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1.1. The Yogabhasya introducing sutra 1.21 presents a ninefold classification of
yogins (YB p. 51, 1. 9-12):

te khalu nava yogino bhavanti mrdumadhyadhimatropayah | tad yatha:

mrdipayo madhyopayo ’dhimatropaya iti | tatra mrdupayas trividhah:

mrdusamvego madhyasamvegas tivrasamvega iti | tatha madhyopayas

tathadhimatropaya iti |

“Those yogins, indeed, are [of] nine [kinds], being of gentle, moderate and

vehement method; that is to say: of gentle method, of moderate method, of

vehement method. Among them, the [yogin] of gentle method is of three kinds:

with gentle intensity, with moderate intensity, with sharp intensity. Likewise the

[yogin] of moderate method [and] likewise the [yogin] of vehement method.”!

This classification can be depicted in the following scheme:

method (upaya)
gentle moderate vehement
(mrdu) (madhya) (adhimatra)
gentle mrdu up. madhya up. adhimatra up.
(mrdu) mrdu sam. mrdu sam. mrdu sam.
intensity moderate mrdu up. madhya up. adhimatra up.
(samvega) (madhya) madhya sam. madhya sam. madhya sam.
sharp mrdu up. madhya up. adhimatra up.
(tivra) tivra sam. tivra sam. tivra sam.

What is disturbing, is that sutra 1.21 does not make use of, nor does it presuppose, this

ninefold classification. At best it presupposes a threefold classification of yogins, with

1 My translations of the Yogasiitra, Yogabhasya and Vacaspatimisra’s Tattvavaisaradi are often
influenced by Woods, 1914. Technical terms are often translated following Koelman, 1970 (see the

Analytical Index at the end of that book).
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gentle intensity, moderate intensity, [192] and sharp intensity. Sutra 1.21 reads:

tivrasamveganam asannah “For the [yogins] with sharp intensity [mental absorption

without object-consciousness (asampmjﬁétas&ma’d]u)]2 is near.” The Yogabhasya says

that this sutra concerns those who are “of vehement method” (adhimatropayanam), but

nothing in the sutra indicates that this is true.3 We are therefore left with the question:
wherefrom did the Bhasya get its ninefold classification of yogins ?

An easy answer presents itself in sutra 1.22. This reads: mrdumadhyadhimatratvat
tato ’pi visesah “There is a superiority (visesa) even to that, on account of [the method]
being gentle, moderate or vehement.” This sutra does not say what exactly is gentle
(mrdu), moderate (madhya) or vehement (adhimatra), but by considering these as
attributes of the method (upaya), this sutra, together with the preceding one, comes
close to justifying the ninefold classification of yogins found in the Bhasya.
Unfortunately this is not the way the Yogabhasya looks at sutra 1.22. Here the new
division into three is imposed on the yogin who is with sharp intensity (tivrasamvega)

and of vehement method (adhimatropaya). The Bhasya comments (YB p. 52, 1. 8-11):

mrdutivro madhyativro dhimatrativra iti | tato "pi visesah tadvisesad api,
mrdutivrasamvegasyasannah, tato madhyativrasamvegasyasannatarah, tasmad
adhimatrativrasamvegasyadhimatropayasyapy asannatamah samadhilabhah
samadhiphalam ceti |
“Because [the method is] gently sharp, moderately sharp, vehemently sharp,
[there is] ‘superiority even to that’: even to that special [mental absorption
which is due to being with sharp intensity]; the attainment of mental absorption
and the fruit of mental absorption is near to him who is of gently sharp intensity
and also of vehement method, nearer than that to him who is of [vehement
method and] moderately sharp intensity, nearest compared to that to him who is
of [vehement method and] vehemently sharp intensity.”

[193]

The Yogabhasya ends up with an elevenfold classification where the sutras can (at best)

be made to yield a ninefold classification. The reason seems to be that the Bhasya

somehow applied the same threefold division twice over, the division namely into

gentle (mrdu), moderate (madhya) and vehement (adhimatra).

2 asamprajiatasamadhi is the subject matter of siitras 1.18-20.

3 One might be tempted to consider the word adhimatropayanam part of the sutra, which would then
read: adhimatropayanam tivrasamveganam asannah. This was actually done by some late commentators,
e.g., Vijiianabhiksu (YV p. 64, 1. 19-21). However, Vacaspatimi$ra emphatically rejects this (TV p. 64, 1.
2-3).
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This state of affairs allows of an illuminating explanation when we draw the
following sutra (1.23) and its introductory Bhasya into the picture. They read (YB p. 52,
1. 13-16):

kim etasmad evasannatarah samadhir bhavati, athasya labhe bhavaty anyo ‘pi
kas cid upayo na va iti

iSvarapranidhanad va (sutra 1.23)
“Is mental absorption nearer only as a result of this, or is there some other
method too for its attainment, or not?
(Sutra 1.23:) Or as a result of devotion to God.”

The Yogabhasya to sutras 1.21-23 can now be described as follows: There is a ninefold
classification of yogins, as schematized above. From among them, mental absorption is
near to those who are of vehement means and sharp intensity. Among these last, a
further fourfold division exists: these yogins of vehement method and sharp intensity
can be 1. of mildly sharp intensity; 2. of moderately sharp intensity; 3. of vehemently

sharp intensity; 4. devoted to God 4 Perhaps we may say that mental absorption is the
closer to them the higher their number in this last list.

We may contrast this with what would have resulted if the Bhasya on sutra 1.21
had remained in closer agreement with the sutra. There would then be three kinds of
yogins: of gentle, moderate and sharp intensity (samvega) respectively. And the
fourfold division described above would apply either to all three of these yogins, or
only to the last of them. In neither case would anything be left of the ninefold
classification.

This invites the following hypothesis. The author of the Yogabhasya knew that
sutras 1.21-22 presuppose a ninefold classification of yogins. However, by explaining
sutras 1.21-23 together, this ninefold classification was in danger of getting lost. In
order to preserve it, the author of the Bhasya simply posits it in his introduction to sutra
1.21. Sutra 1.22 [194] is now explained in the artificial manner described above.

It is tempting to extend this hypothesis a little further. If sutras 1.21-22 on the one
hand, and sutra 1.23 on the other, were originally not meant to be explained together,
they may originally not have been together. That fact that the author of the Yogabhasya
wanted to explain them together but still gives evidence that he knew their earlier
meaning, may indicate that he brought these sutras together. In other words, we come to
the hypothesis that the author of the Yogabhasya himself collected the sutras on which
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he was to write his commentary, perhaps from different quarters, and that he sometimes
gave them an interpretation which suited his purposes, even while knowing the original
interpretation of those sutras. Some more places in the Yogabhasya provide supporting
evidence for this hypothesis.

1.2. Sutras 1.24-25 read:

1.24. klesakarmavipakasayair aparamrstah purusavisesa iSvarah
“Untouched by hindrances or karman or fruition or latent deposits, God is a
special kind of Self.”

1.25. tatra niratiSayam sarvajiabijam

“In Him is the unsurpassed germ of the omniscient one.”

Those who have read my recent article on God in Samkhya (Bronkhorst, 1983) cannot
fail to be struck by these two sutras. In this article I argued that the Samkhya system of
philosophy which is embodied in the commentaries to the Samkhyakarika (esp. the
Yuktidipika and Matharavrtti) recognizes the existence of God (isvara), even though
they do not accept that God created the world. God is considered to be pure awareness,
like the Selves (purusa), and the most important role He is given to play is that He is the
Self of Kapila, the supreme, omniscient seer. It needs no argument that the above two
sutras fit this view extremely wel, if we accept that the omniscient one (sarvajia) of
sutra 1.25 is Kapila.

This last supposition finds unexpected confirmation in the Yogabhasya on this
sutra, which gives the following quotation (YB p. 72, 1. 5-7):

tatha coktam: adividvan nirmanacittam adhsthaya karunyat bhagavan paramarsir
asuraye jijiasamanaya tantram provaceti
“And thus it has been said: ‘The first knower, the exalted one, the supreme seer,
having assumed a created mind-complex through compassion, declared the
doctrine to Asuri, who desired to know’.”
[195]
There can be no doubt that this quotation is about Kapila. For it is well-known that
Kapila imparted the knowledge of Samkhya to Asuri. I§varakrsna’s Samkhyakarika
describes it in verse 70: “The sage imparted this purifying, supreme [doctrine] to Asuri

through pity” (etat pavitram agryam munir asuraye ‘nukampaya pradadau). Even the

4 The Yogabhasya contains no indication that devotion to God is only effective for the yogins of
vehement means and sharp intensity.
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commentators on the Yogabhasya, beginning with Sankarad (PYV p. 73, 1. 24-25) and
more clearly Vacaspatimisra (TV p. 78, 1. 18-19), identify the first knower as Kapila.
We can now say, being precise, that the quotation in the Bhasya is about God who
assumes the form of Kapila, exactly what we supposed to be the subject matter of sutra
1.25!

It is to be noted that this quotation about Kapila ill fits the context in which it
occurs. It is preceded by the remark that “although He does not show favour to Himself,
[His] motive is showing favour to living beings, [thinking:] ‘I will lift up human beings
who are in the round of rebirths, at the dissolution of the mundane period and at the
great dissolution, by instruction in knowledge and right living’” (YB p. 72, 1. 4-5:
tasyatmanugrahabhave ‘pi bhutanugrahah prayojanam, jianadharmopadesena
kalpapralayamahapralayesu samsarinah purusan uddharisyamiti). There is no word here
about Kapila, merely an indication that God’s activity is motivated by compassion, as is
also said in the quotation. It is tempting to think that this remark — even if difficult to
reconcile — was made primarily to serve as an introduction to the quotation which was
somehow deemed to be inseparable from the sutra.

The interpretation which the Yogabhasya gives of sutra 1.25 is quite different
from the one proposed above. Here this sutra is said to establish God’s omniscience in
the following rather obscure passage (YB p. 57, 1. 9-12):

yad idam atitanagatapratyutpannapratyekasamuccayatindriyagrahanam alpam
bahv iti sarvajiiabijam etad vivardhamanam yatra niratiSayam sa sarvajiiah / asti
kasthapraptih sarvajfiabijasya, satiSayatvat, parimanavat iti / yatra kasthapraptir
JAanasya sa sarvajiiah / sa ca purusavisesa iti /

“This [our] process-of-knowing (grahana) the supersensuous, whether in the
past or future or present, whether separately or collectively, — [this process] of
which it is said that it may be small or great, is [196] the germ of the omniscient
one. He in whom this germ as it increases progressively reaches its utmost
excellence is the omniscient one. It is possible for the germ of the omniscient
one to reach this [uttermost] limit, for it admits of degrees of excellence, as in
the case of the size [of things]. He in whom the limit of knowledge is reached is

the omniscient one and He is a special kind of Self.”

S The identity of Sankara, the author of the Patafijalayogasastravivarana, and the advaitin Sankara, has
been argued for by Hacker (1968); also cf. Vetter, 1979: 21-25.
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The Yogabhasya here suggests that sutra 1.25 contains an inference which shows that
there must be an omniscient one. This omniscient one, the Bhasya adds, is the special
kind of Self spoken of in the preceding sutra, i.e., God.

This interpretation does not fit the words of sutra 1.25. This can be most clearly
seen in Vijiianabhiksu’s attempt to give a word for word explanation. It rund as follows
(YV p.78,1.29-10):

bijam lingam sarvajianumapakam vaksyamanam yat satisayajatiyam jianam tat
tatresvare niratisayam ity arthah

“The germ (bija) is the sign (/inga) which leads to the inference of the
omniscient, viz. knowledge, which is such that it can be surpassed, as will be

explained; that [knowledge] is unsurpassed there, [i.e.] in God.”

We note, to begin with, that even this word for word explanation deviates from the sutra
in a crucial respect. In this explanation that which leads to the inference of the
omniscient one is knowledge that can be surpassed, i.e., knowledge of ordinary mortals
like us. This sign (liriga) or germ (bija) is not, therefore, in God, as the sutra says it is.

A second difficulty is that the word bija is never used as a technical term in
logical discussions. Sanskrit has many words to denote the meaning here assigned to
bija— among them sadhaka, sadhana, vyapya, and of course liriga— but bija is not one
of them.

A third, be it minor, difficulty is that the inference would, strictly speaking,

establish omniscience rather than the omniscient one. Some later commentators

preferred therefore the reading sarvajiya instead of sarvajﬁa.6 But the original reading
is sarvajia.
[197]

Summing up: The Yogabhasya interprets sutra 1.25 in a manner which does not
fit the wording of that sutra. Another interpretation of the sutra offers itself: it is about
the incarnation of God in Kapila. This interpretation is supported by a quotation in the
Bhasya. This quotation, unlike the Bhasya itself, describes the incorporation of God into
Kapila.

It is clear that the situation here described fits our hypothesis that the author of the
Yogabhasya, though knowing the earlier meaning of the sutras, reinterpreted them to

suit his purposes. The present case further suggests that at least some of the sutras were

6 Vijfianabhiksu mentions it. Nagojibhatta the author of the Patafjalayogasiitravrtti accepts it.
Nagojibhatta the author of the Patafjalavrtti Bhasyacchayavyakhya says (p. 241): sitre sarvajiieti
bhavapradhanam.
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somehow connected with certain quotations, which the author of the Yogabhasya

apparently did not dare to neglect.

1.3. We turn to sutras 1.30-40, here reproduced with Wood’s translation, which

follows the traditional interpretation of these sutras:

1.30.

1.31.

1.32.

1.33.

[198]
1.34.

1.35.

1.36.

1.37.

vyadhistyanasamsayapramadalasyaviratibhrantidarsanalabdhabhimikatva-
navasthitatvani cittaviksepas te ‘ntarayah

“Sickness and languor and doubt and heedlessness and listlessness and
worldliness and erroneous perception and failure to attain any stage [of
concentration] and instability in the state [when attained] — these distractions of
the mind-stuff are the obstacles.”
duhkhadaurmanasyangamejayatvasvasaprasvasa viksepasahabhuvah

“Pain and despondency and unsteadiness of the body and inspiration and
expiration are the accompaniments of the distractions.”

tatpratisedhartham ekatattvabhyasah

“To check them [let there be] practice on a single entity.”
maitrikarunamuditopeksanam sukhaduhkhapunyapunyavisayanam bhavanatas
cittaprasadanam

“By the cultivation of friendliness towards happiness, and compassion towards

pain, and joy towards merit, and indifference towards demerit [the yogin should

attain] the undisturlbed calm of the mind-stuff.””’

pracchardanavidharanabhyam va pranasya
“Or [the yogin attains the undisturbed calm of the mind-stuff] by expulsion and

retention of breath.”

visayavati va pravrttir utpanna manasah sthitinibandhani®

“Or [he gains stability when] a sense-activity arises connected with an object
[and] bringing the central-organ into a relation of stability.”

visoka va jyotismati

“Or an undistressed [and] luminous [sense-activity when arisen brings the
central-organ into a relation of stability].”

vitaragavisayam va cittam

7 Woods, 1914: xxxii omits “[the ... mind-stuff”.

8 The reading sthitinivandhini is met with in Sankara’s commentary. The other commentators, however,
support the lectio difficilior - nibandhani.
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“Or the mind-stuff [reaches the stable state] by having as its object [a mind-
stuff] freed from passion.”

1.38. svapnanidrajianalambanam va
“Or [the mind-stuff reaches the stable state] by having as the supporting-object a
perception in dream or in sleep.”

1.39. yathabhimatadhyanad va
“Or [the mind-stuff reaches the stable state] by contemplation upon any such an
object as is desired.”

1.40. paramanuparamamahattvanto ‘sya vasikarah

“His mastery extends from the smallest atom to the greatest magnitude.”

These sutras fall, according to the traditional interpretation, into three groups. The first
group (1.30-32) describes the distractions (viksepa), the accompaniments of the
distractions (viksepasahabhu), and how to check them. [199] The second group (1.33-
39) gives various methods to reach stability of the mind-stuff. The third group consists
of one sutra (1.40) which describes the result of having obtained stability.

The second of these three groups is problematic. The main difficulty is that the
sutras do not fit together syntactically. Sutras 1.33, 34 and 39 use words in the ablative
case to describe how stability is obtained: by cultivation (bhavanatah), by expulsion and
retention (pracchardanavidharanabhyam), and by contemplation of any such object as is
desired (yathabhimatadhyanad) respectively. The remaining sutras (1.35, 36, 37 and 38)
use nominatives in that function agreeing with sthitinibandhani of sutra 1.35.

The following considerations confirm that these remaining sutras are a separate
set. The sutras which contain words in the ablative case (1.33, 34 and 39) describe
methods which are relatively easy, practices which are clearly meant for beginners. The
other set, however, describes yogic states which no beginnercan be expected to have
mastered as a means to obtain stability. Sutra 1.35 speaks of ‘sense-activity connected
with an object’. The Bhasya explains that this is consciousness of supernormal odour,
taste, colour, touch and sound. This experience is obviously reserved for advanced
practitioners. The same is true of suitra 1.36, where an ‘undistressed and luminous
sense-activity’ is recommended to obtain stability. Experiences of light are known to
occur in mystical states, but it seems far more acceptable that they come as a result of
preceding practices rather than being introductory practices themselves.

This last difficulty is easily solved by reading sthitinibandhani as a Bahuvrihi
compound, meaniing ‘whose support/foundation is stability’, that is in effect, ‘caused
by stability’. In this way the consciousness of supernormal odour etc. of sutra 35, and

the light experience of sutra 36, are no longer methods to gain stability, but, quite the
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reverse, are caused by the latter. In order to accept this solution we must look upon
sutras 1.35 and 36, and therefore probably the whole set 1.35-38 (all without words in
the ablative case) as not connected with the surrounding sutras.

A remark in the Yogabhasya on sutra 1.36 which fits the (presumably) correct
meaning of the sutra better than the Bhasya-context in which it occurs, confirms that
sthitinibandhani is a Bahuvrihi compound. It reads (YB p. 95, 1. 3-4):

tatra sthitivaisaradyat pravrttih suryendugrahamaniprabharipakarena vikalpate
[200]
“By skill in keeping [his mind (manas)] in that [lotus of the heart, his] sense-

activity assumes the form of the splendour of the sun or the moon or planets or

gems.”9

Here stability (sthiti) is mentioned as the condition, the cause of the light experience,
rather than the other way round.

In what context are the sutras 1.35-38 to be understood? In themselves they are no
more than nominal phrases which must be completed in order to convey a complete
meaning. The necessary context becomes visible once we assume that sutras 1.33, 34,
and 39, were inserted. By leaving these three sutras out, we get an acceptable sequence
of sutras, viz. 1.30, 31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38, 40. The last six of these come to mean:

1.32. tatpratisedhartham ekatattvabhyasah
“To check these [obstacles let there be] practice upon a single entity.”

1.35. visayavati va pravrttir utpanna manasah sthitinibandhani
“Or sense-activity which is connected with an object [and] is caused by stability
of the mind, when [this sense-activity] has arisen.”

1.36. visoka va jyotismati
“Or undistressed [and] luminous [sense-activity which is caused by stability of
mind, when this sense-activity has arisen].”

1.37. vitaragavisayam va cittam
“Or [let] the mind-complex have as its object [a mind-complex] freed from

passsion.”

9 Woods (1914: 74) translates the last part: “... this sense-activity, because replendent as the sun or the
moon or planets or gems, becomes transformed in appearance.” This can hardly be correct. It also
deviates from Vacaspatimisra’s understanding of the passage, who explains: ... tadakarena vikalpate
nanaripa bhavati (TV p. 102, 1. 22-23). For my translation of the compound ending -akarena, cf. Vetter,
1979: 24-25,n. 19.

Sankara seems to have had the reading sthitivaisamyat before him (PYV p. 95, L. 13); it is not clear what
this could mean in the context.
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1.38. svapnanidrajianalambanam va
“Or [let the mind-complex] have as supporting object a perception in dream or
in sleep.”

[201]

1.40  paramanuparamamahattvanto ‘sya vasikarah
“To him (i.e., who has successfully applied the methods described to check the
obstacles) there is mastery which extends from the smallest atom to the greatest

magnitude.”

That this is the original connection between the sutras seems confirmed by the way in
which the Yogabhasya paraphrases the word vasikara’mastery” of sutra 1.40. Les us
recall that the author of the Yogabhasya explains sutras 1.33-40 as if they all deal with
stability of the mind and not with checking the obstacles. Nevertheless, vasikara is
unnecessarily explained as follows: “The absence of obstacles (apratighata) [which now
exists] for him, that is the highest mastery” (YB p. 97, 1. 6: yo ‘syapratighatah sa paro
vasikarah).

We shall study the Bhasya on sutra 1.36 more closely, partly because it shows
what difficulties the sutra offered the author of the Bhasya, and partly because we can
derive more information from it about the original meaning of the sutra. It reads (YB p.
95, 1. 2-9):

hrdayapundarike dharayato ya buddhisamvit, buddhisattvam hi prabhasvaram
akasakalpam, tatra sthitivaisaradyat pravrttih
suryendugrahamaniprabharupakarena vikalpate / tatha asmitayam samapannam
cittam nistarangamahodadhikalpam santam anantam asmitamatram bhavati /
yatredam uktam: tam anumatram atmanam anuvidyasmity evam tavat samjanite
iti /esa cvayi visoka visayavati, asmitamatra ca pravrttir jyotismatity ucyate /
yaya yoginas cittam sthitipadam labhata iti //

“[This is that] consciousness of the instrument of understanding occurring to
[the yogin] who fixes his attention upon the lotus of the heart. For [1.] the sattva
of the instrument of understanding is resplendent [and all-pervasive] like the
ether. By skill in keeping [his mind] in that [lotus of the heart, his] sense-activity
assumes the form of the splendour of the sun or the moon or planets or gems.
Thus [2.] his mind-complex comes to a state of intentional identity with regard
to the feeling of personality and becomes peaceful and infinite like an ocean
without waves, and solely feeling of personality. With regard to which this has

been said: ‘Pondering upon that self which is a mere atom, one is conscious in
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the same way [as when one is conscious to the extent that one says] “I am”.’
This undistressed sense-activity of two kinds — [1.] connected with an object,
and [2.] solely feeling of personality — is called ‘luminous’. By means of which
the mind-complex of the yogin gains the stable state.”

[202]

We note that sutra 1.36 is said to describe two different experiences. This is obviously

not the case. But the reason for this double interpretation of the sutra appears to be

present in the Bhasya in the form of two statements. The first10 is the one (tatra ...
vikalpata) which supported our impression that sthitinibandhani is a Bahuvrihi
compound. The second is presented as a quotation. Possibly both these statements
accompanied the sutra, thus creating the impression that it referred to two kinds of
experience.

Of course the two statements, together with sutra 1.36, can be understood to refer
to one single experience, in which the self is experienced like a minute point of light,
like one of the luminaries in the sky (jyotis). Experiences of this kind are known, e.g., to
the Upanisads (e.g. BAU 2.3.6; 4.3.7; 5.6; Mundaka Up. 3.1.5; see further Arbman,
1963: 297-334; Eliade, 1958). If this is correct, we must conclude that the author of the
Bhasya did not know what yogic experience was meant in sutra 1.36. Another point to
be observed is that the author of the Bhasya felt, to all appearances, compelled to take
note of the statements which accompanied the sutra. By dropping one he could have
arrived at a single explanation of the sutra, which would have been more satisfactory.

Let me reproduce the three sutras 1.33, 34, 39 in what appears to be their original

order:

1.33. maitrikarunamuditopeksanam sukhaduhkhapunyapunyavisayanam bhavanatas
cittaprasadanam
“By the cultivation of friendliness towars those who are happy, compassion
towards those who suffer, joy towards those who are virtuous and indifference
towards those who are sinful, calming of the mind-complex.”

1.34.  pracchardanavidharanabhyam va pranasya
“Or by expulsion and retention of breath.”

1.39. yathabhimatadhyanad va

“Or by meditation upon any such objects as is desired.”

10 Sirauss (1926: 368) notes correctly that the author of the Yogabhasya occasionally quotes without
indicating this. This first statement may therefore be a quotation.
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[203]

The reasons why these sutras were inserted in exactly this way, seem to at least some
extent understandable. 1.39 clearly closes a section and must therefore come at the end.
1.33 and 34, if they immediately preceded 1.39 and came after 1.38, would clearly
begin a new section, with a new subject-matter. This is against the intention of the

author of the Bhasya.

1.4. The above observations have made it plausible that the author of the Yogabhasya
brought the Yoga sutras together, perhaps from different sources, and wrote a
commentary which in some cases demonstrably deviated from the original intention of
the sutras. It seem probable that deviations from the original meanings were made
primarily to suit the theoretical tastes of the author of the Yogabhasya. Our discussion
of sutras 1.30-40 (§ 1.3, above) made it likely that the skills of the author of the
Yogabhasya were primarily, or even exclusively, theoretical. He may not have had any

direct experience of yogic states.
2. Who wrote the Bhasya and collected the sutras?

2.1. The combined Yogasutraand Yogabhasya calls itself at the end of the chapters:
patafijala samkhyapravacana yogasastra “Patafjali’s authoritative book on Yoga, and
exposition of Samkhya” (Jacobi, 1929: 584 (685); Woods, 1914: 100, 347).11 The most
ancient commentary known to us, by Sankara, calls itself patafijalayogasastravivarana
“explanation of Patafijali’s authoritative books on Yoga”. 12 Sankara’s commentary
comments primarily on the Bhasya. This strongly suggests that the author of the Bhasya
was called “Patafijali”. Some other circumstances support this.

Devapéla,l?’ the author of a commentary (bhasya) on the Laugaksi Grhya Sutra,
appears to refer to a commentary which he wrote on the patanjala yogasastra (1, p. 16).
Elsewhere (I, p. 50) he says:

tatha ca patafijalabhasye: brahmas tribhumiko lokah prajapatyas tato mahan /

mahendras ca svar ity ukto divi tara bhuvi prajah //

11 Editions often add a remark to the extent that the work is a Bhasya composed by Vyasa. It seems not
impossible that these remarks are sometimes due to the modern editors. See the the next note.

12 The editors has throught “coorected” this to patafjalayogasiitrabhasyavivarana.
13 prof. A. Wezler drew my attention to this author.
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[204]

The quoted verse occurs in exactly this form in the Yogabhasya to sutra 3.26, where it

is called samgrahasioka.

Vacaspatimisra remarks in his Nyayavarttikatatparyatika (p. 9, 1. 13-16; quoted in

Jacobi, 1930: 322 (726)):

acintyasamarthyatisayo hi samadhih / yathahur atrabhavantah patafijalipadah: ko
hi yogaprabhavad rte agastya iva samudram pibati sa iva ca dandakaranyam
srjatiti

“For the excellence of the efficacy of mental absorption (samadhi) is
inconceivable. As the honourable Pataijali says: ‘For who drinks the ocean, like
Agastya, [who] creates the Dandaka forest, like him, without the power of
Yoga?’”

This question recurs, in somewhat different words,14 in the Yogabhasyaon YS 4.10, as
follows (YB p. 330, 1. 8 - p. 331 1. 3):

dandakaranyam ca cittabalavyatirekena Sarirene karmana kabl 5 kartum utsaheta

samudram agastyavad va pibet
“And who could make the Dandaka forest by bodily action, without the force of
the mind-complex, or would drink the ocean like Agastya?”

It seems that Devapala, and Vacaspatimisra when he wrote the
Nyayavarttikatatparyatika, thought that the Yogabhasya had been written by Patafijali.

Also Sridhara, the author of the Nyayakandali, a commentary on the

Prasastapadabhasya, considers the Yogabhasya a composition of Patafijali. On p. 171, 1.
21-23 and p. 172, 1. 1-3, he says:

tatha caha sma bhagavan patafijalih aparinamini hi bhoktrsaktir apratisarikrama

ca parinaminy arthe pratisamkrateva tadvrttim anubhavatiti ... / tatha caha sa

14 yacobit (1930: 322-23 (726-27)) attaches much importance to the differences, and concludes that
Vacaspatimisra knew another work written by the author of the Yogasitra. We have seen that there is
reason to think that there was no single author of the Yogasutra.

15 The editions read: ... karmana $inyam kah ... (in this or another order). Sankara however sems to
have known the reading without sinyam, for he paraphrases (?): dandakaranyam cittabalavyatirekena kah
kartum Saknoti / kas ca pibet samudram agastyavat iti /(PYV p. 330, 1. 27 - p. 331, 1. 13). The reading
without sinyam fits VacaspatimiSra’s remark in the Nyayavarttikatatparayatika better.
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eva bhagavan suddho ‘pi purusah pratyayam bauddham anupasyati anupasyann

atadatmapi tadatmaka iva pratyavabhasate iti /16
[205]
These are two quotations from the Yogabhasyaon YS 2.20, which here occur in the
reverse order, thus (YB p. 192, 1. 5-8):

suddho ‘py asau pratyayanupasyo yatah / pratyayam bauddham anupasyati tam
anupasyann atadatmapi tadatmaka iva pratyavabhasate / tatha coktam:
aparinamini hi bhokrsaktir apratisarikrama ca parinaminy arthe pratisankrateva

tadvrttim anu patati /

It is true that the first sentence quoted by Sridhara is likewise a quotation in the
Yogabhasya. The second sentence quoted by Sridhara, however, removes all doubt:
Sridhara thought that Patafijali had written the Yogabhasya.

A number of passages which show that also Abhinavagupta, the prolific writer

from Kashmir, considered Patafijali the author of the Yogabhasya, have been collected

and discussed by Raghavan (1981: 78-87).17

There is one more circumstance which seems to support the view that Patafijali
wrote the Yogabhasya. The Yogabhasya calls itself, as we have seen, “exposition of
Samkhya” (samkhyapravacana). Indeed, the Bhasya, far more than the sutras, expounds
a system of philosophy which is very close to the one we know from the
Samkhyakarika and its commentaries. In fact, the most important of these
commentaries, the Yuktidipika, repeatedly refers to a teacher of Samkhya called
“Patanijali”.

It is true that other opinions regarding the authorship of the Yogabhasya made
their appearance, and even came to dominate. But this is in no way surprising. The
colophons of the Yogabhasya are unsatisfactory in that they seem to attribute both
sutras and Bhasya to Patafijali. This would be exceptional. No wonder that Patafijali
came to be looked upon as the author of the sutras. But who was then said to have
composed the Bhasya? The name most often mentioned in this connection became

“Vyasa”, or even “Vedavyasa”, for the first time perhaps in Vacaspatimisra’s

16 The Jast sentence is again ascribed to Patafijali by Mallisena in his Syadvadamandjarich. 15 (p. 97, 1.
61-63): aha ca patafijalih / Suddho ‘pi purusah pratyayam bauddham anupaSyati tam anupasyann
atadatmapi tadatmaka iva pratibhasate iti / again in Gunaratna’s Tarkarahasyadipika quoted by Kapadia
(1947: XLIII).

17 We do not have to follow Raghavan (1981: 84) in thinking that Abhinavagupta’s citations of the
Vyasabhasya as Pataiijali’s are “slight mistakes natural in an encyclopaedic writer like Abhinavagupta”.
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commentary Tattvavaisa[206]radito YS 1.1 (p. 2, 1. 4).18 Clearly this is a name which
belongs to a mythological, rather than historical person19 (cf. Jacobi, 1929: 584 (685)).

Moreover, Vadiraja’s Nyayaviniscayavivarana calls the author of the Yogabhasya

“Vindhyavasin”, which is the name of another well-known Samkhya teacher.20 The

confusion which apparently reigned merely supports the view that Patafijali wrote the

Yogabhé'sya.21

2.2. Against this there is a major objection. The opinions of the Yogabhasya do not

tally with the ones ascribed to Patafjali in the Yuktidipika; they do, on the other hand,

tally with those ascribed to Vindhyave_lsin.22

The Yuktidipika tells us that Patafijali denied the separate existence of ahamkara,
the second evolute, because its function is fulfilled by mahat, the first evolute (YD p.
27,1.20-21: ... naivahamkaro vidyata iti patafijalih / mahato
‘smipratyayarupatvabhyupagamat /). Vindhyavasin, however, did distinguish between
these two; ahamkara is for him one of the non-particularized ones (avisesa) which come
forth out of mahat (YD p. 91, 1. 5-6: mahatah sad avisesah srjyante pafica tanmatrany
ahamkaras ceti vindhyavasimatam). The Yogabhasya on sutra 2.19 agrees with
Vindhyavasin, but uses the word asmitamatra instead of ahamkara (YB p. 185, 1. 4-6:
... paficavisesah / sasthas caviseso ‘stimatra iti / ete sattamatrasyatmano mahatah sad
avisesaparinamah ...). Elsewhere (on sutra 3.47; p. 304, 1. 3) the Bhasya identifies
asmita and ahamkara, or rather, calls the former the characteristic mark of the latter (...
asmitalaksano ‘hamkarah ...), so that [207] the agreement on this point between
Vindhyavasin and the Yogabhasya is established.

The Yuktidipika ascribes to Patafjjali the view that each Self (purusa) is, in the

course of time, accompanied by many subtle bodies, each of which comes into being

18 Note that Vacaspatimisra ascribed the Yogabhasya to Patafijali in his Nyayavarttikatatparyatika (§ 2.1,
above). It is not know which of these two works was written earlier; see Srinivasan, 1967:64.

197 may not be without significance that the author of the Sarvadarsanasiddhantasarigraha (who calls
himself in the colophons Sankaracarya, but is different from the author of the Brahmasiitrabhasya)
describes a vedavyasapaksa (ch. 11) which he distils from the Mahabharata, not from the Yogabhasya
which falls under his chapter 10 on the patafjalipaksa.

20 yol. I, p. 231, 1. 9-10: yac ca tatraiva vindhyavasino bhasyam — “bhoktrbhogyasaktyor
atyantasankirnayor avibhagapraptav iva satyam bhogah prakalpate” iti ... . The quotation occurs in the
Bhasya to YS 2.6, p. 138, L. 2-3. Note that Vadiraja speaks in the preceding line (1. 8) of “Patafijali’s siitra
drgdarsanasaktyor ekatmatevasmita’ (i.e., YS 2.6).

21 This conclusion had already been reached by P. V. Kane (see 1939: 163, which refers to an article in
the Pathak Commemoration Volume unfortunately not accessible to me) be it on meagre evidence.

22 For a readable description of Vindhyavasin’s ideas, see Frauwallner, 1953: 401 f.
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and disappears again.23 Vindhyavasin, on the other hand, does not consider such subtle

bodies necessary: since sense organs are omnipresent, they need no such vehicles to be

carried to a next body; their fluctuation (vrtti) takes care of the new birth.24 The
Yogabhasya sides with Vindhyavasin against Patafjjali in the following passage (to YS
4.10; p. 329, 1. 6 - p. 330, 1. 3):

ghataprasadapradipakalpam samkocavikasi cittam sariraparimanakaramatram ity
apare pratipannah / tatha cantarabhavah samsaranafi ca yuktam iti / vrittir evasya
vibhunas cittasya samkocavikasinity acaryah /

“Others think that, like a lamp in a jar or in a palace, the mind-complex is
subject to contraction and expansion, [and] has but the size and the form of the
body. And thus an intermediate stage and the cycle of rebirths is possible. The
teachers[, however, say] that only the fluctuations of the mind-complex, which

is omnipresent, is subject to contraction and expansion.”

According to Vindhyavasin, the mind (manas), which is the eleventh organ, expereinces
all things (YD p. 91, 1. 9-10: ekadasam iti vindhyavasi / tathanyesam mahati
sarvarthopalabdhih, manasi vindhyavasinah /). The Yogabhasya expresses the same
view, or so it seems, under sutra 2.19 (p. 182, l. 8): ekadasam manah sarvartham.

It may here be recalled that at least one work attributes the Yogabhasya to
Vindhyavasin (see above, § 2.1).

[208]

Perhaps the most interesting and significant opinion of Vindhyavasin is
mentioned in a passage of the Yuktidipika which deals, among other things, with innate
(samsiddhika) knowledge. This is the kind of knowledge which characterizes a supreme
seer. We read (YD p. 123, 1. 30-32):

vindhyavasinas tu nasti ... samsiddhikam ... / tatra paramarser api
sargasamghatavyihottarakalam eva jianam nispadyate yasmad

gurumukhabhipratipatteh pratipatsyata it[i]

23p, 121, 1. 9-12: patafijales (Mss patafjales; ed. Chakravarti patafijale) tu siksmasariram yat siddhikale
pirvam indriyani bijadesam nayati tatra tatkrtasayavasat dyudesam yatanasthanam va karanani va
prapayya nivartate / tatra caivam yuktasayasya karmavasad anyad utpadyate yad indriyani bijadesam
nayati tad api nivartate, Sarirapate canyad utpadyate / evam anekani Sarirani /.

24p, 121, 1. 12-13: vindhyavasinas tu vibhutvad indriyanam bijadese vrttya janma / tattyago maranam /
tasman nasti siksmasariram /. Note that Kumarila’s Slokavarttika, Atmavada v. 62 (p. 704, 1. 3), confirms
that Vindhyavasin did not accept an intermediate body: antarabhavadehas to nisiddho vindhyavasina.
Also see Medhatithi to Manusmrti 1.55 (p. 30, L. 15): samkhya api kecin nantarabhavam icchanti
vindhy[av]asaprabhrtayah.
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“But according to Vindhyavasin there is no innate [knowledge]. In this [view]
the knowledge even of a supreme seer does not come into existence until after
the arrangement of the whole at creation; from this [seer that knowledge] will
[eventually] be understood [by later mortals], because [they] have learned [it]

from the mouth of a teacher.”

Whatever the precise meaning of this passage, it is clear that Vindhyavasin had a lower
estimate of a supreme seer and therefore of Kapila than most of his colleagues. This, in
its turn, agrees beautifully with the Yogabhasya which never mentions Kapila. The one
sutra which is about Kapila is reinterpreted, as we have seen (§ 1.2, above), in such a

way that Kapila could remain unmentioned.

2.3. Inview of the above it is tempting to look upon the Yogabhasya as the work of
Vindhyavasin or on from his school (cf. Chakravarti, 1951: 141; Frauwallner, 1953: 410
f., 482 n. 212). But the work itself calls its author “Patafijali”. The evidence available

does not seem to allow a final solution. Among the possibilities, two are probable: 1.
Vindhyavz?lsin25 considered himself a follower of Patafjali (patafijala); 2. Vindhyavasin

wrote the Yogabhasya in the name of Pataﬁjali.26 Both these possibilities [209] leave
room for the fact that Patafijali is quoted in the Yogabhasya itself (on YS 3.44).

3. Our above investigation has adduced evidence in support of the opinion that the
Yoga sutras did not all originally belong together. This opinion had been expressed
before (Deussen, 1920: 508 f.; Hauer, 1958: 224 f.; Frauwallner, 1953: 427 £.; cf. Staal,
1975: 91 £.), but no one seems to have noticed that the Yogabhasya has preserved the
scars of the operation in which the sutras were brought together. These scars allow us to
hypothesize that the sutras were brought together by the author of the Yogabhasya. This
person, it appears, was no expert in practical yogic matters. His skills were primarily
theoretical.

25 “Vindhyavasin” may not be a proper name; see Chakravarti, 1951: 142 ff. A verse from Kamalas$ila’s
commentary to the Tattvasarigraha give “Rudrila” as his real name (Chakravarti, 1951: 144, 147).

26 Of course we are not compelled to accept that only one Patafijali existed who had connections with
Samkhya.

Besides the two possibilities mentioned in the text, a third one would be that the Yogabhasyahad
two authors. Frauwallner (1953: 483, n. 221) states that there are clear traces of a composite origin of the
work, but does not make this statement more specific. I am aware of one contradiction only: The Bhasya
on siitra 1.45 does not fully agree with the Bhasya on siitra 2.19 (see Chakravarti, 1951: 241-42). Since
the latter passage expresses Vindhyavasin’s view (§ 2.2, above), the former should then be attributed to
Patafijali. But this former passage mentions ahamkara, and seems to consider it the same as mahat.
Patafijali, however, did not accept ahamkara, because its function is taken care of by mahat; see § 2.2,
above.
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Another study (Bronkhorst, 1981) has brought to light that the Yogabhasya was
never meant to be representative of anything but the Samkhya philosophy. One would
therefore expect that the Yogabhasya was written by an exponent of the Samkhya
system. And indeed, the available evidence points to two persons, Patafijali and
Vindhyavasin, both of whom are known as Samkhya teachers primarily from the
Yuktidipika.

[210]
REFERENCES

Arbman, Ernst. 1963. Ecstasy or Religious Trance. In the experience of the ecstatics
and from the psychological point of view. Volume I: Vision and Ecstasy.
Uppsala: Svenska Bokforlaget.

Bronkhorst, Johannes. 1981. “Yoga and seSvara Samkhya.” Journal of Indian
Philosophy 9, 309-20.

Bronkhorst, Johannes. 1983. “God in Samkhya.” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde
Stidasiens 27, 149-64.

Chakravarti, Pulinbihari. 1951. Origin and Development of the Samkhya System of
Thought. Second edition. New Delhi: Oriental Books Reprint Corporation.
1975.

Deussen, Paul. 1920. Allgemeine Geschichte der Philosophie. I,3. Die nachvedische
Philosophie der Inder. 3. Auflage. Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus.

Devapala. Bhasya on the Laugaksi Grhya Sutra. Volume 1. Edited by Pandit
Madhusudan Kaul Shastri. Bombay: Nirnaya Sagar Press. 1928. (Kashmir
Series of Texts and Studies, No. XLIX.)

Eliade, Mircea. 1958. “Significations de la lumiere intérieure.” Eranos-Jahrbuch 26
(1957), 189-242.

Frauwallner, Erich. 1953. Geschichte der indischen Philosophie. 1. Band. Salzburg: Otto
Miiller Verlag.

Hacker, Paul. 1968. “Sankara der Yogin und Sankara der Advaitin.” Wiener Zeitschrift
fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 12-13, 119-48.

Hauer, J. W. 1958. Der Yoga: Ein indischer Weg zum Selbst. Stuttgart: W.
Kohlhammer Verlag.

[$varakrsna. Samkhyakarika. The edition is in YD p. 147-53.

Jacobi, Hermann. 1929. “Uber das urspriingliche Yogasystem.” Sitzungsberichte der
Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Phil.-hist. K1. Pp. 581-624.
Reprinted in: Kleine Schriften. Teil 2. Pp. 682-725. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner
Verlag. 1970.



PATANJALI AND THE YOGA SUTRAS 19

o

Jacobi, Hermann. 1930. “Uber das urspriingliche Yogasystem: Nachtrige und Indices.’
Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Phil.-hist. KI.
Pp. 322-32. Reprinted in: Kleine Schriften. Teil 2. Pp. 726-36.

Kane, P. V. 1939. “The Mahabharata and ancient commentators.” Annals of the
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institutel9 (1938-39), 161-72.

Kapadia, H. R. Editor. 1947. Anekantajayapataka by Haribhadra Suri. Baroda: Oriental
Institute.

Koelman, Gaspar M. 1970. Patanjala Yoga: From Related Ego to Absolute Self. Poona:
Papal Athenaeum.

Kumarila. Mimamsaslokavarttika. Edited, with the commentary Nyayaratnakara of
Partha Sarathi Misra, by Rama Sastri Tailanga. Benares: Chowkhamba Sanskrit
Series. 1898.

[211]

Mallisena. Syadvadamanjari. Edited, with the Anyayogavyavacchedadvatrimsika of
Hemacandra, by A. B. Dhruva. Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute.
1933. (Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series, LXXXIII.)

Manusmrti. Edited, with the Bhasya of Bhatta Medhatithi, by J. R. Gharpure. Part 1.
Second Edition. Bombay. 1958. (The Collections of Hindu Law Texts IX
(Original Serial Number).)

Medhatithi. See Manusmrti.

Nagojibhatta. Patafijalayogasutravrtti. In: The Yogadarsana of Patafijali. Edited by
Mahadeva Gangadhar Bakre. Bombay: Nirnaya-sagar Press. 1917.

Nagojibhatta. Patafijalasutravrtti Bhasyacchayavyakhya. In: The Yogasutras of
Patafijali. Edited by Rajaram Shastri Bodas. Revised and Enlarged by Vasudev
Shastri Abhyankar. Bombay. 1917. (Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series,
XLVL)

Raghavan, V. 1981. Abhinavagupta and his Works. Varanasi-Delhi: Chaukhambha
Orientalia. (Chaukhambha Oriental Research Studies, 20.)

Sankara. Patafijalayogasastravivarana. Edited (under the incorrect title
Patafijalasutrabhasyavivarana) by Polakam Sri Rama Sastri and S. R.
Krishnamurti Sastri. Madras: Government Oriental Manuscripts Library. 1952.

Sankara. Sarvadarsanasiddhantasangraha. Edited and translated, under the title Sarva-
siddhanta-sangraha, by M. Rangacarya. Madras: Government Press. 1909.

Sridhara. Nyayakandali. A commentary on Prasastapada’s Bhasya. Edited by
Vindhyesvariprasada Dvivedin. Benares: E. J. Lazarus § Co. 1895.

Srinivasan, Srinivasa Ayya. 1967. Vacaspatimisras Tattvakaumudi. Ein Beitrag zur

Textkritik bei kontaminierter Uberlieferung. Hamburg: Cram, De Gruyter & Co.



PATANJALI AND THE YOGA SUTRAS 20

Staal, Frits. 1975. Exploring Mysticism. Penguin Books.

Strauss, Otto. 1926. “Eine alte Formel der Samkhya-Y oga-Philosophie bei
Vatsyayana.” Beitrdge zur Literaturwissenschatt und Geistesgeschichte Indiens.
Festgabe Hermann Jacobi. Bonn: Fritz Klopp. Pp. 358-68.

Vacaspatimisra. Tattvavaisaradi. In: Patafijalayogadarsana, Vacaspatimisra-viracita-
Tattvavaisarada- Vijianabhiksukrta- Yogavartikavibhusita-
Vyasabhasyasametam. Edited by Narayana MiSra. Varanasi: Bharatiya Viya
Prakasana. 1971.

Vacaspatimisra. Nyayavarttikatatparyatika. 1st Adhyaya, Vol. 1. Edited by Sri
Rajeshwara Sastri Dravid. Benares: The Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office.
1925.

Vadiraja. Nyayaviniscayavivarana. A commentary on Bhattakalankadeva’s
Nyayaviniscaya. Vol. 1. Edited by Mahendra Kumar Jain. Kashi: Bharatiya
Jhanapitha. 1949.

Vetter, Tilmann. 1979. Studien zur Lehre und Entwicklung Saikaras. Wien.
(Publications of the De Nobili Research Library, Volume VI.)

[212]

Vijfianabhiksu. Yogavarttika. For the editions see under Vacaspatimisra’s
Tattvavaisaradi.

Woods, James Haughton. Translator. 1914. The Yoga-System of Pataiijali. Third
Edition. Motilal Banarsidass. 1966.

Yogabhasya. Two editions have been primarily used. 1. See under “Sankara”
(references are to this edition). 2. See under Vacaspatimisra’s Tattvavaisaradi.

Yuktidipika. 1. Edited by Ram Chandra Pandeya. First Edition. Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass. 1967. (References are to this edition.) 2. Edited by Pulinbehari
Chakravarti. Calcutta: Metropolitan Printing and Publishing House. 1938.

ABBREVIATIONS
PYV Patafijalayogasastravivarana of Sankara
TV Tattvavaisaradi of VacaspatimiSra
YB Yogabhasya
YD Yuktidipika
YS Yogasutra

YV Yogavarttika of Vijiianabhiksu



