INTRODUCTION

The Sankarsa Kanda—Its Nature and Scope

1. The Sankarsa Kanda (SK) in four chapters is a basic work of
Mimarnsa by Jaimini, which, together with his better known and widely
studied Tantra Kanda or DvadaSalaksani, makes up the complete
Purvamimamsa-Sastra. The main object of the SK is the redaction
of those principles of interpretation of Dharma which had not been
included in the Dvadasalaksani.* It alsoc forms a continuation of and
supplement to the last two chapters of the Dvadasalaksani in that, like
those two chapters, viz., the Tantra and the Prasanga adhyayas, it too has
been composed for the interpretation, on the principles of upadesa and
atidesa, of Dharma set forth in obscure and ambiguous Vedic passages.?
It bases itself mainly on the rules enunciated in the first twelve
chapters and discusses the further application of those rules to other
mantras in some other contexts.’

2. A short commentary on the SK, the Bhattacandrika, by the
18th century polymath Bhaskarardaya, has since long been tefore the
scholars* but the original Satras were not to be had. This made the
work appear suspect. The truncated topical (adhikarana) Sutras available
with the commentary hardly helped to clear these doubts;in fact they
only served to deepen them.” A unique manuscript of the original
Satras, now discovered and presented here in a critical edition with a
detailed discussion on the genuineness and authenticity of the SK,
should suffice to dispel the doubts hitherto entertained about this
ancient work,

&

1 Cf. aafErd grosgd san, avafa siteTaEEe aaasd
FIEAIUG GEIFOE FAAN WNAET SEA: etc, Brahmasutra-Kalpatar -
Parimala of Appayya Diksita, N. S. Press, Bombay, 1917, p. 50.

2. Cf. grRequaA=RARATAR - afaws: aarie: aqdagag H-
fogmamoya sEoE: 99dd: | Ib. p. 838,

3. Cf. ud graafucand: apfafsfiEa sRar -am g 9 A
g B azaate YEedn aug frgs Riigher agrarad |
Intro. to his commentary on SK by Bhaskararaya, p. 1.

4, Sankarsa Kanda, Ed. Pt. Swami Rama Misra Sastri. Pandit Reprint,
Banaras, 189%4.
5. See for instance, the objections of M. L. Sandal, below, § 7,
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Manuscript of the Sutras

3. The discovery of this manuscript of the SK Safras was made in
the family collection of 767 palm-leaf and paper manuscripts of
R. Krishnaswami Sastri of Tanjore acquired by the late R. A. Sastri
some years back for the Madras University Library. This manuscript,
No. 62 of the collection, is in palm-leaf (74"x13") and is written in
very readable and generally correct Grantha script. Folio 1 of the
manuscript commences with the sutra # TEaAI: iRIgfaaTmg, being
X1L.iv.24 of the Dvada$alaksani. The last chapter of the Dvadasalakasani
is concluded on folio 2 with the colophon: grazew =g4: ura:. The SK
satras are commenced next and are continued upto folio 21, where the
manuscript breaks off with the first satra of ch. 11, pada i, of the SK.
Though written in close continuation of the Dvadasalakasani, the SK is
considered here as a separate work, its chapter and pada colophons
reading, GZVHOE SAR TAW: qIF:, HAR fgdta: g13: ete. It may, how-
ever be noted that the flyleaf of the manuscript, on which are written
some of the pratikas of the shtras, treats the SK as an organic
continuation of the Dvadasalakasani, the chapter prefixes given there
being ‘93 sexrer,” and “qy spery’’,

Vimséatyadhyayarm Mimamsa-Sastram

4. Tradition holds that Mimamsa-Sastra in its full form consists of
twenty chapters, the first sixteen constituting Puiva-Mimamsa and the
remaining four, Uttara-Mimawsa or Vedanta. Thus, in his Brahmasitra-
Bhasya, Sankara implies that the ‘Sasfra’ commences with the
Parvamimarsa-Suatras when he says, on Brahmasutra ILiii.53 : ag

WEIGE UT 940 97 WEFAIATIAIE  FgAART e A A Agny |
FEAYH ATHAT [TICATRAT) F g SAanRasy gaafed « ez g wa09 SR e
dRRaEATGIgERd  afagrfiay | Sankara further terms the Mimansasatras

the ‘First treatise’ (prathama-tantra) and the Vedantasutras, the
‘Remainder’ (Sesa) of the ‘Full Sastra’ (krtsna-$astra) ; cf. ey ei)
WTFAT FUAGOT A QA AIRaEI s TAga® s 35418 TIE: FA: |
g8 M% TIAN@QUTNERY Rraany srariad Ay FCRATI-TFIIRATT |
(Bhasya on IILiii.53). This tradition is discernable down the ages.

5. On the composition of the Mimarmsa-Sastra, the Prapaticahyrdaya
which sets out to describe the various systems of traditional learning
claborates thus: &% WIFMIFET 9364 qEICHOT RIS FATC-
AT WA | afdd GaasaEtaea | ag NiEAeqTatIag -
WE TAFOTET  TARFFRIA Sfufarmag ARG F  IACR AT

o~
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IIHOTT  AZMETLITO sqrAFan 1° Ramanuja, the expounder of the
Vigistadvaita school of Vedanta, observes: #iFi@RITEH— SIII&T
gafsgar  (Mimamsasatra 1i.1) geqe  ‘wEigfa: wegiganfm weER
(Brahmasutra 1V.iv.22) ziggq=d azfaEzsq fafaessg”  His foll_ower
Vedantadesika says the same thing with the further detail that totally
the Sastra consists of twenty chapters : ‘g1 qﬁf\asnar’ (Mimamsasutra
Li) gemey ‘e geagaaf: nszi@’ (Brahmasuatra 1V.iv.22) gaigasd
fiafazean dataread@ zrgq b The same author introduces  his
comments on the first stitra of Mimamsa : fufaegui asgam FEEITH-
= afase—"aard) wafzgar (I i. 1). Exponents of other schools
also refer to the complementary nature of the DvadaSalaksani, Sankarsa
Kanda and Brahmasutra. Epigraphical evidence for the twenty-chapter
division of Mimasa-Sastra is forthcoming in a South Indian inscription,
No. 76 of 1932-33, from Anur, Chingleput D¢t., Madras, dated A.D. 999,
where, among other qualifications for a Brahman to receive BhzZtta-vrtti
(‘living for a learned Brahmana’), a knowledge of the Mimamsa-Sastra
in “Twenty chapters” is prescribed,1?

The SK and its genuineness

6. By its very structure the Dvadasalaksani (Tantra Kanda) of the
Purvamimamsa-Sastra was self-complete so far as the enunciation
of the principles of interpretation of dharma and the elucidation
of the methodology of the application of Vedic mantras were
concerned. And this rusulted in the Dvadasalaksani being considered,
rightly enough, as a complete work. It gained also wide prominence
through the Bhasya of Sabara and the Varttika of Kumarila, and the
mass of literature which followed in their wake. These two circumstances
had the ultimate effect of throwing the second part of the work, viz., SK,
into disuse and oblivion™ to such an extent that serious doubts have been

6. Edn. Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, No. 45, pp. 38-39.

7. Cf. Sribhasya of ReEmanujacarya, Bombay Skt, and Phkt. Series, No. 68,
pp. 2-3.

8. See his Sedvaramimarsa, Sastramukthavali, No. 16, Conjeeveram, 1902,

p. 1.
9. Ib.p.3.

1C. On this see S. Krishnaswami Ayyanagar, Weolner Com. Volume, Lahore,
1930, 1 if.

1. Cf. 9hd, Mizgaerdt giaar ar aadaifa
AFTEITIANRGY FHFT ISSHTT |
Bhaskararaya, concluding verse of his com, on the SK, Pandit Reprint, p. 127,
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expressed by modern scholars even on its genuineness. The non-
availability of manuscripts of the work coupled with the fragmentary,
imperfect and unconnected nature of the topical sutras in the Pandit
Reprint only augmented these doubts.

7. Thus M. L. Sandal in the Introduction to his English Transla-
tion of the Mimamsa Sutras has raised several points in this respect.1?
“(In the SK) there are no adhikaranas and the sutras are meagre ; it is an

apocryphal portion of the Mimarsa, most probably palmed off by

Khandadeva as genuine.” (i)

“All the writers of the Mimarsa have characterised Jaimini’s Mimarisa

as containing twelve chapters.” (ii)

“Strange to say that the SK is not mentioned by Alberuni and Abul
~ Fazal.,” (iii)

“The SK never found popularity amongst the students of Mimamsa,
and was, therefore, very properly consigned to oblivion. We do
not find it mentioned in any ancient works prior to Ramanuja in
his Brahmasutra-Bhasya or Madhustdana Sarasvati in Prasthana-
bheda.” (iv)

*““The style of the so-called S@¢ras does not resemble that of Jaimini; it
is so very curt and mutilated that one cannot make out anything
without the help of Bhaskara’s Bhattacandrika.” (v)

““The last sutra in the fourth pada of the fourth chapter, which is the
16th chapter in the work, ends with the word ==7 3ysaTgds: which
has been repeated and imitated from the final endingsin the
Samkhyapravacana or the Vedantasutras.” (vi)

“It is a valuable work in Mimarsa literature and is more in the nature
of the Kalpa Satras. 1t does not criticize any general principle as
is done by Jaimini in his Mimamsa. The well-known twelve
principles have been discussed in the twelve chapters by Jaimini;
but in the work under description (SK) there is a simple description
of the post-sacrificial minor ceremonies, which veally form the
subject of the Srauta part of the Kalpa Satra. 1In this view which I
take of the SK, it cannot be considered a supplement of Jaimini’s
Mimamsa.” (vii)

“I am of opinion that Sankarsana is a spurious work. Further I am of

. opinion that the work as it exists now in the present form, is either
the work of Khandadeva or of Bhaskara.” (viii)

12. Pub. Sacred Books of the Hindus, Allahabad, 1925, Pp. x.xii.
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8. A careful examination of the SK and the references to it in
later literature will show that the above objections have all been raised
probably due to the insufficiency of reference and manuscript material
of the SK available at the time when these objections were raised. In
a learned paper on the subject, the late Prof. V. A, Ramaswami Sastri has
endeavoured to meet these obections effectively.’® It might still be
worthwhile, in this context, to consider these objections afresh in the
light of the additional materials which have come to light as a result of
further investigation.

9. (Obj. iand viii) The statement that there are no adhikaranas and
that the sutras are meagre is based on the presumption that the frag-
mentary words printed in bold type at the head of each paragraph in the
Pandit Reprint comprise the sutras of the work, In fact they are only the
initial letters of the topical (adhikarana) sutras. The error in the statement
will be obvious on an examination of the full satras now discovered and
edited in the following pages. It may also be noted that neither is there
the absence of adhikaranas nor are the sutras meagre either in form or in
number. Attention may be drawn here also to the fact when SK sutras
are referred to in later works, it is done so generally with reference to
their adhikarana, just as in the case of the Dvadasalaksani-stitras.
Cf. Prabhavali of Sambhubhatt_a on Khandadeva’s Bhattadipika :
4 & saaraTagERet geamtaRCogaq | aF & ete. (Edn. Madras
University Sanskrit Series, Pt. I, 1957, p. 434, on Mim, sutra 1V. iii.
adhi. 15) ; =3 3 @gy Rdarad “aaamygaaatasiaa segezaaa’
(SK 1L i. adhi. 26) g;m'?qﬂ& etc. (Edn. N. S. Press, Bombay, 1921, p.
212a, on Mim. satra 11, iii. adhi. 10) ; Adhvara-Mimarnsa-Kutuhala-Vrytti
of Vasudeva Diksita: @gi®ide Batasngs Faa@arfanor ete.
(Edn, Vani Vilas Sastra Series, No. 1, Srirangam, 1507 ff., p. 160, on
Mim. sutra I ii. 2).

10. To say either that the work is “most probably palmed off by
Khandadeva” or that it is the work of Khandadeva (15th cent.) or Bhas-
kara (18th cent.) is equally unwarranted, for, besides references, specific
and implied, to its author being Jaimini (see below § 19), the SK has
been made mention of and quoted many centuries prior to Khandadeva by
several authorities including Sabarasvamin himself who quotes from SK
with mention of its name in his Bhasya on the Mim. sutras X. iv. 32 and
XIL ii. 11 (see below § 20). Sankara, Ramanuja and Srikantha quote from

13, ‘The Samkarsa Kanda—A Genuine supplement to the Puryvamimamsa
Sastra’, Indian Historical Quarterly, 1X (1933) 290-99.
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the SK in their Bhasyas on the Brahmasatra g3Easq agwyg (L iii. 43).14
Other authorities earlier to Khandadeva (15 cent.) like Vedantadesika
(13-14 cent.) in his Se$varamimarsa (ib. pp. 2, 6) and the Prapancahrdaya
(ib. p. 39) refer to it (see above § 5); Even the references that Khandadeva
makes to SK in his Bhattadipika are quite natural in their contexts ;
also they are so commented upon by his own pupil Sambhubhatta in
his Prabhavali. Cf. on Mim, sutra IV, iii. adhi. 11 : ‘qz@;ﬁfﬂﬁaﬂ’ zfy
sfearazmsa sz @ga gegamEge | Com. | JgUEATIRAS-
q&qq;m:rzﬁrqrqwrrq(qa. | (Bhattadipika with Prabhavali, Madras
Univ. Skt. Series. 1957, Pt. 1. p. 425) ; On Mim. satra 1V. iii. adhi. 15 :
‘#eawE 4l fackey aga’ (SK 1. 15) zfg ATAONFT g wA R
sqregaq | Com. : 53 f sqarana@gIRIVIES agqifrmcaLsyg a3 & etc.
ib. p. 434).

11. (ii) The remark that “all writers of the Mimarisa have charac-
terised Jaimini’s Mimaisa as containing twelve chapters” has to be
taken as an overstatement, in view of the fact that though the twelve-
chapter-Dvadasalaksani is taken as a self-complete unit and spoken of as
such, when the question of the ‘entire’ Mimamsa-Sastra is considered,
authorities speak of the Sodasalaksani. Cf. Ramanuja : gzig

IR~ A0, FAaagaeal amt AR | geafy 9 slamdmiaiieaes 5%,

“Gleavazeics ShyaT Q\Pira*im?—rra arxrafais” gfg ) (b, p. 2).
Vedantadesika has the same quotation from Vrttikara Bodhayana

4. Sankara : QEATE, FAMATRAY | 95194, | T97 ‘S7219 UF GOSTIAFIET-
FNP, FRAMIUA, 37219 @0, sl Gydzfo-afasd) adaafmggea-
IqIHATEE, 5fa 1 wa qEAR=REET sgsEEaga, EH DT EAEY
ARNFAFAAARAIATE, JI=EAHT gAAIIFA 93rAT9Fs wafy | od
SIS ArAtag ARy AAgaFafaaT: | agh agi—an ar 33l
YA, (SK 1L ii. adhi. 15) 37 | T g gensqarazig awad faga  Safag
ﬁﬂﬁ:{%sﬁff{ \ (Edn. Brahma-siitra Sahkarabh&p‘ya with the com. of Govindananda,
Vacaspati and Anandagiri, N. S. Press, Bombay, 1909, p. 755-56).

Ramanuja; STIAIRA GAATAINAHAL: | agsh agIQ—A@r a Xaa
9UFAA] (SK 1L ii. adhi. 15) i | (Sribhasya, Bombay Skt. and Pht. Series,
No. 68, Bombay, 1914, p. 659).

Srikantha : ‘FFEIIAIA FAT ‘T TR JASTTAHIAFTUS N ..., . FUF
£ JUAZA 99% GASAILAG | ¢ A0 91 79T LRFAR (SK 1L id. adhi. 15)
2fd agy adiwad |
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in a different context . swRTIAAR wEra NgraM HalFead data
qreneETaTe faeaa satenifxia 357 fgmrE:  qur 9 eImiEE—afaiasar-
ATE HTHAET NI argwaraig:” g1 (6. p. 49). Cf. also the
passage : Gl WTAMFEAUY Y9 a1 a@dAifsEr  from Bhaskararaya
quoted above (fn, 11).

12, (iii) The non-mention of the SK by Alberuni and Abul Fazal,
while the Dvadasalaksani is mentioned by them, can at best point to the
wide prevalence of the latter work, but cannot be an affirmative argument
for the non-existence, at that time, of the SK in the light of the evidences
pointed out above.

13. (iv) Neither can the argument that the SK is not mentioned in
any ancient work prior to Ramanuja or Madhustidana Sarasvati stand
when it has been shown above that not one, but several authorities prior
to Ramanuja have referred to the SK by name and have quoted from it.

The work has also been commented upon by early authors (see below
§ 24-25).

14. (v) The statement that the style of the safras does not
resemble that of Jaimini has obviously been made on the basis of the
mutilated bits of a few of the sztras found in the Pandit Reprint. An
examination of the full text of the sutras of ch. I now available will fully
prove the error of the above observation and wi'l also show how close it
is to the style of the Dvadasalaksant,

15. (vi) The repetition of the words in the concluding siitra as
AN FISTRET: is necessary for the sense of the s@fra even as
Bhéskararzya shows in his commentary ; it should also be taken as an
auspicious ending to the entire Parva-Mimamsa-Sastra ; cf. Bhaskararaya;
qIFET=d AT ASAEIAGIITEAANT 0 gF  arFTaf: arer-rRaartadaiaag |
(Pandit Reprint, p. 126). It can never be asserted without any tangible
evidence that “it is imitated from the final endings in the Samkhyapra-
vacana or the Vedantasutras.”

16. (vii) Sandal is right in saying that the SK is a valuable work in
Mimarsa literature and is in the nature of the Kalpa Sutras. 1tis as it
should be. For, the main object of the SK is not the enunciation of
new principles for the interpretation of dharma but the application of
known principles to ambiguous Vedic passages which require such
elucidation (see above). The likeness, therefore, which some portions of
the SK might bear to the Ka/pa Sutras does not go against the authenti-
city of the SK; it may only support its authenticity.
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17. 1In a recent publication, Citations in Sabara-Bhasya (Deccan
College Dissertation Series, No. 8, Poona, 1952), D. V. Garge seems to
present a divided opinion, first conceding the probability but then
expressing a doubt, when he says, pp: 4-5: ““Where Sabara refers to a
portion of Jaimini’s work as Sankarsa, he probably refers to this very
Sankarsakanda. Unfortunately his Bhasya on that portion is not
available. Now Kumarila who carefully notes the number of the satras
of Jaimini passed over by Sabara and explains the absence of a bhasya
thereon, was not expected to omit a reference to a whole kanda like
Sankarsa as uncommented on by Sabara,” The reasoning here does not
seem to be correct. We can expect Kumarila to call attention to Sabara’s
passing over a satra, when he (Kumarila) is commenting on that sutra.
But we cannot “expect” Kumarila to call attention while commen-
ting on the Sabarabhasya of the Dvadasalaksani portion to his (éabara’s)
not having commented upon the SK.

18. On the extent of the Pirvamimzmsa, Ganganatha Jha observes
in his Purvamimamsa in its Sources (Banaras, 1942, p. 11) : “‘The work
as generally known to us consists of twelve adhyayas; but there is a
belief-—which appears to have some foundation—that there are four more
adhyayas of the Jaiminiyasutra known as the Sankarsakanda™.
Elsewhere,'s after commenting on the two quotations in the Sabarabhasya
from SK, Jha observes: ‘‘There thus can be no doubt that there is
a section (of Jaimini’s sttras perhaps) under the name of Sankarsa and
that it has been commented upon by Sabara. Here is an interesting
point of investigation for manuscript hunters and researchers.” 1t is such
a search that has led to the discovery of the present manuscript of the

SK and its edition,

Authorship of the SK

19. Authorities, both late and ancient, have, when context required
them to speak on the authorship of the SK, mentioned Jaimini as its
author. The views to this effect of Ramanuja, Vedantadesika, Appayya
Diksita and the Prapaficahrdaya are evident from relevent passages quoted
above (see fn. 1; §, 5, 11). Sambhubhatta’s Prabhavali explains the
the term Mimarisa thus : fatar— qaid aatsgw@’ FAfer Sfffraoar

EEATAPR SENRUSIRAR ATl 9 wadiaiar, s aafia’

15. Shabara-Bhasya, Translated into English by Ganganatha Jha, Pt. III,
GOS 73, Baroda, 1935, Intro. vii. The doubts that Jha has entertained regarding
the identity of the SK sutra quoted by Sabara under XII. ii. 11, which he could
compare only with its opening letters in the Pandit Reprint, will be set at rest by
comparing 1t with the full sutra available in the present edition,
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ZeqTfer saTagEar ALl adeadtEtar @ | (Edn. N, S, Press, Bombay,
1921, p, 43). Madhustidana Sarasvati in his Prasthanabheda, a work
describing the systems of Indian learning, says of Mimamsa : wuq
datarfy G, sadaian, @At ¥/ qF gEmeErh  sadatar,
‘S aSfamEr e, weest T gaMa Toedr aaaar SfmfaEr saEr
...... A EEYROSAC A AGEARAE stufageiiag | (Edn. Vani
Vilas Press, Srirangam, 1912, p. 11).

20. Sabarasvamin, in his Bhasya on Mim. satra X. iv. 32 and
XILii. 11, quotes two SK sutras,*® both of which are traced to the
present SK, which thus proves its authenticity. Sabara’s quoting
these stitras with the words iti Sankarse vaksyate and iti Sankarse
vaksyati, respectively, in the same manner as he quotes in his Bhasya
any posterior sttra in the Dvadasalaksani without the mention of the

author in the sense of zf (gFFRT Sifaferr) aeqd and zfq (gl wfafa)
gzafy, tends to the natural deduction that here too he means only z{x
agd (gFEn S aw and gfv g (gaaQ wwkn) st

21. The Vedantasutras too seem to presuppose the SK. It is
generally known that when Badarayana wants to call attention to some
topic already dealt with in the Mimarsasatras, he refers to it with
the word @ag<wg | For instance Br. sutra 111 iii. 33, sigefaa} @
GG REGIEIEST silaagad gy , refers to Mim. sutra IIL il 8,
qURTSARGEN  dauenegesd  qaqann ; and Br.satra 1L il 26, gt
QI WA FATFRGIATAAG AgwHA , to Mim. satra X. viii. 4,
2ft g qFaRT: @EAAaAry, Arers FaATEER: @q | Now, another sitra
of Badarayana, qir?{éﬁ‘zaﬁg?ﬁq {Br. sutra 111. iii. 43) has been, as mentioned
before (in § 10), pointed out by Sankara, Ramanuja and Srikantha as
referring to the SK sutra, 1l. ii. adhi. 15, &&1r ar gaa gaagiad
This implies clearly that just as Badarayana has referred to the
Parvatantra-Dvada$alaksani of Jaimini by ag=si elsewhere, in the third
instance above suffixed with ag=f, he has referred only to the Furvatanira-
SK of Jaimini.

16. Cf. under X.iv.32: fafufana¥z: sadl a0 “fevgizss saaf:”
(SK ILiv. adhi. 20) 3fd @34 3%%% ; and under XILiL11} Al4: FAUEHA |
w7 afefeEaRa starel |« CsmgAAal At gar Geiger wR” (SKLi36)
gfa @gd agafy |
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Kagakytsna, the Mimamsaka

22, It has been suggested that SK might be a work of Kadakrtsna
on the basis of a quotation from Tattvaratnakara found in the
Tattvavarttika, a commentary on the Sribhasya of Ramanuja :

FARAAARA &1 Bra ATl gomma: |
SRR FAREA) IO FeEa: AN

That there was an ancient Mimamsaka by name Kasakrtsna who
was held in esteem by Vidistadvaita authors, is not a point at dispute.
He has even been mentioned by name in the Mahabhasya of Pataijali'’
and in the Brahmasatras.’® But as K C. Chatterjee, who has a short
study on Ka$akrtsna, says, ‘“the Sankarsa Kanda as published from
Benares contains nothing like the view attributed to Kasdakrtsna by
Badarayana,'? the author of the Brahmasutras, and though the Sankarsa
Kanda is fairly early, ... it is still difficult to hold that Kasakrtsna is
its author. On the other hand, the fact that Sabara says: Z¢
Sankarse vaksyati (X11,2,11) would lead one to suppose that according
to Sabara the Sankarsa Kanda also is from the pen of the author of the
Mimamsa Sutras.”® Now Vedantadesika, the prominent exponent of
Ramanuja’s Visistadvaita, who also mentions Kasakrtsna reverently
in the same order as in the above-quoied verse in an introduactory
verse to his SeSvaramimamsa :

7 Safa FMFACE 9l 09 FETHEF (ST |

FEEQEa IR 9 wEgEe: siwma . (Intro, verse 2),
continues : Fafamett Mnimerad TRAY 1 L, WA . CGigaaaech
Sfadora TenswiaE mdrwafats” i heea ete. (i pp. 1-2).
Vedantadedika’s quoting with approbation a statement as above clearly
indicates his view that he considered only Jaimini as the author of ‘a/l’
the sixteen chapters of the Mimamsa-Sastra ; and the natural deduction
is that though he revered Kasakrtsna as a great Mimamsaka,
le did not consider him as the author of any part of the 16-chapter
Mimaisa-Sastra.

17. Cf. Mahabhasya on Panini 1V.id., 93; iii.3155: afzzfesar Qrsar
QaiE ATIEEA AT FIAFEAT U7 |

18. Br.sutra 1iv.22, stfeqai{ia wrage: @

19. Cf. Sankarabhasya and other commentaries on Br. smtra 1.iv.22,

20. ‘K :iakrtsna', Indian Historical Quarterly, VIII (1932) 225-26.
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Scope of the SK

23. The gencral nature of the SK has been indicated already at the
beginning of this Introduction. On the significance of the word Sankarsa,
Devasvamin, the Bhasyakara of SK, quotes at the beginning of his
work, an old verse :—

Rageg eisa: wiaadlit sgadd )

agmfn gASa azgenfrea gf o
Thus in the SK the author correlated the Vedic passages through
the established principles of interpretation by bringing together the
principles and the passages concerned. The term sankarsa emphasises
the main function of the SX, viz., the clear and comprehensive exposition
of Vedic propositions scattered in Vedic texts: Cf. s frgmaat
eETadAl W FIAT WFST EAACIEET: G A g agIegalt: |
Anandagiri explains the word sankarsa thus : &g FamEzedyaTa s
Fq afer=aa =iy agql Tramesg | (under Sankarabhasya on Br. Sutra
1IL. iii. 43). Its stress on the ritual of upasana is drawn attention to by
Madhustdana Sarasvati in the Prasthanabheda : g9r AEIH ITATHEL1T-
FgETeAE wHEAUg | g% RAAE0SEIA SPE R E S AT
FadaEERans | (0. p. 11,
Commentaries on the SK

24. The Prapaiicahrdaya mentions a long line of commen-
tators of the SK, Bodhayana, Upavarsa, Devasvamin, Bhavadasa and
Sankarsana: e Qimcrarafaager datareRs sawifearerd wsy G
FaW | 9% SFATZANAEIeT (i fgaq A Faw | @i A A
gsafrg Prefiieargsn DEReFITEAA FATaIEATeT gaefa et s
aaziaAifa F1 stydtraeag ) gafiwee JRAATATNRT T qEEITES
s mAEN AT i iU aziEvE EAATiET 31 9rAq | 90 FAAEISES
agior (var. wgawa) (ib. p. 29).

25. According to the tradition recorded above, Bodhayana wrote a
Bhasya entitled Krtakoti on the entire Sastra of twenty chapters.
Finding this too elaborate and discursive, Upavarsa wrote for the entire
work a succinct Vrtti, Manuscripts of these two commenteries are now
not available, but fragments from them are preserved in quotations in later
works.2!  Since even Upavarsa’s commentary was found to be tough and

21. Upavarsa .is quoted by Sabara, Sankara and other writers. For a
discussion on some of the views of Upavarsa as known from quotations, see
V. A.Ramaswami Sastri, ‘The Conception and Number of Pram&anas according to
Upavarsa,' d of the Ganganatha Jha Res. Inst., 1L (1944.45) 237-42, 321-25; and
*Old Vrttikaras of the Prrva Mimamsa Sutras’, IHQ X (1934) 431-48.
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lengthy for the mediocrity, Devasvamin wrote a shorter commentary on
the first sixteen chapters constituting the Purvamimamsa-Sastra, Several
manuscripts of Devasvamin’s Bhasya on the SK are available ;* he is
also at times quoted in later works. The fourth commentary cn the
entire Parvamimamsa was by Bhavaddsa. Manuscripts of Bhavadasa’s
Vrtti are yet to be traced. Bhavaddsa is earlier to Devasvimin since
his commentary is found quoted by Devasvamin.?® The Slokavarttika of
Kumarila too refers to Bhavadasa as to have been presupposed by
Sabara. Lastly, an author by name Sainkarsana commented on the SK
portion alone, Possibly this last-mentioned writer got the name
‘Sankarsana’ for having commented on the SK.

26. The Prapaficahrdaya draws attention to the fact that Sabara
did not comment on the SK but restricted his Bhasya to the Tantra
Kanda (Dvadasalaksani) (cf. Qn. in § 24). And, nowhere in any ancient
text is to be found any reference to Sabara’s commentary on the SK.
However, some modern scholars have suggested that the SK “was
commented upon by Sabara (which) is clear from the Sabarabhasya

22. Kerala Univ. Mss, Library, Trivandrum, Mss. Nos. CO 1029, CO 1080,
T. 564, T. 1170; Gov. Or. Mss. Library, Madras, R. 2695 ; Adyar Library, 38-A-19 ;
Tekke Matham, Trichur (Kerala), I. 90 A. Umesh Misra’s doubting remark
that ‘‘he (Devasvamin) is also believed to have written (a commentary ) on
the Sankarsakanda' (vide p. 36 of his Critical Bibliography to the Purvamimamsa
in its Sources by Ganganatha Jha), can be affirmed in the face of the availability
of these manuscripts cf the work.

23. Cf.Devasvamin’s Bhasya under SK IIL. ii,1: 377%3?[ EH?{ ‘SilﬂiﬁQT
QR AT AIARCARITL: yagraHa Wisafaf
24, Some of Bhavadasa's views are mentioned by Kumarila as to have been
criticised by Sabara ; Cf. Slokavarttika :
SRR HOTEAEATEAIE: |
agzAEARET qAgTA FRTAA |
(verse 63, on the 1st, Pratijiia, sutra. Edn. ChSS 3, 1898, p. 23)
Cf.also: FEAFATY WO aeal FHITeAHA: |
g3t AT dqgaEasTgEa || (ib. verse 33, p. 11)
which Parthasarathi Midra explains: STI[@FHE] qfiag'g:\mi{%(——ﬁfq:a'tﬁqﬁf !
itz wagrEEEl gegeaty | ... sEgEEdiatE desfaai
TATRQFRFAAGAATE  NEag, | q=d  SgwmgTest g

(ib. p. 11.12). On Bhavadasa see also V. A. Ramaswami Sastri, ‘Some old
Vrttikaras of the Purva Mimamsa Sutras’, IHQ X (1934) 451-52. '
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itself ; under stitra X. iv. 32, and XII.ii. 11....”% This suggestion of theirs
presumes that the passages cited under the above two slitras are quota-
tions from Sabara’s own commentary. But, as can be verified from the text
of the full stitras now edited, the passages in question are merely quota-
tions of the SK sttras and not of Bhdasya passages. Neither can we expect
Sabara to ‘quote’ with the word ‘iti’ in the ccurse of the Bhasya on an
earlier stitra, his own posterior Bhasya-passages, which he had yet to write.

27. Bhiaskararaya in his commentary on the SK has several
quotations from a SK-Bhasya. These, the editor of the Pandit
Reprint has presumed to be from Sabara’s Bhasya on the SK, which he
supposes to be lost (see Pandit Reprint, p. 1 and Intro., p. 6). These
quotations have, however, been traced to Devasvamin’s Bhasya, of which
as stated above, several manuscripts are available; this goes to show
that the Bhdsya quoted by Bhaskararaya is that of Devasvamin and not
of Sabara. Thus the tradition recorded above that $abara commented
only on the Dvadasalaksani seems to be correct,

28. A commentary on the SK by Govindopadhyaya is quoted by
the dharmagastra writer Hemadri (c. 1230-1300) in his Caturvarga-
cintamanl, PariSesakhanda (Bibl. Ind , Vol. 11, pt. ii, p.324) : g ggﬁ
ArfFgrarArE G —aRawaa ete.

29. Of later authors, Rajactudamani Diksita (c. 15806-1650),
the prolific writer patronised by king Raghunatha Nayak of Tanjore,
wrote a commentary called Sankarsanyayamuktavali on the SK.28 A
manuscript of this commentary has been described and extracted from
by Hultzsch in his Reports of Sanskrit Mss. in Southern India (Vol. 1],
No. 1489, pp. 67, 141). The work opens with the introductory verse :

b1 w@itg(ea)aracafasigwdt aigsd wiafear
Fralefl arad gy Bgaeet (¢ aE) s
SremgaArgTatarTdrsdia a% = and
I GHT a0l warag uegzmast |
The colophon extracted by Hultzsch from this ms., seems to indicate
that it extended only to the end of ch. I; ¢f. zfy @grﬁ;qragqﬁrzq@qf

25. Ganganatha Jha, Puryvamimar.sa in its Sources, p. 12. Cf. also Umesh
Misra’s Critical Bibliography, p. 20 : ‘‘Besides this Bhagya, he (Sabara) also
wrote a c. on the Sankarsa which is clear from his own words (vide his Bhasya X.
iv, 32 ; XIL ii. 11).”" See also D. V. Garge, Citations in Sabarabhasya, p. 4 : K. C.
Chatteriee, IHQ VIII (1932) 226 ; etc.

26. For an account of the family, life and works of Rajacudamani Diksita,
see the Intro. to the edn. of his Rukminikalyana Mahakavya, Adyar, 1929. Sece
also M. Krishnamachariar, Hist. of Classical Skt. Literature, pp. 235-36.
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QO HE] a@é,r; qrg: 1 (ib. p. 141). This commentary is made mention
of by the author along with his other works which he enumerates at
the conclusion of his Kavvadarpana :*"

T GTARLET FIPTGHRATS] 247 |

It is mentioned also by Balayajiiavededvara in the introduction to his
commentary on Rajacudamani Diksita’s Rukmintkalyana :

an fasmadifar fHerat Fenfadae =

=g arafiamEill a3g GgENET gEESd |

(Intro. verse 22, ib. p. 5)%

The two other works of Rajactidamani Diksita on Mimamsa are his
Tantra$ikhamani, a commentary on Jaimini’s DvadaSalaksani and
Karpuravartiba, a commentary on the Sastradipika of Parthasarathi
Miéra,

30 The latest commentary we have on the SK is by the 18th
cent. polymath Bhaskeraraya (c. 1700-1760) which has been edited
serially in the Banaras Pandit (NS) vols. XIV-XV (1892-1893) and
subsequently issued as a Reprint from the Pandit in 1894. Bhaskararaya
who is an ardent admirer of Khandadeva says at the close of the
work that he intended to supplement through his commentary the
Bhattadipika of Khandadeva which extended only through the first
twelve laksanas of the Mimarsa-Sastra, leaving out the last four :

ST FATIEARE qeon FROIET
zegAts guwreriafag R afiwttaga arg
(Pandit Reprint, p, 126)
He also expresses his gratification that by his supplement the Bhatta-
dipika had become complete with all the sixteen ka/g-s and had become
the full-fledged Bhattacandrika :

spnrafr sRTssTFaf@nfa AfEEarssyET |
SieggetvrgAr afgmy wgatzEragaa o (6. p. 127)

The Text of the SK Sutras

31. Despite the availability of the commentaries of Devasvamin
and Bhiskararaya, the problem of the text of the SK Sutras has remained

et e —

27. Ed. Vani Vilas Press, Srirangam. Madras Ms. D 12809, Des. Catalogue,
vol. XXII, p. 8616.

28. Umesh Misra’s remark: *‘It is also believed that he (Rajactidamani
Diksita) wrote alsoa c. on the Sankarsakanda” (Critical Biliography, ib. p. 62)
may be stated affirmatively in view of this ms, and corroborative evidence,
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as baffling as ever. In his Short History of the Purva-Mimaimsa Litera-
ture, T.R. Chintamani observes: “It is unfortunate that the Devata
Kanda has not come down to us in its proper form. In fact we do not know
the Sutra text of that Kanda. A good deal of research is necessary
to find out (from the commentary) what exactly are the Sutras. It will
be worth the trouble to take upon ourselves to investigate into and find
out the text of the Sankarsa Kanda Satras.”®

32, Bhaskararaya’s commentary is extremely brief and contains
only the opening letters of the adhikarana satras. Also it generally gives
only the purvapaksa and siddhanta views of each adhikarana and does
not comment on the sttras individually. A definite iden, therefore,

of the extent, number or text of the SK stitras is not possible from this
source.

33 The Bhasya of Devasvamin is more elaborate, but “most of
the manuscripts of SK (Bhasya) do not contain the sutras in full form
and in their sequence.”™™ A careful perusal of all these (mss, of the
Bhasya) may reveal to us the correct text of the sutras but that should
be done after a good amount of work.”%  The difficulty of resurrecting
the sttras from the Bhasya is increased by the similarity of the
language of the two. The frequent occurrence of Vedic gquotations
and cross references of complete or bits of stitras in the Bhasya
adds to this difficulty. In the absence of a definite knowledge of the
text of the stitras and their sequence, every other passage in the Bhdsya
presents the problem as to whether it is a purvapaksa or a siddhanta,
an elucidation or a quotation ;in fact this absence of the definite
knowledge of the shtra text has hitherto handicapped a proper under-
standing of the Bhasya and a critical edition of the same.

34, The difficulties outlined above might be illustrated by the
results of two attempts at the reconstruction of the sutras from Deva-
svamin’s Bhasya which has been observed to be “probably the only
standard work which forms the most important source for reconstiruct-
ing the lost sttras of Sankarsa Kanda."*

29. Doctorate Dissertation, Madras University. See typescript in the
Madras University Library, p. 217. On this see also V. A. Ramaswami Sastri,
Introduction to his edition of Tattvabindu (Annamalai University, 1930), p. 13.

30. V. A. Ramaswami Sastri, '‘Further light on the Sankarsa Kanda’,
Siddha Bharats, Pt.1I, p.103.

31. T.R. Chintamzni, ib., p.272.
32. V. A.Ramaswami Sastri, Intro. to Tattyvabindu, p. 58.
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35. Using the Madras and Adyar manuscripts of the Bhasya,
T. R. Chintamani has reconstructed ‘‘a few sitras covering a portion
of the first pada of the first adhyaya” and has appended it to his
thesis on Mimarhsa literature referred to above. These reconstructed
stras number nineteen. A comparison of these with the Sttra
text now discovered and edited gives the following analysis:
Non-stitras (i.e., quotations or btits of the Bhidsya taken as sTtras) 9.
Inflated sutras (i.e., sttras inflated with bits of the Bhasya) 1, Incomplete
stitras 3. Otherwise defective stitras 3. All-correct stitras 3, (i.e., 3 out
of 19). Sutras left out in the middle 5.

36, The other attempt at such reconstruction is by V. A,
Ramaswami Sastri in his paper on ‘Further light on the Sankarsa
Kanda’®, where he reconstructs ten sttras from the ‘Trivandrum
manuscripts’ of the Bhasya. Of the reconstructed stitras, one is not a
siitra, another is incomplete and two others defective otherwise.
Reconstruction from the Bhasya is, therefore, a dubious process and is
no safe or sure method for arriving at the original text of the SK
Sutras.

37. 1In the circumstances, hardly any excuse is needed for the
present edition of the SK Satras in their correct and full form from the
Satra ms. now available, though it is incomplete and extends only to
the beginning of the second chapter.

Present edition of the SK

38. The text of the stitras preserved in the manuscript available
now is generally pure. The manuscript is also well preserved and has
few scribal errors, lacunae etc. In the present edition the text in the
manuscript has been collated with the full sutras and fragments of
stitras found in the commentaries of Devasvamin and Bhaskararaya, the
former from its Madras Ms. R. 2695 (a paper ms. in which the
variants in three mss. of the Bhasya are recorded) and the latter in the
Pandit Reprint. Tt was found that though Bhaskararaya comments
only on the adhikarapa sutras, his commentary contains portions of
several stitras and sometimes even full sUtras, though these have not
been so indicated in the printed edition.

39. The chapters of the SK are numbered X1II-XVI by Bhaskara-
riya, taking the work as a direct continuation of the Dvadasalaksani.
Such a numbering is found also in the flyleaf of the Sttra ms. where

33. Siddha-Bharati, Pt. 11, 102-05,
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the pratikas of the sttras are written, In the present edition, how-
ever, the chapters have been numbered from I onwards as found
in the body of the Sutra ms. and in accordance with the practice
of the Mimarmsa writers who quote from the SK. The work is
almost always referred to by the title Sankarsa Kanda but in a few
places it is referred to as Sankarsana Kapda. The former title which is
found in the Suitra ms. and is also found explained in the commentaries
(see above § 23) is adopted in this edition. For the easy comprehension
of the argument of the text, each sutra has been indicated as toits being
a parvapaksa, siddhanta or guna sutra by adding after it within brackets
the letters , f and 5. The SK sitras traced to certain Mimarhsa and

other works have been given in an Appendix at the end of the edition.
The Index of Sutras contains all the stitras of the SK known (including
those known only from quotations) and is intended to facilitate reference
and to help in the further identification of the SK siitras quoted in
other works,

40. It will only be an act of dutifulness if I gratefully mention
here the late Prof. V. A. Ramaswami Sastri who did spade-work in this
field by establishing the authenticity of the SK and who created in me
an interest in these supposedly lost sutras of Jaimini which led to the
discovery of the present manuscript and this edition. I am indebted
also to Sri S. R. Krishnamurti Sastri, Professor, Sanskrit College,
Madras, for his help in fixing the text of the sutras and in classifying
them.

K. V. SARMA

V. V. R INSTITUTE,
HOSHIARPUR,
March 10, 1963.



