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This paper explores the role that Vacaspati Misra — an influential Indian philosopher from the
10" century —played in the promotion and canonization of Patafijala Yoga in India. Vacaspati Misra
was a polymath, traditionally known by a rare sobriquet sarva-tantra-svatantra (“the one who
owns all the systems”) and composed highly influential commentaries and independent treatises on
nearly all major Brahmanical philosophical traditions. I argue that Vacaspati’s versatile scholarly
activity within the milieu of Mithila, the reputable center of Brahmanical learning, effectively
promoted two relatively inconspicuous systems in this period — that of Patafijala Yoga and Advaita
Vedanta. In the present inquiry, I focus on the former system.

Vacaspati composed his Tattvavaisaradi commentary on the Yogasitrabhdsya and identified
its author with Vedavyasa — the mythological compiler of the Vedas and the composer of the
Mahabharata and the Puranas. It is not a coincidence that Vacaspati also ascribed the authorship
of a fundamental text of another tradition, namely, the Brahmasiitra, to Vedavyasa. As far as [ can
tell, these ascriptions have no precedence in the history of the two texts and are meant to enhance
their status within the orthodoxy. As the so-called Vedavyasa’s commentary came to be regarded
as the decisive canonical interpretation of the Yoga philosophical school, and as all the following
commentaries rely on Vacaspati’s Tattvavaisaradi, we may consider Vacaspati’s commentarial
activity (along, perhaps, with institutional enterprises about which we know nothing) as the turning
point in the history of the Yoga philosophy, after which the trio of the Yogasiitra, the Bhasya, and
Tattvavaisaradr assumed almost absolute authority within the tradition, with alternative lines of
interpretation doomed to oblivion.
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Introduction

Starting with the 10" century CE!, we witness a wave of renewed interest in Patanjala
Yoga in India. Vacaspati Misra (flourished in 950) composed, perhaps, the first commen-
tary> on the Yogasitrabhasya (henceforth YSBh)’. In 1030, Al-Biruni translated the
Yogasiitra (henceforth YS), along with a commentary*, into Arabic. Discussions of and
references to the system are found in the works of the philosophers of this period, such as
Sridhara (flourished in 990), Abhinavagupta (950—1020), and Ksemaraja (ca. 975-1050).
Arguably, among these thinkers, the most lasting influence on the subsequent understan-
ding of the Yoga system was that of Vacaspati Misra (henceforth Vacaspati). As Larson
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rightly points out, the trio of the YS, the YSBh, and Vacaspati’s own commentary
Tattvavaisaradi formed the standard and authoritative formulation of the Yoga system, on
which all subsequent commentators relied [Larson 2018, x—xi; Larson & Bhattacharyya
2008, 65]. However, what is acutely lacking and urgently needed is the reevaluation of
Vacaspati’s role in the promotion of Patafijala Yoga in the context of his polyvocal activi-
ty as the commentator of nearly all major Brahmanical philosophical schools.

In this article, I will explore Vacaspati’s advocacy of the YSBh. First, I will situate his
attribution of the YSBh to Vedavyasa in the context of the authorship controversy around
this text. Next, I will defend my claim that Vacaspati’s choice of Vedavyasa was inten-
tional and constituted a part of his general move of Brahminization and canonization of
the Yoga philosophical texts. I argue that Vacaspati raised the prestige of the bhasya and
of his own sub-commentary by identifying the author of the bhasya (possibly Vindhya-
vasin from the fourth century) with the mythical “divider of the Vedas.” At the same time,
this move is in line with Vacaspati’s general position voiced in several of his works that
regarding extra-natural matters, including the content and nature of yogic vision, sruti,
smrti, purana, and itihasa are the only authority.

The Yogasiitrabhasya’s authorship controversy

In modern scholarship, the traditional ascription of the YSBh to legendary Vyasa or
Vedavyasa, the author of the Mahabharata, the Puranas, and the “divider” of the Vedas,
is not considered authentic. There are two major hypotheses as to the personality of the
real commentator. One hypothesis, based on several traditional references, is that the au-
thor of the commentary is the same as the author of the miila text, i.e., Patafijali. Thus,
according to one of the accounts, both texts may have been composed between 325 and
425 CE, although many of the sitra aphorisms may have been of a much more ancient
origin [Maas 2013, 62, 65].

According to another hypothesis, the bhdsya-kara was a different person from the au-
thor of the YS. His views on several issues are very close to those expressed by a
Samkhya teacher Vindhyavasin (also known as Vindhyavasa). Thus, the bhdsya-kara was
either someone, who belonged to Vindhyavasin’s tradition, or even Vindhyavasin him-
self. This hypothesis is further strengthened by Vadirajasari’s (11" century) ascription of
several passages from the YSBh to Vindhyavasin [Larson & Bhattacharya 2008, 40; Maas
2013, 64; 2006, xiii]. The time span of the composition of both texts may have been the
same as for the proponents of a single-authorship theory — between the 4™ and the 5" cen-
turies.

Before | offer my two cents on this question — although I am not going to take
sides — let me draw your attention to the fact that the contemporary scholarly contro-
versy in fact reproduces the same controversy, which has arisen around the 10"~11% cen-
turies. While Sridhara, Abhinavagupta, and Hemacandra believed Patafijali was a single
author of the sitra and the bhasya [Maas 2013, 57], Vacaspati and Vadirajasiiri thought
the commentator and the sitra-kara to be two different persons. Further, Vacaspati iden-
tifies the commentator as Vedavyasa, and Vadirajastri as Vindhyavasin [Maas 2006, xii—
xiii]. It is not entirely clear whether Al-Biruni believed in a single or a separate authorship
theory. On the one hand, he called his free translation of the YS with a commentary Kitab
Batanjal, thereby, perhaps, attributing the authorship of the bhdsya to Patanjali [Maas
2013, 59]. On the other hand, he used the appellation “a commentator” (al-mufassir)
[Pines & Gelblum 1966, 304], thereby, perhaps, making a distinction between the sitra-
and the bhasya-kara. Moreover, Pines and Gelblum suggest that there are some reasons
to believe that Al-Biruni was relying on a commentary different from the one known to
us [Pines & Gelblum 1966, 303], which is a further evidence for separate authorship of
the YS and the YSBh®. Further, Ksemaraja identifies Vyasa as the author of the sutrab-
hasya, which could mean that Vyasa was either the author of the “bhdsya on the sitra” —
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in agreement with Vacaspati — or of both “the sitra and the bhasya”, thereby possibly
replacing the Patanjali’s single-authorship theory with a theory of Vyasa’s single-author-
ship [Maas 2006, xii].

Apparently, at this period, there was already an uncertainty regarding the authorship
of the YSBh, for which there might have been several reasons. One possibility is that the
text’s author remained anonymous for several centuries, just like the author of the
Yuktidipika, an important commentary on the Samkhyakarika from the 7"-8™ centuries.
Another possibility is that what was believed to be the authorship during previous centu-
ries came to be contested. For example, it could be the case that a theory of a single-au-
thorship was an older theory, which has been doubted due to some discrepancies between
the siitra and the bhdasya®. Or vice versa, an older theory of separate authorship has been
revised in favor of a single authorship, to justify the growing reliance on the bhdsya for
understanding Patafijali’s aphorisms.

There is one important difference between the 10"-11" century controversy and the
contemporary one. As opposed to elaborate arguments for and against single authorship
in the modern period, classical philosophers did not engage explicitly in any debates and
did not provide any reasons for the authorship of Patafijali, Vedavyasa, or Vindhyavasin,
nor attempt to refute the opposite views. In fact, I am not familiar with similar arguments
about the authorship of any philosophical texts. It is as if questions of authorship have
been bracketed outside philosophical debates and were excluded from the topics to be
discussed in the sastras. Even if such debates took place (and they probably did), we
know nothing about them.

On the other hand, questions of authorship of sruti and smrti texts are legitimate topics
for discussion. The most famous are the debates about the authorship of the Vedas —
whether they have a divine or human origin or no author at all — although no suggestions
of any historical or legendary person have been raised. I would like, however, to briefly
mention Jiva Gosvami’s (16" century) discussion of the authorship of the Bhagavata
Purana, as it may help to understand Vacaspati’s advancement of Vedavyasa’s separate
authorship of the bhasya. In his Tattvasandarbha, Jiva aims to demonstrate that the
Bhagavata Purana — the fundamental text of the Vaisnava tradition — is a reliable testi-
mony (sabda), having both a Vedic nature and excelling all other sources of knowledge.
In the next section, I will show that Vacaspati’s scattered arguments defending the autho-
rity of the Yoga texts indicate a pattern similar to that of Jiva Gosvami. Here I will briefly
narrate the argument as summarized by Bryant [Bryant 2009, 544-547].

First, Jiva establishes scriptural testimony of the Vedas as an exclusive means of cog-
nition about matters transcending perception and inference, because the Vedas are not
prone to mistakes, delusions, inconclusive judgments, and other defects, which may oc-
cur in perception and inferential reasoning. The Vedas are infallible, because, presumab-
ly, they do not have a human author (apauruseya), to whom any kinds of mistakes or an
intention to mislead could be attributed. So far, Jiva does not deviate from the standard
Mimamsa and Vedanta arguments for the infallibility of the Vedic scriptures.

Next, Jiva demonstrates that the reliability of the Vedas (sru#i) in “non-ordinary” mat-
ters extends also to traditional texts, known as smyti, which include the great epics, the
puranas, the dharma-sastras, and other texts, which have human authors. Such an ex-
tended authorization is given by the Vedic texts themselves, as demonstrated by certain
passages from the Upanisads, where the epics (itihasa) and the puranas are regarded as
“the fifth Veda”.

What is left to Jiva is to show that one particular purana, namely the Bhagavata, is
preeminent not only among other puranas, but even among the Vedas. In order to do that,
he first appeals to the testimony of other puranas, such as the Matsya and the Padma,
which classify the Bhagavata as belonging to the sattva guna, the most pure and subtle
among the three fundamental powers of nature. Thus, among the eighteen major puranas,
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the Bhdgavata appears as the purest expression of divine matters. At this point, Jiva con-
siders the reliability of this text established, and may turn to the testimony of the Bhda-
gavata itself.

Bhdagavata testifies about its own origin that it was created by Vyasa, after he divided
the originally one Veda into four, composed the Brahmasitra’, and a Purana Samhita, or
a singular ur-purana. His students further divided this one purana into eighteen puranas.
However, as the Bhdgavata tells us, Vyasa’s guru Narada insisted that even after all this
massive production of knowledge, Vyasa has not yet described the ultimate goal of all
knowledge. The composition of the Bhdagavata was motivated, thus, by crystallizing the
essence of the Vedas, the itihasas and the puranas, and therefore the text excels all these.
Vedavyasa here has an important function of turning a relatively late puranic text into the
fifth Veda, both bestowing upon it the Vedic authority and indicating that the text super-
sedes the Vedas.

I would like to argue that for Vacaspati, Vedavyasa performs a similar function, ma-
king the YSBh into the expression of Vedic knowledge, rather than treating it as one of
many human compositions of doubtful reliability. I would like to provide some evidence
for my hypothesis, after which I will attempt to reconstruct Vacaspati’s move.

Vedavyasa is a bridge

Let us start with a curious discrepancy between Vacaspati’s argument against the
epistemic reliability of yogic perception in his earliest work and his serious treatment of
yogic experiences in the TV, noticed by John Taber [ Taber 2009, 81]. In the Nyayakanika —
his commentary on Mandana Misra’s Mimamsa treatise Vidhiviveka — Vacaspati argues
against the Buddhists, according to whom the Buddha’s knowledge of the four noble
truths has been discovered through meditative states culminating in a direct experience of
matters inaccessible to ordinary senses. Vacaspati holds that just like an intense medita-
tion on imaginary fire may lead us to actually experience it, or like a lover constantly
contemplating the woman he loves may have a very vivid cognition of an object of his
obsession, so also a meditation on any other object, such as the four noble truths may be
purely imaginary [Taber 2009, §/-82]. Yogic perception is not a reliable means of cogni-
tion, because its objects are sometimes not real. Hence, we cannot trust the Buddha, as
his perception of the four noble truths may well have been imagined.

However, when Vacaspati approaches the YS, along with the bhdsya, he encounters
the same problem in respect to his own “client”: the means of liberation for Patafijali are
meditative efforts resulting in direct experience of purusa’s separation from prakrti.
Whether this experience is purely imaginary or real, yogic perception by itself cannot
tell. And how does Patafijali know what he tells us? From his own experience? Is he not
in the same position as the Buddha in this respect? What advantage is there in Patafijali
as pramana over the Buddha as pramana? Further, who is the author of the commentary,
and what is the epistemic basis for his elaboration of the yoga philosophy?

Although the TV does not explicitly raise questions of this kind, the objection is posed
as to the abundance of people claiming to be omniscient, such as “many Jain ascetics,
Buddhas, Arhats, the seer (rsi) Kapila, and so forth” [Larson 2018, 22918, This objection
comes in the context of Vacaspati’s claim that only God (i$vara) is omniscient. The state
of direct perception of supersensory matters — i.e., yogic perception — is indeed possible
to a greater or lesser degree’, but only God has knowledge of all things in full measure.
The objection also raises questions regarding the epistemic viability of reliable testimony
(agama), as there seem to be many testimonies regarded by the people to be reliable,
which nevertheless contradict each other.

Vacaspati responds to the above objection:

The meaning here is that what is taught by the Buddha, and others, is only a semblance
of @gama, but not really authentic @gama. This is the case since it is clear that teachers such
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as the Buddha and so forth are caught up in a situation of deception (vipratilambhakatva).
They teach doctrines such as momentariness, no self (or substanceless-ness), and so forth,
which are destructive of all correct means of knowing (pramana).

The expression “scripture” (“agama”) has to do with the means for attaining spiritual
release (nihsreyasa) and prosperity (abhyudaya) because of that (Ggama). These means
lead to a correct mental attitude (buddhi). They occur from dgama [literarily “what comes
forth”] as defined in Sruti, Smrti, Itihasa and Purana [Larson 2018, 229]"°.

What distinguishes the right kind of @gama from the bogus @gama is the eftectiveness
in producing spiritual liberation and prosperity in this life and the next. This point, howe-
ver, is controversial, as the Buddhist, the Jain, and other agama-s may claim the same.
Vacaspati, however, appeals here to sruti, smrti, itihasa, and purana, the origin of which
is either God or great teachers, themselves taught by God. Since only God is omniscient,
only he can be considered an authority in otherworldly matters.

For example, commenting on the YSBh definition of reliable testimony (agama),
Vacaspati argues that the matters of dharma are objects of perception and inference only
for God. Thus, Manu, the author of the dharma-sastra, is merely a mediator of the know-
ledge contained in the Vedas, whose real author, according to Vacaspati, is God, consi-
dered as the “primal speaker” (miilavaktr) [TV 30,19-31,4]. Elsewhere in the text, Vacas-
pati includes the quartet of sruti, smrti, itihasa, and purana under the single term sastra,
and defines its relation to God as that of “being spoken” (vdcya) and “the speaker”
(vacaka). Sastra — in this narrow sense — is the product of God’s “excellent sattva” (prak-
rstasattva) [TV 68,18—69,21].

One may, of course, doubt the existence of God. Vacaspati claims that our source of
knowledge about God is the same sruti, smrti, itihasa, and purana [TK 68,29-31]. And
we can trust them on matters otherworldly, based on their reliability in respect to matters,
which could be tested in this world:

First of all, regarding the mantras and the medical science, taught by God - their validi-
ty is established, due to the unfailing ascertainment of their contents and because they are
efficacious. Even in a thousand human life-spans, nobody applying ordinary means of
knowledge can establish the rules and the exceptions in respect to various (medicinal)
plants and the particular combinations among them, as well as in respect to the mantras, by
sorting them out (my own translation)'.

Vacaspati points to the efficacy of the medical science and the science of magical
spells as a proof of the validity of those parts of Vedic knowledge which are testable
within the framework of ordinary experience. Were Vacaspati to say that based on the va-
lidity of those parts of the Veda, its other parts, teaching about extraordinary matters, are
also reliable, this would be an unwarranted conclusion'?. His point, however, seems to be
that the volume and the precise fitness of various remedies for solving various human
problems is beyond human capacities to discover'®. It should be remembered that whereas
modern medicine provides innumerable examples of the capacity of human beings to dis-
cover powerful formulas for treating all kinds of diseases, it is quite possible that the phy-
sicians in classical India attributed their knowledge to the authoritative texts of Ayurveda,
even when they continued to make daily discoveries. Thus, Vacaspati argues that even
those parts of the Veda which can be verified demonstrate its extraordinary, extra-human
origin, as well as its extraordinary efficacy. From this, one can make a plausible conclu-
sion that the Veda is similarly authoritative in non-verifiable extraordinary matters.

So far, the argument parallels the first and the second steps of Jiva Gosvami’s justifi-
cation of the Bhagavata — demonstration of the exclusive and absolute authority of sruti,
smrti, itihasa, and purana in “extraordinary” matters. It should be noticed that while Jiva
is ambiguous on the meaning of apauruseya — whether dgama is of non-human author-
ship or of no authorship at all — Vacaspati is clear that the dgama teaching is uttered by
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God. Thereby he adopts the Nyaya, rather than the Mimamsa stance, given the theistic
presuppositions of the Y'S and the YSBh.

After establishing the divine source of the true agama, Vacaspati moves to arguing
that the teaching of the Yoga system should also be traced to God. This move has two
goals: 1. demonstrating that the teaching of this apparently non-vaidika system is com-
patible with sruti, smrti, itihdasa, and purana; 2. giving the advantage to Yoga authori-
ties, which the nastika yogis, such as the Buddha or Mahavira, do not have — namely,
the divine approval of yogic perception, which otherwise could have been merely ima-
ginary.

Vacaspati identifies two primary sources of the teaching of the Yoga — Kapila, the leg-
endary teacher of Samkhya, and Hiranyagarbha, a divine figure, said to be the first-born
of the manifest creation as intellect (buddhi) [Larson & Bhattacharya 2008, 69]. Whereas
the tradition recounts that Kapila was born fully liberated, and thus regarded as the “pri-
mary knower” (adividvan), Vacaspati cares to point out that “Kapila’s attainment of
knowledge was communicated at the moment of his birth through the grace of
Mahesvara” [Larson 2018, 232, italics are mine]'*. Thus, Kapila can be accepted as the
“primary knower” (adividvan) only in a sense of being the “primal released one”
(adimukta) and the “primal teacher” (adiguru), whereas only God can be properly called
the “primary knower” (adividvan) as preceding in knowledge even Kapila, and as having
omniscience as his essential property [TV 77,28-78,3; 78,18-21]. Moreover, “it is usual-
ly also established that the figure Kapila, by name, is a particular (incarnational) embodi-
ment (avatara) of Visnu” [Larson 2018, 232]'. Therefore, Kapila is the reincarnation of
the omniscient God.

Curiously enough, in the Tattvakaumudi — Vacaspati’s commentary on the Samkhya-
karika — he provides yet another reason to consider Kapila’s inborn gnosis to be grounded
in Sruti:

To the primeval Kapila, in the beginning of the Kalpa, we may attribute the reminis-
cence of the S’ruti studied in his previous birth, as we recollect, after the night’s sleep, the

occurrences of the previous day [Jha 1896, 18]'.

Vacaspati does not provide any proof from the traditional sources for this explana-
tion, but his reduction of Kapila’s intuitive knowledge to a mere recollection of the
scriptures is clearly meant to eliminate the possibility of a valid yogic perception that is
not based on agama, as well as to reject non-vaidika agama-s as valid means of know-
ledge. It should also be noticed that in his position as a nirisvara Samkhya Vacaspati is
careful not to ascribe any divine status to Kapila, whereas as sesvara Yoga philosopher
he feels free to describe Kapila as Visnu’s avatara'’.

Vacaspati treats the second primal knower of Yoga — Hiranyagarbha — in exactly the
same manner, albeit more briefly:

The self-existent one (svayambhii) is also known as Hiranyagarbha. According to the

Veda, the origin of Samkhya-yoga came from him. The meaning is that he (Hiranyagarbha)

is God, whether called by the name, Kapila, Visnu or Svayambhii. Also, it might be said

that God (Zsvara) is the source of all Self-existent ones (svayambhuvanam) [Larson

2018, 232118,

Commenting on this passage, Larson insightfully adds:

It might be said that Vacaspati is suggesting here that all “primal knowers” whether
Kapila, Visnu, Svayambhii, or whomever (known from the authority of the Veda or
Sastra) — or put another way, all vikalpa or verbal-forms of God — derive from the begin-
ningless $vara or God [Larson 2018, 232].

Larson is absolutely right. For Vacaspati, genuine spiritual realization through one’s
own efforts, independent of divine guidance, is impossible. Those true teachers — whether
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Kapila or Hiranyagarbha — who apparently reached the knowledge of supersensory mat-
ters by themselves, must be God’s reincarnations.

What about Patafijali, the author of the YS? What is the source of his authority?
Vacaspati explains that Patafjali’s teaching should be regarded as a “repeated” or a “fol-
low-up” instruction (anu-sasana), as opposed to Hiranyagarbha’s “original instruction”
(sa@sana) [TV 2,21-3,1]. In other words, Patafijali merely expounds the teaching of Yoga,
originally formulated by a divine figure.

Vacaspati also hints at two alternative explanations of Patafijali’s authority. In the ope-
ning verses of the TV, Vacaspati refers to Patafijali as a rsi, thereby, perhaps invoking the
status of the Vedic maharsi-s, to whom the Vedic knowledge has been revealed [TV 2.,4].
Immediately after that, Vacaspati calls Patafyjali bhagavan [TV 2,6], a word which could
simply mean “the blessed one” and express respect, but could also be translated as “God”.
In fact, it is possible to read the opening verses as identifying Patafijali with Siva:

I bow down to Vrsa-ketu [Siva], the cause of the origin (or manifestation) of the world,

(who is our) advantage, (and) who is devoid of the afflictions, karmic ripenings, and so

forth. (1)

Having paid homage to the Rsi Patafijali, a commentary or explanation (vyakhya) which
is brief, clear and substantive is being set forth in regard to the commentary composed by

[or attributed to] Vedavyasa [Larson 2018, 94]%.

The absolutive form of the verb \nam (natva) in the third pada suggests that the ho-
mage to Patafijali has already been paid in the preceding verses, from which one under-
stands that Patafijali is Vrsa-ketu®. The hint, however, is subtle, as my interpretation does
not entirely rule out the possibility of a sequential praise first of Siva and then of Pataiija-
li. In my opinion, Vacaspati is intentionally ambiguous here. The s/loka and the appella-
tion bhagavan are suggestive of the divine origin of Patafjali, but Vacaspati is not ready
to proclaim this wholeheartedly, perhaps because this would constitute an unfounded in-
novation. Nevertheless, Vacaspati’s innuendos play a rhetorical role in reverberating the
idea that the teaching of Yoga is divine through and through.

The same verse also recognizes the author of the YSBh as Vedavyasa. And here we
are back on track to the main question explored in this essay. Aklujkar and Larson hold
that vedavydsena in the opening verses might be a corruption of vindhyavasena [ Aklujkar
1999, 116; Larson & Bhattacharya 2008, 40]. Moreover, as mentioned at the beginning of
the present article, Vadirajasiiri has explicitly quoted verses from the YSBh and attribu-
ted them to Vindhyavasin (or Vindhyavasa), and there are some striking parallels between
the YSBh and the teaching of the Samkhya teacher.

I would like to argue, however, that the transformation from Vindhyavasa into
Vedavyasa was not some scribe’s typo (unless manuscripts mentioning vindhyavasena
will be discovered), but an intentional move by Vacaspati. First, in his Bhamati, Vacaspati
identifies Badarayana — the author of the Brahmasiitra — also with Vyasa [Bhamatt 2,11].
It is not a coincidence that, as far as we know, Vacaspati bears the earliest testimony to
an identity of the two philosophers with (Veda)Vyasa [Nicholson 2010, 227, fn. 19]*'.
A single invocation of Vedavyasa might have been a mistake; making it twice in two dif-
ferent texts already indicates a pattern.

Second, the TV is heavily spiced up with puranic references. In particular, Vacaspati
has a wonderful and consistent tendency to explain almost all practical aspects of medita-
tive techniques on the basis of this or that puranic text — most often the Vispu Purana®.
This tendency has a reason already discussed above: Vacaspati does not accept yogic in-
sights as epistemically valid, unless they are backed up by the quartet of sruti, smrti,
itihasa, and purana (collectively designated by Vacaspati as the sastra). Some modern
scholars expressed an opinion that Vacaspati was not a practicing yogi, perhaps due to
the complete absence of any personal input into the theory of meditation [Larson & Bhat-
tacharya 2008, 67; Bryant 2009, xli, 571, fn. 62]. Whether Vacaspati was a practicing
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yogi or not is hard to tell. It is quite possible that the answer is affirmative, given his pre-
ference for Patanjalayoga as a par excellence sadhana, expressed in his commentaries on
other philosophical systems®. On the other hand, as Vacaspati was a lay householder (at
least, according to tradition), it is also possible that his interest in Yoga and meditation
was theoretical or that he dedicated just a limited amount of time to spiritual practice.
What is important is that his personal experience may not be a source of knowledge, gi-
ven Vacaspati’s repeatedly stated objection to yogic perception being an independent
pramana. Only Sruti, smrti, itihdsa, and purana are valid sources of information about
yoga, and as most of the information relevant to Patanjalayoga system is found in the
purana-s, Vacaspati appeals to these sources. To justify his reliance on the purana-s as
continuous with the message of the YSBh, it would be useful if Vedavyasa, the legendary
author of all the purana-s, could also be found to be the author of the YSBh. Vedavyasa
performs here a similar function to a role he plays in Jiva’s authorization of the
Bhdagavata. He is a bridge between the authoritative purana-s and the anonymous Y SBh,
bestowing upon the latter the halo of the divine. In this way, the relation between Pataii-
jali and the author of the YSBh is presented as between a divine teacher and his divinely
inspired expositor, whose authority is sanctioned by tradition.

If we further assume that there were other competing bhdsya-s to the YS — one of
which possibly a commentary translated by Al-Biruni — this could mean that by attribu-
ting the authorship of the YSBh to Vedavyasa, Vacaspati was promoting the YSBh as
more authoritative than other commentaries. Given the canonical status of the YSBh for
all the subsequent commentators, Vacaspati’s efforts can be judged as phenomenally suc-
cessful. At the same time, by demonstrating the authoritativeness of the YSBh, Vacaspati
simultaneously forms a prestigious tradition, an essential part of which his own commen-
tary turns out to be.

To sum up, my hypothesis that Vacaspati’s identification of the bhdsya-kara with
Vedavyasa is intentional is corroborated by 1. similarly unprecedented identification of
Badarayana with Vyasa in the Bhamati, 2. appeals to purana-s (believed to be composed
by Vedavyasa) as the sources of information about yogic praxis; 3. an analogous move by
Jiva Gosvami, who used Vedavyasa as a source of legitimation and respectability for the
Bhdagavata; 4. Vacaspati’s overall tendency to deify the teachers of Samkhya and Yoga
and to show the compatibility of their teaching with Sruti, smrti, itihasa, and purana.

Vacaspati does not explain his claim that the YSBh was composed by Vedavyasa — a
claim which might appear unfounded to his critiques. The similarity between the names
Vindhyavasa and Vedavyasa might have been the possible grounds for this assertion.
Most probably, a theory that the author of the text was Vindhyavasa might have been al-
ready circulating at Vacaspati’s life time, as evidenced by Vadirajastri, who lived slight-
ly later. Vacaspati could argue that the attribution of the commentary to Vindhyavasa was
itself a mistake, based on a similarity of the name to Vedavyasa, who was the real author.

Maas has correctly pointed out that Vacaspati made contradictory claims regarding the
authorship of the YSBh, because in the Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika, Vacaspati attributed
the quotes from this text to Patafjjali, and not to Vedavyasa, thereby holding to a single-
author theory [Maas 2006, xiv]. The problem, however, can be easily solved, because in
the Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-tika, which is Vacaspati’s earlier text, he probably was not
concerned with the question of the YSBh authorship, and simply reiterated the commonly
held view of Patafjali’s authorship of both texts. In the TV, he had to deal with the ques-
tions of legitimacy of the Yoga system, and found it beneficial to attribute the bhasya to
Vedavyasa. One may object that it would be more economical and equally authoritative
to see the sitra and the bhasya as the creation of Patafijali, as Vacaspati has to defend the
latter’s authoritativeness anyway (e.g., by calling him a rsi or hinting at his divine origin).
Vacaspati’s motivation for choosing a separate-authors theory in the TV is difficult to
guess. Perhaps, he came to a conclusion that the YS and the YSBh were composed by
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two different people based on similar considerations put forward by contemporary advo-
cates of a separate authorship theory — differences between the texts, the similarity be-
tween Vindhyavasin’s ideas and the YSBh, Buddhist elements in the Y'S vs. anti-Buddhist
rhetoric of the YSBh, etc.

Conclusion

As should already be clear, it was not the intention of this article to resolve the author-
ship of the YSBh, but rather to put forward a hypothesis explaining the reasons behind
the promotion of Vedavyasa’s authorship by Vacaspati Misra. Reflecting back on Va-
caspati’s impact on nearly all subsequent commentaries of the YSBh, there are good rea-
sons to believe that he was aware of his role in the formation of a distinct line of interpre-
tation of the Yoga philosophical system. His efforts to establish Yoga as a respectable,
authoritative Sastra, and simultaneously himself as a distinguished Yoga scholar, have
little to do with bold doctrinal innovations or an original input into a theory of yogic
practice. Rather, Vacaspati worked on a smoother incorporation of Patafijala Yoga into
Brahmanical ideological framework by resolving problems of authority — textual, divine,
and human. His efforts seem to go in two directions. On the one hand, he attempted to
make Yoga more compatible with sruti, smrti, itihdsa, and purana. On the other hand,
throughout his non-Yoga writings*, he argued repeatedly that Patafijala Yoga is almost an
exclusive means of achieving moksa, thereby advocating this system as a properly Brah-
manical soteriology. Vedavyasa’s assigned role in Vacaspati’s project was to bridge be-
tween the Brahmanical and the less-Brahmanical worldviews, played along with similar
“brahmanization” of such figures as Kapila, Hiranyagarbha, and Patajali.

Vacaspati’s efforts to establish a distinct line of interpretation of the Yoga tradition
were repeated in his Bhamati in respect to Advaita Vedanta. Bhamati came to be known
not merely as the title of Vacaspati’s last text, but as the name of one of the two major
“sub-schools” of Advaita. It looks like both of Vacaspati’s projects came out successful,
given the centrality of the commentarial traditions initiated by him in both schools. The
subtle, but skillful transformation of Vindhyavasin into Vedavyasa is an exciting example
of tradition in the making.

'Nothing is certain about these dates, although I rely on the latest and least objectionable ap-
proximations. It looks, however, that the philosophers I mention here lived and acted in relative
proximity in time to each other.

2 Regarding the dating of Patanjalayogasastravivarana (henceforth PYSV), another candidate
for being the first commentary on the YSBh, see fn. 5 of the present study.

3 The authorship of the bhasya will be discussed further.

4 Al-Biruni does not mention the commentator’s name, and it is unclear whether the text Al-
Biruni was translating was the well-known YSBh or some other unknown to us bhdsya [see Pines
and Gelblum 1966, 304; Maas 2013, 59-60]. 1 will tackle both possibilities further on.

STIf Larson is right that the author of the Patanjalayogasastravivarana (henceforth PYSV),
another important commentary, should be roughly Vacaspati’s contemporary [Larson 2018, 5],
then he should also be considered in the context of the 10"-11" century controversy over the
authorship of the YSBh. The actual dating of the PYSV, traditionally ascribed to Sankara, (as well
as its authorship), has not been resolved and ranges between the eighth and fourteenth centuries.
As the author of the PYSV makes a clear distinction between the siitra- and the bhasya-karas, al-
though he does not mention any names, it is possible to locate him in the camp of the separate-
authors theory. Maas also points out that both appellations might have been used to designate the
same person [Maas 2013, 58-59].

¢ Such as those discussed in [Chapple 1994].

7 About the identification of Badarayana, the author of the Brahmasiitra, with Vedavyasa see
below.
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8 nanu santi bahavas tirthakara buddharhatakapilarsiprabhrtayah/ [TV 77,21-22]. In this ar-
ticle, I will be using Larson’s latest translation of the TV, and not the classical translation by
J. H. Woods from 1914, which is more archaic.

? buddhisattvavarakatamo' pagamataratamyena yad idam atitanagatapratyutpannanam pratye-
kam ca samuccayena ca vartamananam atindriyanam grahanam, tasya visesanam alpam bahv
iti, sarvajiiabijam karanam/ [TV 77,6-9]. “There is cognition (grahana) (of things) which are
functioning beyond the sense capacities in the past, future and present, either individually or col-
lectively, and are proportionately distributed (divided) in terms of their being free from the tamas
covering ordinary awareness (buddhi-sattva). The scope of such cognition is either small or great
(among various sentient beings). The cause of such cognition is known as ‘the seed of the omni-
scient’ (sarvajria-bija)” [Larson 2018, 228].

Y puddhadipranitas ca agamabhaso na tv agamah, sarvapramanabadhitaksanikanairat-
myadimargopadesakatvena vipralambhakatvad iti bhavah/ tena Srutismrtitihasapuranalaksa-
nad agamata agacchanti buddhim arohanti asmad abhyudayanihsreyasopaya ity agamah/ /
[TV 77,24-27].

W mantrayurvedesu tavad iSvarapranitesu pravrttisamarthyad arthavyabhicaraviniscayat
pramanyam siddham/ na ca ausadhibhedanam tatsamyogavisesanam ca mantranam ca tat tad
varnavapoddharena sahasrena 'pi purusayusair laukikapramanavyavahart saktah kartum an-
vayavyatirekau/ [TV 69,4—7]. This argument was presented for the first time by Vatsyayana in the
Nyayabhasya [Taber 2009, 74].

12 Kataoka discusses a similar problem with warranting the teaching of the Buddha about ex-
traordinary matters based on his teachings which could be verified, and the way that Dharmakirti
deals with this gap [Kataoka 2011, 255-256].

13 A parallel argument is made by Al-Ghazali, who appeals to the medical science and astro-
nomy as a proof of the possibility of a prophetic revelation inspired by God. “Whoever re-
searches in such matters knows of necessity that this knowledge is attained only by Divine
inspiration and by assistance from God most high. It cannot be reached by observation. For in-
stance there are some astronomical laws based on phenomena which occur only once in a thousand
years; how can these be arrived at by personal observation? It is the same with the properties of
drugs” [Kessler 2007, 259].

Y kapilasya api jayamanasya mahesvaranugrahdad eva jiianapraptih Sriyata iti/ [TV 78,21—
22].
15 kapilo nama visnor avataravisesah prasiddhah/ [TV 78,22-23].

16 adividusas ca kapilasya kalpadau kalpantaradhitasrutismaranasambhavah, suptaprabud-
dhasya iva pirvedyur avagatanam arthanam aparedyuh [TK 13,19-20].

17T would like to thank Alex Watson for drawing my attention to this point.

18 svayambhith hiranyagarbhal/ tasyapi samkhyayogapraptir vede Srityate/ sa eva isvara
adividvan kapilo visnuh svayambhir iti bhavah/ svayambhuvanam tv isvara iti bhavah/
[TV 78,23-25].

Y namami jagadutpattihetave vrsaketave/ klesakarmavipakadirahitaya hitaya ca//

natva patanjalim rsim vedavyasena bhdasite/ samksiptaspastabahvartha bhasye vyakhya
vidhiyate// [TV 2,2-5].

2 The divine nature of Patanjali is also alluded to in the first benedictory verse of the YSBh,
where the god Ahisa is praised (Larson considers these verses a later interpolation). Later tradi-
tion identifies Patanjali with the lord of snakes [Larson & Bhattacharya 2008, 59].

2 The reasons for Vacaspati’s identification of Badarayana with Vyasa are the object of my
ongoing study to be published in the future.

22 The 1971 edition of the TV (pp. 479-475) lists in its index the following pages with refe-
rences to various purana-s (sometimes several references in the same page): 60, 77, 78, 136, 175,
201, 229, 248, 259, 263, 271, 272, 277, 278, 279, 280, 283, 341, 403, 419, 422. The same index
(pp. 477-478) finds only one (!) reference to the Visnu Purana, and zero references to other
purana-s in the YSBh.

% My research on Vacaspati’s “yogic agenda” in his non-yogic commentaries is in progress
and will be published in the future. One may get a glimpse on this agenda in [Shevchenko 2017,
870-880)].

# See fn. 23 above.
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/1. Illesuenko
Sk Binar’sisacin neperBopuBcs Ha Benag’sicy:
BILIMB Bayacnari Mimpu Ha iiory Ilaranbkani
VY miif cTaTTi JOCHIUKYETRCS POib, sIKy Bauacmari Mimpa — BrutuBoBuil iHaificekuit dizocod
X CTONITTS — BiIrpaB y MpOCyBaHHI Ta KaHOHi3ali1 B [uii oru [aransmkani. Bauacnari Mimpa
OyB CpyJIHWTOM, BIJIOMHUM B 1HJIMCHKIA Tpamuiii SK HOCIH PiIKICHOTO TUTYIY capea-mawmpa-
ceamanmpa (“TOW, XTO BOJIOJIE BCciMa cucTteMaMu’™”). BiH HalMcaB He3alIe)KHI TPAKTATH Ta JIykKe
BILJIMBOBI KOMEHTapi 10 Mailke BCiX TrojJOBHUX OparMaHiuHUX (PitocoChbKUX Tpaiuuiid. ABTOp
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CTaTTi CTBEPAXKYE, 110 PI3HOMAHITHA HayKoBa JisUTbHICTh Bauacnari B armocdepi Mitxinu, aBTo-
PUTETHOTO IIEHTPY OparMaHChbKOTO HaBYaHHS, €(PEKTUBHO CIIPHsLIa PO3BUTKY JBOX CUCTEM — HOTH
[laranppkani Ta agBaliTa-BeJaHTH, — K1 TOA1 OyJIU MOPIBHSIHO HenmpuMiTHUMH. [IporioHOBaHe /10-
CITIJKEHHS 30Cepe/DKeHe Ha 1o3i [laranbmkati.

Bauacnari Hanucas “TarTBa-Baiiispasi”, komenTap 10 “Moracyrpa-6ram’i”, Ta OTOTOXKHHB ii
aBTropa 3 Benar’sicoro — miconoriunnm ymnopsimaukoMm Ben 1 aBropom “Mara0rapari” i mypas.
He BunanxoBo Bauacnarti npunucas Benas’sci Takox aBTopcTBo “bparmacytp”, ¢pyHnameHTanb-
HOTO TEKCTY 1HINOI Tpajuilii. ABTOp CTATTi 3a3Ha4ae, M0 HE 0a4MB B iCTOPIi IBOX TEKCTIB OUIBII
paHHIX MPEIEJCHTIB TaKol aTpuOyIIil, MOKIWKAHOI MIJIBUIUTH IXHIH CTATyC B OPTONOKCATILHOMY
cepenoBuiii. OCKiTbKH “KOMeHTap Benmap’sicu” cTaB po3misIaTvcs SK BUpIMIATbHE KaHOHIYHE
TIyMadeHHs! (Hi0co(ChKoi KoM HOTH 1 TI03asK yCi HACTYITHI KOMEHTAapi cruparoThes Ha “TarTa-
BaiiApani” Bauacnari, KOMEHTAaTOPChKY MisUIbHICTH Bauacmari (MOXKJIMBO, pa3oM 3 1HCTHTYLIO-
HAJIbHUMU iHINIaTUBaMM, MPO SIKi MM HI4OTO HE 3HA€MO) MOXKHA CIPUHMATH SK IOBOPOTHUI
TMYHKT B icTopii (imocodii #orm, micis sxoro Tpiiius “Uora-cyrpu”, “Bbram’s” i “Tarrsa-paiinis-
panmi” micrana B TpaJuIlii cTaTyc MaikKe aOCONFOTHOTO aBTOPUTETY, TOMI SK aJbTEPHATHBHI JIiHIT
TIIyMa4eHHs OyJIi IPUPEUYCHI Ha 3a0yTTS.

Karouosi cioBa: Bavacnari Mimpa, ingiiiceka ¢inocodis, Hora Ilaranbmkani, aaBaiTa-
BEJIaHTa, CAHKX i, “ﬁora-cyTpH”, Benas’sca

Cmamms nadivuiia 0o pedaxyii 22.10.2022

The World of the Orient, 2022, Ne 4 299





