THE SANKARSAKANDA
Introduction

TrE Satkarsakapda, containing four chapters with four Padas
in each chapter, forms the latter part of Parvamiraasa. The former
part otherwise called Tantra Kanda consists of twelve chapters.
The author of the entire Sastra was sage Jaimini. It is
also claimed that together with the four chapters of Badarayana’s
Brahmasttras, Mimarasa is one Sastra with 20 chapters. Sri
Raman@ja lays emphasis on this. St Sankara also gives some
support to this view when he says: “Now existence of ‘an
Atman different from body has been explained in the beginning
of ‘the Sastra in Pada I”. But he condemns the unity of
the two Sastras in unequivocal terms in 1. 1. 4, saying “if
the purpose of the Sastra is miyoga or effort it has already
been explained in the Purvakinda and the beginning of a
different Sastra will be futile.” There are no two opinions
regarding the authorship of Jaimini in respect of the whole
of Purvakanda. Badariyana, Dharta Svamin, Sabara Svamin,
Sankara, Ramanuja, Srikantha and others have quoted some
of the sitras.' - I

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE NAME SANKARSA

To elucidate the term Saikarsa Devasvamin quotes
an old verse :
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(After having discussed many druti-texts in the twelve chapters
ending with Prasanga the sage brought together the topics and
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éruti passages for discussion) ‘Anandagiri, the famous co
88 ; ssion). dagiri, mmenta-
tor on Sankara’s Bhasyas, explains the word thus:

(under B. S. 3-3-43) (Since rules of interpretation relevant in the
Tantra?a@a but left out, are herein brought together in one
place, itis called Sarkarsa.) Devasvamin indicates this view

when he says “Nyayas are scattered here and there in this
work® (1. 1. 1)

DEVATAKANDA

This Kanpda is also known by the name of Devatakanda.'
Answering the question as to how it came to be cél.led
Pevatak&nqla, Appayya Diksita says that though Sarkarsakanda
is a collection of Nyayas pertaining to Karmas relevant both
in the Upadesa and Atidesa Satkas (chapters 1 to 6 and 7 to
12) it is called Devatakanda since there are numerous adhikaranas
dealing with deities in it. Saying thus he quotes ten of them.*
Vedanta Degika says thus in Sataddagani (p. 19): “Devatakanda
has been accepted by the author of Sri Bhagya as a supplem;aiat
to Karmakapda as is inferred from his quotations from
Sanikarsakanda like, It has been said in Sarkarsa etc.’’ " Quoting
two sutras supposed to be the last two Sitras of that Kanda
Srif Deéik%_ continues.” The Devatadhikarana of the Tantrakanda
Whi(fh rejects body etc., for the deities is intended only. to
glorify the Karmas. When Vedic rituals themselves have the
potency to bestow the fruits of the rituals for the performer
Jaimini thinks that there is no necessity to accept embodied
deities. Thus the unity of the two Sastras is also preserved’’.

Sri Narasimhachari, the editor of Apastamba’s Srauta
Satras with Bhasya (Mysore edition)’ says in his Introduction.
“ Appayya Diksita, completely denying the collection of Sttras
called Devatakanda, accepted by Advaitins upto the time of
the Rainaprabhz  and equally accepted by Vigistadvaita
authors right from the Bhaqyak‘atra; says that Dev&tﬁkﬁgda

(2) ﬂﬁﬁmw Q11

(3) Amelananda - Anandagiri and Anubhoti Svarape GFNI RTATHVER
(under for Brahmasatrabhasys 3-3-43)  (4) Vide Index C.

deals only with dicussions about Karma. It is true that
there are discussions about Karma also in Sankarsa. But
since Sankara and Ramanuja have quoted from Sankarsa it
is plain that the main feature in Sankarsakanda is discussion
about deities.. Because the .nature etc., about deities not
discussed before is the main purport, it is called Devatakanda.
Since a person called Sankarsa or Saikarsapa wrote a Bhagya
upon it, it is called Sankarga or Sankarsana. Because the name
Sankarsa does not indicate the subject it deals with, Ramananda
and Prakatarthakara have explained the term as Devatdkandam.
The author of Prapasicahrdaya also calls it Devatakapda.
Though Sapkarsapa wrote a Bhagya on it,. it was thrown to

_ the background, as Sabarasvamin ignored it and Kumarila
' Bhatta and Guru, the great exponents of Mimamsa, did not
- care to write commentaries on it. But, being connected
" with the Tantrakapda, the portion dealing with Karma alone
" survived. The portion dealing with deities was purposely
- suppressed by those who had a tendency towards atheism.

As the work existed till the time of Ramananda with

T the disappearance of the part dealing with deities, Anandagiri

had to coin some derivation to the word Saikarga-ggF=a etc.),
but at the same time accepted the old expression of _Dcvatakarpda."

All this has to be examined again in the light of the
discovery of the Sankarsakanda containing four chapters with
Devasvamin’s Bhasya thereon, now published for the first
time. From the words of Sankara and Raminuja we cannot
conclude that there was a portion of the Sankarsakanda which
deals exclusively with deities since the Satra quoted by them
pertains only to Karma and is traceable in the present text,
Moroever, if there was such a part then the theory that the

" whole Mirhamsa contains 20 chapters will not stand since

that part will cover more chapters. Further, if Jaimini accepts
an embodied deity in that Kanda, how can he reject body etc.,
for deities in chapter 9 of the Tantrakapda. It may be said that
it was the commentator Sabara who rejected body for deities and

. not Jaimini since there is no Satra to that. But it is against

the nature of Sabara, nay, of all the. Bhaswkﬂras, to go against

* the”Sutras and if he aétually went against the Sttras he would

have expressed the same plainly. Moreover, Badarayana referring
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to Jaimini’s views regardmg déities says: ““Jaimini considered
non-ellglblhty of Deities in regard to Upasanas, since it is not
posmble with regard to Madhuvidya and since the words aditya,
soma, etc., signify only the luminous bodies in the sky.”
(B. S. 1-3-31, 32,) If Jaimini accepted embodied deities, how could
Badarayapa refer to Jaimini like this? Devasvamin the present
author of the Bhagya on Sarkarsa holds the view that Jaimini
did not accept embodied deities*  Regarding the suggestions
that the Kanda attained the name Sankarsana or Sankarsa-
pa from the name of the author Sadkarsana who wrote a
Bhagya on it, we have to consider whether there is any work
at all which is called by the name of the commentator. In
Sutra literature particularly, the work derives its name from
the name of the author, or at times from the subject it deals
with, and never from the name of the commentator. Further
the author of Prapaﬁcahrdaya. (11th century) a work which
enumerates all the works of the Mimamsa Sastra, both available
and non-available, says, “In Mithdmsa is laid down rules of
interpretation for the former and latter parts of the Vedas.
It consists of twenty chapters. Of these the first sixteen
chapters deal with the discussions about Dharma and the rest
w1th Brahman. Bodhayana wrote a Bhagya on them called

Kriakokti. As this was a very voluminous work, Upavarsa -

wrote a smaller commentary on them called Vi As this was
also found difficult for ordinary intellects, Devasvamin wrote a
brief Bhagya on the whole Sastra. Again Sabarasvamin wrote
a Bhiagya on the Tantrakinda alone (Ch.1-12) omitting Sankarsa.
Bhavadasa also wrote a Bhagya on Jaimini’s Satras”.

We do not see an author by name, Sanikarsana mentioned
here as having written a Bhasya on a part of the Sankargakanda. To
say that the Sankarsakanda was ignored by Sabara is contradictory
to fact. . We have got two quotations from Sabara. (Vide
Appendix c.) It may be that Sabara, Bhatta and Prabhakara did
not write commentaries on it. -But since they had nothing more.
to' say béyond what Devasvamin had said, they kept silent

(ﬂﬂﬁﬁtﬁfﬁmﬁ'ﬁ# Hmsﬁwnﬁ 7 X T A
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- (S K. P. 204). .Here Dovnsvamin acoepts the rejection oi body etc.
" for ‘deities in chapter 9.) o

Later writers like Parthasaratbimi¢ra, Appaya Diksita,* Vasudeva

'Dikita, Sambhu Bhatta and others have profusely quoted from:the

Satkarsakipda. When so many- authors have quoted from: this
Sankarsakanda we do not understand how it escaped the notice of
Sri Vedanta Deéika. Srj Deéika himself does not assert that
the two Sitras he quotes as the last Sitras of the Sankarsakinda
do genuinely belong to that work. He says that it is the
tradition of the knowers of truth “gi} o=l o=g@:” If
Jaimini himself had said that the word Brahman denotes
Vispu there would not have been much controversy among
the Vaisnavas, éawas. and ' Advaitins about the exact meaning
of the word Brahman. Devatakanda could not have been
suppressed by those who had a faith in tradition and traditional
works. Those who preserved the other chapters of Mirhamsa
had the same regard for the Sankarsakanda also. Anandagiri did
not invent a derivation for the word Saikarsa, but he only
quoted the derivation mentioned by Devasv’amin, the commenta-

tor of the Sadkarsakapda.

Thus S$ri Appayya Diksita’s interpretation of the word
Devaiakanda seems to be genuine.

COMMENTARIES ON THE SAﬁKARSAKKNDA

According to the Pmpai‘wabrdaya Bodhayana, Upavarsa,

Devasvamin and Bhavadasa seem to have written commentaries
on the Sankarsakanda. But Devasvamin’s Bhasya alone withstood
the wrath of time. In Chapter III. i we find in the present text
the words “oRA7 TR ‘AFEUER’ TATA  AIREAA :
wragran asay ”.  The author of these words could not be Deva«
syaimin as taken by some. When Devasvamin himself was
able to write his own Bhasya upon that Pada, he would
never incorporate another author’s work in his Bhagya. Thesé
words must rather be the words of .the scribe who copied
the whole work. Not finding the Bhasya of Devasvamin upon
that Pada, he would have copied /the Bhisya of Bhavadasa for
that portion alone. This is common in the Mahabharaia and
the Ramayans manuscripts where for different’ sections com-
mentaries of different authors are.copied in the same codices.
Thus Pada I of Chapter III of the present work is the Bhasya
of Bhavadasa, while the rest is the Bhasya of Devasvamin.



71 Hemadri (1230-1300) mentions a commentary on the Saskarsa-
kapda by  Govindopadhyaya.® Rajactidamapi Diksita (1580~
1860) also wrote a commentary as Sarikarsa.” But these commen-
taries are not available to us. Fortunately another commentary
by:. Bhaskararaya (1700-1760) - very valuable though brief, is
available in many libraries. It was also printed in the Pandit
Séries of Banares. Bhiskarariya was an ardent admirer of
Khandadeva and his Bhattadipika which is a critical summary

of Sabara’s Bhasya and its commentaries. Bhattadipika extends

only from Pida 2 of Chapter I to the end of Chapter 12. Thus
it has neither beginning nor end. So to make up this deficiency
Bhaskararaya wrote summaries of these portions on the model
adopted by Khanda Deva and made it complete. He says at
the end of his work. -

T eveawredhe mﬁr FRfREnr |
o TIAE TIEFTRRIT AR TR
SRRy FRRW Rk Hfwrerd |
@!-'dﬁmm aRyuit mﬁ'ﬁmamm[ r
| SAﬁKARsAKANDA SUTRAS |
In the available manuscripts of Sarnkarsakanda the Sﬁtras

are so mixed up with the Bhagya that it was generally considered

that the extraction of the Satras from it was impossible. But
with the help of a paper manuscript of Bhaskararaya’s Bhatta
Candrika in Whlch the whole Satras of each Adhikarapa is given
in full kindly lent to me by Professor Raghavan, I began the work
of editing Sankarsakanda STtras with the Bhagya. There was also
another palm leaf manuscript of the Sankarsa Sttras alone
extending up to the end of Chapter I in the same collection
in the Sansknt Department which also has been used in the
edition.  This latter was useful in editing Ch. 1. For editing
the remaining chapters, I had the advantage of the Bhatta-
candﬂka manuscript which. gave Adhikarana Sétras in full. The
problem of extractmg the. Guga Stutras from the Bhagya had
to be.solved in this way, In the Bhasya text the words
like “{& !lra‘m?' " e 99 a:qrq'ﬁqﬁ ” etc. indicated the

(6) ‘ar Gﬁ ﬁﬁﬁmm——?ﬁ%mﬁr Vol. 3, p. 324

(7 'Riéport on Skt. fass, in South Indis, Vol. II No. 1489, p. 69

Siddhanta Sttras which followed. The words T3 =arerd indicated'
Sttras of new Adhikaranas which were introduced on the model
of the previous Adhikaranas. ‘The words RgwR waft following
R md:cated that fsgr are Satras. The words gERRTAY
i3 :ﬁmﬁﬁq , following gEFIRTAY FeTears indicated that the
previous passage is a SGtra. Some Satras which are very
lengthy give rise to the doubt whether they are Satras or
the Bhasya text. e. g. s ‘etc., (4-3-16). But here the words
AWM sfgaw: etc., in the end show that the previous passage is
a Siitra. Such long Sutras can be accepted in Sankargakanda
on the model of swafwai etc., (1-4-54) a Sitra according to
the Stutrapatha itself. Real difficulty was felt in many other
Siitras, e.g., 3 ThERAHMA fAHm: @A, (4-4-6) and JfiaET YL (4-4-7).
Here the words of the Bhasya in the end gagd- aqﬁmmﬁ
qgaR etc., came to my rescue since it shows that the passages
above are Satras. (4-3-29) is another example. Here
Bhattacandrika gives only the beginning of the Satra. But
since the passage is not complete up to sikarar I decided
that the Satra ended with that word and the remaining portion
is the Bhasya. The subject matter of these two lines concurs
with that given by Bhattacandrika

There are however some peculiar features in the Sanikarsakanda
Stitras not observed in the earlier 12 chapters or in the Brahma
S#tras. They are: o

1, 37 wAame (1-4-63) and 3-1-36

- 2. Ry a3 wgEW wge (Ch. 2-4-6)
3. ar&:r%:l fsfaa 2-4-27
1, e AR o A G W TR 3414

Here the words #=wY 351, Rfia=3, srmft are peculiar to
to Sankarsa Sttras.

From these pecuhantles we canpot decide that they are not
Satras, since there is clear evidence to show that they are

Satras. The Satra mﬂ’h‘l gurgas 3-3-31 is repeated again
(3-3-37) . : co : .

There is as a rule the repet;tlon of the last word of the last
Sttra at the end of each chapter and repetition of the whole Sttra



intheend in the Brahma Siutras. But no such rule is followed in all

the . 16 chapters of Parvamimamsa. The last word of the last

Stitra in Ch. IT and the last two words of the last Satra in San-
karsakanda alone are repeated. The repetition in chapter II is

according to the Bhasya a sign of the completion of the chapter,

while the repetition of the last Stitra is a sign of the completion
of the Sastra. '

THE BHASYA

* The Bhasya of Devasvamin resembles the Bhasya of Sabara.

Being old and out of use for a very considerable period, the correct

text of_thg_work has not been preserved. ' We find from the work

of ;shasg:graray?L (18th Century) that it was read and taught in his
time but later, it was neglected by scholars who were satisfied

with ' the ~ first. twelvel chapters- for Mimarhsa and the last

four for ' Vedanta. Altogether four manuscripts are available.
1. One’ belonging to ‘Malabar; 2. the second to the University
Manuscripts Library, Trivandrum; 3. the third to Madras Govt.
Origntal Manuscripts Library and “the fourth belonging to
the Adyar Manuscripts Library, a manuscript which originally
belonged to Santiniketan. The manuscript of the Govt. Oriental
M;muscripts_Library which is a transcript of the Malabar Manu-
scrjpt, .formed the basis of the work. Other manuscripts were

compared. - All manuscripts seem to be of the same origin, since

variations are very few and wherever there is lacuna in one
manuscripts, we find the same lacuna in others also. The Sutra
T 7 JeargwrE which is quoted in all Brahma Satra Bhasyas is
absent in all manuscripts though it is found in the Bhattacandrika
of Bhaskarardya. In a few places the Bhasya is in such a muti-
lated condition that it is not possible to find out the correct
reading. However with the aid of Bhattacandrika which deals
with each Adhikarana clearly expressing the purport of each Stitra
I was able to make out a clean text though imperfect in some
places. I have suggested correct readings in rectangular brackets
and indicated' the surplus words by circular brackets.

. - WORKS REFERRED TO IN THE BHASYA

Devasvamin, the author of the Bhasya, quotes the Mimarhsa
Stitras profusely but not dabara’s Bhasya thereon. He quotes
a -Vrttikaira in 4-2-10, This Vgttikara might be Upavarsa who

. University of Madras }

is often quoted by Sabara and whose Vitti is said to have
comprised, all the 20 chapters of Mimarsa. Quotations from
Vedic texts'are numerous. Most of these are from Taittirrya
Sasmhita and Brahmapa. These have been traced in Appendix B.
But quotations from other dakhas have yet to be traced.

' DEVASVAMIN

- ‘Devasvamin has also written commentaries on Srauta-Sttras

and Grhya Sitras of Aévalayana. His Grhya Sttra Bhagya has

partly been published by the late Dr.C. Kunhan Raja in the

Adyar Library Series. His Sankarsakanda Bhagya has been quoted °
by Hemadri (12th cent.), Appayya Diksita and other later writers

but not by any earlier authors. Hence Dr. P. V. Kane concludes

that he must belong to the 11th century of our era. According

-to|Pr¢paﬁcahrdaya (11th century) however he precedes Bhava-

dasa who is quoted by Sabara (2nd Century).
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