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MADHYAMAMIMAMSA — THE SANKARSAKANDA
By Richard W. Lariviere, Philadelphia

The names for the divisions of the Mimamsasastra are well known.:
Parva- and Uttaramimamsa, Karma- and Brahmamimamsa, ete. So
are most of the authors and commentators well-known, but there is one
portion of the Mimamsasastra which has been the source of some
confusion and dispute both among authors of Sanskrit philosophical
treatises and among scholars who have written on this text. This is the
so-called Sankarsa- or Sankarsanakanda (hereafter SK). That the
entire Mimamsa corpus was to be considered as a unit — the Krtsnasa-
stra — has long been recognized by the writers of Hindu philosophy
and by scholars'. The characterization of the two branches of Mimamsa
as utfara and piirva is most common. What is not always clear,
however, is the number of chapters ascribed to these two branches.
Piirvamimamsa is most often characterized as dvidasalaksant — the
Mimamsa of twelve chapters. There are also several instances where it
is charcterized as sodasalaksani®. Similarly, the Vedanta or Uttarami-
mamsasitras are most often considered to be composed of four
Adhyayas, but they, too, have had another four chapters added to their
numbers from time to time?. The Mimamsakrtsnasastra is spoken of as
consisting of twenty Adhyayas*, and the four chapters which are

! Qee, for example, GANGANATHA JHA, Purva Mimamsa in its Sources,
Benares Hindu University, Varanasi: 21964, p. 1—10; and Sankara on Brahma
Siitra 3.3.43.

? |.g., Rimanuja, Sribhagys, Bombay Sanskrit Series No. LXVIII, edited
by VASUDEVA SASTRI ABHYANKAR, Nirnaye Sagara Press, Bombay: 1914,
p.2; or Seévara Mimamsa of Vedantacarya, Sastramuktavali No. 16, edited by
P. B. ANANTACARYA, Sudarsana Press, Conjeevaram: 1902, p. 2.

% Qee the Sarvamatasamgraha, edited by T. GANAPATI SASTRI, Trivandrum
Sanskrit Series No.62, Government Press, Trivandrum: 1918, p.10; and
Sarvasiddhantasamgraha, edited by M. RAN GACARYA, Government Press, Ma-
dras: 1909, p.2—3.

+ 8. K. AIYANGAR, Vin_léaty-Adhyé.ya,-Nibaddha.m-MImEmaE-Siabm, in:
Woolner Commemoration Volume, edited by MUHAMMAD SHAYT, Meher Chand
Lachhman Das Sanskrit and Prakrit Series No. 8, Lahore: 1940, p. 1—=6; and:
Editorial, Journal of Indian History, volume XV, part 2 (August 1036)
p. 261—264. In these two articles AIVANGAR discusses an inscription (No. 76 of
1932—38) from Anur in Chingleput District belonging to the reign of Rajardja



180 R.W.LARIVIERE

occasionally added either to the Pérva- or Uttaramimamsa are those of
the SK, or as the Sarvamatasamgraha describes it — the Madhyamami-
mamséﬁ.

" The name of this section of the Mimamsa corpus is given variously
as sankarsa-, saikarsana-, devati-, or updsana-kanda. Various explana-
tions are given for these names and the explanations reflect some of
the confusion which is found in connection with the SK. There are
authors who feel it is called saikarsa- or sankarsapazka@nda because it
draws together (samkrs) the remaining topics of the Karmakanda of
the Parvamimamsa. Others claim that it is so named because it was
composed or commented on by an Acarya of that name. The designa-
tions devatd- and wpdasana-kanda are because of its subject matter. In
his commentary on the SK Devasvamin offers the following explana-
tion for the term sarikarsa®:

siddhair etaih prasangantaih érutiyogam pradarsayan |
laksandni Srutims caiva sankarsyatha jage munih [/

“Explaining the joining of the texts with the established princi-
ples ending with prasaiga (i.e. the first twelve chapters of the
Mimamsastutras) the sage then brought together the rules (laksandns)
and the texts and then recited them.”

Anandagiri in his Nydyaniraya on Sankara’s Brahmastitrabhagya
3.3.437 offers this explanation for sankarsa: saikarsyate karmakanda-
stham evavasistam karma samhsipyocyate iti sankarso devatakandam.
“The Devatakanda is called sankarse because it is said that an act
which is left out of the Karmakanda is condensed (samksipya) and
collected (sankarsyate).” This line of reasoning is followed by Devasva-
min who says that scattered rules are collected in this work®. Some
texts seem to imply that the title SK is based on the allegation that a

in the year 999 A. D, in which Mimamsa is twice referred to as the Miméamsa of
twenty chapters. See also Sarvamatasamgraha, loc. ¢it.; Sarvasiddhantasam-
graha, loc. cit., and Prapaficahrdaya, edited by T.GANAPATI SASTRI, Trivan-
drum Sanskrit Series No. 45, Travancore Government Press, Trivandrum:
1915, p. 38, the text is given below.

5 Sarvamatasamgraha, loc. cit., also Mimamsapaduks of Vedanta Desika
verse 37 and the commentary thereon by Acarya Kumdra Sri Varadacirya
(Kumara Vedanta Dedika) in Mimamsapadukaparitrina, edited by UTTAMUR
T, VIRARAGHAVACARYA, Ubhaya Grantha Mala, Madras: 1971, p. 209—300.

6 Sankarsa Kanda of Sage Jaimini with the Bhagya of Devasvamin, edited
by S.SUBRAHMANYA SASTRI, (Reprinted from the Annals of Oriental Re-
search) University of Madras: 1965, p. i. This verse is misprinted in the text
—p.1. '

T Nyayanirnaya of Anandagiri, edited by Pandita SRT CHOTUPATI SASTRI,
Venkatedvara Press, Bombay: 1892, p. 1138,
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commentary was written on the Sttras by an Acarya named Sankarga:
. .. devatakandatmikadhyayacatustayavalt. iha bhasyakaral sankarsah®.
Other texts claim that the Sutras of the SK were actually written by
Sankarsandcarya: . .. uktiphaladatysamkarsandcaryapranitopasanakan-
dam'®. This is a more satisfactory rationalization for the name sani-~
karsa than the suggestion above that the text is named for its
commentator. That would be unusual, indeed.

It may be noted in this last text that the SK is not mentioned by
that name, but is called the upasanakanda. The description of the
contents of the SK given in the Sarvamatasamgraha indicates clearly
that the work of which it is speaking treats wpdasana:

tatra prathame *dhydye sarvesdm mantravidesinam devatdtattvaprati-
padane tatparyam iti pratipaditam. dvitiye vidhyarthavadader vedasesa-
sya maniradevatdsesatvam upapadyate. tritye devatatativam svecchavi-
grahatvadigundgundlanlrtam iti daritam. caturthe tattaddevataprasa-
datas tattallokavesavibhiisanaisvarydnandavaptilaksanawm devatopasana-
phalam nirnitam. evam madhyamamima@nsd sarvadevataimano hareh
pratipadiketi sagunabrahmapard bhavati.

“In the first chapter the ‘purpose’ of all special mantras in propoun-
ding the essence of devatds is given. The second explains the fact that
deities invoked by mantras are what is left of the Veda after vidhs,
arthavdda, ete. In the third, the adornment of the essence of devaias
with no qualities or with qualities such as incarnation at will, ete. is
illuminated. The fourth determines the benefits of worshipping devatas
— such as attaining power and joy from the splendor of residing in the

8 Qunkarsakandabhagya of Devasvamin, loc. cit.: prakirnayuktatvic ca
nyayasye. Appayya Diksita says in Vedantakalpataruparimala, edited by
ANANTAKRSNA SASTRI, Nirnaya Sagara Press, Bombay: 1917, p. 50 tairdsatri-
tan kimscin nyayan dlaksya tatsamgrahartham dvidadalakganim Sesam sankar-
sakandam api krtavato mahargivarasya bhagavato jaiminer . . .; and p. 838: yady
api samkarsakando na devat@vicaratham, pravartitah, kim tu dvadasdalaksanya-
vicaritandndvisayanyayavicaratmakas tatparisistah tantraprasangavadupadedd~
tidesasadhdranyena prakirnakah pravartitah. '

9 Sarvamatasamgraha, loc. cif., also the Prapaficahrdaya, loc. cit,, text
given below. See also the strange passage of the Sankaradigvijaya (mentioned
below) where Sankarsa and Patafijali are described as joint authors of the
madhyam kdndam.

10 Pranavamimémsa by Vidyaranya in a unique manuseript in the Library
of the Bharata Itihass Saméodhaks Mandala in Pune, Ms. no. 39/358. The
passage occurs in folio 3a. This work has been edited and translated by
PATRICK OLIVELLE and will be appearing in the Annals of the Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute. Also, see Sarvasiddh@ntasamgraha, Sloka 21 given
below.
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verious heavens by the grace of the various devatds. So, the middle
Mimamsa is the teaching of Hari as the essence of all deities. It is
devoted to the Brahman which has qualities.” '

The Prasthanabheda of Madhustdana Sarasvati'? says clearly that
the devatakinda treats updsana: tac ca devatakandasamjfiagye prasid-
dham apy wpdsanakhyakarmapratipadakatvat karmamimamsantargatam
eva. REwA Misra Sastri, the editor of Bhaskararaya’s commentary on
SK the Bhattacandrika, in announcing its imminent publication also
referred to it as the upasanakanda'®. The Sankaradigvijaya of Vidyaran-
ya'* describes Sankarsana and Patafijali as the authors of the
madhyam kindam also called the updstiyogakinda. The commentary by
Dhanapati Suri gives yet another name to this work — the devatakan-
da.

devatakanda is a very common gloss for saikarsa'®. The Sarvasid-

"' Sarvamatasamgraha, p. 41—42. Compare this with the description found
in the Prapaficahrdaya, loc. cil.: tathd devatakandasya prathamadhydye sarve-
sam mantravisesanam devatdtattvapradarsane tatparyam iti pradarditam. dvit-
yadhyaye vidhyarthavadanamadheyandm mantradevatdvisesatvam, trityadhydye
devataiativam svecchdvigrahatvadigunagunalorikrtam. caturthadhydye devatd-
phalam. satkarmandm apavargadhikarinas ladatmyalaksanam apavargaphalam
itd.

'* Prasthanabheda, published by T. K. BALASUBRAHMANYAM Arvar, S
Vani Vilasa Press, Srirangam: 1912, p. 11.

' Sastradipika of Parthasarathi Misra, edited by RAMA MISRA SASTRI,
Reprint from the Pandit, E. J. Lazarus and Co., Benares: 1891, note, p.758:
mimamsasdstrasya  \@pasenakandavyakhyanasvaripam adhydyacatustayam
avafisyate, yathoktam dcaryapadaih §ribhdsye ‘samhitam etac charirakam jaimi-
niyena godasalaksaneneli. tad api yathasamayanm prakdsayisydmah’ iti.

The Bhattacandrika was published in the Pandit and it seems to have been
reprinted, but I have not seen the reprint. The text is_scattered through
volumes 14, 15, and 16 of the New Series, but this text is not noticed in the
table of contents of the various fascicles — the introduction, title page, and
Pratika index are printed in volume 16.9 (September 1894). The rest of the text
is found as follows:
volume 14. 11 (November 1892), p. 569—584 through 13.2. 12,
volume 14.12 (December 1892), p. 625—640 through 13.4. 18,
volume 15.2 (February 1893), p.73—88 through 14.2. 4.
volume 15.3 (March 1893), p. 129—144 through 14. 4, 18,
volume 15.4 (April 1803), p. 185-—-200 through 15.2.12,
volume 15.5 (May 1893), p. 241—256 through 15.4. 6.
volume 15.6 (June 1893), p.297—312 through 16.2.19,
volume 15,7 (July 1893), p.353—3869 to the end.

4 Anandasrama No, 22, Poona: 1891, p. 19—20.

'® This is the gloss given by Anandagiri, loc. cit.: Anubhfiti Svariips in
Prakatarthavivaranam (on Brahmastitrabhasya 3.343), edited by T. R. CHIN-
TAMANI, Madras University Sanskrit Series No. 9, University of Madras: 1939,
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dhantasamgraha explains this title in this way'®:
bhavaty uttaramimdmsd tv astddhydyt dvidha ca sa |
devat@jiianakandabhyam vyasasitram dvayos samam [| 20 ||
purvadhyayacatuskena mantravacyatra devai@ |
sankarsanodita taddhi devatakandam wcyate [[ 21 ]

“The Uttaramimamsa on the other hand consists of eight chapters;
and it is also divided into two parts under the head dealing (respective-
ly) with deities and with the wisdom (of true philosophy). Both these
divisions of the Uttaramimamsa have alike had their séitras (aphorisms)
composed by Vyasa. In the first four chapters here (in the Uttara-
mimamsa) the deities referred to in the mantras are (given as)
described by Sankarsana. For this reason it is called devata-kanda (i. e.,
the part dealing with the deities).””"?

The text does not attempt to explain how or what Sankarsana
explained about the deities which was subsequently set down by Vyasa
in the Uttaramimamsa.

In any case the designations saiikarsa, or sankersana, devatd, and
upasana seem to have been interchangeable in various texts. Whether
or not all these designations referred to the same set of Sutras is
another question. K. V. SarMi, who edited a single, incomplete
manuseript of the SK'8, is troubled by the contents of the SK in the
Prapadicahrdaya'®, and he claims that there may have been “an
Upasana Kanda (called also Devata-Kanda or Daivimimamsa, which
terms are used also for the SK) recognised by some Vaisnavite schools
of philosophy...”%’. He is correct in wondering at the contents as

p.895; Amalinanda Serasvati in Vedantakalpataru (again, on BSbhagya
3.3.43), edited by ANANTAKRSNA SASTRT, Nirnaya Sagara Press, Bombay:
21938, p.838; and Govindananda in the Ratnaprabha (on BSbhagya 3.3.43),
edited by DEUNDHIRAJA SASTRI, Ka1 Sanskrit Series No. 71, Benares: 1929,
1931, p. 830.

16 Sarvasiddhantasamgraha, loc. cit., Slokas 20 and 21.

17 M.RANGACARYA’s translation,

18 Sarkarsa Kanda Sutras of Jaimini, Vishveshvaranand Indological Series
— 18, Vishveshvaranand Vedic Research Institute, Hoshiarpur: 1963.

19 Text given above note 11.

20 SARMA, op. cit., . 18. In the ‘Index of Papers Submitted to the All-India
Oriental Conference Sessions I to XII (1919—1944)’, compiled by
K. VENKATESVARA SARMA (AIOC, Poona: 1949) there is a paper noted
in the following way: “[Sankarse-kanda] The Daivi-mimamsa (summary),
B. Krishnaswamy Rao. XI Summaries, 85—86”". This summary is not in the
proceedings and transactions of the eleventh meeting, and I have not been able
to see the paper. Another very interesting passage is the comment of
Jayatirtha on Madhva’s Anuvyakhyana 1.81 which refers to a Devasastra;
SUZANNE SIAUVE reports the comment in this way: ‘. . Deva-Sastra, texte
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described in the Prapaficabrdaya, for this description has nothing
whatever to do with the contents of the SK as revealed by the
incomplete edition of SArRMA and the two commentaries which have so
far been published®', His allusion to Vaisnava sects puts one in mind of
the ending of the description of the contents of the SK given above
from the Sarvamatasamgraha (a text which none of the writers on the
SK seems to have known): “So the middle MImamsa is the teaching of
Hari as the essence of all deities.” :

SarmA and SUBRAHMANYA in the titles of their works attribute the
authorship of the SK to Jaimini. SArMA?? says: “Authorities, both late
and ancient, have, when context required them to speak on the
authorship of the SK, mentioned Jaimini as its author.”” His enumera-~
tion of the “authorities” seems to bear him out — RamanujaZ,
Parasarabhatta in the Tattvaratnakara®, Vedanta Desika®, Appayya

inconnu qui commence d’apres Jayatirtha par les mots “athdto daivt (jijfia-
8a%)""; le dernier siitra en serait: tam brahmety dcaksate “‘on 1'appelle brah-
man”, Les deux derniers siitra, d’apres Jayatirtha, sont I’ccuvre de Badaraya-
na (Nyaya Sudha 277b,]1 [Dharwar edition]).’ (La voie vers la connaisance de
Dieu [Brahma-Jijiidsa] selon I'’Anuvydkhyana de Madhva, Publications de
'Institute Francais d'Indologie N° 6, Pondicherry: 1957, p.23 A.3.)

21 See notes 6 and 11. The edition of Devasvimin’s commentary has a list
of the complete Adhikaranasutras at the beginning along with a translation of
them. The actual provenance of these Sutras (it is nearly impossible to
disentangle them from the commentary alone) is doubtful, however, since the
editor, 8. SUBRAHMANYA SASTRI, does not clearly identify the other manu-
script sources from which he has gleaned the full Adhikaranasiitras. He says only
that he had access to a ““paper manuscript” of Bhaskarardya’s Bhattacandrika
which contained full Adhikaranasiitras (unlike the edition of the Bhattacandrika
which only has the Pratikas) and a single palm leaf manuseript of the Sttras
alone which extended up to the end of the first Adhy&ya. It is not possible to
know from 8. SUBRAHMANYA SASTRT’s description whether or not his manusc-
ript; of the full Siitras was the same as that used by SARMX in his edition.

2 SARME, op. cit., p.xiv.

# Sribhasya, loc. cit., where he approvingly quotes the Vrttikara to the
effect that the Mimamsa of Jaimini consists of sixteen Adhyidyas. See below,
note 35.

# Cf. GERHARD OBERHAMMER, Materialien zur Geschichte der Ramanuja-
Schule 1. Paradarabhattas Tattvaratnakarah, Veroffentlichungen der Kommis-
sion fiir Sprachen und Kulturen Siidasiens, Heft 14, Vienna: 1979, p.78 and
256; also cited by VIDVAN 80. NARASIMHACARYA, Srauta Siitra of Apastamba
and the Bhagya of Dhurtasvami and the Vrtti of Agnicit, Mysore Sanskrit
Series 11/85, Mysore: 1945, p. Iv (introduction), text given below,

% Seévaramimamsa, loc. ci., where the same passage of the Vrttikara is
quoted.
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Diksita?, Sambhubhatta®, the Prapaficahrdaya’, and the Prastha-
nabheda?. This is the opinion of a number of scholars as well3.

This is not the unanimous opinion of all “authorities”, however.
The Sarvamatasamgraha®' attributes the authorship to Vyasa as we
have seen above. In that passage the SK is said to be a part of the
Uttaramimamsa. The Sarvasiddhantasamgraha 32 also places the SK in
the Uttaramimamsa corpus, but it ascribes the authorship to Sankarsa-
na via Vyasa. There is one manuscript of the Sarvasiddhantasamgraha
which has a different reading. This manuscript substitutes sarikarenodi-
ta for sankarsodita and it has a commentary which explains dankara as
§iva®.

Another name which is posited as the author of the SK is mentio-
ned by Vedantacarya in the Seévaramimamsa® where he seems to
imply that there are three authors of the Mimamsa corpus:
sa jayati jaiminir adau jayati punak kasakrisno "pi |
narayanavatdro jayati param badarayanak sriman ||

Shortly after this introductory verse®®, however, Vedantacarya
approvingly quotes this passage of the Vrttikdra: samhitam etac
charirakam jaiminiyena sodasalaksaneneti Sdstraikatvasiddhih, which
seems to imply that in his opinion Jaimini was the author of the SK.
There is another mention of Kaséakrtsna as an author of
Mimamsasttras in a quote from the Tattvaratnakara found in the
Tattvavarttika®®:

% See note 8.

# Prabhavali, edited by N. S. ANANATAKRSNA SASTRT and V. L. 8.
PANSIKAR, Nirnaya Sagara Press, Bombay: 1921, p.43.

2 Prapaficahrdaya, loc, cit.

2 Pragthanabheda, loc, cit.

% DAMODAR VISNU GARGE, Citations in Sabara-Bhagya, Deccan College
Dissertation Series 8, Deccan College Post-Graduate Research Institute,
Poona: 1952, p.4; 8. K. AIVANGAR, Vimsaty, ete. (s. note 4), p.3; K. C
CHATTERJEE, Kasakrtsna, Indian Historical Quarterly 8 (1932), p.225;
DHUNDHIRAJA SASTRI, op. cit. (s.note 15).

8 Qarvamatasamgraha, loc. cit.

3 Sarvasiddhantasamgraha, loc.cit. This work is attributed to Sankara.
BGGELING, Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Library of the India
Office, part I, London: 1887, p. 789, says that this work is wrongly attributed
to Sankara, but he offers no explanation for his view.

% Ibid., p. vil.

¥ Qegvaramimamsé, ed. oif., p. 1.

% Ibid., p.2—3.

% (lited in SARMA, op. ¢it., p. Xvi; also CHATTERJEE, 0p. cét., p. 225. See also
8. KRreNASVAMT AIVANGAR, Editorial, JIH, loc. cit. (8. note 4) and OBERHAM-
MER, Materialien, cited above, note 24.
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karmadevatabrahkmagocard sG tridhodbabhau sutrakaratah |
jaiminer muneh kasakrtsnato badardyandd ity atah kramat ||

In spite of these verses, and in spite of the fact that Kasakrtana is
recognized by Patafijali as a great Mimamsaka®, it seems unlikely
that Kasakrtsna should be considered the author of the SK.

Saryi38 claims “authorities, both late and ancient” have named
Jaimini as the author of the SK; however, it should be obvious that
there are more ‘‘late” than ‘“‘ancient’ authorities who have made thig
assertion. It should be equally obvious that the testimony of such late

authorities is not conclusive when those authorities are speaking of the .

authorship of a text which is centuries earlier than them, and which
may not have been directly available to them. The strongest evidence
for Jaimini’s authorship are Devasvamin’s attribution in his commen-
tary and the colophons at the end of the chapters of the unique,
incomplete manuscript of the SK. In light of this testimony it seems
reasonable to proceed on the assumption that Jaimini was indeed the
author of the SK. '

The Prapaficahrdaya gives a list of commentators on the SK*:
tasya vimsatyadhyayanibaddhasya mimdmsasastrasya kriakotinamadhe-
yam bhdsyam bodhayanena kytam. tad granthabahulyabhayad upeksyo
kimcit samksiptam upavarsena krtam. tad api mandamatin prali dug-
pratipadamvistirnatvad ity upeksya sodasalaksanapirvamimamsasastra-
matrasya devasva@minatisamhksiptam krtam. bhavadasendpi krtam
jaimintyabhagyam. punar dvikande dharmamimdmsasistre plrvasya
tantrakandasydcaryadabarasv@minatisamksepena samkarsakandam dvi-
tiyam upeksya kriam bhasyam. tathd devatakandasya samkarsena.

The first of the commentators mentioned here, Bodhayana, the
author of the commentary called Krtakoti, cannot be dated with any
degree of certainty. UMEsa MiSRA and JHA have guessed at a date
“before the Christian era” %", but nothing more specific than that. In
chapter 27 of the Manimekhalai there is a discussion of vaidika systems
of philosophy under the rubric pramdnavdde. There are three sets of
pramdnas given there: one attributed to Vedavyasa and having ten
pramanas, one attributed to “Krtakoti” and having eight pramanas,
and one set enumerating the six pramanas of “the present time”*

% Mahabhasya on 4.1.4, 4.1.93, and 4.3.155. See the Mimams&padukapari-
trana, loc. eit. (s. note 5), where the Madhyakanda is described as being “either
jaiminiya or kdsakyrtsniye”.

38 SARMA, op.cil., p. xiv.

8 Prapaficahrdaya, loc, eit.

 JHAZ, op.¢il., p. 14 and appendix p.15.

4 This last is attributed to Jaimini by S. KRSNASVAMT ATVANGAR, Mani-
mekhalai in its Historical Setting, Luzac and Co,, London: 1928, p. 67—58.
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S. KRISHNASWAMI AIVANGAR contends, on the basis of the Prapaficahr-
daya passage, that the Krtakoti of the Manimekhalai had become the
name by which the author of the Krtakoti is now known, and he further
says that the original name of the author of this Krtakoti was
Bodhayana®?. A1YANGAR does not explain how an author comes to be
called by the name of his work (why not krtakotikdra, for example ),
but goes on to claim that the man Krtakoti was the Vrttikara who is
cited by later Mimamsakas*®. This identity of Vrttikara and Bodhaya-
na was guessed at by J Acopi*t, as well, but the consensus seems to be
that the second commentator on the SK listed in the Prapaficahrdaya,
Upavarsa, is the Vrttikara. There is, however, some reason to believe
that Bodhayana and Upavarsa may have been the same man®. V. A,
RAMASVAMT SASTRI has estimated Upavarsa's date as somewhere bet-

42 Ibid., p.61—62.

# Ibid., p.62—87. In the Vaijayanti, edited by G. OPPERT, Madras Sans-
krit and Vernacular Text Publication Society, Madras: 1893, p. 95 Sloka 154 of
the Brahmanadhyaya of the Bhuimikanda says — halabhiitis tipavarsah krtako-
ti§ ca sah “Halabhiti, i. e. Upavarsa, is the composer of the Krtakoti”.

4 HERMANN JACOBI, The dates of the philosophical siitras of the Brah-
mans, Journal of the American Oriental Society 31 (1911), p. 1—29 =Kleine
Schriften, volume 2, Steiner, Wiesbaden: 1970, p. 559—587.

4 A. B. KEITH, The Karma-Mmmamsa, The Heritage of India Series,

Association Press, Caleutta: 1921, p.7—8; V. A. RAMASWAMI SAsTRI, Old
Vritikaras on the Porva Mimamsa Siitras, Indian Historical Quarterly 10.3
(1934), p.431—452; and JHA, op.cit., p.5.
- 4 8 KuppuswiMI SASTRT, Bodhiyana and Dramidacarya, Two Old Ve-
dantins presupposed by Ramanuja, Proceedings and Transaction of the Third
Oriental Conference, Madras...1924, Law Printing House, Madras: 1925,
p.465—473; and T. R. CHINTAMANI, The Date of i1 Sankaracarya and Some
of his Predecessors, Journal of Oriental Research 3.1 (1929), p.53. VAN
BUITENEN, Ramanuja’s Vedarthasamgraha, Deccan College Monograph Series
No. 16, Poona: 1958, p. 18—24 treats the question of Bodhayana or Upavarsa
as the Vrttikira. He denies the identity of the two, but in general his
conclusions are stated with more certainty than the presented evidence
supports, His interpretation of Brahmasiitrabhagya 3.3.53 — ate eva bhagava-
topavarsena prathame tanire Gimastitvabhidhanaprasakiau Sarirake vaksyama iti
uddhdra uktah — is suspect. He seems to feel that this must mean that
Upavarsa knew a single “‘context” (p. 20) composed by Jaimini which contai-
ned both the Karma- and Sarirakasatras. As a plausible support for this
interpretation he cites Suredvara’s strange statement in the Naigkarmyasiddhi
1.91 (Col. Jacow’s edition, Bombay: 1891, the sambandhokii on p. 54—b55) that
Jaimini was the author of both the Purva- and Uttaramimamsisutras. This is
reaching too far, It is much more likely that Upavarga meant what he said —
§arirake vaksyamah — “we will explain this (in our commentary) on the
Sariraka”, i.e, in the concluding portion of the Mimamsakrtsnadastra.
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ween 100 B. C. and 200 A.D.*, but aside from this, little is known of
Upavarsa and little more can be said of his views; and, like Bodhaya-
na, nothing substantial may be said of his commentary on the SK since
it is not known to exist.

The order of the next two commentators as given in the Prapaii-
cahrdaya must be reversed since Devasvamin mentions Bhavadasa in
his commentary*®. Not much is known of Bhavadasa. He is mentioned
by Kumarila and Parthasarathi Miéra in the Slokavarttika 62—64 and
the commentary of Nyayaratnakara (on Sloka 33)%. Appayya Diksita
in Vedantakalpataruparimala® says: ...sankarse nandpradandadhika-
ranasydnydrthapradarsandc ceti gunasiitram bhasyakrta bhavasvaminet-
tham vyakhydatam.

It seems possible that this Bhavasvamin would be our Bhavadasa
since there is no record of a Bhavasvamin having commented on the
SK. In a note to his translation of the Slokavarttika®  GANGANNATHA
JHA equates Bhavadasa with Vrttikéira, but in light of his opinion
mentioned above (cf. note 45) that Upavarsa is the Vrttikara, it must
be assumed that he meant only that the author of the comments
presently being discussed in those Karikas of the Slokavarttika was

# V. A, RAMASWAMI SASTRI, 0p. cit., p. 434. Somesvara in the Nyayasudha,
edited by MUKUNDA SASTRT, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benates: 1809,
p- 632, says that Kumarila refers to Upavarsa as mahabhagyakara. P. V. KANE,
Gleanings from the Bhashya of Sabara and the Tantravartika, Journal of the
Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society 26 (1921—23), p. 84 denies that
either Bodhayana or Upavarsa is the Vrttikira, and he claims, without much
evidence, that the Vrttikéra was much earlier than Upavarsa. See also KANE,
Vedanta Commentators before Sarnkardcarya, Proceedings of Fifth Indian
Oriental Conference, volume II, Lahore: 1930, p. 937—953.

4 (f Devasvamin’s Bhasya on SK 3.2.1., ed. cit., p. 132 where he claims to
have reproduced a portion of Bhavadasa's commentary: asmin pdde ‘apilroat
tathd somah’ ity Grabhyapadasamapteh bhavadidsam eva bhasyam iti. The editor,
S.SUBRAHMANYA SASTRI at pages v—vi claims that this mention of Bhavada-
sa is not the work of Devasvamin, but that it is an insertion by a copyist who
did not have the commentary of Devasvamin on this particular Sttra. That is
possible, but it does not seem likely in the context of the commentary.
E. FRAUWALLNER, Materialien zur iltesten Erkenntnislehre der Karmami-
mamsa, Verdffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Sprachen und Kulturen Siid-
und Ostasiens, Heft 6, Vienna: 1968, p. 107—113 identifies Bhavadasa as the
Vrttikara mentioned by Dignaga. His theory of why the proper name of the
Vrttikara is lost (p. 113 — he attributes it to the superceding impact of Sabara)
is a reasonable one.

1 Qee the edition by RAMA SASTRI TAILANGA, Chowkhamba Sanshrit
Series No. 11, 12, 15—21, 24, Benares: 1898—99.

% Vedantakalpataruparimals, ed. ci¢., p.839.

5 Slokavarttika, Bibliotheca Indica No. 146, Calcutta: 1901, p. 116.
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Bhavadasa®®. Bhavadisa, too, falls into that dark period of Purva-
mimamsé chronology known only as ‘‘pre-Sabara” .

At last, with Devasvamin we have an extant commentary. If he is
taken to be the same Devasvamin as the writer on Dharmasastra, then
he may be dated to the 11th century A. D. based on KANE’s eminently
logical reaaoning“. KAinE, however, says that there are not sufficient
data available to establish this identity®, while S. SusranMaNYA Si-
sTRI® and V. A. RAMasvAMT SAsTrI® dismiss KANE’s doubts and flatly
state their belief that the two Devasvamins are identical. In fact, the
two were the same man. Devasvimin is quoted by Hemadri on
parvasandhikalanirpaya in Caturvargacintamani 5. yadi pirvakne par-
vasandhih samapyeta tato nitaram eva ca Sobhanam, yadi punar aparah-
ne ratraw va tad aharuposya $vobhite yaga iti. Devasvamin’s SKbhagya
on Sitra 3.1.7 reads: yadi parvahne sambhavyeta tato nitaram $obha-~
nam. yadi aharuposya Svobhute yagah kartavya iti. There seems little
doubt but that the Devasvamin of Caturvargacintamani and that of
SKbhagya were the same author. This means that Bhavadasa must be
considerably earlier than Devasvamin, perhaps by as much as 900—
1000 years®™.

Next, the Prapaficahrdaya tells us that Sabarasvamin left out the
SK when writing his commentary of the Purvamimamsasutras. This
view is not universally agreed upon. Umesa Misra% simply says that
he did write & commentary on the SK as is clear from the way he cites
the SK at 10.4.32 and 12.2.2. K. C. CHaTTERJEE®! seems to agree with
Umesa Misra and states that it is a fact that Sabara wrote such a
_ commentary, although he offers no evidence for his opinion. Riawa

52 This has caused some confusion in the past; see S. RADHAKRISHNAN,
Indian Philosophy, volume 2, George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., London: 1927,
p. 376—377 note 6; and 8. KRSNASVAMT AIYANGAR, Manimekhalai, p. 62.

5 P V. KANE, History of Dharmadastra, volume 5 part 2, Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute, Poona: 1962, p. 1197 says that Bhavadasa’s date
is 100—200 A. D. but with very little evidence.

5 Ibid., volume 1 part 2, p.591—593.

55 Ibid., p.593. -

5 § SUBRAHMANYA SASTRI, op.cil., p.ix.

57 In his edition of the Tattvabindu by Vacaspatimiéra with Tattvavibha-
vana by Rsiputra Parameévara, Annamalai University Sanskrit Series No. 3,
St. Joseph’s Industrial School Press, Trichinopoly : 1936, p. 58—&9.

8 Caturvargacintdmani, edited by Pandit YAIJNESVARA SMRTIRATNA and
Pandit KAMAKHYA NATH TARKAVAGISA, Bibliotheea Indica No. 72, volume 3
part 2, Calcutta: 1895, p. 324.

5 This would agree with KANE’s date for Bhavadasa, see note 53.

8 Umesa MISRA, op. eit., p.19.

® K. C. CHATTERJEE, op.cit., p.225.
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Misra SZSTRI in his introduction to Bhaskararaya’s SKbhasya® claims
that the quotations in that commentary are from Sabara’s lost com-
mentary, but Sarui has traced these quotations to Devasvamin’s
commentary®. 8. SuBraHMANYA SASTRI™ says that Sabara, Kumarila,
and Prabhakara found Devasvamin’s commentary so complete that
they had nothing to add, and it is for this reason that we have no
commentaries on the SK from those authors. If, as we have suggested,
Devasvamin is from the 1ith century then it is impossible that this
could be the reason for there being no commentary from Sabara et. al.
Garge® hedges and his opinion on this matter is not clear. K. V.
$armi®, however, is quite correct in his view that there is no evidence
that Sabara wrote a commentary on the SK. Sabara’s mention of the
SK in his Bhasya is a certain acknowledgement of the existence of the
SK, but the words itt sankarse vaksyate (10.4.32) and dli sarikarse
vaksyati (12.2.2) should not be interpreted to mean it (mayd) saikarse
(bhasye) vaksyate, but as Saryi suggested® iti sankarse (sitrakarena
jaimining) vaksyale.

As we have seen, the Sarvamatasamgraha and the Prapaficahrdaya
claim that a commentary on the SK was written by Sankarsana.
NarasnaiciryYA® also says that such a commentary was written by
such & person, and he goes on to say that the author of the commentary
has given his name to the text itself. This is pure conjecture, There is
no other evidence to support the existence of a commentary on the SK
written by a Sankarsana. The claim by the Sarvamatasamgraha and
the Prapaficahrdaya that there was such a commentary should also be
dismissed as conjecture, or more likely as a misunderstanding of the
tradition of the SK.

There is some reason to believe that Govinda wrote a commentary
on the SK. Hemadri®, again, quotes a statement made by Govindopa-
dhyaya on the SK (fatha samlearsanakande govindopadhyayenoktam
....). Since there is no extant commentary on the SK by Govinda, it is
difficult to know which Govinda is being quoted here. The editor of
the Sarvasiddhantasamgraha, M. RANGACARYA, gives excerpts from an

62 R imMa MiSrA SASTRT, op.cit., p. 6 of his introduction — see note 13.
83 SARMA, o0p.cit., D. XixX.

8 g SUBRAHMANYA SASTRI, op. cit., p.iv.

8 GARGE, op. cit., p.4—5.

® SARMA, op.cit., p. Xiji—xiv.

& Ibid,, p.xv.

08 NARASIMHACARYA, 0p. cit. (8. note 24), p. Ixii-—Ixiii,

8 (gturvargacintamani, loc. cit.
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unpublished commentary on that work which posits a possible identifi-
cation of our Govinda. The comments are on 1.22 which is:

bhasyam caturbhir adhyayair bhagavatpadanirmitam |

cakre vivaranam tasya tad vedantam pracaksate [

“A commentary (thereon) in four chapters has been composed by
the venerable teacher. The explanatory commentary which he produced
in relation to that (other part of the Uttaramimamsa) is spoken of as
Vedanta.” ™ '

The excerpts from the commentary are: bhagavaipddah Sriman
sankardcaryagurugovindabhagavatapijyah. asya devatakandasya bhas-
yam sutranam vyakhyanam bhagavatpadanirmitiam ity aha. uttaraca-
tuskasyapi bhasyam dcarya pranitam ity a@ha. tasyoltaracatuskasye
vedantasitrasya vivaranam Sarirakabhasyam yac cakre tal lokah vedan-
tam iti pravadantity arthah™ .

Thus the bhagavatpida is, according to the commentator, none
other than Sankardcirya’s teacher, and it is explicit that the commen-
tator feels he wrote a commentary on the Devatakanda as well as on
the Vedantastitras. There is no evidence to confirm or deny the claim
gince none of the writings of Sankara’s teacher on the SK are
preserved. Moreover, it is necessary to be cautious about ascribing a
commentary on the SK to Sarkara's teacher based only on the
disparate testimonies of the commentator on the Sarvasiddhantasam-
graha and Hemadri.

The commentary of Bhaskarardya, the Bhattacandriké, has been
edited and published”. It quotes the commentary of Devasvamin
extensively . This text gives only the Pratikas of the Adhikaranast-
tras, a fact which caused M. L. SaNDAL to denounce it as spurious™.
GarGe™ also claims that this was “not an authentic work”, but he
seems to have based his conclusions on a poor reading of JHA's
opinions of the work. JHA did not expressly doubt the authenticity of
the Bhattacandrika’®, but he did admit of being puzzled by the editor’s

" Sarvasiddhantasamgraha, ed. cit., p. 3—4, RANGACARYA’s translation.

7 Ibid., p. vii.

" See note 13.

” See note 62 and 63. RAMA MiSRA SASTRI attributes the quotation in

Bhattacandrika to Sabara, but SARMA has shown that they are from Devasva-
min,
" SANDAL's doubts about the authenticity of the SK are found in the
introduction to his translation of the Mimamsa Stutras: Sacred Books of the
Hindus, Volume 27, Allahabad: 1925.

™ GARGE, op. cit., p. 5.

7 JHA, op.cit., p.11.
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description of the work as the upasanakanda” when the published
Bhattacandrika seemed to have so little to do with wupdsana.
Bhaskarariya's date has been given as ca. 1700—1760 by V.A,
RiMaswAMT SAsTrI’® and it has been pointed out by him and others
that the Bhattacandrika was intended to be a completion of
Khandadeva’s commentary on the Purvamimémsasttras; indeed, it
was M.L. SanpAL's position that the SK was a likely forgery by
Khandadeva or by Bhaskararaya’. Such an extreme suggestion is
unnecessary in light of the published text of the Bhattacandrika,

Another commentator on the SK was probably Rajactdamani
Diksita (1580—1650 A. D.)® who is said to have written a commentary
called Sankarsamuktavali, Nyayamuktavali, or Sankarganyayamukta-
vali. A commentary with the last title was reported by HurrzscH in
1896%! but the manuscript has never been published. It is apparently
incomplete (35 palm leaves) and ends, according to the colophon, with
the fourth Pada of the first Adhydya. There is little room for doubt
concerning the authenticity of the tradition that Rajactudamani wrote
a SKbhasya since he and his commentators mention it themselves®. V.
A. RAMASWAMT SASTRT also raises the possibility that Vasudeva Diksita
may have written a commentary on the SK®. While it is true that he
often cites the SK and Devasvamin’s Bhasya by chapter and verse in
the Adhvaramimamsakutthalavrtti®, there is no other evidence for a
SKbhasya composed by Vasudeva Diksita. There is one other interest-
ing text which was noticed by OPPERT™ in 1880 — the Sankarsanasi-
travicara — which is described only as a Mimamsa text with no
mention of the author.

The doubts expressed by SaNpAL and GArRGE about the authenticity
of the SK can no longer be entertained at all, and SANDAL’s objections

7 Quoted in note 13 above,

8V, A, RAMASWAMI SASTRI, op. cit., p. 140,

7 M. L. SANDAL, op. ¢it., p. viii.

80 V. A, RAMASWAMT SASTRI, Tattvabindu (s. note 57), p. 122—f24,

8 E.HurTzsCH, Reports on Sanskrit Manuscripts in Southern India,
No.II, Government Press, Madras: 1896, manuscript no. 1489 — from the
collection of Kodandarama Sastri at Tiruvidainallur,

82 SARMA, op.cit., p. XX,

8 V. A. RAMASWAMT SASTRI, Tattvabindu, p. 141.

8 Adhvaramimamsikutihalavrtti, edited by 8. Kuppuswamy SASTRIGAL,
Vini Vilasa Press, Srirangam: 1907—1908, p. 150, 160, etc. :

8 OPPERT, Lists of Sanskrit Manuseripts in Private Libraries of Southern
India, volume 1, Government Press, Madras: 1880, manuseript no. 5692 — in
the possession of Annasvami of Srivalliputtur,
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have been refuted point by point twice®®. The SK as printed by
S. SupranMANYA SAsTRI, SARMA, and RAMa Misra SASTRY is a genuine
Mimamss work, and most probably composed by Jaimini. The name of
the work which has caused so much speculation is no doubt based on
the verb samkrs as Devasvamin® and Anandagiri®® have suggested. It
is a “drawing together”, a “collecting” of various points important for
the ritual which were not included in the first twelve Adhyayas of the
Parvamimamsasitras. If that is so, then how does one explain the
statements of other writers that there was a commentator or even an
author named Sankarsa(na) who is responsible for the name of this
work? How does one account for the nearly identical descriptions of
the contents of the four chapters of the SK in the Sarvamatasamgraha
and the Prapaficahrdaya, but which have nothing to do with the
contents of the SK as it has been published ? Why is a text which treats
the details of yajfia referred to as the upasana- or devatd-kanda?

The most obvious answer to these questions and to the confusion in
general about the SK is that the text simply cannot have been
commonly studied for a very long period.in its history. It is, after all,
not cited often and then not very extensively. The reasons for this
neglect can only be guessed at — perhaps its miscellaneous nature
made it less appealing. Certainly, the fact that Sabara barely acknow-
ledges it, and Kumarila, and Prabhakara ignored it altogether was an
" important factor in its subsequent neglect. Once the text had fallen
into the far reaches of dark memory, the confusions arose, It never was
lost, obviously. Devasvamin (11th c.), Bhaskararaya (i8th c.), and,
probably, Rajacudamani Diksita (16th—17th c.) all knew the SK, and
their commentaries were known and cited by others (for example,
Vasudeva Diksita who cites the SK and Devasvamin’s commentary by
giving the Adhyaya, Pada, and Adhikarana by the numbers®). Yet,

8 vV, A. RAMASWAMT SASTRI, The Samkarsa Kanda — A Genuine Supple-
ment to the Pirva-mimamsa Sastra, Indian Historical Quarterly 9 (1933),
. 200—299; SARMA, op. cif., p. ix—Xiv.

87 See notes 6 and 8, above.

8 See note 7, above.

8 See note 84, above. R. . BHANDARKAR, Report on the Search for
Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Bombay Presidency during the Year 1883—1884.
Government Central Press, Bombay: 1887, p. 27—32 speaks of the Apastam-
bastitradhvanitarthakarika by Trikendamandana Bhaskara Miéra, son of Ku-
marasvamin. In this desecription he notes that there is mention of the
SKbhagyakara (folio 26a line 4 of this manuscript no, 21 of 1883—1884) and
8K (23a, line 1 and 27b, line 3). This work was edited by TARKALANKARA
BHATTACARYA, Bibliotheca Indica No. 140, Calcutta: 1903, but in this edition
there is no mention of the SK, the SKbhasya, or it's author,
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access to the SK and knowledge of it cannot have been very common,
Vedanta Deéika (14thec.) refers to it as the madhyah kandas ca
luptasthitih® and Meghanadarisiiri (14th ¢.) refers to it and adds:
devatakandas tv asmabhir dystacarah; atas tatprakriya mrgya®'. SARME,
RimA Miéra SASTRI, and S. SuBrRAEMANYA SASTRT have found this work
and published it, but having the text of the Sutras and two commenta~
ries has not resolved all questions which are connected with the SK.
There is still the possibility that a work on upasana will be discovered
which conforms to the descriptions of it in the Sarvamatasamgraha and
in the Prapaficahrdaya and which would explain the citations of
Sankarganasiitras which are nowhere to be found in the published
SK%, Until then, the questions about the various points of confusion
which have been raised in the preceding paragraphs can only be
answered by conjecture,

% Mimamsapaduka, loc. cit. (s. note 5).

¥ Nayaprakasika of Meghanadarisiri, edited by V.ANANTACARYA and
V.KRSNAMACARYA, Madras Book Depot, Madras: 1936, p. 238,

% For example, the Spandapradipika of Utpalacarya, edited by GOPINATH
KavIRAJ in: Yogatantra Granthamala, volume 3, Varanasiya Sanskrit Vidva~
vidyalaya, Vardnasi: 1970 at p. 109:

anyac ca sankarsanasitregu:
svatmaikanistham cidrapam bhavabhavapariskrtam /
swasamuedanasamvedya prakrtyatitagocaram |
iyam yonih smrtd vipra mantranam pratyayaimika /
te manira varparipena sabahyabhyantaroditah I
naigkalikapad@vasthah karananiva dehinam /
prayukiah sarvakalesu siddhyante viryayogatah /f
and at p. 115:
sanfarsanasitresy api:
yenedam drgyate visvam drastd sarvasya yah sadd /
drsyas cardcaratve yah sa vispur ili gryate [/
These Slokas make poor Sttras,



