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Prof. Ashok Aklujkar in a series of recently published papers! claimed
that Samkarsakanda, which is available in print, is written by Kasakrtsna,
and it itself is the original madhyakanda falling between the
Purvamiimaamsaasuutras (PMS) and Brahmasuutras (BS). He further
stresses that this extant Samkarsa itself is also called as Devatakanda by
some Philosophers, and more importantly there is no other separate
Devamiimaamsaa or Devatakanda (which is deemed to be wholly devoted
to the description of Devatas) as held by Madhvacharya and
Vedantadeshika.

But his arguments are not enough to prove his theory as | show in this
small paper.

Traditional account

According to the traditional views held by Madhvacharya and his
followers and others. First, Jaimini who was taught PM concepts by
Vedavyasa, wrote PM of twelve chapters. Then Paila wrote Devatakanda in
four chapters which exclusively deal with Devatas, and Badarayana wrote
Brahmasuutras of four adhyaayas.

2Then frequently urged by Paila alias Kasakrtsna, Jaimini again wrote
Samkarsa in four chapters to supplement his PM. Paila alias Kasakrtsna

! Total three papers are there by Prof. Aklujkar. These are

(1)Unity of the Mimamsas: How Historiography Hides History, pp. 821-900, in
Vachaspati Upadhyaya felicitation volume (eds.), Radhavallabh Tripathi, Shashiprabha
Kumar et al., New Delhi: D.K. Printworld. 2011.

(2) Authorship of the Sankarsa-kaanda. pp.191-227, in Devadattiiyam: Johannes
Bronkhorst Felicitation Volume, Eds: FRANCOIS Vo egeli, et all, peter lang, Bern 2012.
(3) Sankarsa-kanda: A Victim in Mimamsa Madhyama-vyayoga

in felicitation volume in honor of Professor T. S. Rukmani, pp.179-210.

2 This thing is my guess.



played a special role in propagating or editing the Samkarsa and hence he
is sometimes called as author of Samkarsa.

This Samkarsakanda which is available in editions of S Subrahmanya
Shastri with the Devasvami’s Bhasya3 and recently in edition of S. V.
Rangaramanujacharya* is not a separate kanda as claimed by
Rangaramanujacharya and all others including Aklujkar. In fact it is
neither a kanda, nor a madhyakanda. It is simply the last part of
Pidrvamimamsa. It deals with the karma/dharma which is the main subject
of PM. It can not be called as Devatakanda since it does not deal with
Devatas primarily.

Samkarsa: part of Plrvamimamsa
The fact that Samkarsa is not a work of Kasakrtsna can be derived from
below reasons.

1. Nobody including Shabara, Shankara and Raamanuja etc. considered
Samkarsa as separate Kanda dealing with separate matter. In fact it deals

with karma as clear from following wordings of Shabara.
Faseapefamned aaedfaRfa @ aegd | (rsREasdr 10-4-32)

o] d RNETashaied Tl Hagatardl a1 IUT ool Jedaedd 3ia HhY Fegfcy | (aREard
12.2.11)
There are many other references from Tantravaartika, Nyaayasudhaa of

Someshvara and Khandadeva. See Mimamsakosha for details.

2. While Shabara simply narrates the matters of Samkarsa,
Ramanujacharya quoting Vrttikaara (Bodhaayana) clearly says that four
adhyaayas of Samkarsa are the work of Jaimini. “derg gfer: (@), - ‘gard
FARNEAGA-AY  S@AAeyr 3fd | Jgafd T FA-JE-FAATINGUSY  ‘ARdHTTOR RS
SITARIS WISerelaToAfd eishca g’ sfd =@ |(Aersy frATaeentomFs)

3 University of Madras, 1965.
4 Samkarsakanda of Jaimini Muni with a commentary H1CeEIfUeRT or HICCTTrgal of HIERWTT

Edited by §HgTel JheIFIR AT ﬁﬁo T, Sri Venkateswara Vedic Uni , Tirupati, 2009.



3. Vedantadeshika is clear ‘gfa=d q  SiffegRiEddar  Ssureargarr
(3TRRRoTHRTEE deTede R

4. Prapancahrdaya> is more clear Hammmedl dfeg THercawaafasgyH| a7
SISMEARTATEY QAR (&ehvsey YAfaaRII0 SRR

5. Nyayanirnaya commentary makes it clear on the basis of name &=
FAFUSEYAT afAed F wiEew 3Taa 3 dahSf qaarmvsR®, aftafedfa aEd) (@t

commentary on Shankarabhasya)

6. Bhaskararaya, commenatator of Samkarsa clearly indicates that suutras
are written by Jaimini and part of PM.

U SR Guseashdiidg| Ag Healel Hagrd fAHad|| 3ty qaeAEEET sairser
HRYUT-HhYRIUSIGEaacTded] EGRIR) AR LR E N E I EI HRET|

(introductory verses of Bhaskararaya)
SfAAfdaefFaae-ar A= gfaar #x7 Ja: (Last verse of Bhaskararaya)

7. Devasvami commenatator of Samkarsa, is also very clear that Samkarsa
forms the part of PM. Y HESHUS:  GREAA| GG,
faRearcafaReafasearasard| afais a8 Hld deagdseneaag RguRfd ded| 3@ammeard|
aur arg feiRd: yugIed: Afader yedae| waonfa sdedad @oEEy S gAY SeRfE
TeaiR  Fpfafasnion] FAEaacedi  gcary  fapfdfawanon) sy IR gfa O,
Rshcald| JATUTI-ATEAIIHSINTA  oefonfel  JepfdfdpcarameRoicard  deasmohfal aar arfa, wa
PN dedor  GRT HEed!  FAIGASHTEWETOT:,  3Efd @AY TAISEIrEeard,
TIRATAGTOSIIREATCAY  IEARSYAAFIcANd, Tehoaddeared  =ared|l  (introductory

passage of Devasvami)

This Muni, mentioned by Devasvami can not be other than Jaimini. He
says the first adhyaaya of Sankarha has sangati with last chapter of PM. It
can not be case if they are written by different authors.

5 Ed. T. Ganapati Shastri, Shivalik Prakashan, Delhi, 2002.
6 Actually here the wordings of Shankara is d%crci Ty AT ar CERIBAD ATATd 3fl| but commenting

on Bhaamati, Kalpataru has confusedly stated SaaTehTUSTTEIRUTET TEIT(G)ANE [AoIET qaqa
Ricered arg-fAfaaretAcarigar| Thus he wrongly used &adTenTus for H&Y in Bhasya.




8. It does not start with any indicator for separation from PM while most
of the other suutras, barring only some exceptional cases, start with 3

or 3.7 But Samkarsa simply starts with 3EEecicadavesRredead. Hence it
can not be Madhyakanda dealing with Devata. It would have got an
indicator if it is a different suutra dealing with Devatas.

9. Appayyadiksita agrees with the theory that Samkarsa is written by
Jaimini. «ATTIRIY  caeAeROl FHedl AR FHIRTAAGAGET  dcHagrd
CATGACETONY HAHYRUSHTY SHdd! HENaET Haaal Sifdel: (TRHAS rcazgdriard: 1.1.1.
9.50)

10. Last word of suutra of last chapter of Samkarsa is repeated to indicate
that this work ends there whereas there is no such indicator to show PM
ends after 12th chapter. This implies that PM ends only at the end of
sixteenth chapter including the chapters of Samkarsa. There is a practice

7 As quoted by Madhvacharya (BSB 1.1.1) from Gaaruda.

3Fd T aMes-

FUTTReIEYaTTor FATOT fATEe=afd| yReed Facda dfcha f@amasa| |
HRATIRT TN ede] FAATAAT T | TASTANE A Fede] T AEIH Teaer:||
TIHFA ARG SEAT Hard FH: | HedeadarRed #AgIendf ada 7|

The fact most of the sutras start with 3ITd: can be shown as follows-

YT ERTIOTHTH! SITEARATH: ITIEaFaAlaad| 3 e | SeAT FAT0T SeAde degiavdr fafaguiefa aeaa:|
(Fe)sitaEA| IaET FATEE fade demafd qeaE: smaeEesiaad| 3y TEaeaue Haskhcd ueR:
ACARAHIHA | HATA DR FreARAAITHR | AR a diofardar o gfawr gegamon safa dterersitawyy srmar
TETTATAIHIAT HH IREFEEIAT | HAT: THI A, SACIEIH: FEAEAEIgA | 37 FATVITARICAN eTo
FTIEAFAEAGA | YT ITETRHTGIEITH: MATEIGA| HU: FAIRPH - ATCIITH: HIETFaea iy |
FYTASTeA JoNSTrI R caFTaurHeged TUT0se ARAMEIRA| s daifaemia, Jeara aagme: TR Eaga|
FUra: gEfRadie ST 3 39T gaall T AVEIEIEA| Y qUISHTHA d@HEedHA| A |
aRfRrser ATRUITEIET aRTEEAHA| U [Ruir-Aary aAfSen  afresusgal 3ufeter el gidden
ST 98 geHeH AaAHEE | 30H AT SeeaEd| HUd: Yod SATEARAH: AaeaHy |
TAgRANE AEAIH: I eaqA | ColqAE JeTH: FIAAeadd | FANIaeda Mamfeasgal

T Atefafe careareaE: MaraeaaRilseg@| 3rd: JiaeRed ~aaaHeeRl A arH: SfagREA| 3rrdr
FEICTUCTATATIERITOT SOTEATEdTH: AT | 37 faft aearer: SR 31y D= aasaaimg | 317
Ay arcarafAgiicgraqens: Freawa| 3T g carearea: AR | 3 gAfSaEr qEeAaE s
SEATSIITET FEAYA

Here some sutras who have no atha or any other indicator are not a separate sutra or have some corrupt
readings. Even in Nyayasutra there are problems. I will write on Nyayasutras separately.



to repeat last word/suutra at the end of the suutra-work as we see in
Brahmasuutra and other suutrass.

1. Other acharyas such as srofifafa: (1.1.11) sre@or: (2.1.52) i@ (3.1.12)
3mFRed: (4.2.2) are mentioned in Samkarsa, and in PM Badarayana (5

times) Badari (3 times) and Jaimini (4 times) are mentioned, and
Badarayana is mentioned many times in Brahmasuutras. Whereas
Kasakrtsna does not get a mention in Sanskarsha. It is strange to see that
Kasakrtsna is not mentioned in his own work.

12. There is no manuscriptural evidence to show Samkarsa is called
Devatakanda. No manuscript is available in the name of Devatakanda or
similar names in NCC.

13. Prapancahrdaya’s description of contents of Devatakanda go against
the contents of available Samkarsa. Prapancahrdaya’s wordings are as
follows T SaamUsTy JUATEI AW HAATIANIUN Sadidcayedla drcadfafa ueiias|
ACGIRIZIE [ECREICTIELDIC A adIaATRca | qeaTeTr gadrded
{-dbi&lIdcuscdlqu;I,UIdIUIIOiGI:dH\I agru‘rumfr SadThel
HehHUTHIGINTUR RUTEATGTF T A&TOTHIT I h A fA T |

14. Both Shankara and Ramanujacharya quoted this work by the name of
“Samkarsa” or “Samkarsana” and nobody used word “Devatakanda” for it. In
fact Ramanujacharya said aga @=dor - T a1 dadguaadl One Samkarsana is

mentioned by Madhvacharya also® We can not determine whether it is
Samkarsa or Samkarsana? A certain Samkarsanasuutra is quoted by

Utpaladeva in Spandapradipika’®.

S ARSI FearlFFasT 3aAT SRIUTAISYAT TRTE el genfd || HIEaFaeedgy 3.¢0
I; T AT T QMR ; ThHET cara: JFEIIUANT TEETET A ||
AT 3.36. ATgiIersaIeATgIaereard (BS 4.4.23)

? TAAER TR fAAATEANNT: | fATER elishareaa s d dg $39 11 8fd sEamws ||

TF J SeAgATed AgHIAIHS TUT | TUT WIEHYOT T FeATHIGIEAAT || Tehriani fororre
dedfaoTg Td ¥ SGrEAT HiYAT: FAl: F@F HITAT FHcl: || Jgahied: Hal IeJcAredr:
sehifclar: || sfa gfadseae | (F.3m.am 6 IrearRE)

19 Aufretch CC.p. 142.




15. Madhusudanasarasvati says that Samkarsa deals with Upaasanna. @ar

ASHIRUSHEATATSCATCHS SifafAveias| aa SadTHIUSH AT BIE A IR
IUTHATCISRHAAUEHcald  FHAAFAARIGAT (IR FAegeraiEad). But there is no

upaasanaa in the available Samkarsa.

16. Ramanujacharya counts all the sixteen adhyaayas as belonging to PM.
Fefiddery 7 qeoey FAgfdUeaushacard deell ®Afaar: gud w gfa 3 esfserar
SgFH | HAUT T THIATAHIATAOT ST ST eSS ATAARE:, "calelicdod# Sededel’
FAFATIA (F)FHIT| (EFaaR - ARTATTS:)

17. There is no manuscriptural evidence to show that Kasakrtsna is the
author of these four chapters. Neither NCC nor CC have MS entry in that
name.

Appayyadiksita’s fancy reasoning

However Appayyadiksita and others who tried to prove this sanskarsha is
a separate kanda dealing with Devatas employed fancy-full definitions.
Appayyadiksita explains that this Samkarsa is called as Devatakanda
because it deals partially with Devatas as in following-

IAf FFdFwer a Eafdamd wyafda: | feq c@eereevafaaRaaEiaTr-aaiauricas:
JcaRfASE:, deaudsIad 3UCTACIRITRUAA Yehioleh: yafdd:| o7 & ¥ Saarfaaroer 3uss

3UTERT  arf&dl...... dufy @h¥ SaafaueRiRAY 3uREGTeY dadr Ifed & ar, sy
ggarare: affcafexigersar: uUTATATS I A ACE R deaaaT ar..
SR aaTaaRaTEAT, 37 HhihvsHld qadihvs 3cafy STagRIENd a8 dadIeret# ]|

(Appayyadiksita in  Parimala 3.3.43. p.838. Anantakrishnashastri
Edition1982 CSS Office Varanasi)

However naming Samkarsa as Devatakanda on the basis of partial
treatment defies the simple commonsense. It strikes to any common
reader that Samkarsa does not deal with Devatas in detail. It deals with
Karma primarily. It will be clear even if we see the table of content (as
given by Subrahmanya Shastri) of first paada of first adhyaaya.



Even RangaRamanujacharya (second editor of Samkarsa) who tried to
show the Devata contents in Samkarsa could not show much of it. He
counted only few suutras such as 1.3.2; 1.3.16; 1.3.20; 2.2.15; 2.3.2;
2.4.2; 4.3.61" as dealing with Devata. Otherwise there is no Devata
content in Samkarsa. Contrarily from fourth paada of the first adhyaaya
onwards each paada has a name such as 1.4 yuupa paada, 2.1. ishtakaa
paada, 2.2. avadaana paada, 2.3 praisha paada, 2.4 homa paada, 3.1
kaala paada, 3.2 agni paada, 3.3 graha paada, 3.4. arasheya paada, 4.1.
saamidhenii paada, 4.2. nigada paada, 4.3. vashatkaara paada. Only four
paadas are not named. Whole fourth adhyaaya is named as g=Feream.
Hence it is clear that Sanakarsha is not dealing primarily with Devata but
with Karma hence it can not be called as Devatakanda.

Even if it is named Devatakanda only because it partially deals with
Devatas, then a serious question arises as to why not the whole PM
should not be called as Devatakanda as it, certainly more than Samkarsa,
deals with Devatas in many chapters. Word “Devata” itself occurs 51 times
in PM.

Thus we can safely reject Appayyadiksita’s fancy-full reasoning of naming
of Samkarsa as “Devatakanda”. Hence it can be concluded that Samkarsa is
neither a separate work dealing with Devatas, nor it can be accepted as
authored by Kasakrtsna. It is simply a continuous work of Jaimini dealing
with Karma.

Two questions on Devatakanda

Then two questions arise as to (1) which is the Devatakanda described in
Tattvaratnakara passage'?? And (2) why there is confusion on Samkarsa’s
identification with Devatakanda?

' Numbers are given according to RangaRamanujacharyacharya Edition.
12 me-gaa-srr-ateRr & Preigst gEeRa:|
AR HIpEAd SEIFUNTEIT: HATA| |« [(ra’areh]| (= HAET )




Answer for the first question is Devatakanda is separate work on Devatas
by Paila alias Kasakrtsna. This work is mentioned in Tattvaratnakara as
follows

FH-GadT-STEl-aMeRT &7 Fegst gard: |
G\ﬁ?ﬂiﬁr: HTRhETcll STEIAUTTETT: AT |“ [dealare]

This verse says “Miimaamsaa is of three kinds. Karma section is authored
by Jaimini. Devata section is authored by Kasakrtsna and Brahma section
is authored by Badaraayana”. This Kasakrtsna is none other than Paila.
Thought there is no mention of Kasakrtsna in Puranas, Paila is mentioned
as number one student of Baadaraayana in Mahabharata etc.13

13 See Mahaabhaarata and other references:
01,002.236d@005_0010 FSUTCdurdel: Y3 JaHCITITHRH |
01,002.236d@005 0011 GHAwd SRR JeT qEr=AT =] |

MBhO01.2ci:010570742 SETAEATIIAIHAT HTHRAISTHTA
MBhO01.a¢i:01057074c GHed SifATH del g Ja TaACHTH

MBh02.aci:02004009a ST ETe8d: TYARRI: FSUEAIRI: eh:
MBh02.aci:02004009¢ A=A A TeT: Jell cATARISIRETAT a9
MBh02.aci:02030035a TeTdeeal Se{aTy eSOl Cadaes:
MBh02.aci:02030035¢ Yell gl a@l: g efledeT afgalsstad

MBh12.aci:12306020a FH-JATY Yool TUT SRR 7
MBh12.aci:12306020c f0aT @ HfAMRAT TAsgAFATAT:

MBh12.aci:12314023¢ TafdeFd gddde IRMIEAT AT
MBh12.aci:12314023¢ JETHACATIATHY <I1H: RISATHGTAT:
MBh12.aci: 123140242 GHed T HETHATT IR o
MBh12.aci:12314024¢c SR o #Agorsr de onfa quieaas
MBh12.aci:12314025a TfeY: Rrsd: qRAT <O 3MEd FgTAaT:

02,042.034f*0406_04 IARUTGIT: EAlcl: F TSI UIUGeAecat: |
02,042.034f*0406 05T 8l#T T 9Tl aIRG O HGHATIA|
02,042.034f*0406_06gH=d AT del dRrdraerald ||



12,047.005¢ aEATAeT e TURHFGH=cIT|
12,047.005d*0065_ 01T SATATAAT da doiT T FIcHaT! |

12,327.015a 8o I YDA Jod goc: T I |
12,327.015¢ FHSUICAUIAT ST dGeATET HElel FRiv:|
12,327.016a Aot (ATt Yored Feaad: |
12,327.016¢ 378 TIATRIST & T=aHT eh: TH* |

12,337.011a 12,327.016a A A =Idd Joe Feodd: |
12,337.011c 37§ TJATRISAT & Yl ATHICHSIEAAT| |

14,071.003 18 3d1d
14,071.003a 378 YT FledT ITaAdeFIEadT T
14,071.003¢ faermsl JeTUhrel dehdRT o HAH: |

s
gIedes: do: e Sfafe: s |

ARIFITTT TR fASOMAT TS || of.08.03¢ ||

YA IRATAR G HAareon Jfel: |

ST AT & JAAGHOT: || 0%.04.0R ||

d Td HYAT ¢ T T ARl |

forsd: gfersdvraftesddarea enfl@atssrasd 1| o9.0¥.033 ||

dearedt HieT: FHSUN TdlsgiAeHTTNH |
fecar Tafrsare] Jréle] HaTaTe] SIEIAT: || 0].32.0R ||

Uor: OIreRY 9 SFURIST TT T || 2o.bY.00¢ ||
Jyat Il e T a3 |
TG FELeoear dRAASHFAIT: || go.by.00% ||

TJId: AfgaTedsh A-AATORON 89 || §2.06.040 ||
o | IqY: Rsaedey #AerAfa: |

Tehehl TfRcT SedwaAchoht gl fasy: Il ¢.08.09¢ ||
AT AfgATCAT SEgUREA 39T § |

dor: TAARAHY SeaufAdy Al |

STShollT T AISTITE TASAFT: AfRAT TIPE || ¢R.06.08Y ||
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Kasakrtsna, a very important collaborator of Baadaraayana, can not be left
out in Puranas. This implies that Paila himself is the Kasakrtsna. Hence
Paila alias Kasakrtsna, who is also mentioned in Brahmasuutras should be
accepted as the writer of Devatakanda.

This Devatakanda is long lost. Vedantadeshika says that it is non-
extant "Heg: sy Efeyta:” (FammEgs). Only a few suutras are quoted by
Madhvacharya and others. Hence it can not be identical with Samkarsa,
which is still available both in MSs and print. Samkarsa was popular
enough to be commented upon even until the time of Rajachudamani
Dikshita and Bhaskararaya. Appayyadiksita quoted both beginning and
last suutras of Samkarsa. And some more suutras under 3.3.43 p. 838.

One Samkarsa[na] suutra (2.2.36)is quoted by Shankara and
Ramanujacharya in 3.3.43. ag#d #¥ (@&¥0r Ramanujacharya) - aem ar

dadrguecard| (BSB, BSRB 3.3.43)
Fefiddery 7 qeoey FAufdUeaushacard deell ®Afdar: gud w gfa 3 edfSear

SgFAA| HAUT T YA ST SHATIIEIIAAN AL |, Tl caodH Fedeclel
FAFATIA (F)FFHIOT | (e @R - ARTATTS:)
P
3ofeh: qoTel argdaeraea e |
AHAR: FoIeed FoUT: FeuTgsiifcien: || 6.2¥ |

T faREgd: Fegadigd: |

Wt F Afel: AAAETART Tegam: || 629 ||

RAATAITEAGA T

AMeh oy ST ATUSEY. HIUZh AT, I3 ATerereTd). 3 aT. UTc Y. ForeiT. A3 g ofd .
HET. AN AR, YT, AT ST T H, GIAH AW LTH. VR TH, HET. U RIH . Teh ol o STShold]
GoiTd g H. 3earie . Jlearie s, #gr. e arfed. AT, leTeha. 3MRaegeTa . 3. 9731331
R, . Hd. oo cd, 3. | 3.819

pel
TYH ARISIE] Yell ggIdedredard| 150.025¢d/
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dged Ty gl THIGANT TereRied| (ATGIN VT aHIATH) |

First question will be answered in more detail in subsequent section
“Evidences for the independent Devatakanda”

Vedantadeshika’s problem

Answer to the second question is that this confusion is caused by
Devatakanda’s non-availability till the time of Madhvacharya'4 and
misunderstanding of wordings of Vrttikara, Parashara, Vedantadeshika
and Prapancahrdaya etc. and also confusion Vedantadeshika probably!5
himself had on it. Many later scholars like Appayyadiksita etc. finding it
difficult to deny the existence of Devatakaand, due to the hard evidences
in favor of Devatakanda, but unable to trace it, tried to console
themselves by believing that extant Samkarsa is itself Devatakanda.

Vedantadeshika was troubled with a problem, as to Ramanujacharyal®
quoting Vrtti says Sixteen chapters of Jaimini and four chapters of

14 Though Ramanujacharya quoted a sutra from Sankarshana, DK was not available to him. It is
clear from Vedantadeshika quoting Madhvacharya for sutras. d€I o FUSETHERTT 30a &
el 3t daamrsel yerd # fawnw o sfd wadaaniuee  dedeueE aw
FdiecRIcAcdel  odiftd  iaded o sedcddeld o sedcurgeid sfa aedd
AT IRSEHACATIEIIUNTHERIA, AT fARAVAT AR Y&dd $fd dvafdel dYer:|
(rceyoft UHAMETHATAYHRION) | Apparently Vedantadeshika is quoting from Madhvacharya
since these two sutras were not quoted by anybody before Madhvacharya. Vedantadeshika referred to
Madhvacharya as Tattvavid.

15T am not sure whether Vedantadeshika himself was assuming that Parasharabhatta said “Sankarsha is
written by Kasakrtsna” (because what Parasharabhatta has actually said, according to verse available to us,
is Devataakaanda is written by Kasakrtsna) or actually Parasharabhatta has written so in uncertain words. If

it is latter then there is no need to think that Vedantadeshika was confused, while if it is former then there is
scope that Vedantadeshika was confused.

16 «Ferg giaeh: (SURET:), —  “gald HATRHACA- s@fafafesr sfa | agafa o #a-ser-
MATEFAET  AfRaAdorRe SAfFRa Nsedeofa adecafafe: sfa T (s
AT oTRE)
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Brahmasuutras are one shaastra. But Tattvaratnakara'” says that Samkarsa
is written by Kasakrtsna. How can we do reconciliation between them?

[The problem is caused by the fact with only twenty Adhyaayas are
available now, out of which sixteen are written by Jaimini and four by
Vedavyaasa, where is the room for Kasakrtsna’s Devatamiimaamsaa? How
does Kasakrtsna fit in these twenty?]

Vedantadeshika resolves this problem saying-- we can not nullify any
one of the views held by two great Acharyas and hence one of the views
should be taken in a secondary sense.

That means either Tattvaratnakara speaks of some kind of association of
Kasakrtsna in Jaimini’s work of Samkarsa or Jaimini’s somewhat
association in the work of Kasakrtsna.

gy  SAIRRITTAT SSAIRYUT TghY: HRHEATHT 3T HY  dealdliin: |
3 HEEAGH o A qUT AR i uce: e quaRd FaffeE ged dhdrcadgT: ||
(Vedantadeshika in sfstoranmae)

This solution offered by Vedanadeshika made all the later scholars to
believe that four chapters of Samkarsa are Devatamiimamsaa described in
Tattvaratnaakara. Appayyadiksita etc. followed this suit.

Actually this problem should not have been raised at all considering the
fact that Ramanujacharya is speaking of Sixteen chapters of Jaimini
including extant Samkarsa while Tattvaratnakara verse is speaking of the
Devatakanda of Kasakrtsna. Tattvaratnakara verse above quoted is
speaking of this Devatakanda and Kasakrtsna and not anything called
Samkarsa. This Devatakanda was not available to Ramanujacharya. He
never quoted a suutra from it. DK is first quoted by Madhvacharya'® and

17 <o -GecT-STeT-aery &+ Pegst Fahra:| G\ﬁ?ﬁliﬁr: TR cETcll SO : HHAT | |
[Fea@Teh] (@T=HAET )

1o T FeEadr faEEAdd [ead 11 80 || @ AR ficded dauresed ow 7|
Hehed AT TaF $9adl Fdd |1 81 || HAET deradl IRVl Hdasodr |
Jceid fasucafledsEAcaqadd || 82 || (3IcATCaN 1.1.1. HEarar:)



13

Vedantadeshika following Madhvacharya. Hence Ramanujacharya is
speaking of only extant Samkarsa.

Hence the Vedantadeshika’s apprehension of the problem and its
solution to this problem are somewhat confusing.

T eEar fAspEAcad. Wiead 11 80 || @ RAYRE ficed daureed oF &
Hehed AT Tad $adl Fdd |1 81 || HAET deradl IRVl Hdaodr |

HeEdd sUeaieddeAcaqTad |1 82 || ([carEdn 1.1.1. Hearar:)

TT T FUSEATHERT 3ed g deEded sfa admrsst yard @ fsore R osf
FRTARYAGT  FOIqHAT AT FlieeRIeAcdsl  oaed  Sfauied o  sedcdrds o
FEAR ST T IR UIRERI, A fRvaed e

YEdd 3fd deafdal @verd:| (AAqyul VhemEaaA AR |

Evidences for the independent Devatakanda

Here are the some independent evidence for the existence of Devatakanda

1. Prapancahrdaya'® mentiones it. fAmERMEA| diee Hucasafdscysdm| aF
VsamArfeeey  qEHEEEE st gHfERwmEe Sfafgal  deraesaradsed
SRAAHRMET  FTHAVSET  FEATIRRAV  AHHAH]......Td  SACIRFTEIAY HefrﬁQ’rsr
QEHHATHIRTEET Tafeie: |

JUT SIAHIVSET  FUAA  FAW  FAQAWUN  dadideavedsl  drcdfafa  uefiias|
ACGIR D [ECREICTIELDIC A adIaATRca | qeaTeT gadrded
TATOIAAGcATTe VROl | agru‘r?:qﬁ &gdrhel
HhHUTTHIGI T NUEATGIcF T T&TUTHIG R (A Td |

Although nobody knows the authorship of Prapancahrdaya, we can not
simply reject it. It must have some independent source to say these
things. Certainly author of PH, whosoever may be, is not a great follower
of Madhvacharya. It is different matter as to whether author of
Prapancahrdaya had access to Devatakanda or not?

Y Ed. T. Ganapati Shastri, Shivalik Prakashan, Delhi, 2002.
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2. Kavindracharya-suchi-patra lists (no. 235) sergstu=igi@ (no. 236)
AT arsgafed (p.5) under Vedantashastra. Also it has entries for
(no. 288) #fFasarar and (no. 289) enfseaga. Under suutras it has some
other works like (No. 339) wam=ega and (No. 340) 3mfEdasga. We can not
simply dismiss this evidence.

3 “HH-CIdI-SE-IeRT AT FeNgs! FEPR:| SR HIhcEedl Sergumieedd: A |
(Parasharabhatta in aTaramw). Certainly Parasharabhatta is not a follower

of Madhvacharya.

4. TE 9 FUSEUHERTY 3ed g deglled 3fd dadrhssl weed & fawRme & osfa
FACTANTYAT  IUIHT  d8T  HdlecRIcHcdsl it 9fdured d  sedcarasad o
SEACTIaEd 3fd ¥ deeddcIREEAAITAIUITHERd, WHEIAT  FAvaed  deak:
9&dd 3fd ceafaer @vera:| (Vedantadeshika in eragyol teemesaaadeagemio) |

Apparently Vedantadeshika is quoting from Madhvacharya. He referred to
Madhvacharya as Tattvavid.

5. ‘TaRYAR Tee: dGUEYdRA| Bl ° AAT-HIUS Gadlel I HTIA| | (AFHARE R
KIBERUIEESIE L)

6. T. Veeraraghavacharya also noted (in his introduction to ShribhasyaZ29)
noted that the available Samkarsa is not original Devatakanda. He says
that Devatakanda is not part of the famous twenty chapters whereas the
Samkarsa is so.

7. “JEFECAEEdT: A (T T AT draradEniaar foefed- aFérc—cngﬁ% FATIRATET:
HhYRUSAAT SHATADT: HRAT TRLATHS: Ty AlGd 3U8Td| dHeastied Mg
SAAdT  WISUCETURIT IHHAI PRGNS HOYAHAT  CdAhUSEded:,  aiayraT
deRaeife:  sfa” (Dr. Deshikan Tatacharya, Shankaracharya Sanskrit
University, Kerala, in personal communication) NSR Tatacharya simply
echoes the views held by Veeraraghavacharya.

Some quotations found from Samkarsanakanda & Devatakanda
(in Madhvacharya’s works)

2 Intro. P. 70-71, Veeraraghavacharya Centenary Trust, Chennai 2008
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Ay IHIEATATI Harare:' 3 ST ATERGTH"' | (ST gHTSAGTEdH)
IR AR AT AT A el A UIATEATH (HHYUHAA ) (ST adrsIH 3.3.1)

3727Cr W(ﬁ{cﬂl{smoﬂqledw

¥ fasuRiE @ (IefcaredEiegdd) ¥ fasoRe g 3 o deawdradre: |
Hoed gl AegdAdl (rAgyot)

d SERCTrgeTd d sSEAcaTdeTd (JUlergds)

Conclusion

Hence we can conclude that there was an independent Devatakanda
authored by Paila/Kasakrtsna from which Madhvacharya quoted, but now
lost to us. Samkarsakanda which is available in both MSs and Print is
different from former in both name and contents.

It is surprising to note that Prof. Aklujkar, in spite of all these evidences
for independent Devatakanda, was forced to conclude as follows

Of these, the first alone is an objective reason. However, it turns
out to be not so strong when we take into consideration the fact
that the references to the DK come from later authors and the
passages cited as coming from the DK have a connection with the
Maadhva tradition, which is known to carry within itself passages
that find no corroboration in the mainstream versions of the
specified texts (e.g., the Mahaabhaarata) mentioned as sources in
the passages (cf. Mesquita 1997). This particular tradition has
consequently been accused of uncritical acceptance of
contemporary or _near—contemporary sources and even of
generation of self-serving testimony. Even if the accusation is set
aside, one cannot be certain that if a gap of the kind specified in (b)
was perceived, an attempt to fill it was not made in some theistic
schools. An uncritical acceptance could have occurred, especially at

2 g MiTeeaAIS| STATHHANET 3T TS|
2 HepSURAIcas deauehiRIhraTd feoiad# | 3.3.1.
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a time when the means for locating all relevant mss and
determining their relative reliability were quite limited.

It is the inevitable problem of the western Indology that they, instead of
basing their research on primary sources, more and more base their
research on secondary western/European language literature without
verifying the validity/veridicality of those researches. It is not difficult to
understand the false research of Mesquita quoted by Prof. Aklujkar in
support of his theory. | have dealt with Roque Mesquita elsewhere?3. | will
deal with Mesquita Roque’s theorie in a more detailed manner.

23 Review of the Roque Mesquita’s “Madhva’s Unknown Literary Sources” Problems of
methodology; pp. 228-237 “Satya Sambhrama” Uttaradi Matha, Dharwad Dec. 2012.



