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Introduction 
 

     Mīmāṁsā is a system of thought that is something unique in the world. It is one of 
the āstika systems of Indian philosophy. It is the direct heir to the wisdom of the 
Vedas, but was later displaced from that position. Mīmāṁsā philosophy started as an 
exegesis of the ritualistic portion of the Veda and found it necessary to formulate 
arguments vindicating the Veda as an independent and eternal source of knowledge 
which does not owe its existence to anyone, and principles of interpretation which 
will establish the Veda to be self-consistent and un-contradicted by empirical 
experience and reason. 
    The word Mīmāṁsā is derived from the root mān meaning determination, measure 
by adding ‘a’ as an affix in the san form of the verb. The term Mīmāṁsā means 
reasoning which helps us to understand the connotation of a word or a sentence. The 
term mīmāṁsā indicates systematic investigation. Actually Mīmāṁsā philosophy aims 
at a systematic inquiry into the rituals and sacrifices of the Brāhmaṇas, and thus it is 
otherwise called Karma Mīmāṁsā. It is generally known as Pūrva Mīmāṁsā as it is 
mainly concerned with the Saṁhitā, Brāhmaṇas and Āraṇyakas. Moreover it deals 
with the ritualistic side of the Vedic culture. On the other hand Vedānta is known as 
Uttara Mīmāṁsā as it mainly deals with the later portion of the Vedic literature i.e 
Upaniṣad and is the development of the speculative side of the Vedic culture. The 
founder of Mīmāṁsā is believed to be Jaimini. His date again is a subject to 
controversy. Jaimini came forward with his Mīmāṁsā or decider, and he was desirous 
of meditating between the controversialists that preceded him, and hoped to determine 
questions which had so long agitated the brāhmiṇical mind. He stepped in to give a 
practical turn to what was before mere speculation. Thus Mīmāṁsā becomes the 
science of judicial interpretation of the sacrificial portion. 
    The purpose of the Pūrva-Mīmāṁsā is the inquiry into dharma as opposed to the 
purpose of the Vedānta, which is to investigate into the nature of Brahman. Its chief 
concern is the performance of rites and such problems of philosophy as the nature of 
the soul, mind, matter or questions relating to the Ultimate reality find no favour with 
its exponents. This system strikingly lacks in presenting a philosophical view of the 
Universe, though it professes to be realistic. Jaimini’s work Mīmāṁsā-Sūtra, the most 
ancient and the largest among philosophical sūtra work is the main treatise of this 
school. The Mīmāṁsāsūtra forms a work on rituals prescribing injunctions and 
prohibitions. This work numbering about three thousand and incorporated in twelve 
chapters mainly deal with dharma. Śabara’s commentary known as Śābara-bhāṣya is 
the earliest commentary which comes down to us. Kumarila Bhātta or Tutān Bhātta 
and Prabhākara Miśra are two great followers of Mīmāṁsā system.  
 

Is Mīmāṁsā Philosophy an atheistic philosophy:  
            

     Jaimini, the founder of the system was a great opponent of both nationalism and 
theism. His system has accordingly been understood by many in a nirīśwara sense, 
because he was quite indifferent to the problem of God. But it is to be mentioned here 
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that he did not deny a God, but rear tendency of his 
teaching was to allow no voice to the postulation of 
the authority of God. According to Mīmāṁsā, a 
Supreme being might exist, but it is not necessary to 
hold that he should be the creator, preserver and 
destroyer of this world. Because there is no evidence 
that God is the creator or destroyer of the world, as 
there cannot be any motive in case of him for creating 
the world.1  Maxmuller also acknowledges that the 
rejection of a creator God is not necessarily the 
rejection of God and it is unfair to call them atheistic 
just because they do not conform to the customary 
conception of God.2  But early Mīmāṁsakas are not 
vocal about the distinct position or rule of God and 
later ones reject the proofs for the existence of God. 
God is here generally ruled out as an unnecessary 
hypothesis. They only believe in the Law of Karma, in 
unseen power (apūrva), in heaven and hell, in 
liberation and in the Ultimate authority of the Vedas. 
That means atheism was present in a latent form in   
the Mīmāṁsā-Sūtra itself and at a later time it became 
explicit. In the Mīmāṁsā-Sūtra God has never been a 
separate subject of discussion. Gods are only glorified 
in the Vedic chants. The Pūrva-Mīmāṁsā posits a 
number of deities so that the prescribed offerings may 
be made to them. It does not go beyond these Gods, 
since the observance of Vedic dharma does not 
require the postulation of any Supreme power.3  They 
are inclined to regard the deities as imaginary, and yet 
persist in urging that making offerings to them will 
ensure reward, though they may not have any 
existence beyond the mantras address to them.4 In the 
apūrvādhikaraṇa of the Mīmāṁsā-Sūtra it is clearly 
said that it is not God but apūrva which is the mortal 
arbitrator or dispenser of the results of our actions.5  
Kumārila Bhatta also rejects the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika 
view of God as the creator of this Universe and as the 
mortal arbitrator in more than hundred verses. In the 
Pūrva-Mīmāṁsā system God occupies a dubious 
position. Because here Gods are only invoked so far as 
the Vedic sacrifices and rituals are concerned and they 
do not have any significance beyond them. But it is 
unfair to brand them as atheistic because the later 
Mīmāṁsakas like Laugākṣī Bhāskara offered prayer to 
Vasudeva in his Arthasaṁgraha and Pārthasārathi 
Miśra to Mahādeva in his Nyāyaratnākara 
commentary on Ślokavārtika and Kumārila Bhatta to 
the Lord Śiva at the beginning of Ślokavārtika. Thus it 
can be said that Mīmāṁsā consists of both atheistic 
and theistic doctrines but they are not deeply 
interested in the existence of God. Therefore it is 
generally said that the Pūrva-Mīmāṁsā relegates God 
to an ambiguous position. The Mīmāṁsā or Pūrva-
Mīmāṁsā due to its unique outlook is criticized by the 
opponents who even try to take off the title of darśana 
from it but in spite of all these pitfalls it must be 
admitted that modern apathy to the system is surely 

suicidal in view of the fact that without a study of it no 
knowledge of other system can be completed. 
 

Role of God in the Mīmāṁsā system: 
 

    The Mīmāṁsā system holds that any Absolute 
Reality of the external world is not necessary for 
explaining the functions of the material world, in so 
far as all such things can be explained through 
apparent reality of the external world. There may be 
an eternal spiritual principle forming the ground of the 
Universe and the individual selves but it should not be 
the creator or protector and destroyer of the world. 
J.N.Sinha also supports this view. The Pūrva-
Mīmāṁsā speaks of many Gods. It is unable to 
achieve that synthesis which conceives of one all-
knowing and all-powerful creator. The concept of God 
in the Mīmāṁsā is incomplete and inadequate. But 
this shortcoming is made up by the Uttara-Mīmāṁsā. 
Actually the Mīmāṁsakas are not completely atheistic 
as because the later Mīmāṁsakas accept the influence 
of some conscious principle along with the law of 
karma for explaining the world process. In this context 
the later Mīmāṁsakas say that this system put forward 
anti-theistic arguments only to point out the fallacies 
involved in the arguments advanced in favour of the 
existence of God and not to deny the existence of God. 
As regards Jaimini, it is clear that he has not expressed 
any view either in favour of or against the concept of 
Īśvara. Rather, the sūtras, sākṣādapyavirodham 
Jaiminiḥ; sampatteriti jaiministathāhi darśayati; 
param jaiminiḥ mukhyatvāt clearly state that 
according to Jaimini, the Supreme Soul or Brahman is 
the last resort of the individual soul.6  The arguments 
put forwarded by the Mīmāṁsakas to nullify the 
existence of the God is given below. These arguments 
are mainly related to the cosmological facts- 
1.The Mīmāṁsakas deny a creator for the Universe in 
the beginning from something or nothing. It has 
neither beginning nor end as it exists today in the same 
manner as it always exists and will remain in future 
also.7  So it is not necessary to postulate some God for 
its creation and dissolution. 
2.According to Kumārila Bhatta, the view that the 
world was created by God at a particular point of time 
means that it was non-existent before creation. But in 
that case the following questions may arise; in what 
form did the worldly things exist at that time? Where 
and how did the creator exist at that time? How did the 
impulse for creation arise in the thought of the 
creator? But none of the questions can be answered 
convincingly.8  So it is worthless to conceive the idea 
of creator God. 
3.Again, another question which may arise is that how 
does God create the world? Because for the creation of 
a thing, an agent requires some materials to work upon 
and some instruments to work with. If the materials of 
the world and the instruments necessary for its 
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creation exist prior to creation, then God cannot be 
regarded as the creator of those materials and 
instruments, if they do not exist prior to creation, God 
will not be able to create the world.9 

4.Further, does the creator God possess some body or 
not? If he is devoid of body he cannot create, control 
and supervise the world process, since no act is 
possible for a body less-being.10  Again, if he has a 
body he cannot be regarded as the creator of that body, 
and another creator will have to be postulated for its 
creation.11  If God’s body is regarded as existing prior 
to his activity, there is no harm in accepting the eternal 
existence of other objects as well.12  And in that case it 
is useless to support the idea of the creator God. 
5.The activity of creation on the part of the creator 
cannot be due to a desire for mere amusement also, 
because in that case it would go against his ever 
contentedness.13  Again his one desire cannot include 
both the activity of creation and destruction because 
then it would be inexplicable. And the most important 
fact is that such type of creator or destroyer of the 
Universe could never be known to anybody.14 
Thus the Mīmāṁsakas put forward several arguments 
in support of their view that there may be God but he 
could not be the creator, protector or destroyer of the 
world. An important point to be noted here is that the 
Mīmāṁsakas give more emphasis on apūrva than on 
God. This is the soul’s potency for enjoyment of the 
fruits of rituals. The Mīmāṁsakas are always against 
the creatorship of God and against all those ordinary 
believes which try to prove an illogical process of 
creation and destruction of the Universe without any 
realistic method and without having any scientific 
base. After a careful study of the Mīmāṁsā system it 
can be said that it is the only system of thought where 
there is a bold denial of God and his creation along 
with an interpretation of the moral law of the world, 
bringing the moral law into the line with scientific 
laws and making full use of rationalism of philosophy. 
 

Abbreviation and Bibliography: 
 

(Primary Works) 
 

Mīmāṁsāślokarvārtika (MSV) of Kumārila Bhatta, 
with Hindi explanation by Pandit Durgadhar Jha, 
Kameswar Sinha darbhanga Sanskrit viswavidyalaya, 
Darbhanga, 1979. 
Mīmāṁsādarśanam of Maharṣi Jamini, with five 
commentaries, Vol-II, ed. and introduced by Prof. 
Mahaprabhulala Gosvami, Tara Printing works, 
Varanasi, 1986. 
Mīmāṁsāsūtra (MS) with Śābarabhāṣya , Ananda 
Asrama, Poona, 1970. 
Mīmāṁsāsūtras(MS) of Jaimini, ed. by M.C. Sandal, 2 
Vols, Motilal Banaridass, reprint, Delhi,1980. 
 

Secondary works or Modern Works: 
 

Bedekar,V.M. : History of Indian Philosophy (Vol. I), 
Motilal  BanarsiDass, Delhi, 1984. 
Datta, Dhirendramohan & Chatterjee, Satischandra.: 
An Introduction to Indian Philosophy(AIP),University 
of Calcutta,Calcutta,1984. 
Hiriyanna, M: Outlines of Indian philosophy, George 
Allen & Unwin Ltd. Bombay, 1973. 
Morgan,W.Kenneth,(ed.) :The Religion of the Hindus, 
The Ronald Press Company,New York,1953 
Radhakrishnan, S : Indian Philosophy (IP),Vol. II, 
Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 2006. 
 

References: 
 

1. jagacchāsṛjatastasya kiṁ nameṣṭam na sidhyati, Ibid, 
   V.54. 
2. Cf.,AIP,p.342 
3. IP,p.424 
4. Cf.,IP,p.426 
5. MS, 2.1.5 
6. cf.IP, Vol.II,p.427 
7. …sargādau ca kriyā nāsti tāddṛkkālo hi neṇyate,MSV, 
   saṁbandhākṣepaparihāraḥ, V.42 
8. Ibid, V. 45-47 
9. Ibid, V.47-48 
10. … śarīrādeḥbinā cāsya kathamīcchāpi sarjane, Ibid, 
     V.47 
11. śarīrādyatha tasya syāt tasyotpattirna tatkṛtā/ 
     tadvadanyaprasaṅgopi nityam yadi tadiṣyate// Ibid, V.48 
12. pṛthivyādāvanutpanne…na yujyate// Ibid, V.49 
13. kriḍārthāyāṁ pravṛtau ca vihanyeta kṛtarthatā,…Ibid, 
     V.56 
14. saṁhārecchāpi…kadācidapi śakyate, Ibid, V.57 
 
 

 


