the Ox-head (Niu-t'ou) School, 71 but the same notion was used in a commentary on the apocryphal Fan-wang ching. This commentary was compiled by Tao-hsüan (Dōsen), the Northern Ch'an master who introduced Vinaya and Hua-yen (along with Ch'an) to Japan in 736. It is unfortunately not extant, but the relevant passage is quoted in the Denjutsu isshin kaimon, a work on the "one-mind precepts" (i-hsin chieh) written by a disciple of Saichō named Kōjō (779-858). 72 The the
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ory of the one-mind precepts later played a key role in the Japanese Pure Land and Sōtō Zen sects.

Characteristic of these precepts is the "highest repentance," which consists of "sitting correctly and thinking of the true mark." 73 This famous passage from the P'u-hsien kuan ching is quoted in the Lengch'ieh shih-tzu chi by Tao-hsin to illustrate one-practice samādhi. 74
D. Nien-fo
The canonical definition of one-practice samadhi included a recollection of the Buddha (nien-fo). Tao-hsin, after quoting this definition, felt the need to clarify his position concerning the Pure Land doctrine. He admits nien-fo as an ancillary practice, but its meaning is very different from the "invocation of the name" recommended by Shan-tao and his disciples. It is based on the Perfection of Wisdom notion of emptiness, and, instead of leading to rebirth in the Pure Land, it aids in the realization that "to think of the Buddha is to think of the mind." The Buddha, like the mind, cannot be apprehended through forms. There is no need to turn westwards since "one direction is all directions" and the Pure Land is within oneself. The same point is repeatedly stressed in both Northern and Southern schools. In the Tun-wu yao-men, a naive practitioner asks Hui-hai:

I wish to be reborn in the Pure Land, but I still wonder whether this Pure Land really exists or not? 75
Hui-hai pretends to resolve this doubt with a quotation from the VimalakTrti Sūtra: "If your mind is pure, all places will be pure." This kind of answer may miss the point, for it ignores the simple fact that the question was asked precisely because the practitioner's mind is defiled. The influence of Hua-yen philosophy gave Ch'an doctrine a kind of optimistic, irenist bias that was incapable of meeting the expectations of ordinary people, trapped in a world of suffering and desperately longing to find an escape. This may be one of the shortcomings of the "sudden" position advocated by Ch'an. Thus, in order to proselytize, Ch'an masters had to use "gradual" upāyas. Most of the time, they merely concealed this fact with their "sudden" terminology. By doing so, they could also maintain a fruitful dialogue with other Buddhist schools. This ambiguity is most clearly evident in the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi and its use of the one-practice samadhi—understood sometimes as one simple practice, but more often, or more fundamentally, as the one absolute or "sudden" practice, that is, no practice whatsoever, or pure spontaneity.

Our discussion so far has focused on the "eclectic" conception of one-practice samadhi that appears to be at the core of the Leng-ch'ieh 
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shih-tzu chi and a number of other Northern Ch'an texts. The other conception, which can be characterized as "exclusive" or "purist," is by its very nature refractory to a discursive approach. It may be found in another trend of the Northern School, whose point of view is expressed in a chronicle entitled Ch'uan fa-pao chi ("Record of Transmitting the Jewel of the Dharma"). This trend stemmed from Fa-ju (d. 689), a codisciple of Shen-hsiu. Its main representative was Yüan-kuei (644-716), traditionally considered a disciple of Hui-an (d. 708). Yüan-kuei's inscription contains the following passage:

As to this one-practice samadhi, in India they transmitted its purport from mind to mind and, from the very beginning, never used written teachings. 76
A parallel is found in Fa-ju's epitaph:

Master Fa-ju, with the Dharma of one-seal, impressed secretly the multitude of meanings.... 77 In India they inherited it from each other, from the outset, without using written words. Those who enter this gate transmit only mind to each other. 78
In the same way, the Ch'uan fa-pao chi opens with an assertion of the siddhānta-naya (or ultimate realization that cannot be expressed by words or induced by others). Apparently, one-practice samādhi is here understood as a rejection of the "joint practice" of Ch'an and doctrinal study and as an affirmation of what was later labeled the "special transmission outside the scriptures" (chiao-wai pieh-ch'uan). This also may be the origin of the shōbōgenzō theory asserted by Dōgen (1200-1253).

In sum, the "sudden/gradual" controversy (which in the Chinese context of the eighth century revolved around the question of the value of upāyas) was already latent in the Northern School before it provoked the schism between the Northern and Southern schools. The controversy manifested itself in the various ways of interpreting one-practice samādhi. But this doctrinal debate itself was motivated by factors of an entirely different kind, to which we shall turn in the final section.

III. The Sectarian Background of One-Practice Samadhi
in the Eighth Century
What was the real purport of one-practice samadhi? Shall we follow Hu Shih's line of argument and view the notion as a result of the Chinese tendency to simplify Buddhism because it was too complex for the Chinese mind? As Paul Demiéville remarks in a review of Hu Shih's thesis, this idea itself is too simplistic. 79 Obviously, the Problematik that gave 
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rise to one-practice samadhi was more elaborate. This is not to say that, as Ch'an ideas became diffused among lower levels of Chinese society, there was no desire to simplify the hair-splitting analyses of meditative practices brought from India. But the Hua-yen logic of interpenetration that formed the doctrinal basis of one-practice samadhi also reflected the evolution of Ch'an as it became the ideology of the ruling class. It is no coincidence that the most striking praise of one-practice samadhi came from Empress Wu herself; some political interests were possibly at stake in what appeared at first to have been a merely doctrinal question.

Lack of sufficient textual evidence obscures a clear picture of these interests. Moreover, the controversy over one-practice samadhi—that is, over the "sudden/gradual" question—undoubtedly had its own logic and dynamics, whose workings lay hidden beyond the reach of the protagonists. Thus, given the inaccessibility of the political nuances that may have informed these discourses, we cannot hope to develop a wholly consistent picture, and the information necessary to establish alternative interpretations may be lacking. Nonetheless, the present analysis ought to be preferred if, as I think it does, it organizes in an intelligible framework a more encompassing set of issues and data.

One fact stands out: one-practice samadhi is in most cases discussed in works whose main purpose is to establish the orthodoxy of the Ch'an lineage. Moreover, it is often implicitly related to the transmission of the Laṅkāvatāra Sūtra and to the question of the six or seven Ch'an patriarchs. This is true, of course, of the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi, in which Tao-hsin is shown equating one-practice samadhi with the Laṅkāvatāra's assertion that "the mind of all Buddhas is what comes first." 80 Further, Ching-chüeh comments on the dialogue between Empress Wu and Shen‐ hsiu in the following manner: "Since [Shen-]hsiu was [Hung-]jen's disciple, this is the core of the oral [tradition]." 81 He thus seems to suggest that there was a transmission based on the one-practice samadhi.

The same point is made in Yüan-kuei's inscription, where we learn that one-practice samadhi is the hallmark of the Indian transmission. 82 Yüan-kuei himself, who succeeded Fa-ju and took the Laṅkāvatāra Sūtra as a "spiritual mirror," is given as representative of the seventh generation after Bodhidharma.

In his Kechimyakufu, Saichō gives his religious lineages as Ch'an, T'ien-t'ai, Vinaya (T'ien-t'ai Bodhisattva Precepts), and both "pure" and "mixed" esoteric teachings. Concerning his Ch'an lineage, he first quotes the Ch'uan fa-pao chi, proceeding with short notices on Bodhidharma, Hui-k'o, Seng-ts'an, Tao-hsin, Hung-jen, Shen-hsiu, P'u-chi, Tao-hsüan (Dōsen), and his own master, Gyōhyō (722-797). 83 Although he mentions the Ox-head lineage, he relies mainly on the Northern Ch'an tradition as he knew it through Tao-hsüan. His explanation of one-practice samadhi can be found in the notice on Hung-jen and refers to the 
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Wen-shu shuo ching. 84 In the notice on Tao-hsüan, P'u-chi is cited as the representative of the seventh generation. 85 This lineage continued to be accepted in much later texts (for example, Yosai's Kōzen gokokuron) and was closely connected to the one-mind precepts (isshinkai). One-practice samadhi is mentioned another time in the notice on I-hsing, a monk who first studied Northern Ch'an under P'u-chi and owed his religious name to his intent practice of i-hsing san-mei. He is cited here as a representative of the esoteric tradition.

In the case of Shen-hui's Recorded Sayings and the Platform Sūtra, the discussion of one-practice samadhi turned into a sharp criticism of Northern Ch'an practice. According to the Platform Sūtra:
The deluded man clings to the characteristics of things, adheres to one-prac-
tice samadhi, [and thinks] that straightforward mind is sitting without mov-
ing and casting aside all delusions without letting things arise in the mind.
This he considers to be one-practice samadhi. This kind of practice is the
same as insentience and is the cause of an obstruction to Tao.... If sitting
in meditation without moving is good, why did Vimalakīrti scold Śāriputra
for sitting in meditation in the forest? 86
But behind this doctrinal criticism we can discern Shen-hui's and the Platform Sūtra's real aim: establishing Hui-neng as Sixth Patriarch instead of Shen-hsiu, and Shen-hui himself as Seventh Patriarch instead of P'u-chi. Tsung-mi also states that one-practice samadhi is "precisely the dhyana that has been transmitted down from Bodhidharma" and opposes it to the "gradual" practice of T'ien-t'ai (and Northern Ch'an).

Therefore, the semantic field encompassed by the notion of one‐ practice samadhi and its correlated terms can be considered from two perspectives: (1) as a kind of "space of discord" within the Ch'an School, within which each faction tried to outbid the others in a general struggle for orthodoxy and power; and, at the same time, (2) as a common ground for conciliation, permitting fruitful exchanges between Ch'an and the other schools.

But to arrive at this position, we must first "deconstruct" the artificial lineage trees that were imposed on an intricate reality by the later, fossilized tradition of each sect. These schools, at the beginning of the eighth century, were not yet monolithic. At that time, the rise of sectarianism was just beginning to alter the good relations between the various trends of Buddhist thought.

In the so-called Northern School of Ch'an, at least four currents are discernible, stemming respectively from Fa-ju, Hui-an, Shen-hsiu, and the Laṅkāvatāra tradition of Hsüan-tse and Ching-chüeh. One of them, Hui-an's group, remained somewhat peripheral, allowing its later rede
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finition as a representative of the early Southern School. The Southern School itself was never unified, and dissensions concerning the status of Seventh Patriarch may have arisen soon after Shen-hui's death, if not before. Tsung-mi's veiled criticism of the Hung-chou, Szechwan, and Ox-head schools echoes this sectarian polemic.

The Tantric School before Amoghavajra (705-774) and the Hua-yen School between the time of Fa-tsang (643-712) and Ch'eng-kuan (738‐ 839) have been relatively neglected by Japanese scholars. The same can be said, as far as the T'ien-t'ai School is concerned, for the Yü-ch'üan ssu branch, which flourished at the time. 87 Hung-ching (634-692) and his disciple Hui-chen (673-751) were very close to Shen-hsiu's group, and their syncretic outlook probably influenced Northern School thought. This syncretism is best represented by I-hsing who, after studying Northern Ch'an on Mount Sung under P'u-chi, went to study T'ien-t'ai and Vinaya with Hui-chen and later received the Tantric teachings from Śubhakarasimha. His interest in one-practice samadhi must be placed in this context.

The other branch of the T'ien-t'ai School, centered on Mount T'ient'ai, also responded favorably at first to Shen-hsiu's disciples. Its main representative, Chan-jan, had friendly relations with Northern Ch'an monks and apparently even played a role in the erection of an epitaph for the third Ch'an patriarch, Seng-ts'an (d. 606), which supported the Northern School's lineage. His disciple Li Hua, in his inscription for Chan-jan's master, Hsüan-lang (673-754), also displayed partiality for the Northern School. 88 Several inscriptions by Li Hua stress the perfect harmony of Ch'an and T'ien-t'ai or Ch'an and Vinaya. On the other hand, some degree of rivalry between adepts of the various schools continued. A characteristic example is the controversy pitting Hui-ch'i and Hui-jen—two T'ien-t'ai nuns and blood sisters—against P'u-chi and his followers. This episode is revealed in the two nuns' epitaph, conserved in a work by the Korean monk Ŭich'ŏn (1055?-1101), the Shih-yüan tz'ulin. 89 According to that document, I-hsing, chosen by the emperor Hsüan-tsung to decide who was right, sided with the T'ien-t'ai nuns.

In the Pure Land School, several trends can also be discerned. They are represented mainly by Shan-tao's disciples, such as Huai-kan (d.u.), and by Hui-jih (alias Tz'u-min, 680-748), a very popular and independent monk. In the same vein, another group, composed of monks such as Fei-hsi (d.u.), Ch'u-chin (698-759), Ch'eng-yüan (713-803), and Fa‐ chao (d.u.)—who descended from the Yü-ch'üan ssu branch of T'ien-t'ai and were adepts of the "joint practice" of Ch'an and nien-fo—also deserves mention.

One-practice samadhi was apparently an important topic in these T'ien-t'ai and Pure Land circles. Its significance may have been partly a 
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reaction against the "sudden/gradual" controversy that was then dividing the Ch'an School. Consider, for instance, Chan-jan's statement about the Wen-shu shuo ching:
This is why the dhyāna master [Tao-]hsin originally used this sūtra as the
essentials of mind. But his epigons followed their own biases, and their
opinions differed. This led the Ch'an schools in the Chiang-piao and Ching-
ho [regions] to oppose each other. 90
Chan-jan put the blame on both the Northern and Southern schools, but he still relied on the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi's account. By insisting that the textual basis of the one-practice samadhi was the Wen-shu shuo ching, he implied a criticism of the Southern (Ho-tse) School that rejected that scripture. But, despite his initial sympathy for the Northern School, he eventually rejected Ch'an completely. As "Sixth Patriarch" of the T'ien-t'ai tradition, he reasserted the T'ien-t'ai explanation of one‐ practice samadhi (as defined in the Mo-ho chih-kuan). While the Lengch'ieh shih-tzu chitried to claim Fu ta-shih and his "keeping the One" for the Ch'an tradition, Ch'an-jan abruptly declared that this "Bodhisattva" Fu, the ancestor of his own master Hsüan-lang, was definitely superior to the Indian monk Bodhidharma. 91
Pure Land masters interpreted one-practice samadhi as a samadhi of recollecting the Buddha (nien-fo san-mei). But several of them, like Ch'u-chin, were known for also practicing the Lotus samadhi (fa-hua san-mei), which appeared at that time as a variant of the "ontological" i‐ hsing san-mei (which took the Dharmadhatu as its object). The Lotus samādhi is mentioned in several inscriptions by Li Hua. Fei-hsi uses the same metaphor of archery as the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi to illustrate the constant succession of thoughts in one-practice samādhi. 92 But, despite the common ground offered by the notion of i-hsing san-mei, discussion of this topic frequently led to mutual criticism. 93 As David Chappell discusses more fully in his chapter later in this volume, the most famous criticism of Ch'an is found in Hui-jih's Wang-sheng ching-t'u chi ("Record of Rebirth in Pure Land"). This work, subsequently withdrawn from circulation during the Sung and preserved only by chance in Korea, speaks ironically of dhyāna masters who "recommend to monks and laymen to look within themselves for the Buddha and not to rely on an external Buddha." It goes on to argue that, in order to become a "good friend," one must also avoid relying on the instructions of such dhyana masters and should know by oneself how to gaze at the mind (k'an-hsin). 94
To whom was this criticism addressed? Certain parts of it seem valid for Ch'an as a whole. But seated meditation (tso-ch'an) is not denied as such. On the contrary, it is admitted as a "joint practice" as one of the 
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Six Perfections. The main target of Hui-jih appears to be the Southern School, with its insistence on emptiness (śūnyatā) and its rejection of all works. Is it just a coincidence that this criticism of Ch'an was made soon after Shen-hui's attack on the Northern School? Some monks from the Yü-ch'üan ssu branch of T'ien-t'ai, namely Fei-hsi and Ch'u-chin, were connected to the city of Nan-yang, whence Shen-hui had launched his offensive. 95 This fact may be a clue to their criticism of the Southern School. They were initially sympathetic to the Northern School; only later, with the intensification of the polemic within Ch'an, did they assert their own lineage and their own interpretation of one-practice samadhi on the basis of the Wen-shu shuo ching.

However, if the "exclusive/eclectic" aspect of i-hsing san-mei belonged to the same polemical discourse as the "sudden/gradual" paradigm, how could this one-practice samadhi be seen as a valid alternative? Before trying to answer this question, I should point out that, during the T'ang Dynasty, all Buddhist schools derived from Mahayana were—in theory at least—advocating a "sudden" doctrine; Northern Ch'an was certainly no exception. But, due to the success of Shen-hui's polemic, the term "sudden awakening" became the label of the Southern School. To be complete, Shen-hui's victory required that one-practice samadhi, synonymous as it was with "sudden awakening," also become the exclusive possession of the Southern School. He encountered unexpected resistance, however. On the one hand, one-practice samadhi was too closely associated with the Northern School—probably due to the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi's influence. On the other hand, the semantic field covered by this notion differed slightly from that of "sudden awakening," allowing other schools to reject Shen-hui's claim. Therefore, to support the Northern School and to assert their own "sudden teaching" against Shen-hui's "sudden awakening," the T'ien-t'ai and Pure Land schools chose to stress the canonical definition of the i-hsing san-mei, with its ontological and methodological (nien-fo) components.

The reaction of the Southern School to this polemical front is not known. Logically, it should have included the T'ien-t'ai and the Pure Land schools in its criticism of "gradualism." A passage in the Ching-te ch'uan-teng lu ("Record of the Transmission of the Lamp [Compiled in] the Ching-te [Period]") (1004) hints at this: the Sixth Patriarch Hui-neng criticizes a poem by the monk Wo-lun in a way reminiscent of his rejection of Shen-hsiu's poem on the "mind-mirror." The identity of Wo-lun is not clear, but he was obviously close to the Northern School and Ch'an/ Pure Land circles. His original poem, found in Tun-huang manuscripts, expresses a conception akin to the one-practice samadhi of the Lengch'ieh shih-tzu chi; a passage of his K'an-hsin fa ("Method for Gazing at the Mind") also appears in the preface of the Leng-ch'ieh shih-tzu chi and in Fa-chao's Ching-t'u fa-shen tsan ("Praise to the Dharma-Body of 
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the Pure Land"). His thought played an important role in China as well as in Tibet, and the amalgamation with Shen-hsiu made by the Southern Ch'an tradition may be significant.

Another example of such a compromise can be found in Tsung-mi's writings. In his General Preface, Shen-hui's disciple attempts to contrast the Southern School's superior type of one-practice samādhi to the poor practice summarized as "stopping the unreal and cultivating mind" (hsi‐ wang hsiu-hsin). He adds:

The disciples of [Chih-]shen in the South, [Shen-]hsiu in the North, Pao-
t'ang, Hsüan-shih, and others are all of this type. The techniques of
advancement of Ox-head, T'ien-t'ai, Hui-ch'ou, Gunabhadra, and others
are much the same [as this type], but their understanding is different. 96
In his conclusion to the same work, Tsung-mi incidently connects the names of Guṇabhadra (394-468), Hui-ch'ou ( = Seng-ch'ou, 480‐ 560), and Wo-lun. 97 We may, in this classification, detect a veiled criticism of contemporary trends in Ch'an and read the name of Ching-chüeh behind those of Guṇabhadra and Seng-ch'ou. The author of the Lengch'ieh shih-tzu chi had indeed become famous for claiming that Guṇabhadra was the first Ch'an patriarch, and he had presented himself as a spiritual heir of Seng-ch'ou, Bodhidharma's traditional counterpart. Ching-chüeh's conception of one-practice samādhi and the patriarchal lineage had a lasting influence. Almost one century after the "sudden/ gradual" controversy, Tsung-mi still felt the need to usurp the Lengch'ieh shih-tzu chi's claim of orthodoxy.

Nonetheless, Tsung-mi's attempt at a synthesis and his militant syncretism came too late. Already, in the Hung-chou School, a radically new type of Ch'an was developing, one that needed none of the old Problematik of one-practice samadhi. Even the "pure dhyana of the Tathagata"—in which Tsung-mi saw the "Highest Vehicle"—was judged too philosophical. It had to be pushed aside before the "Ch'an of the patriarcal masters" (tsu-shih ch'an). Saichō was correct in arguing that one‐ practice samadhi summarized the Ch'an tradition that stemmed from Bodhidharma. But this tradition, which he attempted to transplant to Japan, existed only precariously in China. The same could probably be said of the three other traditions—T'ien-t'ai, Vinaya, and Tantrism— studied by Saichō and his disciples during the ninth century.

The disappearance of one-practice samadhi as a topic of religious discourse should be interpreted as one of the signs of the epistemological break that took place between "early" and "classical" Ch'an. But one must not underestimate the importance of this notion; it permitted a fruitful dialectic between metaphysics and practice and thus facilitated the transition to "classical" Ch'an. Moreover, by giving a common 
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referent to the T'ien-t'ai, Ch'an, and Pure Land schools, this concept greatly contributed to closing the gaps among these Buddhist trends of thought. It lost its interest precisely when the relationships among the three schools were turning antagonistic. And it was precisely to counterweight such an evolution that Saichō based his syncretic doctrine on this one-practice samadhi.
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