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1.  Introduction 

1.1  The Problem and the Aim of the Present Study 

The Mānavadharmaśāstra (hereafter MDhŚ) and the Śukānupraśna Section 

(chapters 224–247 of the 12th Book) of the Mahābhārata (hereafter MBh) 

share four parallel accounts of creation and dissolution: (1) Manu’s account of 

creation in MDhŚ 1.14–20 (hereafter Manu-Cr.); (2) Bhr̥gu’s account of 

creation in MDhŚ 1.74–78 (hereafter Bhr̥gu-Cr.); (3) Vyāsa’s account of 

creation in MBh 12.224.11, 31–46 (hereafter Vyāsa-Cr.); as well as (4) Vyāsa’s 

account of dissolution in MBh 12.224.74–225.16 (hereafter Vyāsa-Dis.). Their 

unique philosophical concepts and implications for social ideologies have 

attracted generations of Indologists. Apart from being treated in research papers, 

these accounts were translated into a number of modern languages. However, 

the various interpretations of these accounts proposed by the scholars differ 

significantly from each other, so that an accurate understanding has not been 

achieved yet. The ambiguity of the texts can be partly explained by the 
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complex processes underlying their composition: Different ideas of different 

origins are interwoven into a single account so that its purport is difficult to 

understand on its own. This paper is an attempt to disentangle various 

constituents of each account through textual analysis. On the basis of analysis 

of each account, I will also seek to propose their relative chronology. I will 

demonstrate that they can be classified into three different development stages. 

The Śukānupraśna Section in the MBh (Vyāsa-Cr. and Vyāsa-Dis.) corresponds 

to the first and the second stages, and the first chapter of the MDhŚ (Manu-Cr. 

and Bhr̥gu-Cr.) to the first and the last ones.  

 

1.2  Methodological Problems  

To begin with, I would like to address methodological issues in the study of 

parallel and contemporary accounts and clarify the standpoint and criteria in 

reconstructing the compositional history. 

     It would be helpful to review the previous studies on the adhyātma 

discourses found in MBh 12.187 and MBh 12.239–241 of the Poona Critical 

Edition (hereafter PCE), and MBh 12.287 of the Bombay edition.1 One of the 

pioneering works on the three parallel passages is Frauwallner [1925b]. 

Frauwallner conceives them as different versions of one and the same 

“Grundtext,” and reconstructed this “Grundtext” by excluding words and 

passages that he regards secondary. On the basis of the reconstructed 

“Grundtext,” he argues that the evolution theory was not included in the 

original form of the Sāṃkhya philosophy as presented in the 

Mokṣadharmaparvan. Soon after the publication of the critical edition of the 

Śāntiparvan, van Buitenen [1956] proposes a different reconstruction of the 

short tract on which MBh 12.187 and MBh 12.239–241 are based. He argues 

that the “primitive” Sāṃkhya doctrine in this short tract did contain the 

evolution theory. Bakker [1982] accepts van Buitenen’s reconstruction as a 

working hypothesis, but at the same time expresses his skepticism against the 

methodology adopted by his predecessors. He points out that it is doubtful 

whether such a “Grundtext” has ever existed or not. Bisschop-Bakker [1999] 

investigates on the two texts (MBh 12.187 and MBh 12.239–241) and proves 

that there are irreconcilable discrepancies with regard to crucial problems such 

as whether the buddhi is identical with the kṣetrajña or not. They propose that 

these two texts represent different traditions, although they were close enough 

to employ the same technical terms, expressions, metaphors and even identical 

                                                   
1 Belvalkar, the editor of the Śāntiparvan of PCE, rightly excludes MBh 12.287 of the 
Bombay edition from his critical text and places it in the critical apparatus of MBh 12.187.  
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verses.2 One of the important findings of their study is that the reconstruction 

of the “Grundetext” neglects unique features of each account, and that it is 

doubtful whether such a text has ever existed at all. In the case of Manu-Cr., 
Bhr̥gu-Cr., Vyāsa-Cr. and Vyāsa-Dis., one could also attempt to reconstruct the 

“Grundtext” on which the four accounts are based on. In fact, Hacker [1959, 

1961], the most important and influencial previous studies on the four accounts, 

presuppose the existence of the “Grundtext,” although he does not reconstruct it. 
In line with Bakker [1982] and Bisschop-Bakker [1999], this paper refrains 

from reconstructing such a “Grundetext” of parallel passages. 

     In my opinion, however, it is undeniable that parallel and contemporary 

passages are based on some common source(s) and that each account is a 

product of alterations and accretions to it or them. This paper regards the text 

parts shared with other contemporary sources as belonging to an earlier layer 

and the unshared parts as belonging to a newer layer of composition. This 

layering is further corroborated by identification of sources of the inserted 

portions and an examination of textual ruptures within individual accounts. 

Textual ruptures are different orders of verses in manuscripts, concluding 

remarks, chapter breaks and inconsistencies in use of pronouns and numbers. 

What is excluded from the corroborative evidence is inconsistency in content. 

Unlike textual ruptures, it is liable to a subjective judgement on the part of a 

scholar. What modern minds find inconsistent did not necessarily appear 

inconsistent to the author(s) of the texts. In my view, inconsistency in content 

should be investigated only after layering based on solid textual evidence. As I 

shall discuss in the subsequent sections, this point distinguishes the present 

paper’s approach from that found in Hacker [1959, 1961], although this paper 

owes a great deal to these groundbreaking works.  

 

2.  Bhr̥gu-Cr. in MDhŚ 1.74–78 

In MDhŚ 1, Manu first gives his own account of creation (verses 5–57). Then 

he says that he transmitted his teaching to the group of seers headed by Marīci, 
and announces that Bhr̥gu will provide the narration (58–60). After the teaching 

on units of time (61–73), Bhr̥gu talks about the creation: 

MDhŚ 1.74–75ab                                            
tasya so ’harniśasyānte prasuptaḥ pratibudhyate /               
pratibuddhaś ca sr̥jati manaḥ sadasadātmakam // 74              
manaḥ sr̥ṣṭiṃ vikurute codyamānaṃ sisr̥kṣayā / 75a                   
... eṣā sr̥ṣṭir āditaḥ // 78                                         

                                                   
2 For a positive appraisal of their approach, cf. Malinar [2017: 594–595] and Fitzgerald 
[2017: 807–809]. 
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He, who has been sleeping, wakes up at the end of the day-and-night. 
Awakened, he emits manas which is of the nature of the existent and the 
nonexistent. (74) manas develops the emission, being urged by [the 
Creator’s]3 desire to emit [this world]. (75ab4) [...] That is how the 
emission was at the beginning (78d). 

75c–78c explains that from manas, ether, wind, light, water and earth come into 

being successively. Their properties are sound, touch, appearance, taste and 

smell respectively. Then Bhr̥gu talks about calculation of Yugas and 
Manvantaras (79–80), about characteristics of each Yuga (81–86), about 

dharmas for each social class (87–91) and about dharmas for Brāhmaṇas (92–
101). From verse 102 onwards, the topic turns to the composition of the MDhŚ.  
    It is to be noted that Bhr̥gu-Cr. closes with a concluding statement eṣā 
sr̥ṣṭir āditaḥ (78d).  

    Bodewitz [1995] demonstrates that Bhr̥gu-Cr. is comparable to ŚBM 

10.5.3 in two respects: the concept of manas as sant-asant and manas’ 
association with desire. ŚBM 10.5.3.1 comments on RV 10.129.1a nā́sad āsīn 
nó sád āsīt tadā́nīm “The nonexistent did not exist, nor did the existent exist at 
that time,” and holds that the primordial being which was neither the 
nonexistent nor the existent was mánas (ŚBM 10.5.3.1–2). The word asant 
literally means “non-existent,” but according to Oertel [1938a], in the Vedic 

prose it means “undifferentiated,” “formless,” and “incapable of perception by 
the senses,” except for ChU 6.2.4.5 Therefore, the meaning of asant is close to 

that of avyakta. As for manas’ association with desire, it is only hinted at in RV 

10.129.4ab where kāma “desire” is said to come into being from manas. ŚBM 

10.5.3.3, on the other hand, says that mánas “desired to become manifest” 
(āvírabubhūṣat, desiderative of āvír + √bhavi). The statement that manas is 

urged by the desire to emit (codyamānaṃ sisr̥kṣayā) in MDhŚ 1.75b is most 

likely based on this Vedic concept.6    

 

3.  Vyāsa-Cr. in MBh 12.224.11, 31–46 

3.1  Analysis of the Text 

MBh 12.224 is an introductory chapter to the text unit called Śukānupraśna 

“Questions of Śuka.” Yudhiṣṭhira asks Bhīṣma about the beginning and the end 

of living beings, about meditation, ritual actions, time and lifespan in each Yuga 

                                                   
3 MDhŚ 1.8ab says that the Creator desires to emit various creatures (so ’bhidhyāya śarīrāt 
svāt sisr̥kṣur vividhā prajāḥ). 
4 See pp. 138–140 for the interpretation of 75ab. 
5 See van Buitenen [1957b: 105], Halbfass [1992: 27], Jacobsen [1999: 187] and Acharya 
[2015] for further discussion of asant in cosmogonical context.   
6 See Gonda [1983] for the relationship between manas and the Creator in Vedic literature. 
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(1–5). In reply to this query, Bhīṣma introduces a dialogue between Vyāsa and 
his son Śuka (6–8). Śuka asks Vyāsa about the Creator of beings, about the 

definitive view on knowledge of time, and about duties of Brāhmaṇas (9). 

Vyāsa’s answer touches upon the following topics: the initial state of this world 

(11), the units of time (12–21), characteristics of each Yuga (22–27), the 

calculation of Brahmán’s day and night (28–30), creation of this world (31–46), 

discussions on the characteristics of the creation (47–49), discourses on tapas 

and karman (50–61), again characteristics of each Yuga (62–73), and the 
dissolution of this world (74–75). Among them, verses 12–21 and 28–30 are 
parallel to MDhŚ 1.61–73, and verses 22–27 to MDhŚ 1.81–86. The 

description of the dissolution continues in the next chapter (MBh 12.225), 

which will be examined in Section 4 of this paper. 

    Vyāsa-Cr. is endowed with many textual problems: The previous studies 

disagree not only with regard to its interpretations, but aslo with regard to the 

choice of variant readings. Based on the information recorded in PCE, all the 

important variant readings pertinent to my discussion are noted below the 

Sanskrit text. One of the practical shortcomings of PCE is that the critical 

apparatus is not a positive one and the references to the manuscripts that 

support the editorial choices are missing. Since this information is of crucial 

importance to judge the adequacy of the editorial choices, in the following I 

supplement the negative evidence with the positive one.  

    Vyāsa first describes the initial state of this world:  

MBh 12.224.11                        
anādyantam ajaṃ divyam ajaraṃ dhruvam avyayam /        
apratarkyam avijñeyaṃ brahmāgre samavartata //  

samavartata] Ś1 K1, 2 V1 T2 G1; samavartate K4; saṃpravartate7 K6 B0, 8PC Dn1, 4 Ds 

D2, 3, 8  M1, 5-7; saṃprakāśate K7 V1 B6, 7, 8AC, 9 Da3, 4 D4-6, 9; apravartata D7 T1 G3, 6. 

Bráhman, which was without beginning and end, unborn, divine, not liable 

to old age, fixed, undecaying, incomprehensible and non-cognizable, 

existed8 at the beginning. 

Vyāsa resumes the teaching on creation in verse 31:  

MBh 12.224.31                                           
pratibuddho vikurute brahmākṣayyaṃ kṣapākṣaye /                    

                                                   
7 Hacker [1961: 81–82] opts for saṃpravartate instead of samavartata. 
8 sam + √vart primarily means “come into existence,” but this meaning does not fit to the 
present context, because Bráhman was unborn and ever-existent. In the above translation, I 
translated sam + √vart “to exist” (cf. PW VI.776 “da sein,” ChU 6.3.12 tac chaśvat 
saṃvartate “it [the salt] is always there”).  
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sr̥jate ca mahad bhūtaṃ tasmād vyaktātmakaṃ manaḥ // 

tasmād vyaktātmakam] K4, 6 V1 B0, 6–9 Da3, 4 Dn1, 4 Ds D2, 3, 5–8 T G1, 3, 6 M1, 5–7; 

vyaktāvyaktātmakam K7, D4, 9; tasmāt sarvātmakam Ś1 K1, 2. 

At the end of the night, awakened Brahmán transforms the undiminishable, 

and from it (akṣayya) emits the great being, manas, which is of nature of 

the manifest.   

It is noteworthy that the middle diathesis is frequently used in this account. I 

interpret the two middle verbs (vikurute in pāda a and sr̥jate in pāda c) to have 

possessive-affective function.9 In other words, both akṣayya, which the Creator 

transforms, and manas, which he emits, belong to the Creator.10 Verses 32–34 

retell the creation in a different way:  

MBh 12.224.32–34                                          
brahma tejomayaṃ śukraṃ yasya sarvam idaṃ jagat /            
ekasya bhūtaṃ bhūtasya dvayaṃ sthāvarajaṅgamam // 32 //                 
jagat] Ś1 K1, 2, 4, 6 V1 B0, 6-9 Da3, 4 Dn1, 4 Ds D2, 3, 5, 8 T1; rasaḥ11 K7 D4, 6, 7, 9 T2 G1, 3, 6 M1, 

5-7.       

Bráhman is the fiery semen to which this world belongs. The twofold 
beings, the movable and the immovable, belong to the one being. 

aharmukhe vibuddhaḥ san sr̥jate vidyayā12 jagat /           
agra eva mahābhūtam āśu vyaktātmakaṃ manaḥ // 33 //          

vibuddhaḥ] K4, 6 V1 B0, 6–9 Da3 Dn1, 4 Ds D2, 3, 5, 8, G1 M5; vibudhaḥ Ś1 K1, 2 Da4; 
vibuddhaṃ (D6 –dhaṃ) K7 D4, 6, 9 T G3, 6 M1, 6, 7.                             
san] Ś1 K1, 2, 4, 6 V1 B0, 6, 7, 8, 9 Da3, 4 Dn1, 4 Ds D2, 3, 5, 8 G1 M1, 5; tat K7 D4, 9 T G3, 6 M6, 7; 
sat D6; sa M6. 

When he wakes up at the beginning of the day, he emits the world by 
means of knowledge. At the very beginning, [he emits] the great being, 
quick manas, which is of the nature of the manifest. 

                                                   
9 cf. Gotō [1987: 28, 2013: 79]. cf. RV 1.125.1c téna prajā́ṃ vardháyamāna ā́yur “indem er 
(d. h. ein freigebiger Opferer) durch ihn (den Morgengast) seine Nachkommenschaft und 
seine Lebenszeit wachsen läßt” (Gotō [1987: 28]).  
10 In cosmogonical context, the middle diathesis of √sarj is often interpreted in the sense of 
“to emit from oneself,” but I do not account for this meaning here because I understand that 
manas is produced from the undiminishable (akṣayya) as discussed below (p. 137). 
11 Hacker [1961: 86–87] argues for the reading rasaḥ. 
12 For vidyayā, all the commentaries quoted in PCE read ’vidyayā (avidyayā) which is also 
possible by sandhi-rules. Hacker [1961: 89] argues that the reading of avidyayā is preferable 
in view of the Purāṇic Sāṃkhya and the later Vedānta. 
    I opt for the reading of the critial edition vidyayā, because ŚBM 6.1.1.8 (see p. 143), to 
which this account owes the idea of the seven Puruṣas, says that the first creation of Prajāpati 
was Bráhman that was the three-fold knowledge. 
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abhibhūyeha cārciṣmad vyasr̥jat sapta mānasān /                     
dūragaṃ bahudhāgāmi prārthanāsaṃśayātmakam // 34 // 

Here (in this world) overpowering the flaming one (manas), which moves 

afar and in various directions, and which is of the nature of requesting and 

doubting, he emitted the seven manas-born [Puruṣas].13  

For verses 32–34, Hacker [1961: 79] makes the following keen observations. 

33–34 are lacking in one manuscript (of the Devanāgarī Composite 
Version), and in 3 southern manuscripts14 as well as in the Kumbhakonam 

edition the verses 35–38 [...] appear after 31 CE15 for the first time and 

are then repeated after 34 CE. Moreover the awakening of the Creator and 

the creation of the manas are mentioned twice (in 31 and 33). [...] The 3 

southern manuscripts and the Kumbhakonam edition testify to that old 

tradition in which 32–34 were lacking, but the compiler of that version 

knew also the younger tradition which included those verses, and in order 

to do justice to both, he mechanically juxtaposed their readings, first 

omitting 32–34, but then, after 38, giving the whole account once again, 

with the inclusion of 32–34. The one manuscript of the Devanāgarī 
Composite Version, however, which omits 33–34, seems to point to a 

tradition in which 32 had already been inserted, while 33–34 were still 

lacking.  

Hacker’s proposal that verses 32–34 are later interpolations and that verse 32 

might have been incorporated into the text slightly earlier than verses 33–34 is 

convincing.16 Verse 32 occurs in MBh 12.232.9 with a slight difference. 

Hacker [1961: 86] infers that this verse may have had a sort of independent 

existence because it does not seem to fit either in the context of MBh 12.224 or 

MBh 12.232.  
                                                   
13 I followed Hacker [1961: 89–90] and Motegi [2000a: 66] in the above translation. abhi + 
√bhavi is a typical example of the transitivization of the verb √bhavi by adding the preverb 
abhi, which has a strong transitivizing tendency compared to other preverbs (cf. Kulikov 
[2012: 721–734]). Therefore, this verb requires both a subject and an object. I supplied “the 
Creator” which is alluded to in 32ab (... vibuddhaḥ san...) as the subject, and interpreted 
arciṣmad (neuter, nominative or accusative, singular) as the object referring to manas. Pādas 
cd dūragaṃ bahudhāgāmi prārthanāsaṃśayātmakam also occur in MBh 12.187.36, where 
these words are modifiers of the word manas.  
14 M1, 6, 7. 
15 CE stands for PCE in Hacker [1961]. 
16 What he calls “one manucript (of the Devanāgarī Composite Version)” is D7. This 
manuscript is classified as one of the Devanāgarī Composite Version in PCE, but its readings 
often concord with the Southern Recension (T M G) (cf. PCE Vol. XVI, cv]). Therefore, we 
can slightly modify Hacker’s observation by saying that a part of the Southern Recension 
testifies to an earlier version in which verses 32–34 were missing. 
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The word brahman in verse 32 is the neuter Bráhman, although verses 29 

and verse 31 speak of a masculine deity (īśvaraḥ in 29a and pratibuddho ... 
brahmā), and verse 33 uses masculine adjectives (vibuddhaḥ and san in 33a) 

when referring to the Creator. It is possible that authors or compilers of this 

chapter inserted verse 32 in order to explain the word brahman in verse 31, but 

that they did not care whether it was the masculine Brahmán or the neuter 

Bráhman.  

Previous studies disagree concerning the understanding of verses 31 and 

33. A straightforward interpretation of 31cd is to separate it into two clauses, 

sr̥jate ca mahad bhūtam and tasmād vyaktātmakaṃ manaḥ. The second clause 

can be construed as *[sa] tasmād [mahato bhūtād] vyaktātmakaṃ manaḥ 
[sr̥jate]. This interpretation is accepted by Hopkins [1901: 141–142], 

Frauwallner [1925a: 51–52], Inoue [1992: 506] and Motegi [2000a: 65].  

Hopkins [1901: 141–142] identifies mahant-bhūta/mahābhūta with buddhi. 
He probably assumes that mahant-bhūta/mahābhūta is identical with 

mahant-ātman, which is one of the epithets of buddhi in the Sāṃkhya system. 

However, there is no evidence that mahant-bhūta or mahābhūta is identified 

with buddhi at least in the MBh. Furthermore, mahant-ātman always appears in 

masculine whereas mahant-bhūta/mahābhūta here is used as a neuter noun. 

Therefore, his argument has no substantial foundation. 

Frauwallner [1925a: 51–52], on the other hand, identifies mahant-bhūta / 

mahābhūta with avyakta “the unmanifested” in analogy to the dissolution 

accounts in MBh 12.326.28–30, 335.12–14. It is true that avyakta appears as 

the second entity next to Puruṣa and that manas or vyakta follow avyakta in 

these accounts of dissolution, but it does not mean that mahant-bhūta / 

mahābhūta in the present passage corresponds to avyakta. Nowhere in 

Vyāsa-Cr. is mahant-bhūta/mahābhūta identified with avyakta. Moreover, 

invisibility is ascribed to Bráhman (neuter) in verse 11, and Vyāsa-Dis. 

identifies Bráhman with avyakta (MBh 12.225.14). Frauwallner’s analogy with 
the contemporary sources cannnot be weighed more than the internal evidence 

that associates unmanifestedness with Bráhman and not with mahant-bhūta / 
mahābhūta.   

Hacker [1961: 85–86], on his part, expresses a different opinion about 

verse 31. Manuscripts K7, D4 and D9 have a variant reading vyaktā- 
vyaktātmakam for tasmād vyaktātmakam in pāda d. Following this reading, 

pādas cd can be translated as “[The Creator] emits the great being, manas, 

which is of the nature of the manifest and the unmanifested.” mahant-bhūta and 

manas in 31cd can be interpreted as appositions, and consequently, mahābhūta 
and manas in 33cd can be understood thus as well. Moreover, Hacker argues 
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that the designation of manas as vyaktāvyaktātmaka concords with MDhŚ 1.74, 

which says that manas is “of the nature of the existent and the nonexistent” 
(sadasadātmaka). As noted earlier (p. 132), in the context of creation the 

meanings of sant and asant are close to those of vyakta and avyakta. Therefore, 

sadasadātmaka in MDhŚ 1.74 can be equivalent to vyaktāvyaktātmaka in the 

variant reading of MBh 12.224.31d. 

Hacker’s proposal to change the reading of the text is difficult to accept. 

First of all, the reading vyaktāvyaktātmakaṃ has only a marginal attestation in 

manuscripts K7 D4, 9. K7 is classified into the Kashmir Version in PCE, but its 

readings are often found to be closer to the Devanāgarī Composite Version (cf. 

PCE Vol. XVI, xlii]). Therefore, this reading is supported only by a part of the 

Devanāgarī Composite Version, while the important Versions such as the 

primary Kashmir or the Southern ones do not support it. On the other hand, the 

reading of PCE tasmād vyaktātmakam is attested in the majority of the 

manuscripts (K4, 6 V1 B0, 6–9 Da3, 4 Dn1, 4 Ds D2, 3, 5–8 T G1, 3, 6 M1, 5–7), and the 

reading tasmāt sarvātmakam in Ś1 K1, 2 further supports tasmād. Moreover, 

even though its parallel verse MDhŚ 1.74 has sadasadātmaka, Vyāsa-Cr. and its 

corresponding dissolution account (Vyāsa-Dis.) consistently associate manas 
with the manifest (MBh 12.224.33d vyaktātmakaṃ manaḥ, MBh 12.225.10b: 

abhivyaktātmakaṃ manaḥ, MBh 12.225.10c: manaso vyaktam).  

At the same time, Hacker is right in pointing out that 33cd suggests that 

mahābhūta/mahant-bhūta and manas are in apposition, and that 31cd should be 

interpreted so. He seems to regard tasmād in 31d as mahato bhūtāt, but if we 

interpret it as akṣayyāt, we can understand mahant-bhūta and manas in 31cd in 

apposition. 

    “The seven manas-borns” (sapta mānasān) in 34b may refer to the seven 

Puruṣas in 41. According to the thorough survey of the seven R̥ṣis (or Puruṣas) 

in Indian literature by Mitchiner [1982], there are two different groups of the 

seven seers. One is comprised of Viśvāmitra, Jamadagni, Bharadvāja, Gotama, 

Atri, Vasiṣṭha and Kaśyapa, and the other is comprised of Marīci, Atri, Aṅgiras, 

Pulastya, Pulaha, Kratu and Vasiṣṭha. The latter list is widely attested in the 

epics and Purāṇas (cf. Mitchiner [1982: 11–44]). The important epithets of the 

seers in this list are Prajāpatis and “the manas-born sons of Brahmán” 

(brahmaṇo mānasāḥ sutāḥ, mānasā jātāḥ, brahmaṇaḥ putrā mānasāḥ, cf. 

Mitchiner [1982: 12, 299]), because they are born by the manas of the Creator. 

Taking these points into consideration, we can infer that “the seven 
manas-borns” refer to the seven Puruṣas mentioned in 41 (see pp. 141–144) 

and correspond to the seers of the latter list.  

    The account of creation continues:  
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MBh 12.224.35–38                                          
manaḥ sr̥ṣṭiṃ vikurute codyamānaṃ sisr̥kṣayā /                 
ākāśaṃ jāyate tasmāt tasya śabdo guṇo mataḥ // 35  
ākāśāt tu vikurvāṇāt sarvagandhavahaḥ śuciḥ /  
balavāñ jāyate vāyus tasya sparśo guṇo mataḥ // 36 
... 
... pūrvaiṣā sr̥ṣṭir ucyate // 38                                             

manas develops the emission, being urged by the desire to emit. From it 
ether comes into being. Its property is thought to be touch. From ether 
developing [the emission], on the other hand, pure and powerful wind 
which carries all the smells comes into being. Its property is thought to be 
touch. [...] This is said to be the ancient emission. 

In this way, light, water and earth successively arise. Their properties are said 

to be appearance, taste and smell respectively (37–38c). This passage ends with 

a concluding statement 38d. Verses 35–38 are parallel to MDhŚ 1.75–78.  

    Hacker [1961: 83–84] suggests that the middle diathesis of vi + √kar 

(vikurute in 35a and vikurvāṇāt in 36a, 37a and 38a) marks mechanical or 

impersonalistic character of the emanation process in that the creation 

continues “without the intervention of a directing person” (Hacker [1961: 83]) 
and “each of the following elements ‘arises’ from the preceding one.” As for 

35a, Hacker [1961: 83] says, “manaḥ sr̥ṣṭiṃ vikurute does not mean that the 

Mind ‘differentiates’ a ‘creation’ already in existence, but the idea is that the 
Mind differentiates itself, i.e., gets into a process of differentiation, as the result 

of which the emanation (sr̥ṣṭi) arises; so sr̥ṣṭi is an effected, not an affected, 

object.”17 As for 35b (codyamānaṃ sisr̥kṣayā), Hacker [1961: 84] says, “The 
notion of the ‘desire to create’ (sisṛkṣā), which is attributed to the Manas in 35, 

implies partial personification only. It is certainly a reminiscence of the ancient 

theistic cosmogony of TG I,18 in which the Creator begins his work because he 

is ‘desirous to create’ (sisṛkṣu, PP 19  3, 10). But this influence has not 

substantially altered the essentially mechanical character of the emanation 

process.” As for vikurvāṇāt in 36a, 37a and 38a, Hacker [1961: 84] argues that 

it expresses “the idea of differentiating oneself or falling into a process of 
differentiation.” He further argues that the beginning of the creation process 

was also impersonalistic because the process continues mechanically. Hacker 

                                                   
17 An “affected object” refers to “an entity that exists independently from the action or 
process denoted by the verb, but yet affected by it, [...] e.g. Caroline corrects the letter.” 
(Bussmann [1999: 24]), whereas an “effected object” refers to “the result of the action 
denoted by the verb, e.g. Phillip writes a letter.” (Bussmann [1999: 350]). 
18 TG I stands for Text Group I (the Agnipurāṇa, the Brahmapurāṇa, the Harivaṃśa and the 
Śivapurāṇa) in Kirfel [1927].  
19 PP stands for Kirfel [1927]’s Purāṇa Pañcalakṣaṇa. 
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[1961: 84] says, “The idea of discharging or emitting out of one’s self (sṛjate, 

31c) need not necessarily refer to the conception of a personal Creator. [...] It 

stresses the impersonal, mechanical character of the process.”   

    I would like to deal with 35a first. Hacker’s argument does not sound 

convincing. Firstly, the verb vi + √kar “make something different” (cf. PW II. 

95) naturally takes an affected object. For example, RV 4.35.2d says, ékaṃ 
vicakrá camasáṃ caturdhā́ “you made the single cup fourfold.” Secondly, it 

seems that Hacker understands sr̥ṣṭim as a dative-like accusative (“manas 
transforms itself so that sr̥ṣṭi will arise”), but this meaning of the accusative 

does not seem to be generally accepted.20  

    Motegi [2000a: 66], on the other hand, translates 35a as “manas turns into 

a created entity” (心 [manas] が、[...] 創造物に変異するのである). At 

least in PW, Oertel [1926, 1937–1939] and Graßmann [1996], I was unable to 

find any instances of the middle vi + √kar construed with a nominative (X) and 

an accusative (Y) in the sense of “X turns into Y.” Even if this rendering is 

syntactically acceptable, it still poses two interpretative difficulties. Firstly, 

because manas itself is already a sr̥ṣṭi (an emitted entity) in that it was emitted 

by the Creator in verses 31 and 33, it does not make sense that manas turns into 

a sr̥ṣṭi again. Secondly, Motegi’s translation seems to understand that sr̥ṣṭi 
refers to ākāśa in 35c, and consequently suggests that manas becomes ether. 

However, 35c ākāśaṃ jāyate tasmāt “ether comes into existence from it 
(manas)” suggests that ether and manas are different entities. Taking into 

consideration these difficulties, I propose a different interpretation.      

     In the above translation, I interpret sr̥ṣṭim not as an effected object that 

comes into existence by the action vi + √kar, but as an affected object in the 

sense of the emission that was instigated by the Creator. I interpret the middle 

diathesis of vikurute to have a possessive-affective function in the sense that 

manas itself is involved in the emission because ether comes into existence 

from it (35c: ākāśaṃ jāyate tasmāt). The middle diathesis of vi + √kar in the 

possessive-affective function construed with an affected object can be found in 

MBh 12.240.3cd yadā vikurute bhāvaṃ tadā bhavati sā manaḥ “When it 
(buddhi) transforms its state, it becomes manas.” 

     As for vikurvāṇāt in 36a, 37a and 38a, it appears to be more natural to 

understand it as an abbreviated expression of *sr̥ṣṭiṃ vi+√kar in 35a. The 

similarity between the description of emission of ether from manas (35c 

                                                   
20 Dative-like accusative is not recorded in the standard reference works of Sanskrit syntax. 
cf. Delbrück [1888: 164–188], Speijer [1886: §39–56, 29–42, 1896: §16–30, 7–10], Whitney 
[1924: §269–277, 90–93], Brockington [1969/70: 407–408], Renou [1975: §218, 287–291], 
Meenakshi [1983: 37–54], GES §10.3.2, 310–320.  
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ākāśaṃ jāyate tasmāt) and that of wind from ether (36a–c ākāśāt tu 
vikurvāṇāt ... jāyate vāyus) suggests that vi + √kar used for ether in 36a has the 

same meaning as vi + √kar used for manas in 35a. We can infer that verses 36–
38 do not repeat sr̥ṣṭiṃ to avoid redundancy.   

     Even if we accept that vikurvāṇāt in 36a, 37a and 38a is intransitive and 

represents a mechanical character of the process, it is still difficult to accept 

Hacker’s proposal that the beginnings of the process are also “impersonalistic” 

and mechanical. The agent of sr̥jate in 31c is clearly the Creator Brahmán. The 

function of the middle diathesis is possessive-affective as discussed earlier (p. 

134), and does not imply any impersonalistic character. As for 35b 

(codyamāṇaṃ sisr̥kṣayā), although it is not specified whether the desire to emit 

this world (sisr̥kṣā) belongs to the Creator or manas itself, it is still possible to 

surmise that the former option is true because the Creator is said to be desirous 

(sisr̥kṣu) of emitting creatures in MDhŚ 1.8ab (cf. fn. 3). In any case, 35b 

indicates that the creation process is performed by a directing entity endowed 

with intention, and that the beginning of the process is not mechanical. Hacker 

[1961]’s arguement that sisr̥kṣā is an influence from a theistic cosmogony of 

TG I is untenable because none of the texts of TG I (the Agnipurāṇa, the 

Brahmapurāṇa, the Harivaṃśa and the Śivapurāṇa) predates the MBh. Rather, 

as the corresponding Bhr̥gu-Cr. also has codyamāṇaṃ sisr̥kṣayā (MDhŚ 1.75b), 
it is plausible that 35b belongs to the older layer of the account. 

    The text further explains the relationship between the five elements and 

their properties: 

MBh 12.224.39                                           
guṇāḥ pūrvasya pūrvasya prāpnuvanty uttarottaram /                  
teṣāṃ yāvatithaṃ yad yat tat tat tāvadguṇaṃ smr̥tam // 

The properties of each previous [element] reach each succeeding 

[element]. Each element is remembered to possess the same number of 

qualities as its ranking in the series.  

This is what is called “the accumulation theory” (cf. Frauwallner [1925a: 52, 

1927]). The property of each preceding element is inherited by the following 

one. The property of the first entity is inherited by the second and all the 

following ones, and the property of the second entity is inherited by the third 

and the following ones. Therefore, the first entity has only one property, that of 

its own, and the second entity has two properties, that of the first entity and that 

of its own, and so on. Chart I illustrates the relationship between the five 

elements and their properties. 
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sound  touch appearance taste smell 

ether ◯ 

    wind  ◯ ◯ 

   light ◯ ◯ ◯ 

  water ◯ ◯ ◯ ◯ 

 earth  ◯ ◯ ◯ ◯ ◯ 

Chart I. The Five Elements and their Properties in MBh 12.224.39 

 

Vyāsa gives an example of the accumulation theory in verse 40. We can safely 

say that verses 39–40 are new insertions in Vyāsa-Cr. because they do not have 

any counterparts in its corresponding Bhr̥gu-Cr. and because the concluding 

statement (38d) separates them from the core portion (verses 31, 35–38).  

    Next, Vyāsa introduces the account of creation by the seven Puruṣas:   

MBh 12.224.41–45b                                               
ete tu sapta puruṣā nānāvīryāḥ pr̥thak pr̥thak                   
nāśaknuvan prajāḥ sraṣṭum asamāgamya sarvataḥ // 41 // 

These seven Puruṣas, on their part, [even though] each was endowed with 

various powers, were not able to emit their offspring without uniting all 

together.  

te sametya mahātmāno21 anyonyam abhisaṃśritāḥ /         
śarīrāśrayaṇaṃ prāptās tataḥ puruṣa ucyate // 42 // 

mahātmāno] K4, 6 V1 B0, 6–9 Da3, 4 Dn1, 4 Ds2 D2, 3, 5, 8; mahātmānam Ś1 K1, 2, 7 Ds1 D 4, 6, 7, 

9 T G1, 3, 6 M1, 5–7 

The magnificent ones (the seven Puruṣas) gathered and resorted to each 

other. They obtained a support that is a body. Therefore it (the unified 

being) is called “Puruṣa.” 

śrayaṇāc charīraṃ bhavati mūrtimat ṣoḍaśātmakam /               
tad āviśanti bhūtāni mahānti saha karmaṇā // 43 // 

Because it is a support (śrayaṇa), it is a body (śarīra). It is endowed with 

a solid form and has sixteen parts. The gross elements enter into it together 

with their function. 

                                                   
21 PCE reads mahātmānam, but I followed the reading mahātmāno found in K4, 6 V1 B0, 6-9 
Da3, 4 Dn1, 4 Ds2 D2, 3, 5, 8. mahātmāno can be regarded as the lectio difficilior because we can 
infer that the reading mahātmānam was introduced in order to avoid the irregular sandhi of 
-aḥ + a- > -o a-. On absence of Abhinihita-sandhi in Epic Sanskrit, see GES § 1.1.5: 21. 
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sarvabhūtāni cādāya tapasaś caraṇāya ca /                    
ādikartā mahābhūtam tam evāhuḥ prajāpatim // 44 // 

Taking in all the elements in order to perform austerity, [that being 

became] the initial Creator. They call no one but this great being Prajāpati. 

sa vai sr̥jati bhūtāni sa eva puruṣaḥ paraḥ / 45ab                       

He indeed emits beings. Only he is the Supreme Puruṣa.  

Then, the Creator produces gods, seers, fathers, human beings and so on (45c–
46). 

    Hopkins [1901: 140–141] argues that the seven Puruṣas represent the 

seven entities that are mentioned in the previous verses, namely, mahant-bhūta 
/ mahābhūta, manas, and the five elements. However, if the five elements were 

five of the seven Puruṣas, the statement in 43ab that the five elements enter into 

the body as a result of union of the seven Puruṣas would be untenable. 

Moreover, 34ab suggests that manas is different from the seven Puruṣas.  

    Rüping [1977] argues that the idea of the seven Puruṣas in Vyāsa-Cr. is an 

amalgamation of the notion of union of the seven Puruṣas found in ŚBM 6.1.1 

with that of puruṣa as an ordinary person made of seven elements attested in 

TU 2.1. In the following, I will examine the relationship between Vyāsa-Cr. and 

these two Vedic texts. 

The account of creation in ŚBM 6.1.1 can be summarized as follows: At 

the beginning, this world existed as the non-existent. The non-existent 

consisted of the seven seers (r̥ṣi), who were the life-functions (prāṇa) (6.1.1.1). 

Indra was the life-function in the center. He kindled the other life-functions. 

The kindled life-functions created the seven Puruṣas (6.1.1.2). The seven 

Puruṣas said, “We, being thus, will not be able to procreate [offsprings]. Let us 
unite the seven Puruṣas into a single Puruṣa.” Two Puruṣas became the upper 

part of the trunk, another two Puruṣas became the lower part of the trunk, one 

Puruṣa became one wing, another Puruṣa became the other wing, and yet 

another Puruṣa became the tale (6.1.1.3). Here the narrative is interrupted by a 

semantic analysis of the words śiras and śarīra. In so much as the prāṇas 

resorted to (√śray) the whole body, the body is called “śarīra.” (6.1.1.422). The 

                                                   
22 ŚBM 6.1.1.4                                                      
átha yáitéṣāṃ saptānā́ṃ púruṣāṇāṃ śrī́ḥ / yó rása ā́sīt tám ūrdhváṃ samúdauhaṃs tád asyá 
śíro ’bhavad yác chríyaṃ samudáuhaṃs tásmāc chíras tásminn etásmin prāṇā́ aśrayanta 
tásmād v évaitác chíró ’tha yát prāṇā́ áśrayanta tásmād u prāṇā́ḥ śríyó* ’tha yát sárvasminn 
áśrayanta** tásmād u śárīram // 
“Then, that which was the excellence (śrī) of the seven Puruṣas, that which was the essence 
(rasa) [of the seven Puruṣas], they pushed it upwards. It became his head (śiras). Inasmuch 
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story resumes: this single Puruṣa became Prajāpati. He is identified with the 

fire-altar which is placed in the ritual field (6.1.1.5). The fire-altar as Prajāpati 
consists of seven puruṣas (saptapuruṣa23): the trunk of four parts, two wings 

and the tail (6.1.1.6). The text provides another semantic analysis of the word 

śiras (6.1.1.7). The narrative continues: Prajāpati desired, “May I be more, May 
I be reproduced!” Then he practiced austerity and created Bráhman (neuter), 

which was the triple knowledge (trayī vidyā) (6.1.1.8). He created water from 

speech (vāc) (6.1.1.9). He entered into the water and an egg arose there 

(6.1.1.9). From the egg, he created this world (6.1.1.10ff). After the creation of 

this world, Prajāpati’s body fell asunder (vi + √sraṁs)24 (6.1.2.12). He asked 

Agni to restore his body, and Agni restored (saṃs + √kar) it (6.1.2.13ff).  

    Comparing ŚBM 6.1.1 with Vyāsa-Cr., we can observe the following three 

common features: (1) The seven Puruṣas cannot carry out the creation 

separately, and they unite with each other in order to create the world (ŚBM 
6.1.1.3, MBh 12.224.41–42); (2) The unified being is called Puruṣa (ŚBM 
6.1.1.3, MBh 12.224.42d) or Prajāpati (ŚBM 6.1.1.5, MBh 12.224.44d); (3) 
The derivation of the word śarīra utilizes the verb √śray. In Vedic literature, it 

is only ŚBM 6.1.1.4 that derives śarīra from √śray,25 which suggests a close 

connection between ŚBM 6.1.1 and Vyāsa-Cr. Although Vyāsa-Cr. is detached 

from the context of the Agnicayana ritual, we can say that verses 41–44 are 

based on ŚBM 6.1.1. 
The relationship between Vyāsa-Cr. and TU 2.1, on the other hand, is less 

obvious. The process of formation of a person in TU 2.1 can be represented as 

                                                                                                                        
as they raised the excellence (śrī), it is [called] “śiras” (the head). It was there that the 
life-functions (prāṇa) resorted to (√śray); therefore also it is [called] “śiras” (the head). Then, 
inasmuch as the life-functions (prāṇa) resorted to (√śray) [the head], the life-functions are 
called “śrīs” (the excellences). Therefore, inasmuch as they (the life-functions) resorted to 
(√śray) the whole [body],** it is [called] “śarīra” (the body).” 
* Weber [1855] reads śriyáu for śriyó, but I followed Śāstri et al [1998] and Several learned 
persons [1940]. 
** Supplied in light of ŚBK 8.1.1.3: yát sárvasminn ātmánn áśrayanta.  
23 The word puruṣa literally means “a person,” but in the liturgical context it refers to a unit 
of length equal to the height of the sacrificer with upstreched arms and amounts to 
approximately 210 cm. The fire-altar in the Agnicayana ritual is divided into seven squares, 
each of which is one puruṣa in length. When the fire-altar is said to consist of seven puruṣas 
(saptapuruṣa) in ŚB 6.1.1.6, it means that it consists of seven equal squares, with the side 
length of one puruṣa.  
24 Eggeling [1882–1900. III: 150, n. 3]: “Literally, he fell asunder, or to pieces, became 
disjointed. Hence, when the gods ‘restored’ Prajāpati (the lord of generation) [...] the verb 
used is saṃs + √kr̥ ‘to put together;’ and this putting together, or restoration, of Prajāpati is 
symbolically identified with the building up of the fire-altar.” 
25 N 2.16 explains the word śarīra by √śari and √śami (śarīraṃ śr̥ṇāteḥ śamnāter vā), AiĀ 
2.1.4 by √śayi and JUB 1.15.5 by the imperfect form aśeran of √śayi. cf. Deeg [1995: 296, 
350–351]. 
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the following progression: self → ether → wind → fire → water → earth → 
plants → food → person (puruṣa).26 Rüping [1977] does not specify why he 

thinks that TU 2.1 is the source of Vyāsa-Cr. He may have thought so, firstly, 

because a person in TU is made of seven elements (ether, wind, fire, water, 

earth, plants, and food), and, secondly, because the same five elements (ether, 

wind, fire, water, and earth) occur in both texts. However, a crucial difference 

between Vyāsa-Cr. and TU 2.1 is the relationship between the single Puruṣa (a 

person) and the five elements. In Vyāsa-Cr., the Creator emits the seven Puruṣas 

and the five elements. After the union of the seven Puruṣas (41–42), the five 

elements enter the body of the unified single Puruṣa. In TU 2.1, on the other 

hand, a person is the product of the five elements, plants and food. Moreover, 

plants (oṣadhi) and food (anna) in TU 2.1 are missing from MBh 12.224.  

As shown by Ikari [1975: 55], TU 2.1 presupposes the discussion on the 

Agnicayana ritual in ŚBM 6.1.1. Therefore, TU 2.1 and Vyāsa-Cr. are innately 

corresponding to each other because they share a common source (ŚBM 6.1.1). 
Unlike in the case of ŚBM 6.1.1, there is no proof that Vyāsa-Cr. draws on TU 

2.1. Threfore, one cannot assume that Vyāsa-Cr. is based on TU 2.1.  

Apart from ŚBM 6.1.1, we can find several allusions to Vedic ideas in 
verses 41–45. The semantic analysis27 of puruṣa in 42cd seems to be based on 

the famous derivation of the word from pūr + √śayi.28 The idea expressed in 

43b that Prajāpati’s body consists of sixteen parts can be traced back to Vedic 
literature (cf. ŚBM 9.2.2.2, BĀU 1.5.14, PU 6.1–6 and so on). In this way, the 

account of the seven Puruṣas abounds in Vedic references. 

 

                                                   
26 TU 2.1: tasmād vā etasmād ātmana ākāśa saṃbhūtaḥ / ākāśād vāyuḥ / vāyor agniḥ / 
agner āpaḥ / adbhyaḥ pr̥thivī / pr̥thivyā oṣadhayaḥ / oṣadhībhyo ’nnam / annāt puruṣaḥ / sa 
vā eṣa puruṣo ’nnarasamayaḥ / 
27 Semantic analysis: nirvacana analysis of words in Indian tradition. It is often translated as 
“etymology,” but this rendering has several misleading connotations (cf. Kahrs [1998: 24–
25]). I followed Kahrs [1998] in calling nirvacana semantic analysis. cf. Visigalli [2017: 
101–102, n. 2].    
28 BĀU 2.5.18 
puraś cakre dvipadaḥ puraś cakre catuṣpadaḥ /                    
puraḥ sa pakṣī bhūtvā puraḥ puruṣa āviśad iti //                     
sa vā ayaṃ puruṣaḥ sarvāsu pūrṣu puriśayaḥ / 
“He made a fort with two feet; he made a fort with four feet. He became a bird and entered 
the fort. The Person has entered the fort. This very person (puruṣa) is the fort-dweller 
(puriśaya) in all the forts.” (Olivelle [1998: 73])    
If we understand śarīra “body” in 42c as pūr “fort” in the BĀU 2.5.18, a connection clearly 
intended in the BĀU passage, and take into consideration the semantic as well as the 
phonetic similarity between the verbal roots √śray (śrayaṇa) and √śayi (śaya), we can infer 
that the author of our passage must have alluded to this famous semantic analysis. 
Similar explanations that derive the word puruṣa from pūr + √śayi can be found in N 2.13, 
ŚBM 13.6.2.1, GB 1.1.39, and PU 5.5. cf. Deeg [1995: 253, 336–337, 374–376]. 



     Reconsidering MDhŚ 1 and MBh 12.224–225 (Kenji TAKAHASHI)     145 

 
 

3.2  The Structure of Vyāsa-Cr. 

On the basis of the above textual analysis, the structure of Vyāsa-Cr. can be 

charted in the following way. The grey highlighting indicates the portions of 

Vyāsa-Cr. which are parallel to Bhr̥gu-Cr. Parts of text framed by a dotted box 

correspond to the later insertions as postulated by Hacker, and those parts of the 

text which are framed by a solid box have correspondence with ŚBM 6.1.1. 

 

11: Bráhman existed at the beginning of this world. cf. MDhŚ 1.5. 

12–21: The teaching on the units of time. cf. MDhŚ 1.64–70. 

22–27: The teaching on characteristics of each Yuga. cf. MDhŚ 1.81–86. 

28–29ab: The calculation of Brahmán’s day and night. cf. MDhŚ 1.71cd, 

73abc. 

29cd: The description of the dissolution at the end of the day of Brahmán. 

30: Another calculation of Brahmán’s day and night. cf. MDhŚ 1.73ab. 

31: Brahmán wakes up from sleep at the end of the night, transforms the 

undiminishable. From it, he emits, the great being, manas, which is of the 

nature of the manifest. cf. MDhŚ 1.74.  

32: Bráhman (neuter) is the fiery semen, to which this world belongs. cf. MBh 

12.232.9. 

33: Brahmán, who woke up at the beginning of the day, emits this world 

through his knowledge. He emits the great being, manas, which is of the nature 

of the manifest. cf. MDhŚ 1.74. 

34ab: Overpowering manas, Brahmán emits the seven manas-born Puruṣas. 

34cd: A stereotyped description of manas. cf. MBh 12.187.36ab. 

35–38c: manas develops the creation. From manas, ether, wind, light, water 

and earth arise successively. Their properties are sound, touch, appearance, 

taste and smell respectively. cf. MDhŚ 1.75–78c. 

38d: Concluding statement (pūrvaiṣā sr̥ṣṭir ucyate). cf. MDhŚ 1.78d. 

39–40: Accumulation theory of the five elements.  

41: Although each of them is endowed with various powers, the seven Puruṣas 

cannot perform emission without being united with each other. cf. ŚBM 6.1.1.3. 

42a–c: They are united with each other and form one body. cf. ŚBM 6.1.1.3. 

42cd: The semantic analysis of the word puruṣa. cf. BĀU 2.5.18, N. 2.3, ŚBM 

13.6.2.1, GB 1.1.39, PU 5.5. 

43a: The semantic analysis of the word śarīra. cf. ŚBM 6.1.1.4. 

43b: The corporeal body of the unified single Puruṣa consists of sixteen parts. 

cf. ŚBM 9.2.2.2, BĀU 1.5.14, PU 6.1–6 etc. 

43cd: The five elements enter into his body. 



146        Journal of Indological Studies, Nos. 30 & 31 (2018–2019) 

 
 

44: He takes in the five elements, and performs the creation. He is said to be 

Prajāpati (cf. ŚBM 6.1.1.6). 
45–46: As the supreme Puruṣa or the unborn Brahmán, he creates beings. He 

creates gods, seers, human beings and so on.  

 

3.3  Four Beginnings of Vyāsa-Cr. 

Hacker [1961: 77–80, 83–84, 90] draws our attention to the fact that Vyāsa-Cr. 

juxtaposes four different introductions, found in verses 11, 31, 32 and 33–34 

respectively. He argues that verses 11, 31cd and 32 speak of the creation as 

being “mechanical” and “impersonalistic,” whereas verses 31ab and 33–34 

speak of it as being theistic. He believes that the mechanical beginnings are 

more original than the theistic ones. MBh 12.224 is partly parallel to MDhŚ 1. 

MBh 12.224.12–21 (the units of time) corresponds to MDhŚ 1.64–70, MBh 

12.224.22–27 (characteristics of each Yuga) to MDhŚ 1.81–86, MBh 

12.224.28–30 (the length of Brahmán’s day and night) to MDhŚ 1.71–73, and 

MBh 12.224.31, 35–38 (the creation) to MDhŚ 1.74–78. Hacker [1961: 77–78] 

points out that the teaching on time (12–21) in MBh 12.224 is interrupted by 

the teaching on the characteristics of each Yuga (22–27), and resumes from 

verse 28. This interruption is not observed in MDhŚ 1. Due to this 

inconsistency, Hacker suggests that the text, which covers three different topics, 

did not comprise a coherent whole at an early stage. He conjectures that 

Vyāsa-Cr. originally consisted of 11, 31cd, 35–38. When this earliest form of 

the account was combined with the other two accounts, verse 11 was placed at 

the beginning of the whole passage in order to indicate that the topic of creation 

is the most important among the three topics. He thinks that 31ab was 

introduced to establish a connection between the account of creation and the 

preceding account on divisions of time which concludes with a mention of the 

cosmic day and night.  

It is understandable that Hacker does not consider verses 32–34 to be 

original, because he convincingly proves that they are later interpolations (see p. 

135). However, his discussions of verses 11 and 31 should be critically 

reconsidered. A closer analysis of the structure of verses MBh 12.224.11–46 

and MDhŚ 1.64–86 will show that the whole passage is not a loose collection 

of three different topics, but that it was bound together with some intention, the 

understanding of which gives a clue to the problem of the function of verses 11 

and 31.  

In MBh 12.224, Vyāsa starts with the smallest unit of time (verse 12, 

nimeṣā “a moment”), and defines the larger units in the subsequent verses. 

After explaining the length of the Yugas (18–21), he deviates into teaching of 
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their characteristics (22–27). After that he returns to the topic of the units of 

time and defines the length of Brahmán’s day and night (28–29a). Vyāsa gives a 

brief description of the dissolution of this world (29b–d) and explains that 

Brahmán’s day and night end after a time-span of one thousand times of the 

four Yugas (30). Then, he commences the account of creation (31).  

MDhŚ 1 has a similar structure and content. Bhr̥gu defines the length of 

units time beginning with the smallest one (nimeṣā) up to the four Yugas (64–
71). Unlike Vyāsa in MBh 12.224, Bhr̥gu does not deviate here into the 

characteristics of each Yuga. He defines Brahmán’s day and night based on the 
length of Yugas (72–73). Then he narrates the account of creation (74–78) and 

after explaining a yet bigger unit of time, the Manvantara (79–80), he relates 

the characteristics of each Yuga (81–86).  

Although Vyāsa-Cr. and Bhr̥gu-Cr. differ regarding the position of the 

teaching on the characteristics of each Yuga, they follow a similar arrangement 

of topics. Both accounts start with the shortest unit of time (nimeṣā) and 

subsequently explain the longer ones. After the description of Brahmán’s day 

and night, they relate what happens at the beginning of Brahmán’s day, that is 

to say, the creation. In Vyāsa-Cr., the description of the characteristics of each 

Yuga is placed after that of their length, presumably because both have the 

topic of Yugas in common. In MDhŚ 1, on the other hand, the characteristics of 

each Yuga (81–86) are followed by the dharmas of each Varṇa (87–91). As 

verses 81–86 are also related to the dharmas in each Yuga, the author(s) of the 

MDhŚ 1 may have placed them after the account of creation, in order to 

highlight the juxtaposition of dharmas of the four Yugas (81–86) and those of 

the four Varṇas (87–91). In this way, the two versions share a basic 

arrangement of topics, and the slight difference in the order of verses can be 

easily explained as above.29  Consequently, MBh 12.224.12–46 cannot be 

regarded as a loose collection of small independent tracts as Hacker [1961] 

assumes. The account of creation in MBh is, therefore, closely connected to its 

preceding context (MBh 12.224.12–30).   

The above analysis leads us to a conclusion which is different from the 

one arrived at by Hacker. As for verse 11, the fact that it does not have any 

counterpart in the parallel passage in MDhŚ 1.64–86 suggests that it was not 

contained in the earliest form of the account. This assumption is further 

corroborated by the fact that it is separated from Vyāsa-Cr. by verses 12–30, 

                                                   
29 The difference in the arrangement of the topics shows that the MDhŚ did not draw on the 
MBh or vice versa. As Bühler [1886: lxxxii–xc] rightly observes, it would be more 
reasonable to assume that the two texts utilized common sources. cf. Fitzgerald [2014: 492, n. 
39].  
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which, on their part, are closely connected to Vyāsa-Cr. and have parallels in 

MDhŚ 1. It may have been placed at the beginning of the whole account in 

order to indicate that Bráhman is the central topic of the subsequent discussions 

on different topics. Whereas verse 11 mentions Bráhman (neuter) at the 

beginning of this world, the other portions of creation account, except for 

interpolated verse 32, represent the Creator as a masculine god. He is called as 

Īśvara (29b) or Brahmán (masculine, 31b) and is referred to by masculine 

adjectives (31a pratibuddhaḥ, 33ab vibuddhaḥ san). This suggests that when 

verses 11 and 32 were added to the text, the distinction between the neuter 

Bráhman and the masculine Brahmán was blurred.  

31ab, on the other hand, most likely belongs to the earliest layer of the 

account. Because 31ab has its parallel in Bhr̥gu-Cr. (MDhŚ 1.74ab), it is 
difficult to reject it as unoriginal. As Vyāsa-Cr. has a close affinity with its 

preceding teaching on the division of time in its original form, 31ab, which 

smoothens the transition from one topic to another, is an indispensable element 

in Vyāsa-Cr. 

To conclude, among the four beginnings (verses 11, 31, 32, 33–34), only 

verse 31 (both pādas ab and cd) belongs to the earliest layer of the text, and the 

other three are later interpolations.  

 

3.4  The Process of the Development of the Text 

The above argument indicates that the parts of the text which are shared with 

Bhr̥gu-Cr., i.e., verses 31 and 35–38, comprise the oldest layer of the account, 

whereas other portions (11, 32–34, 39–46) are later interpolations.  

It is difficult to infer the exact order of insertions, but one can still attempt 

to propose a relative chronology of some of them. As discussed above (p. 135), 

verses 33–34 should be considered slightly younger than verse 32. The 

reference to the seven manas-born Puruṣas in verse 34, which interrupts the 

earliest account of creation (31, 35–38), could have been inserted in order to 

smoothen the connection between the earliest account and the account of the 

seven Puruṣas (41–44). Therefore, verse 34 might have been incorporated into 

the text of Vyāsa-Cr. around the same time as verses 41–46 or later than them.  

 

4.  Vyāsa-Dis. in MBh 12.224.74–225.16 

In MBh 12.224.74–225.16, Vyāsa gives an account of dissolution. In its core it 

is based on Vyāsa-Cr., but there are several important discrepancies between the 

two.  

    At the beginning of Brahmán’s night, seven suns lighten up in the heaven 

so that the whole universe blazes vehemently (75). Vyāsa’s narration is abruptly 
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interrupted by a chapter break.30 The unnatural placement of the chapter break 

indicates that there is a gap between the content of MBh 12.224.74–75 and that 

of MBh 12.225.1–16. 

    The movable and the immovable dissolve into earth (225.1–2). Water 

takes away smell, which is the property of earth, and earth dissolves (3). Water 

spreads over this world (4). Light takes away taste, which is the property of 

water, and water dissolves into light (5). Flames envelop the sun, and the whole 

world is filled with flames and the sky blazes vehemently (6). Wind takes away 

appearance, which is the property of light, and light dissolves (7a–c). Strong 

wind blows in ten directions (7d–8). The text continues as follows: 

MBh 12.225.9–10                                          
vāyor api guṇaṃ sparśam ākāśaṃ grasate yadā /             
praśāmyati tadā vāyuḥ khaṃ tu tiṣṭhati nānadat // 9 // 

When ether devours also the property of wind which is touch, wind ceases. 

Ether, on the other hand, keeps on rumbling.  

ākāśasya guṇaṃ śabdam abhivyaktātmakaṃ manaḥ /             
manaso vyaktam avyaktaṃ brāhmaḥ sa pratisaṃcaraḥ // 10 // 

manas, which is of the nature the manifest (abhivyakta), [devours] the 

property of ether which is sound. The unmanifested [devours the property] 

of manas which is the manifest. This is the regression to Bráhman. 

With the help of the syntactical structure of 9–10b, we can re-construe 10c as 

manaso [guṇaṃ] vyaktam (acc.) avyaktaṃ (neut. nom.) [grasati]. Because 14c 

(tad avyaktaṃ paraṃ brahma) identifies avyakta with Bráhman (neut.), we can 

infer that avyakta in 10c refers to Bráhman (neut.). The ambiguous Vr̥ddhi 
adjective brāhma in 10d which literally means “concerning Bráhman/Brahmán” 
is interpreted as (regression) to Bráhman (neut.). In the context of creation, a 
Vr̥ddhi adjective of X can mean “deriving from X.” For example, MBh 
12.291.23 calls the emission of the five elements bhūtasarga, whereas the 

emission of the ten parts of a human body from the five elements is called 

bhautika-sarga in MBh 12.291.25.31 Considering this special usage of Vr̥ddhi 

                                                   
30 It appears that a chapter break after verse 73 would be more appropriate than the one after 
verse 75. Manuscripts K7 D4, 9 do not have any chapter breaks. The transmitters of K7 D4, 9 
could have deliberately deleted the chapter break thinking that it was unnecessary.  
31 cf. MBh 12.291.23–26  
bhūtasargam ahaṃkārāt tr̥tīyaṃ viddhi pārthiva / 
ahaṃkāreṣu bhūteṣu caturthaṃ viddhi vaikṛtam // 23 // 
vāyur jyotir athākāśam āpo 'tha pr̥tivī tathā / 
śabdaḥ sparśaś ca rūpaṃ ca raso gandhas tathaiva ca // 24 // 
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adjectives, I interpreted brāhma- pratisaṃcara as regression to Bráhman, not as 

regression of Bráhman. This interpretation concords with my interpretation of 

10c that Bráhman as the unmanifested devours the property of manas.  

    The process of dissolution described in verses 1–10 can be schematically 

represented as follows: beings →  earth →  water →  light (or fire) → 

wind → ether → manas → Bráhman. This order corresponds to that in 

Vyāsa-Cr.  

    As for the dissolution by the seven suns in MBh 12.224.75, we find a 

similar account in MBh 3.186, where Mārkaṇḍeya reports to the Pāṇḍavas what 

he witnessed at the time of dissolution: When the time of dissolution 

approaches, the society is corrupted and people do what should not be done 

(MBh 3.186.24–55). The seven suns appear in the sky and burn up everything 

(55–64). Great clouds rain heavily and extinguish the fire (65–72). Strong wind 

clears up the clouds (73–75). Svayaṃbhū swallows the wind and sleeps on the 
lotus flower (76). Mārkaṇḍeya meets an infant sleeping on a Banyan tree, who 

is revealed to be Nārāyaṇa (77ff).  

    Inoue [1992: 505 (36)] argues that Vyāsa-Dis. owes its notion of the seven 

suns, the flood and the strong wind to MBh 3.186,32 but a closer investigation 

seems to suggest a slightly different scenario. First, the order of the dissolution 

by the seven suns, the flood, and the strong wind in MBh 3.186 does not fit to 

the successive dissolution of the five elements (earth, water, fire, wind, and 

ether). Moreover, the seven suns in 224.75 should represent the fiery element, 

but the fiery element is mentioned separately in 225.5. This suggests that 

224.74–75 and 225.1–10 were originally detached from each other and that 

they were combined in the editorial process. This assumption is corroborated 

by the unnatural placement of the chapter break between 224.74–75 and 225.1–
10 (see pp. 148–149). Therefore, only the idea of the seven suns in 224.75 

comes from MBh 3.186, and the dissolution account in MBh 225.1–10 is based 

on the creation account in the previous chapter.  

    After MBh 12.225.10, the account of dissolution continues, but in a 

different direction. The moon enters into the property of the self, and devours 

manas (11ab). When manas stops, the self also abides in the moon (11cd).33 

                                                                                                                        
evaṃ yugapad utpannaṃ daśavargam asaṃśayam / 
pañcamaṃ viddhi rājendra bhautikaṃ sargam arthavat // 25 // 
śrotraṃ tvak cakṣuṣī jihvā ghrāṇam eva ca pañcamam / 
vāk ca hastau ca pādau ca pāyur meḍhraṃ tathaiva ca // 26 // 
32 Sutton [2000: 253] also notes the influence from MBh 3.187, but he does not specify 
which portion of Vyāsa-Dis. is based on MBh 3.187.  
33 MBh 12.225.11 
tad ātmaguṇam āviśya mano grasati candramāḥ / 
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Then, intention (saṃkalpa) subdues the moon (12ab). Intention also devours 

understanding (citta) (12c). The supreme knowledge (uttama-jñāna) devours 

understanding (12d). Time (kāla) devours knowledge (vijñāna) (13a) and is 

identified with strength (bala) (13bc). The wise subdues time (13d). Then the 

wise subdues the noisy sound of ether (ākāśasya ghoṣa) within his self (ātman) 

(14ab). This self is the unmanifested eternal Bráhman (neuter) (14cd). 

    Inoue [1992: 504 (37), n. 9] notes that the process of dissolution in 11–
14cd may go back to the teaching of Sanatkumāra to Nārada in ChU 7.1–15. 

Sanatkumāra presents the following hierarchy of entities: name (nāma), speech 

(vāc), thought (manas), intention (saṃkalpa), understanding (citta), meditation 

(dhyāna), knowledge (vijñāna), strength (bala), food (anna), water (ap), heat 

(tejas), ether (ākāśa), remembrance (smara), hope (āśā), life-function (prāṇa). 

Sanatkumāra finally declares that these entities (name and so on) come from 

the self (ātman) (7.26).34 We can conjecture that MBh 12.225.11–14 draw on 

this passage in ChU 7.  

    Eight out of the sixteen entities enumerated in ChU 7 (nāma, vāc, dhyāna, 

anna, ap, tejas, smara and āśā) are omitted in MBh 12.225.11–14. Among 

them, the exclusion of nāma and vāc can be explained by the fact that the 

interpolation from ChU 7 begins from the dissolution of manas which comes 

after nāma and vāc in ChU 7. The reasons behind exclusion of other entities 

remain unclear.35   

    On the other hand, the dissolution accoount in 11–14d introduces the 

moon (candramas) and time (kāla), which are not present in ChU 7. In Vedic 

literature, Soma is said to keep its consumer awake even at night. Since the 

moon is also awake all night long and oversees the whole world, Soma is 

identified with the moon. Soma is also called “the Lord of Thought” 
(manasaspati) because it activates the sacrificer’s thought (cf. Sakamoto [2015: 

                                                                                                                        
manasy uparate ’tmāpi candramasy avatiṣṭhate // 
’tmāpi ] K7 V1 B6-9 Da3, 4 D4, 6, 9 M1, 6; ’dhyātmā Ś1 K1, 2; cāpi K4 B0 Dn1, 4 D2, 3, 8; cātmā K6 
Ds D5, 7 T G1, 3, 6 M5, 7. 
PCE reads ’dhyātmā, but the reading’tmāpi seems to be the lectio difficilior and other 
readings derive from it. It produces the irregular sandhi –e + ā- > -e ’- (uparate + ātmāpi > 
uparate ’tmāpi, GES §1.2.6, 27–29). The redactors may have changed the text in order to 
avoid this sandhi. The readings ’dhyātmā (Ś1 K1, 2) and cātmā (K6 Ds D5, 7 T G1, 3, 6 M5, 7) 
retain ātmā, and the reading cāpi (K4 B0 Dn1, 4 D2, 3, 8) retains api.    
34 On the problem of internal discrepancy within ChU 7 and on its compositional process, 
see Acharya [2017: 558, n. 28].  
35 Comparison with ChU 7 helps us to access some textual problems of verses 11–14. PCE 
reads cittaṃ grasati saṃkalpas “intention devours understanding” for 12c following Ś1 K1, 2, 

4, 6, 7 V1 B0, 6AC, 7, 8 Da3, 4 Dn1, 4 Ds D2–6, 8, 9, but manuscripts B6PC(marg.), 9 D7 T G1, 3, 6 M1, 5–7 
read cittaṃ grasati saṃkalpaṃ “understanding devours intention.” The latter reading is more 
logical and concords with ChU 7.5 which says that understanding is higher than intention.  
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9, 75 n. 94]). The connection between the moon and manas in verse 11 can 

derive from this Vedic association of manas with Soma and the moon. The 

purport of this verse and its sources are difficult to discern. The idea that manas 

is devoured by the moon, and that the self abides in the moon could be based 

on the theory of pitr̥yāṇa-panthā, according to which one ascends to the moon 

after death. As for time (kāla), the author seems to attempt to validate its 

inclusion by identifying it with strength (bala).36 

    Subsequent to these verses, Vyāsa concludes his account of dissolution:  

MBh 12.225.14ef                                          

evaṃ sarvāṇi bhūtāni brahmaiva pratisaṃcaraḥ //  

In this way, all the beings [dissolve]. Bráhman alone is that into which 

[everything is] dissolved.37  

14f is similar to 10d brāhmaḥ saḥ pratisaṃcaraḥ, which suggests that 14f is 

also intended as a concluding statement of the dissolution account in verses 11–
14. In this case too, concluding statements can be regarded as markers for 

textual layers.  

    After saying that this teaching is proclaimed by Yogins (MBh 12.225.1538), 

                                                   
36 MBh 12.225.13                                              
kālo grasati vijñānaṃ kālo balam iti śrutiḥ /                     
balaṃ kālo grasati tu taṃ vidvān kurute vaśe //   
“Time devours knowledge. Time is strength — thus tradition tells us. Time as strength 
devours [knowledge], but the wise subdues it (time).” 
Pāda c can be translated as “Time devours strength,” taking balam as accusative, but pāda b 
kālo balam suggests that time and strength are put in apposition to each other. In my 
translation, I supplied vijñānam as the object from pāda a. Time is not mentioned in ChU 7, 
which says that strength is higher than knowledge. The author of Vyāsa-Dis. may have 
interpreted that time is something powerful and equivalent to bala in ChU 7.   
37 The translation of pāda e follows Deussen-Strauss [1906: 342] “So steht es mit allen 
Wesen, das Brahman ist ihre Auflösung.” As for pāda f, PW IV.983 understands 
pratisaṃcara in this passage as “derjenige oder dasjenige, in den oder in das etwas eingeht.” 
The word pratisaṃcara has a meaning of “playground” (cf. MBh 6.7.49ef: śr̥ṅgavāṃs tu 
mahārāja pitr̥̥̄ ṇāṃ pratisaṃcaraḥ). Therefore, PW’s interpretation of pratisaṃcara as the 
locus of the verbal action prati + sam + √car can be justified. We cannot decide whether the 
word brahman is masculine or neuter from this sentence. I interpreted it as neuter because of 
14c, but we cannot deny the possibility of its being masculine.  
38 On the basis of the statement that this teaching was proclaimed by Yogins in MBh 
12.225.15, Sutton [2000: 252] says, “It is made clear that this version is that which is taught 
by the practitioners of yoga and verses 10 to 14 are concerned more with the yoga process 
than with the end of the world. It appears that the sequential withdrawal of the material 
elements at the time of the annihilation is recognized as being in some way equivalent to the 
yoga system that dissolves the material covering of the self so that mokṣa may be gained.” 
Because his Yoga-oriented interpretation has only a weak support from the mention of 
Yogins in verse 15 and there is no reference to Yogic practices or withdrawal and so on in the 
text, I would like to refrain from making such interpretation.   



     Reconsidering MDhŚ 1 and MBh 12.224–225 (Kenji TAKAHASHI)     153 

 
 

Vyāsa concludes: 

MBh 12.225.16                                                            

evaṃ vistarasaṃkṣepau brahmāvyakte punaḥ punaḥ /               

yugasāhasrayor ādāv ahno rātryās tathaiva ca //  

In this way, the extension and the compression [take place] within 

Bráhman which is the unmanifested39 again and again at the beginning of 

[Brahmán’s] day and night which [last for] one thousand [Yugas]. 

Because Vyāsa mentions not only the dissolution, but also the creation, this 

verse may be intended to conclude the whole account, that is, MBh 12.224–
225.  

    In conclusion of the analysis of Vyāsa-Dis., we can maintain that MBh 

12.225.1–10, which is based on the core portion of Vyāsa-Cr., was enlarged 

based on two different sources: the first enlargement is MBh 12.224.75 which 

stems from Mārkaṇḍeya’s account of dissolution in MBh 3.186, while the 

second one is MBh 12.225.11–14 which originates from Sanatkumāra’s 
teaching on the hierarchy of entities in ChU 7. 

 

5.  Manu-Cr. in MDhŚ 1.14–20 

Manu-Cr. is a part of a longer account of creation in MDhŚ 1.5–57.40 Great 

seers ask him about the dharma for all the social classes (1–4). Manu starts his 

reply by talking about the creation: At the beginning this world was 

phenomenally non-existent (5). Then, Svayaṃbhū appeared and manifested this 

world beginning with the five elements (6–7). He then created water and 

discharged his semen into it (8). The semen became a golden egg, inside of 

which Brahmán came into being (9–11). After staying there for one year, he 

divided the egg into two (12). From the two halves, he created the heaven and 

the earth and, in between them, he created the mid-space, the eight directions 

                                                   
39 I followed the interpretation of Deussen-Strauss [1906: 342] to take brahmāvyakte as a 
Karmadhāraya compound. It is difficult to judge whether the first member of this compound 
refers to Bráhman or Brahmán, but I interpreted it as neuter Bráhman because the 
juxtaposition of these two words seems to be based on 14c (tad avyaktaṃ paraṃ brahma). 
Motegi [2000b: 24], on the other hand, takes it as a Dvandva compound in apposition to 
vistarasaṃkṣepau. If we follow his interpretation, this verse can be translated as “the 
extension and the compression [of this world], which are Bráhman/Brahmán and the 
unmanifested, [take place] again and again.” This rendering, however, gives a wrong 
impression that Bráhman/Brahmán is involved only in the creation and not in the dissolution. 
Moreover, this interpretation contradicts 14c that identifies Bráhman and the unmanifested.  
40 Watase [1978] analyzes the whole first chapter of the MDhŚ and concludes that both the 
accounts of creation were placed there in order to justify the Brāhmaṇical social order which 
is elaborated in the rest of the text.  
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and the sea (13). Then Manu continues: 

    MDhŚ 1.14–16 
udbabarhātmanaś caiva manaḥ sadasadātmakam / 
manasaś cāpy ahaṃkāram abhimantāram īśvaram // 14 // 
mahāntam eva cātmānaṃ sarvāṇi triguṇāni ca / 
viṣayāṇāṃ grahītr̥̥̄ ṇi śanaiḥ pañcendriyāṇi ca // 15 // 

From himself, he drew out manas, which is of the nature of the existent 

and the non-existent, and again from manas, [he drew out] I-awareness, 

which is the agent of self-attribution and the Lord, nothing but the large 

ātman, and gradually all the five sense organs which are endowed with the 

three guṇas (sattva, rajas and tamas) and which are the graspers of their 

objects.  

teṣāṃ tv avayavān sūkṣmān ṣaṇṇām apy amitaujasām / 
saṃniveśyātmamātrāsu sarvabhūtāni nirmame // 16 // 

He installed the subtle components of all the six of immeasurable power 

into his own fine particles, and measured out all the elements.41  

It is not clear what “the six” in verse 16 stand for, because the previous verses 

14–15 mention eight entities (manas, ahaṃkāra, mahant-ātman and the five 

sense organs). The medieval commentators and modern researchers offer 

various explanations for “the six,” which can be classified into two groups: (1) 

six different kinds of entities, i.e., the three mental principles (mahant-ātman, 

ahaṃkāra, and manas), the tanmātras, the five sense organs and the five action 

organs (Nandana, Bühler [1886]); or (2) one of the three mental principles and 

either the five sense organs or the five elements (Medhātithi, Kullūka, 
Maṇirāma, Rāghavānanda, Govindarāja, Hacker [1959], Olivelle [2005], 
Michaels [2010], and Watase [2013]).42 The first option is untenable because 

                                                   
41 I interpret that bhūtas here refers to elements assuming that sarvabhūtāni refers to bhūtāni 
mahānti mentioned in 18ab. sarvabhūtāni can also mean “all the living beings.” 
42 The interpretations of the commentators and the modern researchers can be summarized 
as follows: 
<Sanskrit Commentators> 
Medhātithi, Kullūka and Maṇirāma: ahaṃkāra and the five tanmātras. 
Nandana: mahant-ātman, ahaṃkāra, manas, tanmātras, the sense organs, and the action 
organs. 
Rāghavānanda and Rāmacandra: manas and the five sense organs. 
Govindarāja: mahant-ātman and the five tanmātras.  
<Modern researchers> 
Bühler [1886: 9]: “It would seem that Nand.’s (Nandana’s) explanation comes nearest to the 
truth, though, as stated above, his manner of showing that six principles or classes of 
principles are mentioned in the preceding verses is not altogether satisfactory.” 
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the five action organs are not mentioned in the account at all. The second one 

also poses some difficulties, because one has to decide upon one of the three 

mental principles, and it is difficult to decide which two of them are to be 

discarded.  

The problem of the number six can be solved by assuming influence from 

Sāṃkhya doctrine. In epico-purāṇic literature, accounts which do not fit into 

the scheme of Classical Sāṃkhya (or the current state of Sāṃkhya doctrine 

predominant at the given point in time) are changed so that they will conform 

to this system (cf. Hacker [1961]). The creation process in verses 14–15 can be 

sketched as follows: Brahmán → manas → ahaṃkāra, mahant-ātman and 

the five sense organs endowed with the three guṇas. If we compare this with 

the creation scheme common to Bhr̥gu-Cr., Vyāsa-Cr. and Vyāsa-Dis. 

(Brahmán/Bráhman → manas → the five elements), we can observe that 

Manu-Cr. may have introduced ahaṃkāra and mahant-ātman, and replaced the 

five elements with the five sense organs endowed with the three guṇas.43 The 

latter change could have occurred because according to Manu-Cr. the Creator 

creates the five elements in verse 16. If we assume that 14cd, which introduces 

ahaṃkāra44 and mahant-ātman, and 15ab, which ascribes the three guṇas to 

the sense organs, are the results of an influence from Sāṃkhya system, we can 

reconstruct verses 14–15 as follows: 

*MDhŚ I.14–15                                    

udbabarhātmanaś caiva manaḥ sadasadātmakam /            
                                                                                                                        
Hacker [1959: 80]: “If the verse is to be interpreted from the context in which it appears here, 
it seems most probable that the six entities mentioned in the immediately preceding verses, 
viz. the mahān ātmā and the five indriyas, are alluded to.” 
Olivelle [2005: 239]: “The exact meaning of “six” remains unclear, but mind and the five 
elements are the best candidates because they are again referred to in verse 18.” 
Michaels [2010: 325]: mahant-ātman and the five sense organs, or mahant-ātman and the 
five elements. 
Watase [2013: 453]: mahant-ātman and the five sense organs. 
43 Frauwallner [1925a: 59] also thinks that Manu-Cr. is a Sāṃkhyized version of Vyāsa-Cr.  
44 The two attributes of ahaṃkāra in 14d, abhimantar (abhi + √man) “the agent of 
self-attribution” and īśvara “the Lord,” are also worth noting. In the Classical Sāṃkhya 
tradition, ahaṃkāra is identified with abhimāna which is also derived from the same verbal 
root and prefix (cf. SK 24a). The idea of ahaṃkāra as the Lord (īśvara) cannot be found in 
the Classical Sāṃkhya system, but YD ad SK 22 p. 187, ll. 24–25 says that īśvara is one of 
the synonyms of buddhi. Medhātithi seems to feel uneasy about the idea of ahaṃkāra as the 
Lord, and takes īśvara not as a noun “the Lord” but as an adjective in the sense of “capable” 
(ManBh ad MDhŚ 1.14, p. 34, l. 30: īśvaraṃ kāryanivartanasamartham). However, as the 
word īśvara in the sense of “capable of” is generally construed with infinitives (cf. Oertel 
[1938b]), this rendering is problematic. It is possible to understand īśvara here as “the Lord,” 
because ahaṃkāra is elsewhere identified with Aniruddha and Maheśvara (MBh 12.326.39, 
cf. Misawa [2014: 101, 2016: 366]) or the Creator (Brahmán or Prajāpati, MBh 12.175.16, 
229.7–9, 300.12, 326.39, cf. van Buitenen [1957a: 16–17]).  
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viṣayāṇāṃ grahītṝṇi śanaiḥ pañcendriyāṇi ca //                              

From himself, he (=the Creator) drew out manas, which is of the nature of 

the existent and the non-existent and gradually [he drew out] the five sense 

organs that are the graspers of their objects. 

If we accept this reconstructed reading, “the six” can refer to manas and the 

five sense organs. As manas is often said to be “the sixth” indriya (BhG 15.7, 

MBh 12.187.16 etc.), it is natural to understand “the six” as manas and the five 

sense organs. Moreover, this creation scheme is close to that of Bhr̥gu-Cr., 

Vyāsa-Cr. and Vyāsa-Dis. in which Brahmán first creates manas, and then the 

five elements come into existence successively.  

     Brinkhaus [2016], in his article on a cosmogonical account in HV 1.15–
28 and its influence on other texts, argues that the account of creation in MDhŚ 
1.5–16 can be derived from the account of creation in HV 1.15–28. Brinkhaus 

[2016: 118–121] convincingly demonstrates that two different cosmogonies are 

conspicuously juxtaposed in HV 1.15–28: one is related to abstract and 

ontological level (HV 1.15–19) that affects the underlying physical level and 

the other belongs to mundane level which takes place from the creation act up 

to the recent events spoken of in the MBh (HV 1.20–28). Brinkhaus [2016: 

121] concludes, “Both views are kept strictly apart from each other; they are in 

no way interconnected, but they are seen as competing or even incompatible 

doctrines either.” Brinkhaus [2016: 122–123] further argues that MDhŚ 1.6–10, 

12–13 is largely based on HV 1.23–27, and MDŚ 1.14–16 on HV 1.17–19. He 

observes that the two distinct doctrines are conjoined in a unified form in the 

version of the MDhŚ. I think, however, there being no scholarly consensus on 

the relative chronology of the MDhŚ and the HV,45 one can also consider the 

                                                   
45 Accoding to Olivelle [2005], the MDhŚ was composed around the 2nd–3rd century. 
Vaidya, the editor of the critical edition of the HV, says that its oldest portion (chapters 1–98) 
was composed around 300 CE (Vaidya [1969–1971. I: XXIX]), and speculates that the rest of 
his critical text was added around 600 CE (Vaidya [1969–1971. I: XVII]) or during the period 
from 300 CE to 1050 CE (Vaidya [1969–1971. I: XXIX]), but he does not specify the reason 
for his assumption. Couture [2007: 31–34], on the other hand, proposes that the terminus 
ante quem for the HV can be placed around the 2nd–3rd century, and he thinks that the text 
of the HV continued to expand after that period till around 13th or 14th century.     
     The reference to Harivaṃśa and Bhaviṣyat-parvan as khila in the Ādiparvan (MBh 
1.1.233) and the reference to khila in the parvan-list of the MBh in the Spitzer manuscript 
(cf. Schlingloff [1968, 1969]) make a compelling argument that at least the oldest portion of 
the HV had already existed before the completion of the extant MBh. Hiltebeitel [2001] 
argues that the MBh was composed between the mid-second century BCE and the year zero, 
whereas Fitzgerald [2004] suggested that it was composed between the mid-second century 
BCE and 400 CE. Brinkhaus [1990] attempts to sort out the compositional layers of the HV 
and demonstrates that the oldest text comprises chapters 1–10, 20.1–23.121, and 114. Taking 
these points into consideration, we can argue that HV 1 is roughly contemporary with MDhŚ 
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opposite case that the HV is based on the MDhŚ. As the present study is 
focused on MDhŚ 1.14–20, I would like to confine myself to the analysis of its 

relationship with HV 1.17–19, which reads as follows:  

HV 1.17–19                                           

avyaktaṃ kāraṇaṃ yat tan nityaṃ sadasadātmakam /            

pradhānaṃ puruṣaṃ tasmān nirmame viśvam īśvaraḥ // 17 //         

That which is the unmanifested cause is eternal and of the nature of the 

existent and the non-existent. From it, Īśvara measured out the Primordial 

Cause (pradhāna), the Puruṣa and the whole [universe]. 

taṃ vai viddhi mahārāja brahmāṇam amitaujasam /            

sraṣṭāraṃ sarvabhūtānāṃ nārāyaṇaparāyaṇam // 18 //          

O Great King, know that he (Īśvara) is Brahmán of immeasurable energy, 

the Creator of all the elements/beings and devoted to Nārāyaṇa. 

ahaṃkāras tu mahatas tasmāt bhūtāni jajñire /              

bhūtabhedāś ca bhūtebhya iti sargaḥ sanātanaḥ // 19 // 

ahaṃkāra, on its part, [is born] from the large (mahant). From it 

(ahaṃkāra), the elements are produced. Various living beings [are 

produced] from the elements.46 This is the primeval creation. 

Brinkhaus remarks that HV 1.17–18b corresponds to MDhŚ 1.11,47 and says, 

“A reminiscense of the full ontological passage HV 1.17–19 can be found 

futher on, in ManuSm48 1,14–16.” However, it appears unlikely that HV 1.17–
19 influenced the MDhŚ, because of the following three reasons. 

    Firstly, HV 1.17–18b correspond primarily to MDhŚ 1.11, whereas its 

relationship with MDhŚ 1.14–16 is less prominent. Brinkhaus seems to think 

that HV 1.17–18b influenced MDhŚ 1.14 because of the adjective 
sadasadātmaka. HV 1.17 calls the primordial cause sadasadātmaka, whereas 

MDhŚ 1.14 applies this designation to manas, the first evolute from the Creator. 

As discussed earlier, manas as sadasadātmaka can be traced to ŚBM 10.5.3 and 

HV 1.17 does not need to be the source for MDhŚ 1.14.  

    Secondly, the subordination of Brahmán to Nārāyaṇa in HV 1.18b 

suggests that the text of the HV represents a more developed version than that 

of the MDhŚ. Brahmán is said to be “devoted to Nārāyaṇa” or “a devotee of 
                                                                                                                        
1 and MBh 12.224–225.  
46 cf. Brinkhaus [2016: 121] for the interpretation of bhūta in verse 19.  
47 See fn. 49. 
48 ManuSm stands for the MDhŚ in Brinkhaus [2016]. 
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Nārāyaṇa” (Brinkhaus [2016: 121]) in HV 1.18b. The subordinate position of 

Brahmán is understandable when we take into account the Vaiṣṇava orientation 

of the HV. The MDhŚ, on the other hand, identifies Brahmán with Nārāyaṇa,49 

and in this way it is close to Vedic tradition where Nārāyaṇa is not associated 

with Vaiṣṇavism (cf. Biardeau [2002. I: 96]).50 Therefore, the MDhŚ represents 
an earlier version of the account.51 

    Thirdly, we can observe that although HV 1.17–19 lacks the concept of the 

three guṇas, it is closer to the Classical Sāṃkhya system than MDhŚ 1.14–16 is 

in three respects: (1) In MDhŚ 1.14–15, mahant-ātman follows ahaṃkāra, 

whereas ahaṃkāra follows mahant in HV 1.19a in accordance with SK 22a; (2) 

The five elements come into being from the five senses in MDhŚ 1.16 (see 
discussions on the six above), whereas the five elements arise from ahaṃkāra 

in HV 1.19b in accordance with SK 22cd; (3) HV 1.17cd mentions pradhāna 

and puruṣa which are typical for the Classical Sāṃkhya system, whereas 

MDhŚ 1.14–16 lacks any reference to these. It is difficult to contend that 

MDhŚ 1.14–16 eliminates these two (pradhāna and puruṣa) from its source, 

and it appears more likely that HV 1.17cd added these two Sāṃkhyan 

principles. As for the three guṇas mentioned in MDhŚ 1.15b, if my conjecture 
that MDhŚ 1.15b is a later addition to the text, we can safely say that HV 1.17–
19 is closer to the Classical Sāṃkhya system than MDhŚ 1.14–16 is. 

    The above arguments suggest that HV 1.17–19 is later than MDhŚ 1.14–
16.  

In verses 17–20, Vyāsa explains the creation further:   

MDhŚ 1.17–20                                             

yan mūrtyavayavāḥ sūkṣmās tasyemāny āśrayanti ṣaṭ /            
tasmāc charīram ity āhus tasya mūrtiṃ manīṣịṇaḥ // 17 // 

Because the six subtle components of his material form resort to (ā + 

                                                   
49 MDhŚ 1.10–11. 
āpo nārā iti proktā āpo vai narasūnavaḥ / 
tā yad asyāyanaṃ pūrvaṃ tena nārāyaṇaḥ smr̥taḥ // 10 // 
yat tat kāraṇam avyaktaṃ nityaṃ sadasadātmakam / 
tadvisr̥ṣṭaḥ sa puruṣo loke brahmeti kīrtyate // 11 // 
50 See also Ježic [2016] for Vedic origin of Nārāyaṇa. 
51 On the assumption that “the Manu and the Rāmāyaṇa, both probably under the same time 
and a little younger than the Mahābhārata, could have shared a perception that the 
Mahābhārata’s treatment of dharma was ambigious and its presentation of bhakti 
amorphous [...]” (Hiltebeitel [2011: 569]), Hiltebeitel [2011: 267] argues that the MDhŚ 
deliberately does not mention Vaiṣṇavism and resist against the bhakti “swerve” of the epic. 
However, the silence of the MDhŚ on Vaiṣṇavism cannot be a proof for its resistance against 
it. Moreover, we also have to keep in mind that the relative chronology of the three texts 
proposed by Hiltebeitel is not necessarily accepted by all scholars.  
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√śray) these [elements], the wise ones call his (the Creator’s) material 

form “śarīra” (body).  

tad āviśanti bhūtāni mahānti saha karmabhiḥ /                  
manaś cāvayavaiḥ sūkṣmaiḥ sarvabhūtakr̥d avyayam // 18 // 

Into it (his body) enter the gross elements together with activities, and 

imperishable manas, which creates all the elements, with subtle 

components [enters into the body]. 

teṣām idaṃ tu saptānāṃ puruṣāṇāṃ mahaujasām /           
sūkṣmābhyo mūrtimātrābhyaḥ saṃbhavaty avyayād vyayam // 19 // 

From the subtle particles of the bodies of the seven Puruṣas who are 

endowed with great power, this world comes into being. From the 

imperishable, the perishable [comes into being]. 

ādyādyasya guṇaṃ tv eṣām avāpnoti paraḥ paraḥ /                  
yo yo yāvatithaś caiṣāṃ sa sa tāvadguṇaḥ smr̥taḥ // 20 // 

Each following one of them takes the property of its preceding ones. Each 

one of them is remembered to possess the same number of properties as 

the number of its position in the series. 

Verse 17 has the semantic analysis of the word śarīra deriving from ā + √śray 

which is also found in ŚBM 6.1.1.4 and MBh 12.224.43a (see pp. 142–143).  

    It is difficult to interpret verses 17–20 within the context of Manu-Cr. 

Hacker [1959: 81] points out that the attribute of manas in 18d sarvabhūtakr̥t 
“which creates all the beings” does not fit into the current context. Verse 14 

says that the Creator first creates manas, then from it he creates ahaṃkāra and 

so on. It is the Creator that creates all the beings, not manas. The referents of 

the seven Puruṣas mentioned in verse 19 are also unclear. Finally, verse 20 does 

not make sense within the context of Manu-Cr., because its precedeng verses do 

not mention the properties of created entities.   

    Comparison of Manu-Cr. with ŚBM 6.1.1, Bhr̥gu-Cr. and Vyāsa-Cr. may 

help us to approach these problems.  

 

Manu-Cr. ŚBM 6.1.1 Bhr̥gu-Cr. Vyāsa-Cr. 

Creation of manas from 

Brahmán (14ab) 

 74 31, 33 

Derivation of the word 

śarīra from √śray (17) 

6.1.1.4  43a 
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The gross elements enter 

into the body (18ab). 

  43cd 

manas as a creative 

agency (18cd) 

 75ab 35ab 

The seven Puruṣas (19) 6.1.1.1ff  41–42 

The accumulation theory 

(20) 

 Possibly? 39–40 

Chart II. Comparision of Manu-Cr. with ŚBM 6.1.1, Bhr̥gu-Cr. and Vyāsa-Cr. 

 

I will examine the origin of verse 20 first. Medhātithi says that this verse 

explains the content of MDhŚ 1.74–78. It is, therefore, possible that this verse 

was originally placed after MDhŚ 1.78 and somehow strayed into its present 

position in the course of transmission. Manuscript Tr2 reads a similar verse 

after verse 78,52 but the other fifty-two manuscripts used in the critical edition 

of the MDhŚ (Olivelle [2005]) do not record any verse equivalent to verse 20 

after verse 78. Therefore, the evidence of this placement remains scant. 

     Vyāsa-Cr. has a similar verse in MBh 12.224.39 (see Chart II). After 

explaining that the properties of ether, wind, light, water, and earth are sound, 

touch, appearance, taste, and smell respectively (34–38), Vyāsa teaches the 
accumulation theory in verse 39. In view of the fact that Manu-Cr. and 

Vyāsa-Cr. share other five items, verse 20 can be better explained as an 

interpolation from MBh 12.224.39.  

     As for the problem of the seven Puruṣas, the commentaries and modern 

researchers made interpretative efforts to identify “the seven” with the eight 

entities mentioned in the previous verses (manas, mahant-ātman, ahaṃkāra, 

and the five sense organs). Hacker [1959: 81], on the other hand, points out the 

futility of looking for “the seven” entities within the context of the MDhŚ 1 and 
alludes to the influence from the ŚBM 6.1.1,53 but unfortunately, he does not 

specify how the ŚBM influenced the MDhŚ. Chart II above indicates that the 

source of the idea of the seven Puruṣas is either ŚBM 6.1.1 or Vyāsa-Cr. ŚBM 

6.1.1 shares only two items with Manu-Cr., whereas Vyāsa-Cr. shares six items. 

                                                   
52 parasparānupraveśād dhārayanti parasparam / 

guṇaṃ pūrvasya pūrvasya dhārayanty uttarottaram // 
53 Hacker [1959: 81]: “‘Seven puruṣas of great strength’ are mentioned here – is it the 
mahān ātmā and the five indriyas spoken of in v. 15 and possibly alluded to in v. 16 plus the 
manas appearing in v. 18, that makes up the number of seven? But then the ahaṃkāra, which 
comes between the manas and the mahān ātmā in M 14c-d, has no part in the further course 
of the creation process! Furthermore, it is said here that the universe (idam) is evolved from 
the subtle elements (sūkṣmāḥ mūrtimātrāḥ) of the seven puruṣas – but how does this tally 
with what was said in M 16? It cannot be made out from our text who the seven puruṣas are, 
but cp. Śatapathabrāhmaṇa 6.1.1.” 
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This suggests that the literal source of this passage is not ŚBM 6.1.1, but 

Vyāsa-Cr.54 The similarity between Manu-Cr. and ŚBM 6.1.1 results from the 

fact that Vyāsa-Cr. draws upon ŚBM 6.1.1 (cf. Section 3.2.1).  

In conclusion of this section, I would like to illustrate my hypothesis 

concerning the development of the text schematically. The grey highlighting 

indicates the portions of Manu-Cr. which are parallel to the other three accounts, 

and the wavy lines indicate the Sāṃkhyan elements which are added later. The 

boxed text corresponds to the interpolation from Vyāsa-Cr. or from unknown 

common sources. 

 

14ab: From himself, Brahmán drew out manas which is of the nature of the 

existent and the nonexistent. 

14cd–15: From manas, he drew out ahaṃkāra, mahant-ātman, and the five 

sense organs which are endowed with the three guṇas. 

16: He installed the subtle components of the six (manas and the five sense 

organs) into his particles and measured out all the elements.  

 

6.  Conclusion  

From the above individual analyses of the four parallel accounts, one can 

reconstruct their relative chronology in the following way.  

The earliest form of the creation account is preserved in Bhr̥gu-Cr. and 

Vyāsa-Cr. It comprises the following elements: Brahmán first emits manas, 

then manas develops the emission, and ether arises from manas; the other four 

elements arise one after another; their properties are explained. This creation 

account is transmitted intact in Bhr̥gu-Cr. It is also found in MBh 12.224.31, 

35–38 in Vyāsa-Cr., which, however, adds undiminishable (akṣayya) as the 

material source of the world. Other parts of Vyāsa-Cr. undergo further 

                                                   
54 One could also argue that Vyāsa-Cr. borrowed from Manu-Cr. However, in contrast to 
Vyāsa-Cr, which is understandable on its own, it is impossible to understand Manu-Cr. 
without resorting to its parallel passages. Therefore it is difficult to assume that Vyāsa-Cr. is 
based on Manu-Cr. Rather, it is more probable that Manu-Cr. extracted some elements from 
Vyāsa-Cr. (or from an unknown common source). 

17: The semantic analysis of the word śarīra based on ā + √śray. 

18: The five elements and manas entered into the body of the Creator together 

with their functions. 

19: From the subtle particles of the bodies of the seven Puruṣas this world 

came into existence. 

20: The accumulation theory. 
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enlargements based on different sources.  

Both Bhr̥gu-Cr. and Vyāsa-Cr. juxtapose the accounts of creation with the 

expositions of the units of time and with those of virtues in each Yuga. Not only 

the creation accounts, but also the other elements show striking similarities 

between the two versions, although there are unmistakable differences between 

them, too. Initially, these three accounts on different topics may have 

comprised a single coherent text. I call this stage in the textual development 

Stage 1. Bhr̥gu-Cr. and the core part of Vyāsa-Cr. (MBh 12.224.31, 35–38) can 

be assigned to this phase. 

In the next step, the basic form of the account of creation undergoes 

several enlargements and alternations. In the case of Vyāsa-Cr., the introductory 

verse (11), the retellings of the creation accounts (32–34), the accumulation 

theory (39–40), the account of the seven Puruṣas (41–44) and the account of 

creation by Prajāpati (45–46) are newly added to the basic account of creation 

(31, 35–38). The account of the seven Puruṣas can be traced to ŚBM 6.1.1. Two 

passages (11, 32) mention the neuter Bráhman, although the oldest portion 

represents the primordial being as the masculine deity Brahmán. I call this 

stage of amplifications Stage 2. Vyāsa-Dis. can also be assigned to this stage. 

Its core portion (MBh 12.225.1–10) conforms to the basic form of the creation 

account found in Vyāsa-Cr. and Bhr̥gu-Cr., except that the primordial being is 

represented as the neuter Bráhman. The account of dissolution by the seven 

suns, whose source is Mārkaṇḍeya’s account of dissolution in MBh 3.186, is 
placed before the core portion of the dissolution. The account of dissolution 

based on the hierarchy of entities taught by Sanatkumāra in ChU comes after it.  

Manu-Cr. can be ascribed to the final stage, Stage 3 of the textual 

development. The basic form of the creation account undergoes accretion of 

Sāṃkhyan elements (ahaṃkāra and mahant-ātman). Similarly, the three guṇas 

are attributed to the five sense organs. The latter half of the creation account 

(17–20) is an abridged retelling of MBh 12.224.39–44 which are added to 

Vyāsa-Cr. in Stage 2.  

To conclude, the four accounts can be classified into three different 

compositional stages: Bhr̥gu-Cr. and the core portion of Vyāsa-Cr. (MBh 12.  

224.31, 35–38) can be assigned to Stage 1, the rest of Vyāsa-Cr. (MBh 12.224.  

11, 32–34, 39–46) and Vyāsa-Dis. to Stage 2, and Manu-Cr. to Stage 3. This 

suggests that MBh 12.224–225 and MDhŚ 1 underwent several compositional 

stages, and that the two texts were composed comtemporaneously.  
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