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Devatākāṇḍa of Kāśakṛtsna/Paila 
  

Prof. Veeranarayana Pandurangi 
,  

Karnataka Samskrita University, Jaipur 
 
Prof. Ashok Aklujkar in a series of recently published papers1 claimed 
that Saṃkarṣakāṇḍa, which is available in print, is written by Kāśakṛtsna, 
and it itself is the original madhyakāṇḍa falling between the 
Purvamiimaamsaasuutras (PMS) and Brahmasuutras (BS). He further 
stresses that this extant Saṃkarṣa itself is also called as Devatākāṇḍa by 
some Philosophers, and more importantly there is no other separate 
Devamiimaamsaa or Devatākāṇḍa (which is deemed to be wholly devoted 
to the description of Devatās) as held by Madhvacharya and 
Vedantadeshika.  
But his arguments are not enough to prove his theory as I 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 Devatākāṇḍa in 
four chapters which exclusively deal with Devatās, and Badarayana wrote 
Brahmasuutras of four adhyaayas.  
2Then frequently urged by Paila alias Kāśakṛtsna, Jaimini again wrote 
Saṃkarṣa in four chapters to supplement his PM. Paila alias Kāśakṛtsna 

                                                 
1 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: FRANÇOIS 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. 
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played a special role in propagating or editing the Saṃkarṣa and hence he 
is sometimes called as author of Saṃkarṣa. 
This Saṃkarṣakāṇḍa which is available in editions of S Subrahmanya 
Shastri with the Devasvami’s Bhasya3 and recently in edition of S. V. 
Rangaramanujacharya4 is not a separate kāṇḍa as claimed by 
Rangaramanujacharya and all others including Aklujkar. In fact it is 
neither a kāṇḍa, nor a madhyakāṇḍa. It is simply the last part of 
Pūrvamīmāṃsā. It deals with the karma/dharma which is the main subject 
of PM. It can not be called as Devatākāṇḍa since it does not deal with 
Devatās primarily.  
 
Saṃkarṣa: part of Pūrvamīmāṃsā 
The fact that Saṃkarṣa is not a work of Kāśakṛtsna can be derived from 
below reasons.  
1. Nobody including Shabara, Shankara and Raamanuja etc. considered 
Saṃkarṣa as separate Kāṇḍa dealing with separate matter. In fact it deals 
with karma as clear from following wordings of Shabara. 
 
िèवçटकृɮͪवकारæच वनèपǓतǐरǓत संकषȶ वêयते । (शबरèवामी 10-4-32) 
 
ननु नैव पशोह[ͪवçकृदिèत औषधाथा[ अवहननाथा[ वा यथा प×नी तुãयवÍǧयत ेइǓत संकषȶ वêयǓत । (शबरèवामी 

12.2.11) 

There are many other references from Tantravaartika, Nyaayasudhaa of 
Someshvara and Khandadeva. See Mīmāṃsākosha for details. 
 

2. While Shabara simply narrates the matters of Saṃkarṣa, 
Ramanujacharya quoting Vrttikaara (Bodhaayana) clearly says that four 
adhyaayas of Saṃkarṣa are the work of Jaimini. “तदाह वृͪ ƣकारः (बोधायनः), –  ‘वƣृात ्
कमा[ͬधगमादनÛतरं ĦƺͪवͪवǑदषा’ इǓत । वêयǓत च कम[-Ħƺ-मीमांसयोरैकशाǊय ं ‘सǑंहतमेतÍछारȣरकं 
जैͧमनीयेन षोडशल¢णनेǓेत शाƸैक×वͧसɮͬधः’ इǓत  च ।(Įीभाçये िज£ासाͬधकरणारàभे) 

                                                 
3 University of Madras, 1965. 
4 Samkarsakanda of Jaimini Muni with a commentary भाɪटदȣͪपका or भाɪटिÍÛġका  of  भाèकरराय  

 Edited by समुġाल वɅकटरɨगरामानुजाचायु[लु, Sri Venkateswara Vedic Uni , Tirupati, 2009. 
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3. Vedantadeshika is clear “वृͪ ƣĒÛथे तु जैͧ मÛयुपरͬचततया षोडशाÚयाáयुपाƣा” 
(अͬधकरणसारावलȣ वेदाÛतदेͧशककृता) 

4. Prapancahrdaya5 is more clear मीमांसाशाèğम।् तǑददं ͪवशं×यÚयायǓनबɮधम।् तğ 
षोडशाÚयायǓनबɮधं पूव[मीमांसाशाèğं पूव[काÖडèय धम[ͪ वचारपरायणं जैͧमǓनकृतम।्  

5. Nyayanirnaya commentary makes it clear on the basis of name  संकृçयते 
कम[काÖडèथमेव अवͧशçटं कम[ संͯ¢Üय उÍयते इǓत संकषȾ देवताकाÖडम ्6, तिèमिÛनǓत यावत।् (ÛयायǓनण[यः 

commentary on Shankarabhasya)  

6. Bhaskararaya, commenatator of Saṃkarṣa clearly indicates that suutras 
are written by Jaimini and part of PM. 
Ĥणàय जैͧ मǓनमुǓन ंखÖडदेवकृताͪवह। अनुĒहाय मÛदानां संĒहोयं ͪवधीयत।े। अथ पूव[मीमांसाया अवͧशçटा 
सकंष[ण-संकष[काÖडपदɮवयåयवǿता चतुरÚयायी भाɪटदȣͪपकानामकåयाÉयासंवͧलता आरßयत।े 

(introductory verses of Bhaskararaya) 
जैͧमनेͪव[मलसूिÈततǑटÛयां मÊनमाप शुͬचतां मम चतेः (Last verse of Bhaskararaya) 
 
7. Devasvami commenatator of Saṃkarṣa, is also very clear that Saṃkarṣa 
forms the part of PM.  अथ संकष[काÖडः Ĥारßयत।े तदनुपपÛनम,् 
åयǓतǐरÈताåयǓतǐरÈतͪवकãपासंभवात।् åयǓतरेके तèय Ĥागेव तÛğĤसɨगाßयामेव ͧसɮधेǐरǓत चेÛन। असाकãयात।् 
तथा चाहुः”ͧसɮधैरेतैः ĤसɨगाÛतैः ĮुǓतयोग ं Ĥदश[यन।् ल¢णाǓन Įुतीæचैव संगéृयाथ जगे मुǓनः”। भेदादȣǓन 
च×वाǐर ĤकृǓतͪवषयाͨण। सामाÛयाǓतदेशादȣǓन च×वाǐर ͪवकृǓतͪवषयाͨण। उभयğ åयͧभचार इǓत चेÛन, 
ĤाǓयक×वात।् ĤमाणतÛğावापĤसɨगाǓन ल¢णाǓन ĤकृǓतͪवकृ×योèसाधारण×वात ् त×छेषाणीǓत। यथा ताǓन, एव ं
संकषȾपीǓत। तÛğणे चाèय संबÛधो हेतुहेतुमɮभावल¢णः, असǓत सामाÛये ͪवशेषèयासंभवात,् 

पाǐरशçेयल¢णçेवपǐरसमाÜतेषु अèयारÞधुमशÈय×वात,् Ĥकȧण[युÈत×वाÍच Ûयायèय।।  (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 तदÈुतं संकषȶ नाना वा देवतापथृÊ£ानात ्इǓत। but commenting 

on Bhaamati, Kalpataru has confusedly stated देवताकाÖडाͬधकरणèय Ĥधा(दा)नभेदͪवषयèय पूव[प¢ं 
ͧसɮधाÛतं चाह-ͧमͧलतानाͧम×याǑदना। Thus he wrongly used देवताकाÖड for संकषȶ in Bhasya.  



 4

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 अथ 
or अतः.7 But Saṃkarṣa simply starts with अनुयजती×यनुवषɪकारæचोɮयत.े Hence it 
can not be Madhyakāṇḍa dealing with Devatā. It would have got an 
indicator if it is a different suutra dealing with Devatās. 

9. Appayyadīkṣita agrees with the theory that Saṃkarṣa is written by 
Jaimini. धम[ͪ वचाराथɍ ɮवादशल¢णीं कृ×वा तğासǒूğतान ् कांिæचÛÛयायानालêय त×सĒंहाथɍ 
ɮवादशल¢णीशेषं संकष[काÖडमͪप कृतवतो महͪष[वरèय भगवतो जैͧमनेः (पǐरमले अÜपáयदȣͯ¢तः 1.1.1. 
प.ृ50) 

10. Last word of suutra of last chapter of Saṃkarṣa 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 Saṃkarṣa. There is a practice 

                                                 
7 As quoted by Madhvacharya (BSB 1.1.1) from Gaaruda.  
उÈतं च गाǽड-े  

अथातæशÞदपूवा[ͨण सğूाͨण ǓनͨखलाÛयͪप। ĤारभÛत ेǓनय×यैव ति×कमğ Ǔनयामकम।्। 
कæचाथ[æच तयोͪव[ɮवन ्कथमुƣमता तयोः। एतदाÉयाǑह मे Ħéमन ्यथा £ाèयाͧम तǂवशः।। 
एवमुÈतो नारदेन Ħéमा Ĥोवाच सƣमः। आनÛतयȶͬधकारèय मɨगलाथȶ तथैव च।। 

The fact most of the sutras start with अथातः can be shown as follows- 
अथातो दश[पणू[मासौ åयाÉयाèयामः आपèतàबĮौतसğेू। अथ ͪवतानèय। Ħéमा कमा[ͨण बéमवेदͪवɮदͯ¢णतो ͪवͬधवदपुǑदशǓत वाÊयतः। 
(???)Įौतसğेू। अथतैèय समाàनायèय ͪवताने योगापͪƣ ंवêयामः आæवलायनĮौतसğेू। अथ ͪवÚयåयपदेशे सव[Đ×वͬधकारः 
लाɪयायनĮौतसğेू। अथातोͬधकारः का×यायनĮौतसğेू। आमावाèयेन वा पौण[मासेन वा हͪवषा यêयमाणो भवǓत बौधायनĮौतसğेू। अथातो 
गéृयèथालȣपाकानां कम[ पारèकरगéृयसğेू। अथातः पाकय£ान ्åयाÉयाèयामः साÉंयायनगéृयसğेू। अथ कमा[ÖयाचाराɮयाǓन गéृयÛते 
आपèतàबगéृयसğेू। अथातो गéृयकमा[Öयपुदेêयामः गोͧभलगéृयसğेू। अथातः समयाचाǐरकाÛधमा[ÛåयाÉयाèयामः आपèतàबधम[सूğे। 
अथातोऽिÊन ंĤणोçयÛĤागुदÈĤवणमßयêुय èथिÖडल ंजैͧ मनीयगéृयसğेू। उÈताǓन वतैाǓनकाǓन, गéृयाǓन वêयामः आæवलायनगéृयसğेू। 
अथातः ĤायिæचƣाǓन कौथमुगéृयसğेू। ओ ंउपनयनĤभǓृत ĭतचारȣ èयात ्मानवगéृयसğेू। अथ वणा[Įमधम[म ्वखैानसगéृयसğेू। अतः परं 
पǐरͧशçटा मैğायणीयसğूèय वाराहगéृयसूğे। अथातः पǽुषǓनःĮेयसाथɍ धम[िज£ासा  वͧशçठधम[सूğे। उपǑदçटो धम[ः ĤǓतवेदम ्
बौधायनधम[सूğे। वेदो धम[मूलम ्गौतमधम[सूğे। अथेमे अिÊनचयाः बौधायनशãुबसूğे। अथातः शुãब ंåयाÉयाèयामः मानवशãुबसूğे। 
ͪवहारयोगान ्åयाÉयाèयामः आपèतàबशुãबसूğे। रÏजसुमासं वêयामः का×यायनशुãबसूğे। अथाचाराÛĤवêयाͧम गौतमािéनकसूğे। 
अथातः शौचͪवͬध ंåयाÉयाèयामः गौतमगéृयपǐरͧशçटसूğे। अथातः ĤǓतहारèय Ûयायसमुɮदेशं åयाÉयाèयामः ĤǓतहारसूğे। अथातो 
ıèवदȣघ[ÜलुतमाğाÖय¢राͨण åयाÉयाèयामः माğाल¢णसूğे। अथ ͪवͬध ंवêयामः कौͧशकसूğे। अथ योगानशुासनम ्पातÑजलयोगसूğे। अथ 
ǒğͪवधदःुखा×यÛतǓनवृͪ ƣर×यÛतपǽुषाथ[ः साÉंयसğेू। अथातो धमɍ åयाÉयाèयामः वशैेͪ षकसğेू। अथातो धम[िज£ासा पवू[मीमांसासूğे। अथातो 
Ħéमिज£ासा Ħéमसूğे। 
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. 
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to repeat last word/suutra at the end of the suutra-work as we see in 
Brahmasuutra and other suutras8. 
 
11. Other acharyas such as काçणा[िजǓनः (1.1.11) बादरायणः (2.1.52) औडुलोͧमः (3.1.12) 

आæमरØयः (4.2.2) are mentioned in Saṃkarṣa, and in PM Badarayana (5 
times) Badari (3 times) and Jaimini (4 times) are mentioned, and 
Badarayana is mentioned many times in Brahmasuutras. Whereas 
Kāśakṛtsna does not get a mention in Sanskarsha. It is strange to see that 
Kāśakṛtsna is not mentioned in his own work. 
 
12. There is no manuscriptural evidence to show Saṃkarṣa is called 
Devatākāṇḍa. No manuscript is available in the name of Devatākāṇḍa or 
similar names in NCC. 
 
13. Prapancahrdaya’s description of contents of Devatākāṇḍa go against 
the contents of available Saṃkarṣa. Prapancahrdaya’s wordings are as 
follows तथा देवताकाÖडèय ĤथमाÚयाये सवȶषां मÛğͪवशेषाणां देवतातǂवĤदश[ने ता×पय[ͧ मǓत Ĥदͧश[तम।् 
ɮͪवतीयाÚयाये ͪवÚयथ[वादनामधेयानां मÛğदेवताͪवशेषपर×वम।् ततृीयाÚयाये देवतातǂवं 
èवेÍछाͪवĒह×वाǑदगुणगणालंकृतम।् चतुथा[Úयाये देवताफल ं
स×कम[णामपवगा[ͬधकाǐरणèतादा×àयल¢णमपवग[फलͧमǓत।  

 
14. Both Shankara and Ramanujacharya quoted this work by the name of 
“Saṃkarṣa” or “Saṃkarṣana” and nobody used word “Devatākāṇḍa” for it. In 
fact Ramanujacharya said  तदÈुतं संकष[ण े- नाना वा देवतापथृÈ×वात।् One Saṃkarṣana is 
mentioned by Madhvacharya also9. We can not determine whether it is 
Saṃkarṣa or Saṃkarṣana?  A certain Saṃkarṣanasuutra is quoted by 
Utpaladeva in Spandapradipika10. 

                                                 
8 पǐरषेचनाÛतं कृ×वाͧभमतृßेय उƣरया दͯ¢णतोऽæमान ंपǐरͬध ंदधाǓत दधाǓत ॥ आपèतàबगéृयसूğ २३.१० 
॥;       नमः शौनकाय नमःशौनकाय ; ऐकाĮàयं ×वाचाय[ः Ĥ×य¢ͪवधानात ्गहृèथèय गहृèथèय।। 
गौतमधम[सğू 3.36. अनावृͪ ƣæशÞदादनावृͪ ƣशÞदात ्(BS 4.4.23) 

9 अͧमता¢रं पÑचराğं ͪवɮये×याहुम[नीͪषणः। ͧमता¢रं æलोकवाÍयमुभयं वेद ईय[त े।। इǓत ĦéमाÖड े।। 
सğूं तु ĦéमसूğाÉय ंमहामीमांͧ सका तथा । तथा साɨकष[ण ंसğूं Ħéमतका[दयèतथा ।। Ĥकाͧशकां Ǔनण[यæच 
तǂवǓनण[य एव च। åयाÉयेǓत कͬथताः सवा[ः èवयं भगवता कृताः।। बहृƣका[दयः सवा[ अनुåयाÉयाः 
ĤकȧǓत[ताः।। इǓत ĤǓतसɨÉयाने । (ब.ृआ.भाçये 6 अÚयायारàभे) 
10 Aufretch CC.p. 142. 
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15. Madhusudanasarasvati says that Saṃkarṣa deals with Upaasanna. तथा 
सɨकष[काÖडमÚयायचतुçटया×मकं जैͧमǓनĤणीतम।् तÍच देवताकाÖडसं£या Ĥͧसɮधमͪप 

उपासनाÉयकम[ĤǓतपादक×वात ् कम[मीमांसाग[तमेव (Ĥèथानभेदे मधुसूदनसरèवती). But there is no 
upaasanaa in the available Saṃkarṣa.  
 

16. Ramanujacharya counts all the sixteen adhyaayas as belonging to PM. 
अधीतवेदèय Ǒह पुǽषèय कम[ĤǓतपादनोपĐम×वात ् वेदाना ं कम[ͪ वचारः Ĥथमं काय[ इǓत ’अथातो धम[िज£ासा’ 
इ×युÈतम ् । कम[णा ं च ĤकृǓतͪवकृǓतǾपाणां धमा[थ[कामǾपपुǽषाथ[साधनताǓनæचयः, ’Ĥभु×वादाि×व[Ïयम ् इ×यÛतेन’ 
सूğकलापेन (स)संकषȶण। (वेदाÛतसारे – Įीरामानुजाः) 
 

17. There is no manuscriptural evidence to show that Kāśakṛtsna is the 
author of these four chapters. Neither NCC nor CC have MS entry in that 
name. 
 
Appayyadīkṣita’s fancy reasoning  
 
However Appayyadīkṣita and others who tried to prove this sanskarsha is 
a separate kāṇḍa dealing with Devatās employed fancy-full definitions.  
Appayyadīkṣita explains that this Saṃkarṣa is called as Devatākāṇḍa 
because it deals partially with Devatās as in following- 
यɮयͪप संकष[काÖडो न देवताͪवचाराथɍ ĤवǓत [तः । ͩकÛतु ɮवादशल¢ÖयͪवचाǐरतनानाͪवषयÛयायͪवचारा×मकः 
त×पǐरͧशçटः, तÛğĤसɨगवत ् उपदेशाǓतदेशसाधारÖयेन Ĥकȧण[कः ĤवǓत [तः। न Ǒह तğ देवताͪवचारेण उपĐम 
उपसंहारो वािèत।...... तथाͪप संकषȶ देवताͪवधानरǑहतेषु उपांशुयाजाǑदषु देवता अिèत न वा, ĤयाजाǑदष ु
देवतावाͬचनः सͧमɮबǑह[राǑदशÞदाः दश[पूण[मासाɨगĤͧसɮधसͧमɮबǑह[राǑदपराः तदÛयपरा वा.. 
इ×याǑददेवताͪवचारभूयè×वात ् भूàना संकष[काÖडèयैव देवताकाÖड इ×यͪप åयवहारोèतीǓत तèय  तेनोपादानम।् 

(Appayyadīkṣita in Parimala 3.3.43. p.838. Anantakrishnashastri 
Edition1982 CSS Office Varanasi) 
 
However naming Saṃkarṣa as Devatākāṇḍa on the basis of partial 
treatment defies the simple commonsense. It strikes to any common 
reader that Saṃkarṣa does not deal with Devatās 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. 
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Even RangaRamanujacharya (second editor of Saṃkarṣa) who tried to 
show the Devatā contents in Saṃkarṣa 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; 4.3.611 as dealing with Devatā. Otherwise there is no Devatā 
content in Saṃkarṣa. 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 हौğकाÚयाय. 

Hence it is clear that Sanakarsha is not dealing primarily with Devatā but 
with Karma hence it can not be called as Devatākāṇḍa. 
 
Even if it is named Devatākāṇḍa only because it partially deals with 
Devatās, then a serious question arises as to why not the whole PM 
should not be called as Devatākāṇḍa as it, certainly more than Saṃkarṣa, 
deals with Devatās in many chapters. Word “Devatā” itself occurs 51 times 
in PM. 
 
Thus we can safely reject Appayyadīkṣita’s fancy-full reasoning of naming 
of Saṃkarṣa as “Devatākāṇḍa”. Hence it can be concluded that Saṃkarṣa is 
neither a separate work dealing with Devatās, nor it can be accepted as 
authored by Kāśakṛtsna. It is simply a continuous work of Jaimini dealing 
with Karma. 
 
Two questions on Devatākāṇḍa 
Then two questions arise as to (1) which is the Devatākāṇḍa described in 
Tattvaratnākara passage12?  And (2) why there is confusion on Saṃkarṣa’s 
identification with Devatākāṇḍa? 
 

                                                 
11 Numbers are given according to RangaRamanujacharyacharya Edition. 
12 “कम[-देवता-Ħƺ-गोचरा सा ǒğधोƪभौ सूğकारतः।  

जैͧमनेमु[नेः काशकृ×èनतो बादरायणाǑद×यतः Đमात।्।“ [तǂवरƤाकर] (सा= मीमांसा ।) 
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Answer for the first question is Devatākāṇḍa is separate work on Devatās 
by Paila alias Kāśakṛtsna. This work is mentioned in Tattvaratnākara as 
follows 
 
“कम[-देवता-Ħƺ-गोचरा सा ǒğधोƪभौ सूğकारतः।  
जैͧमनेमु[नेः काशकृ×èनतो बादरायणाǑद×यतः Đमात।्।“ [तǂवरƤाकर]  
 
This verse says “Miimaamsaa is of three kinds. Karma section is authored 
by Jaimini. Devatā section is authored by Kāśakṛtsna and Brahma section 
is authored by Badaraayana”. This Kāśakṛtsna is none other than Paila. 
Thought there is no mention of Kāśakṛtsna 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 कृçणɮवपैायनः पğु ंपवू[मÚयापयÍछुकम।्  
01,002.236d@005_0011 समुÛतु ंजैͧमǓन ंपलै ंवशैàपायनमेव च।। 
 

MBh01.aci:01057074a वेदानÚयापयामास महाभारतपÑचमान ्

MBh01.aci:01057074c समुÛतु ंजैͧमǓन ंपलै ंशकंु चैव èवमा×मजम ्
 

MBh02.aci:02004009a बको दाãßयः èथूलͧशराः कृçणɮवपैायनः शकुः 
MBh02.aci:02004009c समुÛतजुȷͧमǓनः पलैो åयासͧशçयाèतथा वयम ्

MBh02.aci:02030035a या£वãÈयो बभवूाथ ĦिéमçठोऽÚवयु[सƣमः 
MBh02.aci:02030035c पलैो होता वसोः पğुो धौàयेन सǑहतोऽभवत ्

 

MBh12.aci:12306020a समुÛतनुाथ पलैेन तथा जैͧमǓनना च व ै

MBh12.aci:12306020c ͪपğा त ेमǓुनͧभæचैव ततोऽहमनमुाǓनतः 
 

MBh12.aci:12314023c ͪवͪवÈत ेपव[ततटे पाराशयȾ महातपाः 
MBh12.aci:12314023e वेदानÚयापयामास åयासः ͧशçयाÛमहातपाः 
MBh12.aci:12314024a समुÛतु ंच महाभागं वशैपंायनमेव च 

MBh12.aci:12314024c जैͧमǓन ंच महाĤा£ं पलै ंचाͪप तपिèवनम ्

MBh12.aci:12314025a एͧभः ͧशçयःै पǐरवतृो åयास आèत ेमहातपाः 
 

02,042.034f*0406_04 ततæचावभतृः èनातः स राजा पाÖडुनÛदनः।  

02,042.034f*0406_05åयास ंधौàय ंच Ĥयतो नारदं च महामǓतम।्  

02,042.034f*0406_06समुÛतु ंजैͧ मǓन ंपलै ंवशैपंायनमवे च।। 
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12,047.005c देवèथानेन वा×èयेन तथाæमकसमुÛतनुा। 
12,047.005d*0065_01तथा जैͧमǓनना चवै पलैेन च महा×मना।। 
 

12,327.015a हÛत त ेकथǓयçयाͧम यÛमे पçृटः परुा गǽुः।  
12,327.015c कृçणɮवपैायनो åयासो वेदåयासो महान ्ऋͪषः।  
12,327.016a समुÛतजुȷͧमǓनæचैव पलैæच सǺुढĭतः। 
12,327.016c अहं चतथु[िæशçयो व ैपÑचमæच शकुः èमतृऋ।  

 

12,337.011a 12,327.016a समुÛतजुȷͧमǓनæचैव पलैæच सǺुढĭतः। 
12,337.011c अहं चतथु[िæशçयो व ैशकुो åयासा×मजèतथा।। 
 

14,071.003 åयास उवाच  

14,071.003a अहं पलैोथ कौÛतये या£वãÈयèतथैव च। 
14,071.003c ͪवधान ंयɮयथाकाल ंत×कता[रो न सशंयः। 
 
भागवते 

तğÊवȶदधरः पलैः सामगो जैͧ मǓनः कͪवः  । 
वशैàपायन एवकैो Ǔनçणातो यजुषामतु  ॥ ०१.०४.०२१ ॥ 

अथवा[ɨͬगरसामासी×समुÛतदुा[ǽणो मǓुनः  । 
इǓतहासपरुाणानां ͪपता मे रोमहष[णः  ॥ ०१.०४.०२२ ॥ 

त एत ऋषयो वदंे èव ंèव ंåयèयÛननेकधा  । 
ͧशçयःै ĤͧशçयèैतिÍछçयवैȶदाèत ेशाͨखनोऽभवन ् ॥ ०१.०४.०२३ ॥  

 

वेदगÜुतो मǓुनः कृçणो यतोऽहͧमदमÚयगाम ् । 
Ǒह×वा èवͧशçयान ्पलैादȣन ्भगवान ्बादरायणः  ॥ ०९.२२.०२२ ॥ 

 

पलैः पराशरो गगȾ वशैàपायन एव च  ॥ १०.७४.००८ ॥ 

अथवा[ कæयपो धौàयो रामो भाग[व आसǐुरः  । 
वीǓतहोğो मधुÍछÛदा वीरसनेोऽकृतĭणः  ॥ १०.७४.००९ ॥ 

 
चतİः सǑंहताæचĐे मÛğमै[ͨ णगणा इव  ॥ १२.०६.०५० ॥ 

तासां स चतरुः ͧशçयानपुाहूय महामǓतः  । 
एकैका ंसǑंहतां ĦéमÛनकैेकèम ैददौ ͪवभःु  ॥ १२.०६.०५१ ॥ 

पलैाय सǑंहतामाɮया ंबéवचृाÉया ंउवाच ह  । 
पलैः èवसǑंहतामचूे इÛġĤͧमतये मǓुनः  । 
बाçकलाय च सोऽÜयाह ͧशçयßेयः सǑंहतां èवकाम ् ॥ १२.०६.०५४ ॥ 
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Kāśakṛtsna, a very important collaborator of Baadaraayana, can not be left 
out in Puranas. This implies that Paila himself is the Kāśakṛtsna. Hence 
Paila alias Kāśakṛtsna, who is also mentioned in Brahmasuutras should be 
accepted as the writer of Devatākāṇḍa.  
 
This Devatākāṇḍa is long lost. Vedantadeshika says that it is non-
extant "मÚयः काÖडƱ लƯुिèथǓतः" (मीमांसापादकुा).  Only a few suutras are quoted by 
Madhvacharya and others. Hence it can not be identical with Saṃkarṣa, 
which is still available both in MSs and print. Saṃkarṣa was popular 
enough to be commented upon even until the time of Rajachudamani 
Dikshita and Bhaskararaya. Appayyadīkṣita quoted both beginning and 
last suutras of Saṃkarṣa. And some more suutras under 3.3.43 p. 838. 
One Saṃkarṣa[na] suutra (2.2.36)is quoted by Shankara and 
Ramanujacharya in 3.3.43. तदÈुतं संकषȶ (संकष[णे  Ramanujacharya) - नाना वा 

देवतापथृÈ×वात।् (BSB, BSRB 3.3.43)  
अधीतवेदèय Ǒह पुǽषèय कम[ĤǓतपादनोपĐम×वात ् वेदाना ं कम[ͪ वचारः Ĥथमं काय[ इǓत ’अथातो धम[िज£ासा’ 
इ×युÈतम।् कम[णां च ĤकृǓतͪवकृǓतǾपाणां धमा[थ[कामǾपपुǽषाथ[साधनताǓनæचयः , ’Ĥभु×वादाि×व[Ïयम ् इ×यÛतेन’ 
सूğकलापेन (स)संकषȶण । (वेदाÛतसारे – Įीरामानुजाः)  

                                                                                                                                                 
 
Ħéमपुराणे 

उलकूः पलुहो वायदुȶवèथानæचतभुु[जः  । 
सन×कुमारः पलैæच कृçणः कृçणानभुौǓतकः  ॥ २६.१४ ॥ 

एतैमु[ǓनवरैæचाÛयवैृ[तः स×यवतीसतुः  । 
रराज स मǓुनः ĮीमाÛन¢ğǐैरव चÛġमाः  ॥ २६.१५ ॥ 

 

आæवलायनगéृयसğूेͪ प 

समुÛत.ुजैͧमǓन.वशैàपायन.पलै.सğू.भाçय.भारत.महा.भारत.धम[.आचाया[.जानिÛत.बाहͪव.गाÊय[.गौतम.
शाकãय.बाħåय.माÖडåय.माÖडूकेया.गगȸ.वाचÈनवी.वडवा.Ĥातीथेयी.सलुभा.मğैयेी.कहोलम.्कौषीतकम.्
महा.कौͪषषीतकम.्पɨैÊयम.्महा.पɨैÊयम.्सयु£म.्शांखायनम.्ऐतरेयम.्महा.ऐतरेयम.्शाकलम.्बाçकलम ्
.सजुात.वÈğम.्औदवाǑहम.्औदवाǑहम.्महा.औदवाǑहम.्सौजाͧमम.्शौनकम.्आæवलायनम.्ये.च.अÛय.ेआ
चाया[स.्त.ेसवȶ.तÜृयÛ×व.्इǓत.। ३.४।५       

 
अिÊनपुराणे  

Ĥथमं åयासͧशçयèतु पेलौ éयÊृवेदमाÜतवान।् 150.025cd/ 
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तदÈुतं संकषȶ इǓत तğ×यसूğाͨण चोदाहरिÛत।  (शतदषूणी ऐकशाèŧयसमथ[नĤकरणे)।  

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

Vedantadeshika’s problem 

Answer to the second question is that this confusion is caused by 
Devatākāṇḍa’s non-availability till the time of Madhvacharya14 and 
misunderstanding of wordings of Vrttikara, Parashara, Vedantadeshika 
and Prapancahrdaya etc. and also confusion Vedantadeshika probably15 
himself had on it. Many later scholars like Appayyadīkṣita etc. finding it 
difficult to deny the existence of Devatākaand, due to the hard evidences 
in favor of Devatākāṇḍa, but unable to trace it, tried to console 
themselves by believing that extant Saṃkarṣa is itself Devatākāṇḍa. 

Vedantadeshika was troubled with a problem, as to Ramanujacharya16 
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. तèय च काÖडèयोपसंहारेͪप अÛत ेहरौ 
तɮदश[नात ् इǓत देवताकाçठा ं Ĥदæय[ स ͪवçणरुाह Ǒह इǓत सव[देवताराधनानां त×पय[वसानाय तèय 
सवा[Ûतरा×म×वेन åयािÜतं ĤǓतपाɮय तं Ħéमे×याच¢त े तं Ħéमे×याच¢त े इǓत तèयैव 
वेदाÛतवɮेयपरĦéम×वोप¢ेपेणोपसंहारात,् सामाÛयतोͪप ͪवशेषतæच चेæवरः Ĥèतुत इǓत तǂवͪवदां सĤंदायः। 
(शतदषूणी ऐकशाèŧयसमथ[नĤकरणे)। Apparently Vedantadeshika is quoting from Madhvacharya 
since these two sutras were not quoted by anybody before Madhvacharya. Vedantadeshika referred to 
Madhvacharya as Tattvavid.  
15 I am not sure whether Vedantadeshika himself was assuming that Parasharabhatta said “Sankarsha is 
written by Kāśakṛtsna” (because what Parasharabhatta has actually said, according to verse available to us, 
is Devataakaanda is written by Kāśakṛtsna) 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 “तदाह वृͪ ƣकारः (बोधायनः), –  ‘वƣृात ् कमा[ͬधगमादनÛतरं ĦƺͪवͪवǑदषा’ इǓत । वêयǓत च कम[-Ħƺ-

मीमांसयोरैकशाǊय ं ‘सǑंहतमेतÍछारȣरकं जैͧमनीयेन षोडशल¢णनेǓेत शाƸैक×वͧसͪƨः’ इǓत  च ।(Įीभाçये 

िज£ासाͬधकरणारàभे)  
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Brahmasuutras are one shaastra. But Tattvaratnākara17 says that Saṃkarṣa 
is written by Kāśakṛtsna. 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 Kāśakṛtsna’s Devatāmiimaamsaa? How 
does Kāśakṛtsna 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 Tattvaratnākara speaks of some kind of association of 
Kāśakṛtsna in Jaimini’s work of Saṃkarṣa or Jaimini’s somewhat 
association in the work of Kāśakṛtsna. 

वृͪ ƣĒÛथे तु जैͧ मÛयुपरͬचततया षोडशाÚयाáयुपाƣा सɨकष[ः काशकृ×èनĤभव इǓत कथं त×वरƤाकरोͫƠः।  
अğ ĦूमèसदƠुौ न वयͧमह मुधा बाͬधतंु ͩकिÑचदहा[ः Ǔनवा[हèतूपचारात ् ÈवͬचǑदह घटते ƻेकता×पय[योगः।। 
(Vedantadeshika in अͬधकरणसारावलȣ) 

This solution offered by Vedanadeshika made all the later scholars to 
believe that four chapters of Saṃkarṣa are Devatāmiimamsaa described in 
Tattvaratnaakara. Appayyadīkṣita 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 Saṃkarṣa while Tattvaratnākara verse is speaking of the 
Devatākāṇḍa of Kāśakṛtsna. Tattvaratnākara verse above quoted is 
speaking of this Devatākāṇḍa and Kāśakṛtsna and not anything called 
Saṃkarṣa. This Devatākāṇḍa was not available to Ramanujacharya. He 
never quoted a suutra from it. DK is first quoted by Madhvacharya18 and 

                                                 
17 “कम[-देवता-Ħƺ-गोचरा सा* ǒğधोƪभौ सूğकारतः। जैͧमनेमु[नेः काशकृ×èनतो बादरायणाǑद×यतः Đमात।्।“ 

[तǂवरƤाकर] (सा= मीमांसा ।) 
18 èवयं भगवता ͪवçणĦु[éमे×येतत ्पुरोǑदतम ् ।। 80 ।। स ͪवçणरुाह हȣ×यÛत े देवशाèğèय तने Ǒह । 
आɮयÛतं देवशाèğèय èवयं भगवता कृतम ् ।। 81 ।। मÚय ं तदा£या पैलशेषाßयां कृतमÑजसा । 
अतèतğैव ͪवçणु×वͧसɮधेĦ[éमे×यसूचयत ्।। 82 ।। (अनåुयाÉयान 1.1.1. मÚवाचाय[ः) 
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Vedantadeshika following Madhvacharya. Hence Ramanujacharya is 
speaking of only extant Saṃkarṣa. 

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

èवयं भगवता ͪवçणĦु[éमे×येतत ् पुरोǑदतम ् ।। 80 ।। स ͪवçणरुाह हȣ×यÛत े देवशाèğèय तने Ǒह । 
आɮयÛतं देवशाèğèय èवयं भगवता कृतम ् ।। 81 ।। मÚय ं तदा£या पैलशेषाßयां कृतमÑजसा । 
अतèतğैव ͪवçणु×वͧसɮधेĦ[éमे×यसूचयत ्।। 82 ।। (अनåुयाÉयान 1.1.1. मÚवाचाय[ः) 

 
तèय च काÖडèयोपसंहारेͪप अÛत े हरौ तɮदश[नात ् इǓत देवताकाçठा ं Ĥदæय[ स ͪवçणरुाह Ǒह इǓत 
सव[देवताराधनानां त×पय[वसानाय तèय सवा[Ûतरा×म×वेन åयािÜतं ĤǓतपाɮय तं Ħéमे×याच¢त े तं 
Ħéमे×याच¢त े इǓत तèयैव वेदाÛतवɮेयपरĦéम×वोप¢ेपेणोपसंहारात,् सामाÛयतोͪप ͪवशेषतæच चæेवरः 
Ĥèतुत इǓत तǂवͪवदां सĤंदायः। (शतदषूणी ऐकशाèŧयसमथ[नĤकरणे)। 

Evidences for the independent Devatākāṇḍa 

Here are the some independent evidence for the existence of Devatākāṇḍa 
 
1. Prapancahrdaya19 mentiones it. मीमांसाशाèğम।् तǑददं ͪवशं×यÚयायǓनबɮधम।् तğ 
षोडशाÚयायǓनबɮधं पूव[मीमांसाशाèğ ं पूव[काÖडèय धम[ͪ वचारपरायणं जैͧमǓनकृतम।् तदÛयदÚयायचतुçटयं 
उƣरमीमांसाशाèğ ं उƣरकाÖडèय Ħéमͪवचारपरायणं åयासकृतम।्.......एवं ɮवादशèवÚयायेषु अथ[ͪ वशेषः 
पूव[मीमांसाशाèğèय Ĥदͧश[तः।  
तथा देवताकाÖडèय ĤथमाÚयाये सवȶषां मÛğͪवशेषाणां देवतातǂवĤदश[ने ता×पय[ͧ मǓत Ĥदͧश[तम।् 
ɮͪवतीयाÚयाये ͪवÚयथ[वादनामधेयानां मÛğदेवताͪवशेषपर×वम।् ततृीयाÚयाये देवतातǂवं 
èवेÍछाͪवĒह×वाǑदगुणगणालंकृतम।् चतुथा[Úयाये देवताफल ं
स×कम[णामपवगा[ͬधकाǐरणèतादा×àयल¢णमपवग[फलͧमǓत।  

 
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 Devatākāṇḍa or not?  
 

                                                                                                                                                 
 
19 Ed. T. Ganapati Shastri, Shivalik Prakashan, Delhi, 2002. 
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2. Kavindracharya-suchi-patra lists (no. 235) Ħéमसूğबौधायनवृͪ ƣ (no. 236) 
दैवीमीमांसाटȣका भाçयसǑहत (p.5) under Vedantashastra. Also it has entries for 
(no. 288) भिÈतमीमांसा and (no. 289) शािÖडãयसूğ. Under suutras it has some 
other works like (No. 339) परमानÛदसूğ and (No. 340) आष[èतबकसूğ. We can not 
simply dismiss this evidence. 
 
3 “कम[-देवता-Ħƺ-गोचरा सा* ǒğधोƪभौ सğूकारतः। जैͧमनेमु[नेः काशकृ×èनतो बादरायणाǑद×यतः Đमात।्।“ 
(Parasharabhatta in तǂवरƤाकर). Certainly Parasharabhatta is not a follower 
of  Madhvacharya. 
 
4.  तèय च काÖडèयोपसंहारेͪप अÛत े हरौ तɮदश[नात ् इǓत देवताकाçठा ंĤदæय[ स ͪवçणरुाह Ǒह इǓत 
सव[देवताराधनानां त×पय[वसानाय तèय सवा[Ûतरा×म×वेन åयािÜतं ĤǓतपाɮय तं Ħéमे×याच¢त े तं 
Ħéमे×याच¢त े इǓत तèयैव वेदाÛतवɮेयपरĦéम×वोप¢ेपेणोपसंहारात,् सामाÛयतोͪप ͪवशेषतæच चæेवरः 

Ĥèतुत इǓत तǂवͪवदां सĤंदायः। (Vedantadeshika in शतदषूणी ऐकशाèŧयसमथ[नĤकरणे)।  

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

5. “èवǾपमादौ तƫेदः तदपुासनपूव[कम।् फल ंच देवता-काÖड ेदेवताना ंतु कØयत।े।“(Įीकुमारदेͧशककतृ[के 
अͬधकरणͬचÛतामणौ)  

6. T. Veeraraghavacharya also noted (in his introduction to Shribhasya20) 
noted that the available Saṃkarṣa is not original Devatākāṇḍa. He says 
that Devatākāṇḍa is not part of the famous twenty chapters whereas the 
Saṃkarṣa is so. 

7. “अèमदाचाय[वया[ः  Įी (एन.एस.रामानुज) ताताचाय[èवाͧमनो  ͧलखिÛत-  अÛये ×वाहुǐरǓत, कम[ͪ वचारशेषǾपः 
संकष[काÖडनाàना जैͧमǓनकृतः किƱत ्चतुरÚयाय×मकः ĒÛथः मुǑġत उपलßयत।े तमÛतभा[åय Įीभाçयकारैः 
जैͧमनीयेन षोडशल¢णनेेǓत उƠम।् काशकृ×èनीयः संकष[नामा देवताकाÖडè×वÛयः, तदͧभĤाया 
त×वरƤाकरोͫƠः इǓत” (Dr. Deshikan Tatacharya, Shankaracharya Sanskrit 
University, Kerala, in personal communication) NSR Tatacharya simply 
echoes the views held by Veeraraghavacharya. 

Some quotations found from Saṃkarṣanakāṇḍa & Devatākāṇḍa 
(in Madhvacharya’s works) 
                                                 
20 Intro. P. 70-71, Veeraraghavacharya Centenary Trust, Chennai 2008  
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`देवेष ुचमा[ǑदनामाǓन संवादादे:' इǓत देवमीमांसासğूम ्21 । (छाÛदोÊयभाçयोदाǿतम)् 
`अचेतनास×यायोÊयाÛयनुपाèयाÛयफल×वͪवपय[याßयाम'् (संकष[णसूğम ्22) (छाÛदोÊयभाçयम ्3.3.1) 
अथातो दैवीमीमांसा (अनåुयाÉयानोदाǿतम)् 
स ͪवçणरुाह Ǒह (अनåुयाÉयानोदाǿतम)् स ͪवçणरेुव Ǒह इǓत च तǂवĤदȣपपाठः। 
अÛत ेहरौ तɮदश[नात।् (शतदषूणी) 
तं Ħéमे×याच¢त ेतं Ħéमे×याच¢त े(सुधोदाǿतम)् 
 

 
Conclusion 
Hence we can conclude that there was an independent Devatākāṇḍa 
authored by Paila/Kāśakṛtsna from which Madhvacharya quoted, but now 
lost to us. Saṃkarṣakāṇḍa 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 Devatākāṇḍa, 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 

                                                 
21 इदं गोͪवÛदाचाय[पाठे। देवतामीमांसा इǓत पाठाÛतरम।् 
22 संकष[णसूğ×वेन तǂवĤकाͧशकायामुिãलͨखतम।् 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. I have dealt with Roque Mesquita elsewhere23. I 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.  


