The Samkarsa Kanda--A genuine Supplement to the
Piirva-mimamsa Sastra

The Samkarsa Kanda, or the Samkarsana Kanda (henceforth
abbreviated as Sk.) as it is otherwise known, is traditionally recognised
as a Supplement to the Parva-mimamsa Sastra. It has all along
remained a sealed book to modern scholars. Mr. M. L. Sandal, in the
Introduction to his English translation of the Parva-mimamsa Sitras
(S. B. II. Series, Vol. 1. pp. x-xii), says that Sk. 1s a spurious work.
He observes:

(In the Sk.) there are no adhikaranas and the Siitras are meagre; it is
an apocryphal portion of the Mimarhsa, most probably palmed off by Khanda-
deva as genuine............. It has a commentary called Bhattacandrika, by
Bhaskara, son of Gambhira. (i).

All the writers of the Mimarsa have characterized Jaimini's Mimarhsa as
containing twelve chapters. (ii).

Strange to say that the Sk. is not mentioned by Alberuni and Abul Fazal.
The latter has given the contents of the twelve chapters of Jaimini's Mimarsa.
For these reasons, I am of opinion that the Sk. is a spurious work. (iii).

The Sk. never found popularity amongst the students of Mimarhsa, and was,
therefore, very properly consigned to oblivion. We do not find it mentioned in
any ancient works prior to Ramanuja in his Brahmasiitra-Bhasya or Madhu-
stidana Sarasvati in his Prasthanabheda. (iv).

The style of the so-called Siitras 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. There are no adhikaranas which are the
peculiar characteristics of Jaimini's Mimarhsa. (v).

The last sutra in the fourth pada of the fourth chapter, which is the
16th chapter in the work, ends with the word (phrase) 'a4T ATSATHIT:!
which has been repeated twice) and imitated from the final endings in the
Samkhyapravacana or the Vedantasiitras. (vi).

It is a valuable work in Mimarhsa literature and is more in the nature
of the Kalpa Siutras. It does not criticize any general principle as is done

* Evidently, Mr. Sandal is misinformed. See the citation from the
Samkarsa Kanda by Sarmkara on Vedanta Sitras TII. 3. 43: g Hopt--
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by Jaimini in  his Mimamsid. The well-known twelve principles bave  Dbeon
discussed in the twelve chapters by Jaimini;. but, in the (present) work under
description, there is a simple deseription of the post-sacrificial = (?) minor
ceremonies which really form the subject of the Srauta part of the Kalpa Suatrn,
In this view, which [ take of the Sk., it cannot he considered a’ supplement
bf Jaimini’s Mimamsa, (vii). .

My, Sandal’s observations contain, no doubt, certain truths, which,
it serutinised, would reveal that some of them are misleading,

The term Sk. is generally undersiood to stand for a clear and
gomprehensive exposition of Vedic propositions which are found
geattered in the various recensions of the Vedas' or those supposed to
dave been lost. Naturally, then, it has no samgati® which relates
tb'i;et-her the .adlyiyas, pidas and adhikaranas. It is because of this
characteristic that the Si. has come to he regarded as a supplement
to the Dvaduasalaksani compleiing the twelve chapters of the latter
by considering the topics left wndiscussed therein. Tt is also mis-
cellaneous in that it is based on both upadesa and atidefa as ave the
gdntra and the prasaiiga of the 11th and 12th chapters. Tor this
geason, we cannot have strict samgati among topies in this kinda.
This feature is therefore no argument against its authenticity. There
gén be traced, however, some relation (sangati) between the various parts
giithis Kanda such as aksepa, apavada ov prasaiga.  According to the
wtinted commentary of Bhiskarardiya, most of the padas of these four

@iapters ave known by different names indicative of the particular

o Chomeaw fAsaar sRzaAr 9, R AEA farvEnEna: axa
frftaa gfa awwsgaafa: g

9 Bhiskarariiva begins his commentary, Bhdttacandrika, thus: t{q"a‘]w.‘
aweir: wpfafagfvm  sfacnwaae gy, da sanafiscaar faseres-
i S Ged fAeEea AR SgRARArteEd | add 6Ed A gafene
mil Appayya Diksita, in his Kalpefaru Parimalg  (Nirnaya Sagar
g, p. 50) observes: HAEINE  FIAMEEUT FeAT, aMGHEEA Hawmar-
BT, deRuET ZRTERA MFIETE Faaar AE faweq fAR: ... 0 Elsewhere
m%l_le same worl, lie characterises the Sk. thus: quﬂrﬁamqrﬁqq..
Qi anfifte: aeasdnageaRRESTEEA TR St
o, cit., p. 838).
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themes discussed in them—as can be rveadily seen from the following

tabulation : —

Adhyaya Pada | Subject
xiil 4 [ EARIES _
xiv ; ‘ FEFTNT:

” 2 ; WATAQTT:

3 i an ’

L3 4 éq LR

XV I FIAQE:

»” 2 mﬁz 39

1" 3 “'Ef 1 3]

o 4 AT AT GG
Avi 1 etamesan amfaag:
» 2 frmam:

II

If this feature of the work had been properly understood, Mr,
Sandal would not have remarked that in the Sk, there are no adhikaranas
Mr. Sandal complains that the
He is evidently under the impression that the
Sitras printed in bold type in the edition of the Bhattacandriki

and that the Siitras are meagre ete,

Siifras are ‘“meagre.”’

represent the complete Sitras constituting both the pirvapaksa and
the siddhanta views in any given adhikarana. But, the pily of it is
that these are not at all complete Sutras but only the first words of the
first Silras generally in those adhikaranas. 1'or example,” in the
printed text, we get the Sitra of the first adhikarana— ‘af{gqa{-ﬂﬁ-{’ buf,
the full Sitra runs thuﬂ—-‘al’ﬂqaﬁagawaﬂqa’ which finally decides
that the proposition  ‘QrReT™ Eﬂ'@aﬂqaﬁ’ enjoins a new sacrifice

to be performed after the Soma Yiaga.

Again, Mr. Sandal’s statement that “‘it (the Samkarsakiinda) is 'ap

3 TFor other instances see the Appcﬁdix at the end of this paper,
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Apuweryphal porticn of (he Mimimsi, most probably palmed off by
Khandadeva” is clearly wrong. The Sambkarsakanda, as a prakirnaka
of the Mimamsa Sasira, was composed. by Jaimini,* the author of the
dvadasalaksani. Tt is veferved to hy Badarayana, the author of the
Vedanta Sitras and has been commented upon by several great writers
of the Mimamsi Sastra. According io Samkara, Ramanuja and other
Bhagyakiras, Badaviyana has cited in his Sitra— bEACEECH dge (iii,
3. 43), the approval of the Siddhanta-view of the adhikarana xiv, 2,
wof the Si.*
On the authority of i{le Prapaiicahrdaya,® it appears that the
fémous Vritikira Bodhivana wrote a Vrtii on the Sk. This Vrtitikira

is identified with Upavarsa.”  Tradition holds that Sabarasvamin’s

4 Vide the remarks of Appayya Diksita quoted already under {.n, ante,

oo, afd (#Awtarmre’ ) tavarcaafiag | an dremerafiee FELNE
iRy o fafimang A A AT H ATy A eer T
fﬁ“‘"w sqrEFad | l'mpnﬂcal:-,rdaya, Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, p. 39,

§ Samkara explains Vedanta Natra, iii, 3, 43, as follows:

AR E T TR — 24T, G=Z17 UL GUSIART AT | gegra oy
o, T FOS, gt Pgdeearfasy, ‘REMAfHaTER gz (afq |
WA aRArER HENZTAIqF 4T, zrmfe,{mﬁqm@mgalwlsuanafamma,
I FARR AT AE AT A e wafa | o acaragsiq WAt uEE -
QAR | g wad— arar ar zqar TIEA gl awg, FeataarzTam-
Wt vt | afire fermritstien o ) '

Raminuja in his Sribhasya explains : WAL, UFTAAGTaaNAfHT: < «
X X x TEE @ETA— AT AT 37T g gl |
8rikantha has the following explanation :

- FARATAAT T O USTMHFIOFAS ... SO gl TANATEGUF
QORI | AT ar dgar TuiRTATEfa W adteearq |

6 wea tanaearafiagey ARiETEE FaRfATYd Wl dimasa g6
0 FageaRage e taguana s

7 My revered Professor Mm. Vidyivacaspati Prof. S, Kuppusvami Sistrigal
In  his  artical— Bodhdyana  and Ihamidacdrya - Two Old  TVeddantins
gresupposed by Ramanuje (1] Oriental Conference, Madras) has
tried to estahlish  the Bodhayana-Upavarsa identity. 1f this identity

js  acceptable, the Vrtti  known as Krtakoti, according  to  literary
ources, Dbelongs to Upavarga. Hence, the passage (rom the Prapaicahydaya
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bhasya covers also the SA®  Bhavauisa, one of the famous Vrtiskaras
has written a bhasya or vttt on the Minmdnsa Sitras, which is now
unfortunately lost to us; and this also covers all the 16 chapters.”
Devasviimin, probably the famous author of the Lhasya on the
Aévalayanasrautasiitra, has commented on the 16 (hapters of the
Pirvamimamsasitras,  His bhasya is descrilbed in the Prapaicahirdaya
as a beautiful summary of the bhasya of Upavarsa,' and is the only
ancient commentary on ihis Kanda, now available in manuseript.
Rajuciidamani Biksita, a veputed author in the Parvamimdmsi Sdastra-
and other branches of knowledge, has also written a commentary, known
as Sambkarsa-nyayamultavali.  lastly, Bhaskarardya has written his
Bhattacandrika on the model of Khandadeva’s Bhattadipila on the
Dradasalalsani. A1l these categorically accept the Sk, as genuine.
Now it is to be examined whether Khandadeva has commented ov
the Sk. If we take the opening verse in the Bhattacandrika of the Sk,

cited above, is to be interpreted in the sense that Bodhayana who is none other
than Upavarsa wrote a summary of his own Vrtti and called it Nytakofi,

8 Contrary to this traditional view, the Irapuiichpdaye holds  that
Sabarasvamin has not commented on the Sumburse Kapdo and one Semkars or

S largapa has written a bhagya on it—

qu: fgwmE aAdmEtEmER  wHer  aesmmsenargavE R
HHTERE (FAEITT B WSAR | ST RAATHICSEAT HFA ( SAHA . 1% ) |
Prapaiicahrdaya, p. 39, )

9 The I’rrl.mu‘u-m'a_r(.‘r'f_uu remarks on p. 39, mmﬁalfq Fd ’Hﬁ?ﬂﬂﬂl'ﬂl‘
{&‘WMWQ'&W ). Devasviamin alse in his bhiisya on XV, 11, 1, says,

mfea=qr, ‘NIARAT AR A MEIRGACE: AEFERT ArafAfa |
ro @At ( ITATAEALT ) AegRAteRta geafaad Fedutenfiegi= fEueTt
TR RO EATET qaeataar it gag,  Lropancahrdaye, p. 39,

It is Devasvamin's bhisya and not Saburasvimin’s, which is constantl
referred to by Bhiskaravdya in his Bhdtfacondrika; and relerences to an Acirys
and rrftikrt found in Devasviamin’s bhigya and the Bhatfecandrikd, might W
in all probabilities to the famous Vrtfildre Upavarsa, who has commented op
this Kanda.

11 This work is noticed hy Dr, Hultzseh in his Reports of South Indies
Mss., vol. IT, No. 1489,
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oiey sifafagia auedagatar |
| HIAEA weFrAl dmarsd fadie
hﬁt]ueuth:, then it is clear that Khandadeva has written a commentary
H!{this. Kanda, a summary of which has been I:Lflel'\\‘:ll'(]s written hy
®Hiskararaya. But the concluding verses in the Bhattacandrikia—-
RISIAFATZEN R SaT0t: FHiAqaCEa |
g 3 wresTialEg-wRd afcaiaga awm )
Faata e (aFataEiaia ifmeaneT |
Negwerfrcg sfgot wgafesrasm |
.;vé.‘ua a different idea, viz. Khandadeva has not commented upon
efe. Sk, We have gol no tangible evidence as yet {o prove
Khandadeva’s authorship of any works on this Kanda.

Mr. Sandal observes that **Bhiskara has dedicated his work in the
nme of Iis masters and called it Bhdittacandrila after the Bhattadipika
uiﬁa'\_ﬁhis preceptor’”’.  That Bhaskara was the disciple of Khandadeva
@innot be accepted. Ilividences are available to prove that Khandadeva,
Bis Mimamsa teacher of Perubliatin,'* flourished in the beginning of
ghe 17th century, while Bhaskarariya, son of Gambhirariya Diksita
flived at a later age. If he were one of the diseiples of Khandadeva, he
would have certainly referved 1 his ‘guri’ in terms like ‘pijya-pada’
fis Sambhubliatta has dowe.  From Bhiaskara’s concluding verses already
fited, we wre able (o gather that he was a great admirer of Khandadeva
fnd his works and as such, wrote his Candrikd a commentary on the

Bhattadipiha and o commentary on the Sambkarye sitras.

12 Khandadeva was the Mimfupsi teacher of Perubhatia, the lather of
gagannatha Pandita, and not of Jaganunatha Pandita, as Mr. Sandal has observed
gn his Introduction, p. xi. The second and third verses in the beginning of

;,_t]le Rasagaiyidhara  clearly prove this yview, The yuaceabda in the second
Terse— . . . . . mEfaEnI® @ woes along with “fucchabde in the third verse—

i q?} ‘ﬁwg]@q‘ wWEHIEIT ﬂg[gﬁq’, This Perubhatta, the hushand of Laksmi,
«gas Niageda's Commentary notes, is undoubtedly the father of Jagannitha Pandita,
the author of the ftusaguigddhara, the PFive Lahavis, the Bhaminivildse and

‘other mingr works, _
13 Tt is possible that Bhitskarariya, the author of the Swnkarsabhdf{acandriki

‘is identical with the nuthor of the Candrikii or Cawdreduye, u commentary on
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Mr. Sandal’s arguments (2), (3), (4), and (5) do not contain suffis
cient evidences to prove that the Samkarsa Kandae is o spurious work,
We have already cited six authors of the Parvamimansa Sastra of
whom at least five have undoubtedly commented upon this Kanda—a
fact wiheh would well prove its genuineness as a supplement to the
Deadasalaksani.  In the light of ihese, we cannot accept Mr. Sandal’s
conclusion which is hased on the sole reason that Alberuni, Abul Fazal
and Miadhava, the author of the Swrva-daréana:samgrala have no
referred to it.

Mr. Sandal’s sixth argument is that “‘the style of the Samkars
Kanda is so curt and mutilated that without the help of the Commentai.'y
one cannot understand it’ ete.  All -Sl-lh‘&ltii, as a rule, are curt and
are not intelligible without a commentary.'*  As for his opinion that
they are mutilated, we are afraid that lie is not in full possession of the
gittras. We lLave given in the Appendix some full sitras which were
collected and reconstructed frem references.

Mr. Sandal’s seventh argument supports our view. The repetitiol
of the phrase o FsaEaw: at the end of the Sumkarsa Kande
clearly  shows that the Samharsa closes the Pirva-mimans?
Sastra; for, we do not find any such vrepetition in the las
sitra of {he twelfth chapter. Tn this respect, Jaimini migli?
have followed some of his predecessors in the field of Mimamsa or sonlg
Kalpasiitrakiras.  Mr. Sandal’s observation that “Jaimini has eithal
tollowed  the Samkhya-pravacana-satra  or  the l"'t.'driutcw-titra’ 1y
haseless.

(1) There is a theory prevaleni among scholars that the avmlablb
Samhkhya-pravacana-sitras arve not the genuine sitras of Kapila an.'o
they are the productions of Vijiianabhiksu who flourished during: jhw

L4th century. Jaimini could not have any access to these sutras.

the MBhattedipika. 1t may also be said lere that the sume. Bhaskararaya he
composed a minor work on Munamsa—-—ﬂ!atw:fhuhrfmnm,mcam'and th'.
Vaidikakosa in verse, both mnow preserved in the Tanjore Mahdiraja Serfs
Sarasvati Mahal Library.

14 Compare:—

weqTRRaignd arEfpaageE |
sEanREaE g3 gt fag
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() In the Vedantasitra there is the repetition of the word at
the end of each pada and adhyiya and the whole sitra is repeated at
the end of the Sastra. Such a practice is not followed.'s

The Samlarsa Kanda is a valuable work in  the Mimamsa
literature aund is more in the nature of ihe Kalpasutras. Unlike the
Dvadasalaksani, ihe Samkarsa Kanda has not got any separate prin-
ciple to enunciate and, therefore, is u miscellaneous supplement. It
E'Il.t{ellll)tﬁ at u further application of the principles already enunciated
in the twelve chapters, to other examples in the Vedas, which may
not be otherwise easily infelligible. Iiven within many adhyiyas one
and 'the same principle is enunciated and discussed with reference to
different illusirations with a view lo widening the application of the
rule of interpretation in question {o the vast field of ihe Vedas and
.other texts of uncquestionable authority on the eternal dharma. In this
sense it is a Kalpasuira but there is this main difference that the
Mimdmsd enquires whether ihis particular thing is to be accepted in
this particular way, while all Kalpasitras are generally mere com-
pendiums of ritualistic informations found scattered in ihe various
branches or recensions of the Vedas, all of which the Vedic students are

not allowed or have no time to study.

111
Appendix
The Sk. consisis of four adhyiyas, each adhyiya being subdivided
into four pidas, and each pada again subdivided info a number of
Adhikaranas or Nyiyas as follows:—

“Adhyaya | Pidas Total
1 2 3 4

X111 15 18 2 27 84

XV 41 18 15 30 104

XV 2 36 20 14 95

XV 13 19 22 10 . 64

Adhikaranas 347
15 According to Devasvamin’s bhiasya on the Sk, there is repetition ot
a word or of a phrase at the end of the second chapter (X1Vth chapter)
of the Samkarsae. Il this is reliable, this practice of the Sitrakiara does not
kelp us to definitely say whom he has followed.

1.H.Q., MARCH, 1933 38
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The following full Siitras constituting various Adhikaranas in the
Sk. are collected and reconstructed from Appayva Diksita’s Vedanta
kal pataru-parimala and Visudeva Diksita’s Adhearmimamsakutihala-

vrtte.

(1) Adhyaya XIIT. 1.1 srgasetaganzs Sma (V.E.P., N.S. Ed.
p. 848).

() Adhyaya XIIL 3.2 (1) ag geilfsfanmaiia @ wwenaE: g
20T QATET AARA GO geHa (W)
(2) FraqrAriy FedfafareoRg ohfka
( =vEn),
(3) U3TER 9gRER qrafAwAE WeRE aqt
qreitad wafagageasa , (fagea )
[AMAK, Vrtti, Vanivilas Edn., Sri Rangam. Madras, p. 398].

(3) Adh. XIII. 3 (1) a= YwrEiin FrE Tt (@ ),
(2) areHAiayg Aacaiy ag smeda ( {f@gEa ),
[AME, Vrtti, p. 398]
(4) XIV.22(1) @ 3aaamR A faad garmaca (966w ),
(2) faad@ av s=nemgaem:  (fagea),
(3) W@ SMAY FEARW: , acw gGieudr asdfAag
( qUEATMET ),
(4) WHA IO SEFIAGERT RIA G AR ( TUAGE-
faura: )
[AMEK, Vriti, p. 160}
(b) XIV.2.14 (1) ¥t guag@ai  fEgd sasAAet glagugeng
(T ),
(2) =a=aeEdat @8 wafa (fagea: ) |
[VEP, p. 838].
(6) XIV. 215 (1) R[St IUHEGIH ST ( TIT: ),
(2) FATAT AT FAT QAEG (AT AT GUF G 3 9T A
EapEEn) (fagr),
(3) FEAITRENE (JUgR) |
[VEP, pp. 833—91
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XIV. 4.1 (1) Zaawdita S@acsk 93 qrgha: a4r @i |
[AMK, Tstti, p. 390].

XIV. 4.2 (1) =Ra@E@iia  SariRsadar aar  SisAeiaTat
ageErlL
[AME, Vrtti, p. 288].
XIV. 4.3 (1) gFamr awameaugdifen: gaq mgda gay
i caren (o ),
(2) gwEr ar €emv gyeweEn afeaig afaeasd gem:
( faggFa: )
[AMR, Vytti, p. 288].
XIV. 4.27(v) mamz waamfa mdffadsiusaT &),
(2) @ar @A ar ( fagEa: ) o
[AMK, Vetti, p. 150].

XIV. 4.28 (1) welwaidifa qataaigt aar anfamnfay ggifa
[AMAK, Vetti, p. 150],
XVI 2.1 (1) (eenooen ) SOATR@A: (TR ),
(2) wafaa gamsaes: Qg )
[AME, Vrtti, p. 269].
XVI. 4.10 (1) q@rgad wad @ ageAr 7 faad wifvaean (@),

(2) faurd an wFawIEETa 290 AISATENTEr GUT geqET:

(g ) o
[AMK, Vrtti, p. 838).

V. A, RaMasvamr Sasrtrry.





