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Short Description

Netra Tantra and demonology...
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Netra Tantra at the Crossroads of the Demonological Cosmopolis David Gordon White* University of California *Corresponding author: [email protected]



The Netra Tantra (NT), the ‘Tantra of the Eye’, is a text from Kashmir dated to the early-ninth-century CE. As such, it is later than the core of the better-known Svacchanda Tantra (SvT), another Kashmirian Tantra, which dates from no later than the seventh century. The NT is nonetheless referenced by Abhinavagupta, and a comprehensive commentary on the work was authored by his disciple KXemar@ja. The NT is, in many respects, derivative of the SvT, and also less systematic and less comprehensive, which likely accounts for its secondary status. One topic on which the NT far outshines the SvT, however, is demonology: its nineteenth and longest chapter is entirely devoted to the subject, which is also discussed in several other chapters of the work. Like the SvT and most other Tantras, the NT is a composite work, with no fewer than two highly visible layers of redaction (Brunner 1974: 127; Sanderson 2004: 293). The first of these is the demonological layer, which comprises unadorned descriptions of demons, symptoms of demonological possession, and techniques for countering the same. This stratum of the text comprises a pragmatic, technical guide to certain types of Tantric ritual. The regular (nitya) and occasional (naimittika) rites that the NT surveys are only sketchily described here, leading one to assume that it postdates works in which those rituals would have been described in full. However, the NT’s treatment of votive (k@mya) rites—which include practices of protection, pacification, exorcism, and the cultivation of prosperity (the Xabkarm@>i of Tantric sorcery)—are quite detailed. In his commentary, KXemar@ja cites and quotes extensively from several likely South Asian sources of the NT’s demonology, including such ‘Bh+ta Tantras’ as the Kriy@k@lagu>ottara and the Totula. Included in these works were ritual instructions for the mastery of vet@las (Sanderson 2006: 149), a theme to which I will return in the second part of this study. The NT’s second layer of redaction, which attempts to structure the text into a coherent and unified thesis, is devoted to the AmPtes´a form of S´iva, and more importantly, to his all-powerful Conqueror of Death (mPtyujit) mantra, which controls, routs, and destroys demons with total efficacy. Abrupt shifts in content and style mark the insertion of this layer of redaction. One finds such a shift, for  The Author 2012. Oxford University Press and The Oxford Centre for Hindu Studies. All rights reserved. For permissions, please email [email protected]
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example, in the middle of the eighty-first verse of chapter nineteen—where, following a long discussion of symptomologies of possession, the clans of the demonic Seizers, and of the rites of propitiation that one is to direct to the leader of a given clan—S´iva, the narrator of the text, abruptly launches into a praise of the universal applicability of the mPtyujit mantra, which he had never divulged before. As is so often the case in these Kashmirian traditions, the earlier, demonological stratum of the NT is overtly dualistic in its metaphysics, and in this respect, very much in line with S´aivasiddh@nta positions; while its later layer of redaction is non-dualist after the Trika fashion, casting even demons and demonesses of childhood possession—the adversaries of their human victims—as internal to S´iva and the universe he embodies. This trend is further accentuated in the commentary of KXemar@ja, who seldom misses an occasion to champion the non-dualist exegesis. This often makes for forced readings, if not outright misinterpretations on his part, of demonological data. Kashmir’s geographical location at the northern-most reach of the Indian subcontinent has made for a somewhat eccentric history with respect to Indic and Sanskritic traditions. To begin, Kashmir was (and, as many would argue, remains) politically, geographically, and culturally distinct from the polities of the greater Indian subcontinent. Over the millennia, the region’s great wealth, as well as its stunning cultural and religious productions, have been catalysed by its strategic location at the meeting point of three of the world’s great civilisations: Persia to the west, China to the east, and India to the south. As such, it was, throughout the ancient and medieval periods, a changing house for the religious productions of Zoroastrianism, Manicheanism, Chinese religion, Buddhism, and Hinduism. More than this, Kashmir—or more properly speaking, the region comprised by Kashmir, Gandhara, and Bactria (which I will refer to hereafter as KGB)—lay within the borders of several ancient polities, including the Bactrian Greeks, IndoParthians, Indo-Scythians, Kushans, and Sassanians. As such, the region was a nursery for new cultural forms and religious doctrines and practices, which it ‘exported’ to the Zoroastrian and Manichean (and later Muslim and Christian) west, the Taoist and Buddhist east, and the Buddhist and Hindu south. Demonology and symptomatology Appearing in NT 19.3–6, the term ch@y@-cchidra introduces what is to my knowledge the sole comprehensive treatment of the ‘evil eye’ in the Hindu Tantric corpus. In her formulation of a question to S´iva concerning the evil eye (literally, the ‘casting of the gaze’: dPXbi-p@ta), the Goddess states: Now, those innumerable “goddesses” are indeed possessed of immeasurable power. The Yoginas who are more powerful [than they] oppress by means of the ch@y@-cchidra. They are exceptionally filthy, violent, merciless, fearless, [and] mighty. They are injurious to all creatures, and especially to children.
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Their number is not found. Tell me the strategy against them. The trick (chalam1) they always play, which takes the form of the ch@y@, is likewise the trick [they play in] the casting of the gaze. This ch@y@: how manifold is it declared [to be]? What is there to fear from the casting of the gaze, and how does one avert it?



Replying that he will give a comprehensive account of the ch@y@, S´iva’s launches into a demonological foundation myth in which he himself creates innumerable hosts of demonic beings in order to destroy the Daityas, who had earlier routed the gods. Once the Daityas have been destroyed, however, these beings—here called Mothers (m@tPs), Spirit Beings (bh+tas), and Seizers (grahas)—request from S´iva the boon of invincibility, which he grants (NT 19.15-21). However, these now invincible beings begin to afflict even the gods, who in turn appeal to S´iva to destroy them. To this end, S´iva creates tens of millions of Mantras (male spell-beings) and Vidy@s (female spell-beings) (NT 19.25–28), and the terrified Mothers and Seizers who have not been destroyed by these animated spells are cast by S´iva into the empty (s´+nyeXu) quarters, both in high places and in the waters (NT 19.29c–30b). This NT account appears to build upon an earlier version of the myth, to which I will return shortly. This is found in the Kas´yapa Sa:hit@ (KS), a medieval Ayurvedic work (apparently unknown to KXemar@ja who does not cite or quote it) devoted mainly to pediatrics (kaumarabhPtya). Unlike the NT version, which introduces three types of beings (the Daityas; the Mothers, Spirit Beings, and Seizers who defeat them; and the male spell-beings and female spell-beings who control them), the KS (Kalpasth@na, ‘Revata Kalpa’ 6–7, in Bhisagacharya 1998: 188–9) myth only introduces the first two (the Asuras; and the J@tah@ri>as [‘Child-Snatchers’] who destroy them). In the verses that follow in the NT myth, S´iva describes the means by which these noxious supernatural beings, both male and female, are able to afflict their many victims. Due to their sinful and impure acts or dispositions, certain evil humans are directly seized, branded, and corrupted by the various Spirit Beings, Seizers, and Mothers. It is in his description of these beings’ modus operandi that S´iva explains the term ch@y@-cchidra. If, after failing to perform his or her ablutions (i.e. that classic form of neglect which opens an ‘crack’ in one’s psycho-somatic defences for demonic possessors to exploit), such an evil or sinful person should cast his or her shadow (ch@y@) upon a child, a king, a queen, or an ascetic, then the Spirit Beings and Mothers are enabled, by virtue of the ‘opening’ or ‘crack’ (chidra) in the person casting the shadow—to cast their gaze upon their victims: ‘By [means of] the shadow’s crack (ch@y@cchidre>a)’, says S´iva, ‘the Spirit Beings—and the Mothers who are stronger still—cast their evil gaze’.2 (NT 19.45a–46c) In other words, a Spirit Being or Mother that has entered into the body of a human evildoer uses the latter’s shadow as a catalyst or conduit for the casting of their evil eye, by means of which they are able to possess, sicken, and destroy virtuous, weak, or innocent people. While the text does not say so explicitly, they
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likely do so by projecting their aggressive gaze out through the eyes of the sinful or impure human casting the shadow, whose body they have already entered through their ‘crack’. Such a dynamic makes perfect sense in the context of Indian theories of perception, according to which vision occurs when a ray, emanated from the eye, comes into contact with its object. In the case of powerful beings such as gods, demons, and human yogis, such rays of perception can actually penetrate the surface of their objects, and enter into them: this is possession (@ves´a) or, as described in NT 20.23–27, ‘subtle yoga’ (s+kXma yoga) (White 2009a: 125, 162–4). As such, the expression ‘casting the gaze’ ought to be taken in a literal sense in a work entitled the ‘Tantra of the Eye’. Having presented the mechanics of demonic possession effected through such ‘involuntary’ human hosts as menstruating women or persons who have come into contact with them, S´iva now turns to another type of aggression (NT 19.46d, with the commentary of KXemar@ja), in which the invasive agents are no longer called Spirit Beings and Mothers, but rather hi:sakas. While hi:saka may be read in a straightforward way—as ‘one who causes injury; an injurious being’— Monier-Williams (1984: 1297) notes that the term can have the more specific sense of ‘a Br@hman skilled in the magical texts of the Atharva-veda’: in other words, a black magician or sorcerer. Here, rather than serving as passive intermediaries or conduits for the invasive gaze of the superhuman Spirit Beings and Mothers, these are autonomous humans who are active in their aggression, even if this dooms them to suffer from their own corruption: Indeed, the injurious ones who have found their opening (labdhacchidr@$) cast [their] wild gaze on children out of a wish to destroy [them], and [those] supremely sinful evildoers are [themselves] tormented [or ‘swallowed’: grast@] by the Spirit Beings, starting with the Fevers . . . If when casting their terrifying gaze, these and many others [of their ilk should then] look at children and the aforementioned [king, queen or ascetic], then [a Tantric practitioner versed in counter-sorcery], knowing [that] the gaze has manifested, should act for [the] improvement [of the victim’s condition]. (NT 19.46d–47d, 49a–50b)



Here, the term ch@y@cchidra does not come into play, because, I would argue, this second answer is given in response to the second part of the Goddess’s original query (at NT 19.4b), concerning the two types of chalam, a term I translated earlier as ‘trick’ but which I am inclined to read, with respect to this latter case, as the ‘[witch]craft’ of sorcerers. With this, the NT turns to the techniques for releasing children and other persons who have now become vulnerable to the injurious gaze of both superhuman and human tormentors. These techniques include fully bathing or anointing the head of the potential victim with mantra-incanted water, and making offerings to the masters or lords of the various families or clans of Spirit Beings, Mothers, Seizers and so forth on earthen mounds at the edge of a
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settlement (NT 19.52–54, 58–62, with KXemar@ja’s commentary; cf. KXemar@ja’s commentary on NT 19.80–81).3 Who these leaders are is the topic of the chapter’s following section. Here, S´iva teaches that if one of the innumerable superhuman Mothers has cast her terrible gaze, then one should venerate the Seven Mothers who are their leaders, with foodstuffs, oblations, flowers, meats, blood offerings, etc. (NT 19.55–61). If, on the other hand, a person has been ‘branded’ (mudrita) by the ‘Seizer Beings’ (bh+tagrahas), then a tribute offering (bali) made to their Spirit Lord (bh+tes´vara) will bring release (NT 19.68). When it is the female forms of the eight types of demigods (aXbayonya$ devya$) who are hostile, an offering to Bhairava is said to bring comfort (NT 19.71). Tribute offerings of this sort involve sacrifices of buffalo or goats, which are to be carried out in the forest, deserted spaces, cremation grounds, ‘Circles of Mothers’, and so forth. These are to be distinguished from the auspicious foodstuffs (naivedya) one may offer in inhabited spaces, which constitute the ‘inner sacrifice’; and the ‘outer sacrifice’ made to the ‘field guardians’ (kXetrap@las) in the fields surrounding a settlement (NT 19.72–73, with KXemar@ja’s commentary). In his commentary on NT 19.71, KXemar@ja launches into an enumeration of the various types and activities of Yoginas—the Clan-Born, Mound-Born, and Field-Born—quoting long descriptive passages from the Tantrasadbh@va. This he does because, as he states in his conclusion to this commentarial passage, ‘Bhairava [is] the lord of the circle of all the S´aktis’. As I have argued elsewhere (White 2009b: 144–52), KXemar@ja’s analysis encapsulates the hermeneutic of the Trika school, and indeed of all of Hindu tantras´@stra. South Asian demonology, whose Atharvanic origins predate the advent of Tantra by well over a millennium, and which persists throughout the subcontinent down to the present day, views the universe as a pandemonium of innumerable noxious beings that prey on vulnerable humans, making them sick, driving them insane, and eventually killing them. Then as now, such beings (the yakXas, r@kXasas, grahas, vinayaka, and so forth) can only be controlled by placating the masters of their respective hosts: that is, one of the Seven Mothers, or gods like Bhairava, Ga>apati, Varabhadra, or Hanum@n. These multiple Spirit Lords (bh+tes´varas, bh+tan@thas)—generic terms already attested in the Ayurvedic literature (Caraka Sa:hit@ [CS] 6.9.91) and that continue to be employed throughout modern-day South Asia—constituted the original pantheons of the ‘Bh+ta Tantras’, which KXemar@ja quotes at great length in his commentary on this chapter. However, through processes that we see at work in the NT itself, later Tantric traditions came to subsume the bh+tan@thas and their demonic minions beneath the divine person of a more exalted deity. Through what Alexis Sanderson (1986: 181–5) has termed the strategy of ‘superenthronement’, these were ‘stacked’ to form a hierarchy dominated by the supreme being of a given Tantric system (AmPtes´a or MPtyujit for the NT), who occupied the raised centre of its worship mandala. The dominion and energy of this deity extended downward and outward to the mandala’s dark
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fringe (White 2010: 200–15), where the bh+tan@thas, now reduced to the status of guardians at the gates, were mobilised to wall out the demonic horde that would have liked nothing better than to break through and devour everyone in sight. As Michel Strickmann (1996: 149) has shown, the same dynamic was integrated into Taoist demonological pantheons following the influx of Buddhism, which was introduced into China by monks who commended themselves to their new patrons by claiming extraordinary powers in subduing demons. In such works as the 550–600 CE Taoist Essentials of the Practice of Perfection, the names of the beings comprising these pantheons are often taken directly from the Sanskritic traditions of various demonological works from India and KGB (although not the NT itself) (Strickmann 2002: 149). In post-fifth-century Taoist pantheons, many of the bh+tan@thas coming out of adstratal Sanskritic traditions were transformed into or elided with demon lords from substratal Chinese traditions. These included the ‘Devil Kings’ (mo-wang), Kings of the Malignant Wraiths, and various ‘generals’: the General Who Cures Illnesses, the General Who Destroys Disease Wraiths, the General Who Arrests Devils, and so forth (Strickmann 2002: 63, 67–8, 90, 97, 136, 149, 219–20). I have already mentioned the KS, a seventh- to tenth-century work (Tewari 1996: 174–5, 177–8; Wujastyk 2002: 164) whose demonological program was similar to that presented in the NT. Only two manuscript witnesses of the KS are extant. While one is of unknown provenance, the other is from Nepal (Wujastyk 2002: 163), which may indicate that this text too originated from somewhere in the Himalayas or beyond. In their respective discussions of the etiology and symptomatology of possession, the NT and KS display both striking similarities and clear divergences, pointing to the likelihood of a common set of oral and written sources, but not of direct borrowing. In the specific matter of the demonological foundation myth, the KS version—which takes its inspiration from the Mah@bh@rata (MBh) (3.207.2–3.219.43) account of the birth of Skanda and his granting of various powers to the Mothers and Female Seizers—is very likely earlier than that found in the NT. According to its ‘Revata Kalpa’ (6–7, in Bhisagacharya 1998: 188–9), the J@tah@ri>as (Female Child-Snatchers) were created by Skanda in order to destroy a demoness (asurakany@) named Long-Tongue (Darghajihva) (O’Flaherty 1985: 100–3) and defeat the Asuras in battle. The Female Child-Snatchers, who took the form of she-wolves or she-jackals (s´@l@vPka) and birds of evil omen (s´@kuna), then began to plague children with all manner of affliction. As is the case with the NT, vulnerability to possession in the KS can involve evil or impure human intermediaries whose gaze becomes a conduit for the Child-Snatchers to enter into the bodies of potential victims. Here, a Child-Snatcher is said to latch (sajjate) onto the cracks (chidreXu) or doors of unrighteousness (adharmadv@reXu) opened in evil persons through their sinful acts. When such an evil person fixes his or her gaze on a pregnant woman for whom pacification rites are not performed, the Female Child-Snatcher latches onto her
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(‘Revata Kalpa’ 8 in Bhisagacharya 1998: 189–90).4 However, no mention is made here of either ‘shadows’ (ch@y@) or ‘tricks’ (chalam). The notion of chidra—as a person’s ‘weak point’, a ‘chink’ in one’s bodily defences, or simply a ‘gap’ or ‘discontinuity’ in one’s psychosomatic Gestalt—is widespread and relatively ancient in India, going back to at least the time of the Hariva:s´a (HV), a work dating from the first centuries of the common era. There, we are told that following the gods’ victory over the demon K@lanemi, Brahm@ warned them to never let down their guard because ‘the despicable D@navas always force their way into the openings (chidreXu)’ (HV 38.77b–78a). The term also appears in a number of Trika works (Brunner et al. 2004: 257), with Abhinavagupta employing the verbal form chidrayanti (crack open) in his Tantr@loka (T?) (30.96b–97a) to speak of the dangers of witches (s´@kinas) brought under a practitioner’s power by force through the use of a Bhairava mantra: if they are not released immediately thereafter, they will crack their way into a practitioner through his weak points. Merutun˙ga uses the term in a similar way in his 1304 Prabandhacint@ma>i (PC) (4.42) to describe how the Jain scholar Hemacandra contracted a skin disease, perhaps leprosy: ‘[O]wing to [a] curse . . . the disease of leprosy entered into the sage by that opening (tacchidre>a)’.5 In Indian astrology, chidra denotes the eighth lunar mansion (nakXatra) and the eighth place in a horoscope, which is the place of death; the term also applies to dates in the dark lunar fortnight upon which sorcery (abhic@ra) is to be practiced (Monier-Williams 1984: 406; Turstig 1985: 92 and n. 152). In marked contrast to chidra, the terms ch@y@ and chalam appear with far less frequency in Sanskrit-language demonological contexts. No other Tantric text (nor, to my knowledge, any South Asian medical work or lexicon) employs the terms in this technical sense (Brunner et al. 2004: 256). The same absence is found in the extensive body of ethnography on the evil eye and spirit possession, ethnography that spans some two centuries, going back to the British colonial gazetteers and other statistical surveys. It is, of course, a Hindu commonplace that low-caste or outcaste persons can pollute high-caste individuals by simply casting their shadows on them. Safeguards against such transmissions of negative ‘substance code’—a type of particulate matter transmitted among people, as well as animals, gods, demons, etc. (Marriott 1976: 109–42)—are found in the dharmas´@stra literature as well as many royal edicts, from the ancient period down to recent times. This general purity code and the system of knowledge that undergirds it is not my object: rather, it is the specific demonological use of ch@y@ that is of interest here. The sole regional context of which I am aware, in which the terms ch@y@, chidra, and chalam are found together, is the sub-Himalayan region of Uttarakhand state in northern India. This newly created state, which shares borders with Nepal, Tibet, and Himachal Pradesh, and which comprises the medieval polities of Garhwal and Kumaon, lies on the fringe of the ancient and medieval KGB cultural zone. In his ‘statistical sketch’ of Kumaon in the 1828 volume of Asiatic Researches, George
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William Traill (1828: 220–1) referred to ‘the Acher|¤ , or fairy, the ghosts of young female children . . . [who] cast their spell or shadow (Cha´ya´) on [a] child, with the view of adding her ghost to their numbers’. Other local or regional classes of demons catalogued in this early study include the Masa´n, Airi, and Deos. One finds the same nomenclature, together with more detailed descriptions, in E. T. Atkinson’s 1882–6 Himalayan Gazetteer (Atkinson 2002: 820) as well as a 1905 travelogue entitled Holy Himalaya (Sullivan and Oakley 1905: 220). Both of these sources focus particularly on Masan, a cremation-ground demon whose name is derived from the Sanskrit s´mas´@na. More recently, in his ethnography of Dalit religion in Garhwal, William Sax (2009: 83–90) has offered a long account of exorcisms that bring together multiple demons named Masan, as well as chhals, chhayas, and chhidras.6 The specific uses of these terms in this contemporary ethnographic context differ substantially from those found in the NT, inasmuch as all are portrayed as types of demonic beings, rather than as elements in the dynamic of spirit possession or the evil eye. I will return to this seeming anomaly later in this study. There are, however, remarkable similarities with respect to the exorcism rites employed against these afflictions. According to Sax, the most frequently performed healing ritual in Garhwal’s Chamoli district is known as chhal puja, which is undergone by 95% of women living there. This local divergence from ‘standard’ Sanskrit and modern Hindi usage is noted by Sax (2009: 83–4): ‘[I]n this context, ‘guile’ is personified as a set of demons who afflict people, especially recently married women. Hence I have translated chhal as ‘crafty demons’’. Every case of chhal possession involves a Masan, who can take on any one of six forms: four are male figures (Sayyid, Pathan, Mongol, and Masan) and two malevolent female sprites associated with high places: Eri and Acchari (Traill’s ‘Acher|¤ ’). Chhals are said to become attached (lag j@n@) to their victims while they are in forests, ravines, and mountains, the sorts of empty quarters into which S´iva cast the Spirit Beings, Mothers, and Seizers in the NT myth. As is the case with demonic possession throughout South Asia, young women are especially vulnerable to possession of this type, particularly if they have experienced a sudden fright or a shock of some kind.7 In a case described by Sax as typical, a young woman suffering from various physical and mental disorders was diagnosed as being ‘afflicted by a chhaya; specifically the ghost of a woman who had been murdered in the mid-1990s in the forest above the village . . . [I]n this case, it had attached itself to the victim one day when she was cutting grass in the forest’ (Sax 2009: 86). Note here that chhaya is the term employed for the afflicting ‘ghost’ or ‘shade’—not the sense of the term found in the NT—yet, the first two of three rituals that are performed to exorcise the chhaya are in fact called chhal pujas. Here, the multiple chhals are identified as the innumerable forms or minions of Masan that dwell in both the afflicted woman’s body and in the wild, uninhabited spaces of Garhwal.8 As for the six specific forms of Masan, these appear to function in the same way as the bh+tes´varas, Bhairavas, or Mother Goddesses of the NT and
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other medieval demonological traditions: as subordinates of some supreme form of S´iva or the great Goddess. The series of rites Sax describes made use of many of the same ritual technologies as found in NT 19.52–76: demon-subduing mantras, auspicious food offerings made in the village, and a goat sacrificed in the forest. Also present were the combination of cajoling and threats that one so often finds in South Asian exorcisms (Sax 2009: 70, 86–7), which are already attested in KXemar@ja’s commentary on NT 19.182. There were differences as well: rather than pouring water over the young woman to cleanse her of the possessing entities, the priest here used a feather fan to sweep them away (jhar phuk), either onto a small temporary shrine or a rough barley-flour image of Masan before leaving for the forest where the rest of the ritual was performed (Sax 2009: 87). The culminating moment of the chhal puja was the sacrifice of a goat performed in the wild, uninhabited space where the chhaya was said to have originally attached itself to the girl. This time, the chhals9 were swept, not onto the image of Masan, but rather onto the goat itself. Then, speaking to the goat, the exorcist said, ‘All these evil things, chhal, chhidra, ghost, Masan, and so forth . . . all of them are satisfied by your sacrifice, and they will not afflict the girl anymore’ (Sax 2009: 88–9). Here, we see the term chhidra creep into this demonological tradition: I will return to this matter shortly. This is not where the exorcism ended, however. The chhal puja now completed, the chhaya puja immediately followed, its most dramatic moment occurring after a small fire was lit, and over it was placed an old round tin, filled with oil. The girl was directed to stand over the hot oil and look into it. At that moment, she was supposed to see the chhaya, superimposed on her own face. She was directed to kick over the tin of oil with her foot, and when she did so it spilled into the fire and a huge tongue of flame shot up . . . If the ritual was done properly and if she followed these instructions, the chhaya would be left behind and would not afflict her any more. (Sax 2009: 89)



Following this, the sacrificed goat was eaten, resulting in a kind of recycling of the chhal—from their original location [in the wilds] into the body of the victim, and later back to the place where they belonged, via the bodies of the sacrificial animal and the local men [who eat the goat] . . . eventually passing into the earth through their feces. (Sax 2009: 54, 89-90)



While many of the ritual technologies at play here appear to be pan-Indian (Mines 2005: 39–40, 70; Dwyer 2003: 53, 75–9; and Daya 1990: 80–1), it appears that this specific combination of terms is unique to the ninth-century NT and nineteenth- to twenty-first-century Kumaon and Garhwal. In fact, Garhwali and Kumauni are the sole Indo-Aryan languages in which ch(h)al and its variants are employed to denote goblins or demons, as opposed to the abstract concept of
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fraud, guile, trickery, and so on (Turner 1966: 274). When one looks to the north and west, however, the picture changes. In Nepali, ch@y@ can, in addition to ‘shadow’ or ‘shade’, also mean ‘phantom’, in much the same way as it does in Garhwali (Turner, 1931: 195). In Marathi, ch@y@-puruXa has the sense of ‘dead person appearing as his shadow’ (Tulpule and Feldhaus 1999: 247). It is, however, in its modern alloform of s@y@ that the term takes on the range of demonological meanings we have seen in the NT and Garhwali ethnographies. In idiomatic Hindi, s@y@ is synonymous with bh+t, pret, jinn, and para (fairy), with the expression s@y@ hon@ meaning ‘possessed by a spirit’ and s@y@ me: @n@ ‘to fall under the power of a bh+t, pret, etc’. In the same vein, s@y@ utarn@ means ‘to bring to an end the influence of a bh+t, pret, etc’ (Dasa 1965–75: 5079). Similarly, the Urdu s@ya(h) has the sense of ‘influence of an evil spirit’ (Fallon 1879: 74), with para k@ s@ya, literally ‘the shadow of a fairy’, meaning ‘possession by an evil spirit’ (Platts 1884: 258). In Pashto, s@ya’h has the same range as ch@y@ in Nepali: ‘shade, apparition, specter’ (Raverty 1867: 574). S@ya has the same semantic range in modern Persian, where it denotes ‘shade, shadow; an apparition; a wicked spirit’, as well as the name of a specific demon (Steingass 1892: 645). As has already been noted, Kashmir and the entire KGB cultural area (which extended into sub-Himalayan North-western India) was a changing house for cultural influences from Persia, India, and China from the time of the Alexandrian Conquest down through that of the Persian Sassanian kingdom. Several late Middle Iranian (Pahlavi) works were composed under Sassanid (226–642 CE) patronage, even if their final versions were not compiled until the ninth and tenth centuries (Forrest 2011: 18). One of these, the Greater Bundahisˇn (GB), mentions the s@ya in its twenty-seventh chapter, which comprises a catalogue of demons (divs, the cognates of the deos of Kumaon). Here (GB 27.41, 43–5), following an evocation of the demon of the evil eye (agasˇ), it is said of the demon astwih@d (evil wind) that ‘when he touches a man with his hand, it is sleep; when he casts his shadow (s@ya) on him, it is fever; and when he looks upon him with his evil eye (s+r-cˇasˇmah), he deprives him of the breath-soul’ (Daryaee 2009: 94; Kangwa 1985: 873). In this passage, s@ya may simply denote ‘shadow’ in the non-specialised sense in which the term was employed in Palavi (and for which the Manichean Middle Persian cognate was s’yg) (MacKenzie 1971: 74). However, another Pahlavi scripture, the DOnkard, links menstruating women to the evil eye (Forrest 2011: 42, 89, citing DOnkard 8.31.21), saying in another place (3.26) that the pollution demoness (nas+sˇ) can ‘peer through her eyes and give the evil eye to the good creation’ (Menasce 1973: 43). Here, we appear to be in the presence of a dynamic similar to that of the ch@y@cchidr@>i of NT 19. Assuming that these were not independent innovations, the existence of what appears to be a cognate phenomenon leaves open the question of influence. Since the Greater Bundahisˇn and DOnkard date from as late as the tenth century, it is possible that these traditions were carried westward from KGB into Sassanian Persia even as the region was falling increasingly under the influence of Islam. For reasons that will be made



David Gordon White



155



clear, however, it is more likely that the transmission occurred in the opposite direction.



Schwartzberg 1992: 21 (plate III.C.2.b). By permission from Joseph E. Schwartzberg.
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Demonological Devices The catalogues of demons that one finds in the MBh and the CS date from the centuries around the beginning of the Common Era. While the names found in these works are not as ancient as those found in the Vedas—most especially the Atharva Veda (AV), which is highly demonological in its content—it is the epic and Ayurvedic nomenclature that has for the most part persisted in South Asia down to the present day. Whether this nomenclature was originally Indic or specific to KGB depends upon where one draws the boundaries of ancient ‘India’: tradition has it that Caraka was a physician to KaniXka (ca. 128–152 CE), the great Kushan emperor, whose realm extended across much of KGB (Wujastyk 2002: 3–4). Outside of the Hindu fold, the Mah@m@y+ravidy@r@jn˜a-s+tra (MVS), an early Buddhist demonological work dating from no later than 322 CE (Strickmann 2002: 109), is an important source for the transmission history of Asian demonology. A fragment of this work is found in the fifth-century codex known as the Bower Manuscript, which was uncovered near the oasis of Kucha on the northern edge of the Takla Makan desert. This is one of several texts from the Tarim Basin of Chinese Turkestan—a cultural region closely linked to KGB from Mauryan times down through the eighth century (Schwartzberg 1992: 175)—with a significant demonological content.10 Here, in the context of the treatment of a young monk for snakebite, the ‘great peacock spell’ (mah@m@y+ra-vidy@) is praised for its effectiveness against every sort of demon, including those found in lists from the more or less coeval MBh and early Ayurvedic works, as well as from the ‘Bh+ta Tantra’ works that KXemar@ja quotes in his commentary on the NT. In the midst of its demonological litany, the MVS speaks of protection ‘from seizure by YakXas, R@kXasas, Pretas, Pis´@cas, Bh+tas, Kumbh@>nas, P+tan@s . . . [and] Ch@y@s’,11 . . . [and] ‘from the practice of kPty@, from destruction by ka$khorda, from injury by Vet@nas that attend at burning places; from vile food, aggravated vomiting, [and] the evil ch@y@‘.12 Here, we see the now familiar ch@y@ ambiguously appearing—in a work that predates the NT by several centuries—first as a type of demonic Being or Seizer, and second as . . . perhaps something else. The names that figure in the first group, which are also found in numerous Hindu, Buddhist, and Jain sources dating from as early as 200 BCE, indicate that they are the demonic agents of a number of diseases or afflictions. The names or terms in the second group, which include kPtya, ka$khorda, and vet@la, are also found in the NT, to which I now return. All three are found together in KXemar@ja’s commentary on the opening verses of the NT’s eighteenth chapter, where he writes that . . . the things relating to kPty@s and kh@rkhodas that are used by others are destroyed [through techniques of counter-sorcery]. A kPty@ is a female zombie (vet@la) that has penetrated into the corpses of women for the
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destruction of one’s enemies. A kh@rkhoda is a device (yantram13) causing death, expulsion (ucc@bana), and so forth.14



The passage (NT 18.3d-4d) that KXemar@ja is interpreting in his commentary is one that treats of spells . . . by means of which [1] practitioners gain mastery; [2] kPty@-kh@rkhodatype objects and so forth, which are hurled by others, are destroyed; and by means of which [3] practitioners repeatedly slay evildoers by using a counter-device (pratyan˙gir@).15



We can see that in his commentary, KXemar@ja has chosen to read kh@rkhoda as a device, whereas for him a kPty@ is a female zombie (vet@la). What he does not clarify is whether a female zombie is an injurious being capable of acting autonomously, or rather an animated tool or device created in order to be ‘hurled by others’, as the text states. I will return to this matter shortly. As for kh@rkhoda, it resembles, but is not identical to the MVS’s ka$khorda. It also resembles a range of terms found in other sources, many of them Buddhist, from KGB and other parts of Inner Asia. Before examining these, I first wish to return to the NT, which mentions kPty@-kh@rkhoda in two other contexts. In NT 18.87–90, we read that a person [may be] suffering from a hundred cuts, or afflicted with the pangs of sorrow, or sullied with every [sort of] misfortune. [He may be] tormented by the kPty@-kh@rkhodas, by spells and likewise magical devices, by visualizations, by practices involving chanting and fire offerings and [the uses of] powders, pastes, and unguents—as well as the tricks (kuhak@ni) that enemies will play: [but] whithersoever She [i.e., the Goddess S´ra, who is identified as the consort of MPtyujit in NT 18.62-69] is honored in this way by either a man or a woman, She shall become their counter-device (pratyan˙gir@)



Here, the Sanskrit kuhak@ni . . . kariXyanty-arayo$ appears to be a paraphrase of the chalam . . . kurvanti of NT 19.5–6: both mean ‘the tricks that [enemies] will play’ or perhaps ‘the witchcraft that [enemies] will practice’ or ‘the witchcraft devices that enemies will fashion’. Recall, however, that in the NT 19 passage, there were two types of tricks or craft, the one involving the ch@y@ and the other the casting of the eye (dPXbi-p@ta). After NT 19.48 has related that the ‘injurious ones (hi:sakas) who have found their opening (labdhachidr@), cast their terrifying gaze’, it adds that ‘enemies who are puffed up with [their own] intelligence, [and] who are mad, evil-minded, sinful, greatly depressed, power-hungry, [or] envious’ are capable of doing the same. By juxtaposing these two passages, we can see that many of the enemies against which Tantric practitioners (s@dhakas) do battle are human: they are the ‘injurious ones’ or sorcerers. But whereas in NT 19 these enemies’ ‘tricks’ or ‘witchcraft’ also
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involved the evil eye, here in NT 18 they include various sorts of ‘devices’. As we saw, NT 19 offered no specific countermeasure against the evil eye cast by human enemies. Their particular case was subsumed under the general rule, i.e. that Mothers and Spirit Beings who are enabled to possess victims through the casting of the evil eye can be countered through offerings to one or another sort of bh+tan@tha. At two points in NT 18, however, we find references to counter-devices that can be used against the devices of enemy sorcerers (NT 18.4cd, 90ab). Here as well, KXemar@ja’s commentary (to NT 18.89-90) is instructive: ‘Tricks’ [are] the devices, the kPty@s and so forth, that enemies will make . . . [There is] the person against whom the device, etc. is fashioned. By means of that [uttered spell] ‘a counter-device (pratyan˙gir@) shall come into being’. Like a badly hurled missile, it [the enemy’s device] shall become a destroyer of the enemy’s own side.16



The first mention in the NT of counter-devices appears two chapters earlier, in NT 16.31–2, in the context of a discussion of protective measures to be taken against ‘others in the world who are viewed as injurious to siddhis’—that is, against enemy sorcerers who would seek to disrupt the initiations of the very practitioners who, by virtue of said initiations, would become empowered to do battle against their sorcery. The text then continues with a list of black magic practices undertaken by wicked mantra experts (duXbamantribhi$) that include nailing, cleaving, pounding, and pratyan˙giratvam, which KXemar@ja glosses, in his commentary on NT 16.34, as ‘the counter-measure taken against the wielder of a mantra used for controlling Spirit Beings and so forth’.17 This brings us back to the problem raised by KXemar@ja’s commentary on NT 18.89–90. In it, he made the kPty@ out to be one of the devices held in an enemy sorcerer’s bag of tricks (or repertory of spells). In his commentary on NT 18.4, however, he identified a kPty@ as ‘a female zombie (vet@la) that has penetrated into the corpses of women for the destruction of one’s enemies’, seemingly in distinction to a kh@rkhoda, which he simply called a ‘device’ (yantram). Is there a qualitative difference between a kPty@ and a kh@rkoda, the two members of this dvandva compound? Why do they form a compound? We seem to be circling back to the sort of ambiguity we saw in the compound term ch@y@-cchidra. Other Kashmirian sources are equally ambiguous. The twelfth-century Haracaritacint@ma>i (HCC) includes the compound kPty@-kharkhoba-vet@l@ in a list of the diseases routed by Time (HCC 2.125a, in Sivadatt and Parab 1983: 23). Kalha>a’s twelfth-century R@jatara:gi>a (RT) (4.94; 5.239–40) mentions kh@rkhoda-vidy@, and speaks of a regicide, who, ‘versed in witchcraft’ (kharkoda-vedin), used sorcery to cause a king to die of fever. Several passages from the Jayadrathay@mala, an early and essential Kashmirian Tantric scripture, also employ the term in this way. In his extensive discussion of this term, Alexis Sanderson (2004: 290–2) reproduces several quotations from this work, as well as
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from the Tridas´@d@mara-Pratyan˙gir@kalpa and a number of the Buddhist works cited below. Buddhist documentation on the subject, found in several early Mah@y@na works from KGB and Inner Asia, does not help to clarify matters. A manuscript from Turfan, written in the same sort of Hybrid Buddhist Sanskrit as the Bower Manuscript, and containing protective spells, speaks of ‘protection from the practice of kPtya, and from seizure relating to kakhorda(s) and vet@na(s)’.18 Here, the compound kakkhorda-vait@na may be compared to the NT’s kPty@-kh@rkhodak@daya$, ‘things relating to kPty@, kh@rkhoda, and so forth’. In both cases, the abstraction of the two members of the dvandva compound renders the meaning ambiguous: they could be demonic beings or they could be the black arts that generate such beings. Also from Turfan, the second-century CE Nagaropamas+tra lists kPtyak@khordamantravet@na at the end of an enumeration of the baneful forces or beings that ‘scatter back [to the place from which they came]’ (prativigamiXyanti) when that text is expounded. Gregory Schopen (1978: 261, quoted in Dietz 1997: 86, n. 4), who translated the same compound in the Buddhabal@dh@napr@tih@rya-vikurv@>a-nirdes´a-s+tra, suggests that ‘the terms k@khorda and vet@na, though often and sometimes appropriately taken as ‘demons’ and ‘zombies’, perhaps more typically refer to magical procedures which turn people into such beings’. This last work, which only exists in its Tibetan version, renders kPtya as gs´ed byed (evil spirit), k@khorda as byad, and vet@na as ro lan˙s (revenant) (Dietz 1997: 85–6). As Schopen (1977: 141) has noted, byad here means an ‘imprecation, malediction, combined with sorcery, the name of an enemy being written on a slip of paper and hid in the ground, under various conjurations’. The Lotus S+tra, which was also composed in the KGB region in the first centuries of the Common Era, likewise includes kPtyas and vet@nas (but not k@khordas) in three different lists of demons, fevers, and sorcerers (Lotus S+tra 398.1–2; 401.4–402.1; 474.8–10, quoted in Deitz 1997: 86–7). The S´ramah@devavy@kara>a, a Buddhist text included in the ca. 300 CE codex known as the Gilgit Manuscript (in Dutt 1984: 100), praises the goddess as the ‘destroyer of every kPtya and k@khorda’, once again leaving the question open of who or what these two terms meant. The BhaiXajyagurus+tra, a work also preserved in the Gilgit Manuscript, speaks of persons ‘desirous of making an obstacle to a living being or [effecting] the destruction of the body through the additional use of a k@khorda-vet@la’ (in Dutt 1984: 13, quoted in Schopen 1977: 141). So too, a version of the Pan˜cavi:s´ati found in the Gilgit Manuscript employs the phrase k@khorda . . . kury@t, which could either be read as ‘one who would practice k@khorda’ or ‘one who would make a k@khorda’ (Schopen 1977: 141). The same ambiguity is found in northern traditions of the Ga>navy+has+tra, a ‘proto-Tantric’ Mah@y@na work from South India. Translated into Chinese four times between the late fifth and late eighth century, its final Chinese translation, undertaken by a Kashmiri monk named Prajn˜@, was completed in 798 CE. In the sole extant Sanskrit recension of this work, which dates from
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eighth century (Osto 2009: 166–7), mention is made of ‘vet@la mantras and kakhorda[s] used for the purpose of killing. Their enemies become stiff’ (Deitz 1997: 89). Several other works, nearly all from the same period and the same KGB cultural area reproduce the same data with respect to Buddhist usages of these terms: (i) kPtya, k@khorda, and vet@na may be read as either demonic beings or the black arts that generate such beings; (ii) the terms are often listed together with names of various classes of demons from Indic demonology; and (iii) these beings or the practices responsible for creating them can either be destroyed, immobilised, or dispersed back to their source (prati-vi-gam). With respect to the use of this verb in the Nagaropamas+tra, Siglinde Deitz (1997: 92) notes that in Buddhist texts, it ‘mainly occurs in conjunction with abstract words or mental objects and never with persons’, and concludes: ‘Therefore, in this case, the definition of kPtya-k@khorda-mantra-vet@na should be ‘sorceries, magics [sic], charms and demonic arts’. Should we conclude then, that these four terms have always referred to mantra-incanted ‘devices’ rather than autonomous beings? A fragment found among the third-century CE Krorain KharoXbhi documents discovered by Sir Aurel Stein in the vicinity of the ancient city of Niya on the southern edge of the Turfan Basin, gives pause. Here, I let the text speak for itself: Lp´ipeya says that there they brought out three witch-women (khakhorni19 stri). [T]hey only killed his woman; the other women they let go. Concerning this you received an order from Apg´eya, saying that Lp´ipeya’s woman was to be compensated for.



Another fragment treats of the same issue of compensation for the wrongful execution of this khakhorni: . . . [T]hey have killed her . . . If she has not been seen or heard of [because she has been put to death] and if . . . [she] is not a witch, that woman is to be made recompense for to her full value and [this recompense] is to be taken by Pug´o and Lp´ipeya. A decision is to be made according to law. The property they took from her Pug´o and Lp´ipeya are to receive along with her person [?her remains]. (Boyer et al. 1997: 19–21; Burrow 1940: 13–14)



On the basis of this datum, as well as the alternate spellings of the word ka$khorda/k@khorda/kh@rkhoda, the obvious conclusion is that this is a loan word—and so it is, from Old Iranian via Middle Iranian. The unjust end of Lp´ipeya’s woman, who was put to death as a witch when two of her alleged companions were spared, is an indication that in some circles, at least, the term clearly denoted a human being. And so it originally was in the language of the Avesta, whose term kaxwar@a has been identified by scholars as the source of the Sanskrit ka$khorda in its many variant spellings. Kaxwar@a appears together with
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its feminine form kaxwar@ia in a Yasna (61.2–3) from the tenth- to sixth-century BCE younger Avesta, which catalogues these together with several other types of human sorcerers and witches: . . . for the discomfiture and removal of the Evil Spirit [Angra Mainyu], with [his] creations . . . for the discomfiture and removal of the kaxwar@as and kaxwar@ias . . . of thieves and violators . . . of the zandas and the y@tumants . . . (Forrest 2011: 67–8)



Another hymn from the same collection (Yasna 3.9,12,16) links the y@tumants (sorcerers) to an adjectival form of kaxwar@a (Schwartz 1970: 389). Y@tumant (sorcerer, black magician) is one among a number of terms found in both Vedic and Avestan scripture, betraying a common Indo-Iranian heritage.20 While the term y@tu is an ancient loan word from a non-Indo-European inner Asian language (Witzel 2006: 172), it meant ‘sorcery’ or ‘black magic’ in both traditions. It was, however, in the Sassanian and later periods that many Pahlavi and modern Persian demonological terms (such as s@y@) were incorporated into the languages of north India as loan words from the Middle Iranian. These included j@dug (from the Avestan y@tu), the source of the term j@d+, which means ‘conjuration’ or ‘magic’ in both modern Persian and a wide range of modern Indo-Aryan languages. Pairik@ (Middle Iranian parag; modern Persian para), while related to the English ‘fairy’, originally meant a shape-changing ‘witch’ in Avestan sources (Christensen 1941: 14–15, 55–9). As we have seen, para means ‘evil spirit’ in Urdu; in Kashmiri and several other north-Indian languages, it carries the sense of ‘imp’ or even ‘fairy’. The jaini, a type of malicious female spirit named in the Avesta, became the jinn of later Islamic tradition (Grether 2010: 102, 134). The zanda, a being associated with sorcerers in the Avesta and Manichean heretics in later Persian sources, is the possible source of the Gujarati z@n (low-caste sorcerer) and the Hindi n@in (demoness, witch) (Forrest 2011: 66–7; Pocock 1973: 64). The term kaxwar@a has survived, in two vernacular forms, near the two geographical limits of its ancient and medieval linguistic range: in modern Armenian, kaxard has long meant either ‘witch’ or ‘warlock’, while in modern Kashmiri, khokhu denotes neither a device nor a sorcerer, but rather a ‘bogey-man’ (Russell 1987: 443; Turner 1966: 201). The most probable bridge for the transmission of this Iranian term (and its associations with both demonology and sorcery) into KGB would have been the Kushans (2nd c. BCE–3rd c. CE) and their successors, the Kushano-Sassanians, whose abundant coinage is a window onto several centuries of changing religious allegiances, ranging from the Greek to the Zoroastrian to the Buddhist and Hindu. A number of attempts to derive the etymology of the Old Iranian kaxwar@a have been made. Among these, the most interesting for our purposes is the Iranian base *xward, which is attested in the Khwarezmian *xurd (flee), of which the causative *xurziy- means ‘to drive out, expel’. According to Martin Schwartz (1970: 390), this
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would be ‘an allusion to the wizard’s expulsion of evil spirits’, with the ka- prefix having a pejorative sense, like the ku- of Indo-Aryan languages. This would align with KXemar@ja’s definition of the kh@rkhoda as a ‘device for expulsion’ (ucc@banam yantram) and the frequency of the verb prati-vi-gam (‘disperse back to the source’) in the context of kh@khorda-related practices in the many Buddhist works from ancient and medieval KGB reviewed above. With this, let us return to the compounds in which the term kh@rkhoda/ kh@khorda is most frequently encountered: kPty@-kh@rkhoda in the Hindu NT; and some combination of kPtya (m.), k@khorda, mantra, and vet@na in several earlier Buddhist sources. Here, KXemar@ja’s commentary on NT 18.4 is most helpful: ‘A kPty@ is a female zombie (vet@la) that has penetrated into the corpses of women for the destruction of one’s enemies. A kh@rkhoda is a device (yantram) causing death, expulsion (ucc@bana), and so forth’. As is well known, it is a Tantric (if not a Vedic) commonplace to identify a being or deity with a mantra—the acoustic ground or correlate of the being, which can be used to create, manipulate, or identify with that entity (Burnouf 1844: 443; Weinberger-Thomas 1999: 20). Beings and the mantras that create or denote them are virtually indistinguishable, and so too is the practice or manipulation of the mantra or device (yantram is also commonly translated as ‘charm’). So it is that when, in the NT, S´iva has to find a solution to the innumerable Mothers, Spirit Beings, and Seizers to which he has granted invulnerability, he creates a new class of beings, simply called Mantras (male spell-beings) and Vidy@s (female spell-beings) to destroy and drive them away. So too, in Buddhist Tantra, a Vidy@ is a spell, personified as a goddess, whose name it suffices to pronounce for her to appear on command. As the most powerful being in the NT, the MPtyujit form of S´iva himself is nothing more than the divinisation of his all-powerful AmPtes´a mantra. The Vedic goddess V@c, the mother of all speech and thereby of all mantras and all the beings that mantras create and control, is herself a divinised speech act. In the NT, the form that she is said to take as the consort of MPtyujit-AmPtes´a is S´ra: recall here NT 18.90, in which S´ra, when honoured, becomes the counter-device (pratyan˙gir@) for rescuing persons afflicted by the kPty@-kh@khordas. Here, a brief survey of the demonological nomenclature of the Atharva Veda (AV) is useful. The term kPty@ is widely attested in the Atharva but not the R q g Veda. In the AV, it signifies both a female being manufactured through witchcraft and the ‘witchcraft’ used to create her. So, for example, AV 10.1.1–3, a hymn belonging to the class of ‘hymns that repel sorceries’ (kPty@pratihara>@ni) describes a kPty@ and her expulsion in the following terms: She whom the wise ones fashion out, as a bride at a wedding, the multiform (kPty@), fashioned by hand, shall go to a distance: we drive her away. The kPty@ that has been brought forward by the fashioner of the kPty@, that is endowed with head, endowed with nose, endowed with ears, and multiform, shall go to a distance; we drive her away. The (kPty@) that has been prepared by a S´+dra,
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prepared by a king, prepared by a woman, prepared by Br@hma>as, as a wife rejected by her husband, shall recoil upon her fabricator and his kin! (Bahulkar 2004: 15–16)



The AV and its ancillary literature speak frequently of counter-devices employed to combat these beings, devices that are most often mantra-incanted amulets strung on a loop of string or cord, and which are praised as ‘heroes’ (varas) against kPty@s (AV 8.5.1–6). One of the terms employed in the AV (8.1, 4) for such a counter-device was pratisara, ‘which literally means ‘that which turns back, reverts’ (Bahulkar 2004: 15). In later literature, when the mantra employed to activate the device was named, it was called a pratisar@, with the feminine ending denoting the fact that it the device was itself a speech act (Gonda 1937: 311–28, especially 312–15). Pratisar@ was also commonly attested in Buddhist sources, where it denoted an active, deified spell, a type of Vidy@ or dh@ra>a. The S@dhanam@l@, for example, knew of a protector goddess named Mah@pratisar@. It also knew of a goddess named Mah@pratyan˙gir@ (Sen 1965: 67–72, especially 70, 72). A synonym of pratisar@, pratyan˙gir@ appears widely in the AV’s ancillary literature as well as several later works, including the NT. In fact, according to an apocryphal tradition from Gujarat, AV 10.1 was itself called the Pratyan˙gir@s+kta (Bahulkar 2004: 15, 21). The R q gvidh@na, a medieval work of uncertain date, also knew of such counter-sorcery rites, explaining their name as follows: ‘The man over whom the experts cast a charm by means of rituals taught by An˙giras, wards them off by practice of the Praty@n˙girasa or defensive rituals’ (R q gvidh@na 4.6.4, quoted in Bahulkar 2004: 20). The twelfth-century Lalit@sahasran@ma (268) evokes Pratyan˙gir@ in terms similar to those of NT 18.90: ‘Whoever performs witchcraft against one who chants the thousand names [of Lalit@], Pratyan˙gir@ herself will kill him, having repelled his act’ (Bahulkar 2004: 20). Returning now to the kPty@-kh@khorda compound in Hindu and Buddhist sources, these data allow us to suggest that it is this virtual identification—of cause (the sorcery of the sorcerer) and effect (the kPty@ and kh@khorda as creatures of sorcery)—that makes for the ambiguity of this terminology. The pairing of kPty@ with kh@khorda in KGB and Inner Asian documents simply bears witness to the two ancient traditions that informed these practices. The many KGB sources that employed these terms in a compound may or may not have been aware that they were the issue of two different traditions; in any case, because both were considered valid, there was no penalty for redundancy. Like ‘abra’ and ‘cadabra’, they were complementary even as they were the same. However, in its KGB and Indic contexts, the Avestan kaxwar@a was transformed from a sorcerer or ‘speech actor’ into a ‘speech act’ or form of sorcery. In his analysis of the Old Iranian kaxwar@a, Schwartz offers a second possible etymology of the term, based on a term found in the Sogdian martyrology of Saint Tarbo, where the Sogdian syxwrdnt translates as ‘they shouted’. On the basis of this reading and the possibility that the Sanskrit svar (‘make a sound, be loud’) is a
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cognate term, he suggests that ‘kaxwar@a may be the pejorative ‘shouter’ or ‘howler, or the like, from the sorcerer’s most obviously derisible trait: one may compare the Greek go´Os ‘sorcerer,’ from goaˆn ‘to wail’, [and] go´os ‘a wailing’’ (Schwartz 1970: 391). This resonates, if I may use the expression, with a remark made by Buddhaghosa in his commentary on Daghanik@ya 1.6: ‘Vet@la is the banging of cymbals; some take it to be raising the dead by magic charms’ (Dietz 1997: 92). It has also been suggested that n@kina is generated from the root nam (sound) rather than the more widely accepted *ni (fly). As such, n@kina might translate as ‘noisemaker’. Perhaps both are correct. With this, I wish to return briefly to KXemar@ja’s commentary on the term chidra where it first appears in NT 19.3. His gloss of chidra is very curious: chidramara>ye rodan@di, ‘chidra is wailing and so forth, in the forest’. Until I came across the etymological roots for the sorcerers and sorceries that I just discussed, I was quite certain that KXemar@ja had missed the point entirely. Yet, verbs that denote crying, wailing, howling, or screeching appear frequently in witchcraft traditions from KGB and India west into the Mediterranean world. In the light of these parallel traditions, KXemar@ja’s reading of chidra is worth considering. This will be the subject of a future study. Conclusion While the data presented here is insufficient for determining the direction(s) of the transmission of these elements of Tantric demonology and sorcery between the Iranian and KGB cultural zones, one can say without hesitation that the Indian subcontinent was, in most respects, external to these exchanges. This being said, I will conclude with a few methodological remarks on the study of Tantra—more specifically Hindu Tantra, since I believe that scholars of Buddhist Tantra may already have incorporated many of these insights into their historical reconstructions. (i) While it remains useful to speak of regional or local traditions (Bengali Tantra, for example), it is totally inappropriate to assume that translocal traditions conform to modern geopolitical maps of the Indian subcontinent. Hindu Tantra is ‘Indic’ only to the extent that KGB, Nepal, and even the Tarim Basin are parts of India, which they are not. (ii) In matters of Tantric demonology—which is the foundation upon which all of the magnificent Tantric systems and hierarchies that Hindu Tantra specialists study are grounded—both substratal (in the sense of Vedic and Ayurvedic textual traditions as well as local or regional cults of yakXas, devat@s, bh+tas, and the like) and adstratal (Iranian, Chinese, and European) traditions have to be taken into account in our reckoning of origins and influences. (iii) Concerning adstratal traditions, contacts and exchanges occurred naturally, mainly through trade, warfare, political expansion, and the concomitant spread of religious specialists enjoying the patronage of their new royal or
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imperial masters. I would go so far to say that there would have been an elective affinity between demonological lore and the mobile groups who carried it, a prime example being the battlefield sorcerers whose magical devices and counter-devices were considered to be choice weapons in battle. (iv) Concerning substratal traditions, I think it is time to rectify an error of appreciation on the part of Hindu Tantra scholars who have followed tantras´@stra categories in drawing a sharp distinction between the Vedic and the Tantric in India. While such a distinction may hold for the R q g Veda, it certainly does not hold for the Atharva, and it should be recalled here that numerous sources, from the ManusmPti (2.32) to the Arthas´@stra (1.9.9; 4.3.11, 37, 40) and Kath@sarits@gara (6.8.193b), define the royal purohit@—who, in addition to being a royal preceptor was also a master of magical warfare—as an expert schooled in the AV. (v) In many respects, local ‘village’ traditions have been more faithful to the Vedas than have the cosmopolitan bhakti traditions of India’s elites. A striking number of village practices can be traced back to Vedic rites, not only Atharvan, but also from the R q g Veda and its ancillary literature (Biardeau 1989; Nagano and Ikari 1993; White 2009b). With respect to Vedic norms, the so-called ‘mainstream’ is deviant in comparison to the worship without devotion of the masses. As an aside, against the neo-Hindus who would claim that India’s greatest contribution to world religions has been Hindu spirituality, I would argue that they are only correct inasmuch as Indic demonology is a form of spirituality. But in that case, the original form of Hindu spirituality would have been a spirituality of ‘Spirit Beings’. (vi) I chose the title for this article as a nod to Sheldon Pollock’s massive tome on the Sanskrit cosmopolis (Pollock 2006), which argues that Sanskrit became the lingua franca or koine´ of much of South and Inner Asia only after it was freed from its imposed strictures as an exclusively hieratic language by non-Hindu rulers who were simply looking for a common language through which they, their vassals, neighbours, enemies, priests, and subjects could understand one another. I would argue here that the language of demonology—which is less a language of words than of gestures and speech acts without semantic content (i.e. spells)—was also one that lent itself to cosmopolitanism. An example is a circa sixth-century Parthian-language Manichean magical text, probably written in the Balkh region. In addition to reproducing a number of the yakXa names and towns found in the MVS, this work also speaks of driving ‘demons, yakXas, peris, drujs, r@kXasas, idols of darkness and spirits of evil’ to a far place (Henning 1947: 47–51). It is very easy to imagine soldiers, merchants, monks, and priests swapping amulets and formulas at Silk Road halting points and monasteries (including those of the Turfan Basin where so many demonological manuscripts have been found). On a broader scale, the demonology that became a commodity along ancient and medieval trade and invasion routes was itself a translocal tradition, as great in its range
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Netra Tantra and depth as the various Tantric traditions for which it constituted but a part of a whole. If, then, one limits one’s view of Tantra to Indian philosophical schools or sects, textual canons, or authorised pantheons, one does so at the cost of missing a far larger picture.



In his remarkable 2004 article ‘Religion and the State: S´aiva Officiants in the Territory of the King’s Brahmanical Chaplain’, Alexis Sanderson made a number of points that are directly relevant to the themes I have been treating here. Sanderson’s principal argument is that, with the advent of Tantra in South Asia, the traditional purohit@ versed in Atharvanic magic and lore came to be superseded by a new figure, often called the r@jaguru, whose ‘protective, therapeutic, and aggressive rites for the benefit of the monarch and the kingdom’ were grounded in the Tantras of the mantram@rga (Sanderson 2004: 233). Sanderson’s principal non-scriptural data source for his reconstruction of the role of Tantric specialists in medieval royal courts is a 1052 CE Khmer inscription that refers to the ritual by means of which Jayavarman II founded the great Khmer Empire in the early ninth century. The text that Sanderson identifies as the source of this body of adstratal Southeast Asian Tantric tradition is none other than the nineteenth chapter of the Netra Tantra (Sanderson 2004: 246–70.).
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Notes 1 I will return to the meaning of this term later in this study: in the present context, I translate the term according to its classical Sanskrit meaning of ‘trickery, fraud, deceit’. 2 duXb@ stra puruXo v@th@snatv@ cch@y@: prap@tayet/ b@l@n@: bh+patan@: ca tatpatnan@: tapasvin@m// ch@y@cchidre>a bh+t@s´ca m@taro balavattar@$ dPXbip@ta: prakurvanti. Brunner (1974: 175, n.1) rightly emends sn@tv@ in the text to its opposite: asn@tv@. 3 Here, I have emended the lacunary reading found in Shastri (1939: 171) (gr@m@ . . . dhiXbh@ya sth@pita$) to read ‘gr@m@nta: dhiX>yo sth@pita$’. These are therapeutic measures: for apotropaic measures against these forms of aggression, see NT 19.207–211. 4 ebhi$ karmabhiranyais´c@s´ubhai$ p+rvakais´ceha kPtai[$] . . . chidreXveteXvadharmadv@reXu j@tah@ri>a sajjate . . . striya: garbhi>a: dPXbv@ dur@tmano ‘nvakXate na c@sy@$ s´@ntikarma kriyate tad@ ‘sy@ j@tah@ri>a sajjate//. The same data is reiterated in similar language at vv. 63–66. 5 tacchidre>a t@npravis´ya l+t@vy@dhirb@dh@magh@t (Durgasankara ke Sastri 1932: 155). The full text reads: [O]wing to the curse of the very virtuous mother of LakXar@ja the king of Kaccha, it [the disease] was handed down to all the descendents of M+lar@ja and in consequence of this transmission, it came to pass that [when Hemacandra briefly replaced M+lar@ja’s descendent Kum@rap@la, thereby becoming M+lar@ja’ successor], the disease of leprosy penetrated into the sage by that opening (tacchidre>a)’ (Tawny 1899: 150). 6 Here I use Sax’s (2009) transliteration of these Garhwali cognates of the Sanskrit ch@y@, chidra, and chalam. 7 Sax (2009: 85). Numerous other examples may be cited from modern ethnographies, such as Nabokov’s (2000: 74) discussion of possession of young women by peys in Tamilnadu. Tantric manuscripts held in private collections in Garhwal, and dating back to the eleventh to twelfth centuries, consistently describe chhals as demonic afflictions arising from fear: email communication from Garhwal University historian Dinesh Prasad Saklani, 12 October 2010. 8 The NT (19.175) appears to make the same sort of identification, speaking of hi:sakas (in this case demonic beings and not sorcerers) who, ‘fond of tribute offerings (balik@ma), gathering together in a windy space [or the place of wind in the body: v@tasth@nam), arise as ‘wind-born’ [demons]’. The same is said of phlegm-born and bile-born beings (19.176). 9 Confusingly, Sax (2009: 88) uses Masan here in the plural, but it is clear that he is referring to the chhals. 10 Internal evidence from the MVS supports this range: its ‘catalogue of YakXas’ contains references to toponyms spread across much of KGB, including Gandhara, Bactria, Kashmir, eastern Iran, the valleys of the Indus, Swat, and Oxus rivers, and China (Le´vi 1915: 19–139). 11 Hoernle (1893–1912, codex 6, folio 1, verso, line 6): yakXagrah@to r@kXasagrah@to pretagrah@to pis´@cagrah@to bh+tagrah@ta$ kumbh@>nagrah@ta$ p+tanagrah@to . . . ch@y@grah@to.



David Gordon White



171



12 Hoernle (1893–1912, codex 6, folio 2, recto, line 1): kPty@-karma>a-ka$khordokira>a-veb@na-ciccaka-preXaka-durbhukta-dus´chardita-dus´ch@y@-duXpre . . . My translation is based on that Hoernle translation (quoted in Dietz 1997: 88); Hoernle, however, simply translates duXch@y@ as ‘bad appearance’. 13 Sanderson (2004: 290, n. 149) defines a yantra as follows: ‘a Mantra-inscribed diagram written in various colours and with various inks on cloth, birchbark, the hides of various animals and the like, wrapped up and then employed in various ways (by being worn as an amulet, by being burned in a cremation ground, and so on) for purposes such as warding off ills, harming and enemy, of forcing a person to submit to the user’s will’. 14 paraprayukt@s´ca kPty@kh@khord@yasteX@: . . . nas´yanti/ s´atrun@s´@ya strakalevarapraves´it@ vet@la kPty@, mPty+cc@ban@dikPt yantra: khakhorda$: KXemar@ja ad NT 18.1a–4a. One of KXemar@ja’s sources may have been Var@hamihira’s sixth-century BPhatsa:hit@, which defines kPty@ and vet@la in similar ways to those found here (Turstig 1985: 75). Another tradition, found in the Tantrasadbh@va and MPgendratantra, rather identifies vet@las as S´aiva practitioners who have been reborn in demonic bodies as karmic punishment for illicit sexual activities (Vasudeva 2012: 292–3). 15 yath@ sidhyanti s@dhak@$/ paraprayukt@ nas´yanti kPty@kh@khord@ya$/ pratyan˙gir@ prayoge>a hanti duXb@nyanekas´a$//. 16 kuhak@nati yantrakPty@dani y@ni ripava$ kariXyanti, teX@meX@ uktena vidhin@ p+jiteti arth@t ya: prati kuhak@di kPta: tena pratyan˙gir@ bhavediti duXprayukt@stravat rip+>@meva svapakXan@s´ina sy@t. 17 pratyan˙giratva: bh+t@didamanaprayuktasyamantrasya prayokt@ra: prati viruddhak@ritvam. 18 This is the asiloma-pratisar@ (Asiloma’s protective spell) fragment, in Waldschmidt (1965–2008: no. 4, p. 272, quoted in Dietz 1997: 88). It should be noted that in these Buddhist sources, kPtya is declined as a masculine, rather than a feminine (kPty@) as in Hindu works. 19 Burrow (1935: 781) notes that ‘no example is given of the akXara -rd- in the account of the KharoXbhi alphabet. It would naturally be quite uncommon, and possibly is intended here and has been confused in the transliteration with –rn-’. 20 On the basis of philology and mythology, both the Avesta and the Vedas are datable to ca. 1500–1000 BCE. The Avesta as we know it was not compiled until the Sassanian period, and its earliest (lacunary) manuscripts date from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries (Forrest 2011: 18).
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