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W i i ityav o 'ryaf Samkara R;Spcnmble for the Dlsappearance
aididiayavriamanaiiien ¢ SpCERE 1 EC A of Buddhist Philosophy from India?
;i:;i?;zﬁtZt;ir’f:famajammabhayamaﬂanyqtvadav ayamityevamavija ‘ B i ophy
adivisayatmatayaiva nityam vijiiatam Brahma. ‘
- buddhyadivisayatmatayaiva nity o e T Ke]?a' ['Ip
Anando Brahmeti vyajanat ... sa ya evam veda pratitisthati —Taittirly

3.6.1. o kY i
Yadi Brahmdtyantamevavijiiatam, laukikanam Brahmavidam chavi

praptah.

DAYA KRISHNA

—&ankara, Padabhasya on Kena Up..
Kena Up., 2.4. :
Yatséksadaparoksid Brahma ya atma sarvantarah. —Brhadaranyak

34.1.

At h p' at}’a_yap’ a agatmala)/a Vldlta”l B’ ahnla yada, tada tat ”!al Sk rom IIldla 1S one 0] g

, i . tion. For more than fifteen hundred years, it dominated the
samyagdarsanamityarthah. —Sankara, Padab;a,?,? on tljjnzrsg;ﬁ 3 and has left unbelievable marvels in the realm of sculpture,

— 7 7 m A ‘ G i . .
Tasmampratiboghayablasapr “’;‘1’ zlg‘szg;)’; ‘;;‘;’tpv:alt;aga tmavijfianam, | - and painting that it is difficult to understand how the faith that
matam jhdatam, mge?lzar;al"a ;; bilﬁ <ya on Kena Up., 2.4. ‘ P ceased to function as a living force in the very country where
visayavijiianam. -—>Sankara, ? : ;

~ A o .
Antahsthitena caitanyajyotisavabhasitasya manaso mananasamarthy

Sanchi, Karhaa, Ajanta are names to conjure with. And,
—Sankara, Padabhasya on Kena Up

any more located all over India testifying to its glorious pres-
Anyo asau anyo ahamasmiti na sa veda. ——Brhaddranyaka Up., 1-4-‘: :"htere in the country. Yet, it all disappeared as if it had never
Ibid., 2.4.4. ‘ etime around ap 1000.
Kena Up., 2(.ll].0h i 5 ‘ ‘ ts at explanation flounder against the single fact that the
Sankara, Padabhasya on » 2.1 | |

ééﬁkarabhésya on Brahmasiitra, Introduction.

F?fénlanic religion still flourishes in India. There are not only
Tha chedavedidatha satyamasti na chedih@vedinmahati vinastih. —Ken

communities in all parts of India, but some of them even

% i ir identities by calling themselves ‘Jain’. And they are Jains,
e SR = . = ) . —Kena Up., 2.4. e - i ino
Atmani vmdate- viryam \.;zdyayfz vmdati '%Z:fara Padsbtiseys o, Kl S c‘all:‘ti3 nzthUdd'hlS:;Who n<t>t olr)ﬂy lénow noth;(ng about the
Vidyayd atmavisayayd vindate mrtani. s 5Ya | ‘ Aditions o‘ u 1§m In this country but do not seek, or want to
24, _ G ‘ uch thing as Nirvana. They have no monks or monasteries or
Atmavidyakytam tu "i"y“mmmanal;? v’"dat:‘;i d—c;alkr‘iyata ityucyate : meditation, nor do they have a monastic discipline as the
o . i (4 v i . . s S 3 i
Yadi catmaryza_zvam,r_tat.v%m v,z,ndateé a;nk;nr;" vak;)abhﬁsya on Kena Up. anifestations of the inner seeking of the Great Buddha.
\@ha viryam vidyayd yindae .. - ’ ' : . not only the Jains who flourish and survive, but also the
?;‘g 4312 ? s, the Syrian Christians, the Jews, the Armenians and many
1. 0. \ o P -
; anijatasya pratyagatmabhiitatvadva Synagogues of the Jews in Kerala are well known, but the
Tasya‘ vanammtl?:t;fczz’;?;niasyf—ép;zz:ra Pﬁdabhﬁsya on Kena Up. 4. pnagog
vananiyam. sa > i ’

hurch in Calcutta, established long before the coming of the
serves equal attention.

of Vedic Hinduism, ‘swallowing up’, all the other non-Hindu

ditions in India, so persistently propagated by certain vested
s really a myth, unsubstantiated by any evidence whatsoever.

Cf. Chandogya Up., 3.14.1.

f course, been conflict and controversies, even violent ones,
religious wars’ in the form they have occurred in the West. Yet,
a fact that Buddhism did disappear from India, the land where
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it originated and flourished for more than fifteen hundred years. But tho

) ames as: Santa Raksita, Kamalasila, Dharmott adi
the causes of the disappearance are little known, one has still some s . , fita Aok, it

Buddhi, Yasomitra, Prajnakara Gupta, Pandita Asoka, Jhianasri

’ stantial knowledge of the reasons for the disappearance of Buddhist ‘ Atisa, Ratnakirti, Moksakaragupta and Aniruddha. If we break th
losophy from the Indian scene where it had a visible dominating prese ‘ turywise, we find that from 700 to 800 we hav;i eight thiilxkere
for so long. And, it is with this issue that we are concerned in the pre . 00-900 seven thinkers, from 900—1000 five t.:hinkers gﬁrom IOOC?:
paper. ’ “ irteen thinkers and fr — 0 thi ;

Normally, the dramatic disappearance of Buf,idhist philosophy from ‘ y be remembered in tlcx)ir: cloln(zx(e):c:ii?xotl:};te rc)enla;eogierlfiilctgr;ﬁ;;ed
philosophical scene of India is ascribed to Samkara who refuted f ibliography after 1200, the date usually given for the destruction
Buddhists in such a decisive way that they could not hold their own aftetd nda by Bakhtiyar Khilji in thé standard books on Indianh histo
being defeated by him. It is also alleged that as, through a subtle di ‘ buld mean that from 1150-1250, the Bibliography lists six thinrli,—'

macy, he had assimilated all the crucial elements of their distinctive thou
in his own system which he ascribed to the Upanisads, the Brahma Sui

and the Gita, there was nothing here for the Buddhists to claim as dist |

tive in their own philosophy. Yet, however widespread the thesis, it d

not even prima facie make any sense. Sarhkara refuted not just the Budsi# “ 1angala II, had written on him. This shows how alive the Buddhj
dhists but almost all the other schools of Indian philosophy as well. . hical tradition was even at this late period; what éould be‘; Surl:;

in spite of his refutation, they continued to flourish in India. Why shc
there have been an exception in the case of Buddhism? Normally ph

&

sophical schools do not die of criticism. Rather, they get a new life ely tradition of discussion regarding the important thinkers wh
vigour as they try to meet the challenge, usually introducing interes poth during the post-Sarikara period and the outstandin oiw 1o
modifications in their positions or different arguments in support of . Samkara period such as Nagarjuna, Asanga Vasugb anfi; in
old one. The history of philosophical schools, in all traditions, is / hosha, Dignaga, Candrakirti and Dhan,nakirti ’ w
history of argument and counter-argument and there is no reason to § bvious even from a cursory glance at this datz; that there can be
port the notion that Buddhism was an exception to this, especially w ‘ tion of the disappearance of Buddhist philosophers and philosoph
it was the main protagonist in the philosophical debates of the pre-Sarl ‘ dia during the post-Sarhkara period so that the question of ascfib}-]
era of philosophy in India. . Sariikara the reason for their disappearance does not arise. A com
Even if we disregard these considerations, the history of Budd ‘ > study of the Advaitic thinkers influenced by Sarikara dt;rin th"
philosophy after Sarmkara completely refutes the claim that it disap‘pe‘“ nay be helpful in understanding the relative position of thesg t is
from the Indian philosophical scene because of his decisive demolitiol ‘ nt philosophical traditions. o
their position by his arguments. In fact it did not disappear. Rathé‘i ‘ se look at the data about the advaitins given in Potter’s Bibli
continued to flourish for almost five hundred years after Sarmkara is s veals, surprisingly, that if we exclude Sarhkara and his im l dl.o &
posed to have finally driven them away from the philosopical scene in ‘ s, the total number of Advaitic thinkers hardly exceeds fi mde l'ate
country. Not one, not two, but literally scores of Buddhist thinkers fl | that covers roughly five centuries, that is );rom 750*‘;‘;‘;0“{1{?18
ished during this perio'd and if one compares them with those who ‘ t Advaitic names during this periozl are th;)se of Jnanagh e
lowed in the steps of Sarkara’s thought, one is amazed as to how s muktatman (ap 950), Vacaspati Misra I (ap 960) Sarfa'irli (AD
a contention could ever have been made by anyone. . 7) and Gangadhara (Ap 1137). The situation does ngot charf : vory
Potter’s Bibliography of Indian Philosophy (3rd ed.) lists at least fo | en if we include Mandana Misra, the author of the Bra hmisic\z]’fl’z

three (47?) important Buddhist thinkers from the 8th century to the t, or Sure$vara, Padmapada, Hastamalaka and Trotaka. Samkara’s
quarter of the 13th century, that is ap 1220. The list includes such te disciples. To have had not more than half a 'doz;natrl?inall‘:ra :
i ‘ ers
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during a period of almost five hundred years does pot speak velry h
of Acarya Samkara’s Digvijaya, so lgic'ily proclaimed not on ly

isci rs, in the Indian tradition. ) .
dls';g::j ’c::: tt}?;gi)e no ground for ascribing to Samka.lra the {esponsztbx
for the disappearance of the Buddhists from the ‘pl.ulosopllx‘lcal sce}:}_
India as is usually done by scholars and dlaymen alike. It is a mﬁ
many other myths and should be recognized as such..‘Thc i?us;l
disappearance lay in the destruction of N?tlanda, the mtema;on
claimed intellectual centre of Buddhism in ap 1200,_ thoug | eve
leaves many questions unanswered such as why, unhke :ngmin‘l,; it
only one centre in the whole country. But, whatgy::r may 'i the .
to this question, there can be' little doubt that Acarya Sam ara |
hand in its disappearance from India. |

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

.‘A Note on the Idea of Human Rights

ef note I would like to raise Just one issue which seems to me
ong the basic issues connected with an adequate formulation of
ights perspective. There are different possible starting points for
1 take the following: one claim which has been resolutely made
of human rights is that such rights are unique and universal—
1 universal at least to the extent that the idea of a human being
d universal. The uniqueness and universality of the idea of a
g is part of the official ideology of modern liberalism. Perhaps
way of showing this is to point out its easy derivation from
Stc:mology. My knowledge of the world, according to this latter
cially on my capacity to take a totally disengaged view of it—
d, that is, from any particular circumstance in which I happen
ated. The philosopher Nagel has very picturésquely character-
s the ‘view from nowhere’. What enables me to achieve this is
or rationality understood in the sense of my capacity to carry
lures in my thought or mind which have strict pre-given criteria
ess, clarity and distinctness. The modern idea of freedom is an
this cbncept of rationality. My freedom consists in my rational
my desires so that they can be maximally satisfied. Human
sists in upholding this freedom. Every human being is poten-
al, and, therefore, the potential loéus of freedom and dignity.
hts. are rights, which belong to human beings, gua human be-
eings who can exercise freedom through reason. Such rights,
re unique to human beings and apply universally to all human

a grcat\degree of convincingness. But as the criticjue of
-In its different, and sometimes incompatible, forms (e.g.
oucault)—has shown all these are highly contentious issues.

2ssary, however. to enter inta the aeit o 6




