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ABSTRACT

This study contains translations and editions of the
tantras of the Indian Buddhist Tantric deity
Vajrabhairava, who bound by oath the pre-Buddhist god of
the underworld Yama to the protection of the Buddhist
doctrine. These texts have played a significant role in
the history of Buddhist tantric practice, in particular
amongst the Dge lugs pa of Tibet and Mongolia for whom
this 1is one of the three most important anuttara-yoga-
tantra cycles,

A) The first of the four parts into which this study is
divided contains three sections : I. The first 1is a
general introduction which attempts to place the tantras
and other such “mystical®™ phenomena 4into a non-
rationalist - and non-phenomenological - context. It {is
argued that the way forward for the study of "mystical”
texts and systems lies along paths well=-trodden for
centuries by the practitioners of such systems, and not
along recently invented arbitrary rationalist paths. The
section closes with a short account of the traditional
Buddhist explanations of the tantric path. II. The second
section considers the ancient Indo-European deity Yama
and the sacred nature of the wild cattle associated with
him. The argument involves a reappraisal of the species
of cattle associated with Yama and Vajrabhairava, and
reaches the conclusion that the most likely species was
the extinct Aurochs Bos primipenius, This finding also
necessitates a reappraiaa% of the relationship between
the Indo-Iranians and cattle which has hitherto been
considered a primarily economic one involving
domesticated cattle rather than a religious one involving
wild ancestral cattle. III. The nature and myths of the
deity Yama are then considered and an astrological
explanation of his association with the Aurochs |is
provided.,. Vajrabhairava himself 1is then discussed

primarily on a mythical basis,

B) The second part contains a translation of five
primary canonical treatises concerning Vajrabhairava with
annotations which {nclude material from the Indian

commentarics prescrved in the Tanjur,
C) The third part contains ecditions of the Tibetan

versions of these five texts and editions of the
available canonical Mongolian translations of the three
primary texts,

D) The study concludes with a three part bibliography,
a Tibetan- Sanskrit- Mongolian- English glossary, a
Mongolian-Tibetan glossary, an {ndex and an appendix
presenting a short Tibetan text detailing how the

Vajrabhairava-tantras are to be read,
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for brgyad read brgya.

for liberated read freed,

for great flesh read human flesh,
for great flesh read human flesh.
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add in red sandalwood for controlling and summoning
before in ochre (9v).

for holding to the assembly read holding to the ritual
substances,

for attainment of yoga read attainment of union.

for saliva read urine (despite TD).

read these syllables are : dha na pa pha ba bha ma
ya ra la va 6a sa sa ha ksa.
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NOTE ON TRANSCRIPTIONS AND ITALICIZATION

l.Transcriptions

Tibetan is transcribed as usual, with g.y formw-; n.y is
used for3 to distinguish from§Q .

Mongolian is transcribed as wusual, except for the

following :

l. ¢c and j are used instead of the unnecessary ¢ and J.

2. The blockprinted Kanjur translations show evidence of
great care in transd&bing Sanskrit words and mantras and
in the original Mongolian these transcriptions are used
in preference to the more usual Mongolian forms (though
there is sometimes no difference between the two). Such
words have been transcibed in this essay by underlining
all letters which are graphically distinguished in the
Mongolian and assuming that a Sanskrit reconstruction is

intended rather than a Mongolized form. Mongolized forms
are however retained in cases where it has Dbeen

(subjectively) decided that the word had passed into
accepted Written  Mongolian (and thus into the
dictionaries). An example will make the issue clear : the
blockprint P has g}while the manuscript M has%-;

T
'*——)

The dictionaries would accept the second and
transliterate as dandir-a (the 'normal' form). The first
is however a strict transliteration of Skt. tantra with
only the first letter graphically distinguished, so it is

transliterated tantr-a (and not dandr-a).



2. Italicization

All foreign words with the exception of proper nouns have
been italicized as have titles of works (with the
exception of the titles of the works translated in this
essay which are given in English). Some Buddhist terms in
more general use have not been italicized, while English
words and phrases in the critical apparatus and folio
numbers have been italicized for ease of reading.
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Part 1

A. THE STUDY OF TANTRA AND THE RATIONALIST QUANDARY

i. Preliminary Observations

When dealing with mystical {1] texts such as the
tantras of Vajrabhairava discussed in this essay, the
researcher finds him/herself in a methodological impasse.
The problem is a simple one : there is no generally
agreed acceptable way, in our rationalist age, to deal
with mystical texts or theories. Given this, one can ask
: what do we do with the native [2] interpretations of
mystical systems? Native interpretations of such (in this
case, tantric) material and practices can be presented in
our modern, academically acceptable works in one of two
ways [3]. Firstly they can be presented
phenomenologically in order to achieve some kind of
acceptable rationalist status for the research. In other

words, phenomenology can be used to formulate non-modern
arguments in a way which renders them acceptable to

modern rationalist scholars. But this of course means
that the academic game 1is being played according to
rationalist rules, and according to those rules the
spirits, gods and magical powers dealt with in (for
example) tantras do not and can not exist. In short,
phenomenology does not mean safety-in-neutrality, it
means unstated commitment to a particular view (eg. the
view that the tantric's explanation is unacceptable ).
Or secondly, by adopting a cultural-relativistic
viewpoint it is possible to grant a mystical system/text
validity as a functioning system for a particular group
of people, again leaving aside the question of whether
the mystical systems in question have any claim to a more
general type of validity or whether they are to be

"



regarded as nothing more than primitive curiosities of no
practical use.

Even though for the modern student of tantra (or
any mystical system) there must necessarily be such
problems with methods measuring up to rationalist
standards, there are other options open. In the case of
Buddhist Tantra, the most suitable methods are, not
surprisingly, Buddhist tantric methods. These are
suitable primarily because, for better or worse, they are
the best worked-out methods available to us. Western
scholarship cannot hope to do better with ad hoc
interpretations of such tantric material (or indeed any
mystical material). In fact free (modern) interpretation
of these texts is not an option which is open to us
(those who think it is should read the closing paragraphs
of the 6éth, Section of the Vajramahabhairava tantra
translated in this essay on p\t7). Of course the price one
pays for accepting tantric premises is (methodological
and philosophico-rational) unacceptability in rationalist
eyes, This price I for one am willing to pay on the basis
of the following section (A.ii).

Taking native interpretations seriously does not
mean that only native oriental traditions are usable as
exegetical sources. When Indo-Tibetan tantric traditions
are being analyzed, there are very large areas in which
modern scholarship can improve on traditional modes of
scholarship. For example it is possible (for the first
time in the history of these tantras) to provide precise
specific identification of plants, animals and substances
appearing in the texts and also to accumulate piecemeal
international comparative information of a type which
would not have been available to the traditional Indian,
Tibetan and Mongolian commentators on these treatises.
Though there are no causal implications when such
gsimilarities between cultures far removed from each other

are pointed out (eg. who else used Datura, where else



wild cattle cults occurred and so on) it is by no means
irrelevant to the understanding of a tantra if these

similarities are pointed out.
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ii. The science of mysticism [4]

Students of mysticism and science would generally
agree that mysticism is unscientific. If we define the
scientific as being simply that which the scientific
community considers scientific and studies, then
naturally mysticism is unscientific because scientists do
not study it. One would however hope that there are also
good scientific reasons for why mysticism is beyond the
scientific pale in the company of its friends - alchemy,
astrology, demonology, witchcraft and the 1like. But
locating these reasons is by no means an easy task. They
tend to be unspoken reasons, vague assertions concerning
scientific or rational world views and the
incompatibility of mysticism with these world views. And
it tends to be left at that [5].

This would be all very well - after all there 1is no
reason why a mystical system or experience of any sort

should ever want to be considered "scientific" (and we
shall return to this later). But this arbitrary rejection
of mysticism - both the experiences and the theories -
leaves the scientific community with several awkward
problems since science supposedly has a commitment not
just to "truth” in general but to all individual facts.
If it exists scientists must study it, and so one would
expect sScientists ¢to be extremely cautious 1n any
ontological rejection of supposedly unscientific
phenomena especially as science is the dominant mode of
investigation at ©present and is fully capable of
rendering the scientific study of any such phenomena
almost impossible given the level of competition amongst

academics for public tax money. The moment the accusation
"unscientific!” is hurled against a theory, scientific
and intellectual communities bury their differences,

close ranks and ostracize the interloper.
In short we find that there are particularly human
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psychological aspects to the attitudes of science to the
unscientific no different in essence to the earlier
attitudes of, say, Christianity to the unchristian [6].
Amongst themselves scientists are perfectly willing to
concede that the foundations of all scientific subjects
are unsteady and unclear at present. Indeed, there are
clear indications, for example in mathematics, that the
ideal of a rock-solid foundation will remain utterly
unattainable, not because of any limitation of human
ability but because of the intrinsic mnature of the
theories and systems we have created. But when showing
itself in public, when introducing itself in schools and
universities and when called wupon to attack the
unscientific, science is quite happy to present itself as
a solid, all-encompassing, firmly based system superior
to every other form of life. In this way, science manages
to 1) keep its monopoly on education; 2) remain the
primary beneficiary of the public funding of academic
life; 3) ensure power, influence and personal comfort for
its practitioners; 4) extend its influence to all parts
of the world through its claim to universal validity and
5) ridicule and misrepresent anything that seems to
conflict with its own preconceived notions of
rationality. Much of this is camouflaged with notions of

"liberalism" and ‘"equality" - "equality" in modern
Western terms does not mean that other, non-scientific

theories or modes of 1l1life are equally wvalid. 1In
Feyerabend's words 'equality mean[s] that the members of
different races and cultures now [have] the wonderful
chance to participate in the white man's manias, they
[have] the chance to participate in his science, his
technology, his medicine, his politics' (1978 : 119).
Quite simply the superiority of science is taken for
granted, and it is taken for granted that every group of
people from Amazonian Indians to Siberian reindeer
herders, from Buddhists to Muslims should likewise accept

\3



the superiority of science and the dubious boons of
technology without question since this renders them
"equal" to lucky Westerners. And if their cultures fall
by the wayside? Too bad, they were unscientific anyway.
Of course, Western civilization does consider itself
tolerant, and the preservation of quaint manifestations
of pre-modern life is encouraged [7]. But the idea that
unscientific "primitive” philosophies might actually be
capable of positively contributing knowledge or wisdom to
humanity is immediately rejected without the slightest
effort made to investigate or understand. And this seems
neither scientific nor rational. A scientist or
rationalist may argue that it is the wuniversality of
science that enables it to make judgements on the
unscientific in this casual way, but of course science is
by no means universal since, for a start, it does not
deal with the unscientific.

The so-called demarcation problem, the problem of
where to draw the line between science and non-science
(or more precisely between science and metaphysics, with
mysticism beyond even the metaphysical pale) has been a
major concern not necessarily for scientists themselves,
but for their parasites, the philosophers of science. The
history of the demarcation problem is long and complex
but a brief and imperfect account of its main features
would not be out of place, if only to provide ammunition
of sorts for students of mysticism who tend to feel
uneasy and defenceless when faced with the superficially
stable edifice of modern science [8].

Initial attempts made by the logician Rudolf Carnap
in the first half of our century aimed at demonstrating
that the distinction between science and metaphysics was
equivalent to a distinction between sense (or meaning)
and nonsense (or meaninglessness). This of course
requires definitions of "meaning”, and definitions of
meaning require Wittgenstein. According to his



verifiability criterion a). all words in a proposition
must have meaning ("meaning" defined by Carnap as being
based on observational or perceptual experience, and b).
the proposition consisting of meaningful words must in
addition take note of the "type-level"” of the words of
the proposition (this was considered to apply both to
logical/mathematical propositions and to natural
linguistic ones). The aim of the "type-~level" or
"category" consideration is to avoid having to consider
grammatically correct propositions like 'x is an element
of x' or '"the number 7 is green'! meaningful. The concepts
in question are members of different categories and
cannot be mixed in single propositions. A third condition
equivalent to the conditions a). and b). was also
proposed : c¢). a proposition is genuine if it is
reducible to elementary ("atomic") propositions
expressing observations. An unscientific, irrational or
metaphysical proposition does not meet these criteria
(although when was this ever looked into in detail?) This
entire elaborate structure turned out to be false - a).
is false because it 1is possible to produce synthetic
languages in which 'x is an element of x' or similar
"meaningless"” sentences can be valid; and hence to
demonstrate the meaninglessness of a proposition it is be
necessary to demonstrate that the proposition 1is
meaningless in all possible consistent languages; b). is
false since basing meaning on observables results in an
extensional theory of meaning requiring full listing of
all things sharing the observable property (ie. there
are, and can be', no universals): and c). is false since
no scientific proposition can be or is ever reduced
purely to observables [9].

When this was realised there were attempts made to

construct "scientific languages"”™ 1in which scientific/
rational statements would be well-formed vhile
unscientific or metaphysical statements could not be

20



expressed., Carnap went on to propose a physicalistic
language in which only physical objects and their
movement in space and time could be expressed (and this
in the post-quantum theory era). The physicalist language
was also to be a single unified and universal language.
This strained and unnatural idea was soon demolished.
Kurt Gddel's two incompleteness theorems demonstrated 1).
the impossibility of constructing a language which, while
sufficient for expressing all the propositions of a
theory, could also express all proofs of the propositions
of that theory; and 2). the impossibility of discussing
the consistency of a particular language in that language
itself, The Polish logician Tarski further managed to
demonstrate the necessary paradoxicality of every
universal language. In short the 1logic of scientific
languages lies outside the languages themselves.

All of these above attempts founder even without
the demonstration of their incompleteness or
paradoxicality. It makes no sense to produce such
theoretical structures and talk of the translatability of
scientific statements into the structure unless this
translation 1s actually undertaken (how could we tell
otherwise?). And how do we select the scientific
statements to be translated? When we pick up a book on a
scientific topic we find it naturally contains a lot more
besides well-formed, rational statements. We find
polemic, examples, statistics, humour, pictures,
references, personal comments and so on - these are Jjust
as much part of written science as the few well-formed
propositions which a logician might be able to extract
(if he had the time, money and inclination to do so).

The above attempts at demarcation attempted to
provide logically-based structures which would be of
universal and eternal validity for the sciences. It is
easier to comprehend the motives of those proposing these
structures if we bear in mind the trauma occasioned
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amongst philosophers of science by the demise of
Newtonian mechanics and gravitation, the single best
corroborated scientific theory of all time. What
certainty could there be in science if reams of evidence
and proof, experimental <corroboration and one-time
unanimous agreement amongst scientists turned out in the
end to be utterly useless in defending Newtonian physics
against quantum theory and relativity? Despite the
vastness and complexity of Newtonian physics, despite 1its
technological successes, despite its seemingly perfect
experimental and theoretical basis and despite the number
and influence of its promoters, it was, ﬁot to put too
fine a point on 1it, wrong. Attempts at constructing
"universal 1languages™ and the 1like to establish post-
Newtonian physics on a firm basis utilizing the results
of new developments in logic seem to be not much more
than submissions to the standard scientific (and human)
desire for complete, firm structures within which a
scientific statement can be tested and proved. The
impossibility of proof hinted at by the history of 20th.
century physics is ignored in such attempts.

Other philosophers of science proceeded
differently. Since science was neither verifiable nor
provable (as the demise of Newtonian mechanics and
gravitation had shown) ideas involving the "probability”
of theories were produced. Best known of all, the theory
of the necessary falsifiability of scientific theories
was proposed by Karl Popper, according to which a theory
was scientific if, and only 1if, it specified those
conditions under which its proponents would accept its
falsity., If it were scientific, a theory would make
crucial predictions which could be shown to be false. The
problem with this idea is that there is not one example
of a scientific theory ever having been abandoned just
because a few of its predictions turned out to be wrong -
the normal human impulse is to paper over the cracks and
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hang on tenaciously. However, a more sophisticated
falsificationist might consider a theory falsified if -
and only if - there were another theory available which
a). predicted novel facts not predicted by the original
theory; b). contained the unrefuted content of the
original theory and c). had some of its excess content
over the original theory corroborated. In such cases -
with much oversimplification - we find that it 1is no
longer a single theory which is judged as "scientific" or
otherwise; instead we have a sequence of theories, each
making differing claims and falling prey to the next
theory in the sequence.

The 1list seems endless. Scientific propositions are
meaningful. Scientific propositions are translatable into
scientific languages., Scientific theories and
propositions are testable or provable. Science 1is self-
correcting. Science 1is falsifiable. Now whether or not
science 1s any of these things, it seems completely
unjustifiable to demarcate between science and non-
science on this basis. How have rationalists and
scientists managed to come to the conclusion that, for
example, mysticism is not testable, provable, falsifiable
or self-correcting, when it could well be all of these
things if scientific theories themselves are? And the
theory of evolution in all its forms 1is quite clearly
none of these things, yet its study comes under the
purview of university science departments.

But to return to the initial problem : a firm
demarcation line between the scientific and unscientific
worlds is not merely impossible to draw, but is also
unnecessary and harmful for science. It is unnecessary
because the everyday activity of the scientific community
seems to go on oblivious to the "demarcation problem”,
and it is harmful because the scientific community should
be willing to accept the existence of a grey zone from

which initially unscientific ideas can enter the main
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body of science as has happened in the past{10]. Only if
we concede that science 1s perfect and complete as it
currently is can any demarcation be sucessful, and I do
not know of a scientist who would be willing to state
this.

Despite what seems to be a general inadequacy of
these protectionist attempts to establish a divide
between the scientific and everything else, there 1s a
firm distinction between the mystical and the scientific
from the point of view of a mystic. We can make this
distinction more easily if we reformulate the original
assertion concerning the unscientific nature of mysticism
in the following statement :

Science is unmystical.

Strange as this statement may look, it at least has the
merit of being true. Mysticism is the theory and practice
of alternate mental states, and mystical knowledge 1is
knowledge acquired in alternate mental states. Mental
events which take place in the familiar awake state, for
example the invention or comprehension of a scientific
doctrine [11], take place in only one possible state
amongst many. For a mystic science is unmystical - and
hence 1inadequate - because it makes no attempt to
instruct in or to explain the attainment, existence,
meaning or usefulness of the numerous other mental states
at the disposal of human beings. Scientific knowledge can
be valid for a mystic (in fact mysticism can contain all
of science as a subset of all possible types of human
knowledge), but there 1is no reason whatsoever for a
mystic - or anybody else for that matter - to feel that
only knowledge gained in one type of mental state has
validity - and yet this is the scientific / rational
claim. It is also for this reason that it is not possible
for the truth or falsehood of a mystical theory to be
determined by scientific means since the mystical theory
is not limited to operating within the everyday mental
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state favoured by scientists and rationalists. As a
result the truth or falsehood of, say, Buddhist Tantra is
determined simply by whether the practitioners attain the
gsiddhis (supernatural powers) and progress to
enlightenment and not by some trivial scientific
criterion. Similarly the truth or falsehood of a system
of witchcraft aiming at teaching the power of flight is
determined by whether or not the witch manages to fly
once he or she has correctly undertaken the preliminaries
and correctly concocted a flying potion. The truth or
falsehood of Shamanism is determined by whether the
shaman manages to contact and communicate with the
spirits of his tribe. In none of these cases is it
sufficient for a rationalist or scientist merely to
assert that such systems are false because they do not
fit with whatever preconceived idea of rationality the
scientist or rationalist may have.

Asserting that science is unmystical does not
necessarily lead to something 1like the various "two-
realm” ontologies proposed by scholars trying to find a
place for the religious in the modern science-dominated
world (see the critical discussion in Peacocke 1979 : 22-
27). Such distinctions between nature and supernature,
the physical/biological and the mental/spiritual or any
other similar pair seem to me to accept tacitly once
again an arbitrary duality between what is scientific
and what is not. It is not merely that it is impossible
to demarcate in this manner, but that there is no reason
why a two-fold demarcation of this sort should be
considered sufficient to encompass all human intellectual
and mental activity, Calling science wunmystical may
provide a demarcation of sorts, but this demarcation

could only be considered two-fold if we were to accept
the idea that there is a strict duality between the
everyday mental state and the "mystical" mental state.
But there are numerous alternate or mystical mental
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states, and knowledge gained in or from one particular
alternate state is not the same as that gained in or from
another. So why not "multi-realm” ontologies instead? 1In
addition the discussion on the unmystical nature of
science leaves untouched other "unscientific" theories
and systems which may in their turn further complicate
the picture. The statement that science is unmystical is
therefore not the converse of the more familiar assertion
that mysticism is unscientific, especially as there is no
ontological claim involved. To put it more simply : in
general when a believer in science claims that a theory
is "unscientific", he or she rejects the validity of the
theory; on the other hand were a mystic to claim that
science 1s wunmystical, this would make no judgement
concerning the validity of science at the 1level of
"everyday" waking state consciousness. |

To summarize the two. basic claims of this section :
1). because of the vagueneés of current ideas concerning
the uniqueness of science and its superiority over all
other systems of thought, and because of the inadequacy -
or to be precise, non-existence - of "scientific"”
approaches to mysticism, mystical theories cannot at
present be considered "unscientific". Conversely -there
seems no real need for any mystical system to Dbe
scientific; this would merely serve to reassure modern
sympathizers. Science might in time produce its own wvalid
theory of -mystical experiences, but it will not be able
to do so until it pays attention to extant mystical
theories which it cannot at present do since these are
"unscientific”. And 2). science as it is at present can
safely be <called "unmystical” since it arbitrarily
considers only one type of knowledge, that acquired in

one particular mental state, as valid.
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iii. Phenomenology and mysticism

Certain systems involving experiences of alternate
states have been investigated "scientifically". In one
well-known  study, Kasamatsu and Hirai undertook
electroencephalographic investigations of the brains of
zazen (seated meditation) practitioners (1966). Other
similar studies have been made of Tibetan gtum mo (inner
heat) practitioners, transcendental meditators and
psychedelic drug users. Ail such studies, however
accurate and scienific they may be, end up as nothing
more than feeblg phenomenologies. Staal comments that

'the best one can say for most of these studies is
that they might broaden the minds of people who are
disinclined to accept that meditation has any
effects...physiological studies...are not in a position
to provide even a first understanding of what is going on

- let alone provide explanations in terms of theories'
(1975 : 112).

It is for this reason that phenomenologies -
scientific, anthropological, sociological or otherwise -
are uninteresting. When we know that alpha waves appear
in the brains of zazen meditators, we know nothing other
than the fact that something happens in the brain during
meditation, which is hardly surprising in any case.

A phenomenologist should however distinguish
between two separate phenomenologies. Firstly there 1is
that of the standard phenomenologist, the scientific,
anthropological or social phenomenologist of mysticism.
This phenomenologist approaches a mystical field of
study, observes, takes notes, holds interviews and

produces a strictly phenomenological account on this
basis. In the terminology of the natural sciences, he or
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she produces a black box theory [12], Within the black box
untouched by the phenomenology reside "objects" of the
interpreted and non—phenomendlogical theories of the
mystic. These internal non-phenomenological theories, the
theories given by the practitioners of the mystical
system under consideration naturally end up as parts of
the original phenomenological description when they are
taken into account by the phenomenologist, but there is
no way in which these theories can be taken seriously as
interpretative theories of mystical systems if only
because these theories are not based on the phenomenology
produced by the phenomenologist., Further, since the
mystic's explanation is mnever more than part of the
phenomenology, any non-phenomenological elucidation of
the resultant black box remains the preserve of standard
translucent theories. In the natural sciences translucent
theories are found in abundance coexisting with
phenomenological theories but in modern studies of
mysticism they simply do not exist. Nonetheless, while a
phenomenology of mysticism should remain nothing more
than a phenomenology, the temptation to throw light upon
the black box often proves too great. And it is here that
we find ac hoc theories in profusion as phenomenologists
rush to fill the empty space provided by the complete
absence of current standard interpretative touchstones.

There is a second phenomenology that we can
construct for the sake of argument. This is a subjective,

personal phenomenology of alternate mental or meditative
states which exists only in the context of a full,
interpreted mystical system for an individual mystic or a
group of mystics engaging in similar techniques. It seems
unnecessary to abstract a phenomenology from the mystic's
system given that the mystic is not a phenomenologist,
but it will help make one phenomenological point. The
interpreted system of the mystic explains this second,
subjective phenomenology, and not the "objective"
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phenomenology of the field anthropologist or experimental
scientist, for example. It is small wonder that the two
approaches remain completely irreconcilable - the mystic
and the phenomenologist are describing completely
different phenomena. Until this root confusion is cleared
up, there will also be no justification whatsoever for
any rationalist, empiricist or scientific rejection of
the theories of a mystic. It is in fact more common for
the rationalist to dismiss the entire personal and
experiential phenomenology of the mystic rather than to
bother with theory since by definition the rationalist
does not have, never has any intention of having, and
does not believe in mystical experiences. There 1is
nothing of any consequence to theorize about.

Phenomenologists of course recognize that their
approaches are Jjust a beginning - efforts to fix the
phenomena to be interpreted, ideally without attempting
any kind of interpretation since there seem to be no
suitable modern interpretative techniques.

But what is actually wrong with the explanations of
"insiders”? Why are we so0 reluctant to accept the
explanations of mystics themselves? If, for example, a
Siberian shaman tells us that after consuming fly-agaric
the spirits of the mushroom speak to him and answer his
questions, the western academic naturally rejects this
explanation because he or she - as a rule - tends not to
believe 1in spirits which inhabit mushrooms. If the
temptation to take the easy way out and produce a
noncommital phenomenology 1is resisted, it is usually an
explanation in terms of biochemistry or psychology which
would come to the fore in this case. But the question of
whether the shaman's interpretation is valid or not is
left unanswered - it is just assumed to be wrong.

| So we find it very hard to take non-modern (=non-
Western) interpretations seriously. Yet some of these

interpretative systems have lengthy histories and
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detailed methodologies which seem far more capable of
making sense of mystical systems than some of the systems
employed by modern scholars who believe in the primacy of
modern logic, philosophy and science,



iv. Buddhism as mystical theory

Amongst these unscientific interpretative systems
perhaps the most complex is Buddhism. Ever since the
inception of Buddhism the prime concern of much Buddhist
writing regardless what else it may touch on has been the
explaining, Jjustifying, classifying, and instructing in,
mental and meditative states. Buddhist explanations in
part touch upon features of the external universe but
only inasmuch as these flow from or affect mental and
meditative states and hence contribute to or hinder
progress towards enlightenment. The external universe is
supposed to be understood while in meditative states (a
process called insight). No true understanding of either
internal or external universes can be gained except
through entering meditative states. Nirvana is achieved
by means of meditative states. Buddhism as theory is the
philosophy of meditation, this being a field hardly
approachable using modern scientific methods.

For these reasons a discussion of how the Buddhist
community of India in the first millenium of our era
explained, adopted and adapted one particular natural
religious system, viz. tantra, 1is not merely of
historical interest. Buddhism, being in possession of a
comprehensive theory of mental and meditative states has
shown itself to be, and still is, a tool of no 1little
versatility in approaching the mental and meditative
states experienced and utilized in natural religion, if
its approach to tantra is anything to go by. In this
section only the broadest outlines of one particular
Buddhist approach to the tantras can be given, one which
might be classified as Dge lugs pa (Madhyamika as far as
possible, occasionally lapsing into Yogacara
formulations). Fortunately there are now several works in
European languages which deal with the details of the
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Buddhist interpretation and practice of tantra, and
excessive detail here would only duplicate what 1is
available elsewhere [13].

The acceptance of tantra - 'texts, methods,
theories and so on - by a large part of the Indian
Buddhist community during the first millenium of our era
can be 'considered and wunderstood from two separate
Buddhist points of view. Firstly, in terms of the
permissibility of tantra, and secondly in terms of the
requirement that tantra be approached from a Buddhist
point of view.

Firstly, the permissibility of tantra :when the
current of tantra first manifested itself on the Indian
subcontinent as a method for attaining certain powers of
worldly and religious kinds, it produced a vast mass of
varied and unsystematic written and oral material. Much
of it appeared in Buddhist communities, some appeared
within the sangha itself. The exact process - as is the
wont in Indian history - is unclear, and Snellgrove's
account (1987 : 47ff; 117ff) seems about as close as we
can reasonably come. It is immediately understandable why
these tantric texts came to be widely read, commented
upon and theorized about by the Buddhist monastic
community. These were new texts, perhaps strange at first
sight; nonetheless they contained something entirely
different - the teachings given by non-worldly buddhas
and their various manifestations. Buddhism is a universal
religion in the quite 1literal sense that it exists in
other worlds (all other worlds in fact) and so the
existence of other-worldly Buddhist teachings 1is no
surprise. And above all it was according to theory

natural that such texts could be revealed to humans since
there are sentient Dbeings (the dakas and dakinis) who
move freely between one world and another transmitting

teachings and granting initiations to worthy adepts.
And secondly, it was necessary that tantra become
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part of Buddhist practice. Ignoring any Buddhist (or
other) interpretation and ignoring tantra as texts,
tantra as a particular type of yoga aimed at the
accession of certain (divine) mental states belongs to an
ur-religious complex of such techniques widespread in
both the New and 0ld Worlds. Put simply, in uninterpreted
forms tantra is yet another collection of methods for
accessing mental states and using resultant powers. In
this it does not differ at all from the main practices of
what can be termed "natural religion", natural merely
because of its ubiquity in some form or another in all
pre-modern and pre-urban communities. These natural
religions, including tantra (in its "pre-religious”
forms) have a roughly common set of features, the most
significant of which is the presence of identification
with a deity (often called possession) in some shape or
form. Most of the other features involve transformative
methods and experiences related to the process of
identification with the deity. These include initiation
and initiatory experience, the separability of the 'soul'

or 'dream body' from the physical body, the existence of
spirits who also appear in animal and plant form, the

transformation of the practitioner into divine and/or
animal forms, the acquisition of supernatural powers
through such transformations and so on (cf.Furst 1976
6). The members of the Buddhist sangha of Tantric India
themselves lived in environments where the techniques of
natural religion were commonplace, and since as Buddhists
they were committed to the investigation of their own
minds, any natural religious technique would have been of
extreme interest to them, regardless of how "un-buddhist”
these techniques may have seemed. It would simply have
been impossible for them to have 1ignored or dismissed
tantra, even in its most "extreme" forms,

To understand what the deities of tantra are and
how the Buddhist yogin is meant to use them - and also to
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understand how exactly tantra could become Buddhist - we
should consider the relationship that mind has to what 1is
outside it (ie. to 1its objects). To a Buddhist the
starting point is, and has to be, that both mind and its
objects exist conventionally, as empirical facts. The
meditator can then take his or her mind as the meditative
object and try to identify 1., a permanent, eternal
essence in the mind; 2. the nature of the mind and 3. the
characteristics of the mind. In all three aims he or she
fails. In the words of the buddha Vajradhara in the
Vairocanabhisambodhi :

'The mind has never been seen by any of the fully
enlightened, supremely attained ones who have conquered
inner adversaries, nor will they ever see it. Beilng
formless the mind has no colour such as blue, yellow,
red, white, maroon or crystal. The mind has no shape
either short or 1long, either round or square; it 1is
neither light nor dark. It has no sexual identity such as

female, male or sexless (PT Gi 44v; Lhalungpa 1986
188).

The subject/object distinction which is of such
overwhelming importance in most philosophies is of much
less importance in Buddhism and is regarded as belonging
to the category of mistaken views. The consequence of
this is that there is a distinct tendency in Buddhism for
any characterization of the mind to be equally valid for

anything outside the mind (which things are, from the
unenlightened point point of view, mistakenly considered
to belong to an entirely separate objective realm) [14]].
There 1is therefore no difference at all between the
emptiness of the mind and the emptiness of space, and
both these are identical to the mind of enlightenment
itself :



' Whatever is the nature of space is the nature of
mind. Whatever is the nature of mind is the mind of
enlightenment. For this reason the mind, the expanse of
space, and the mind of enlightenment are non-dual and

inseparable.' (Vairocanabhisambodhi; op.cit.; Lhalungpa
1986 : 216).

Merely meditating on emptiness 1s however not
enough if the practitioner has pledged to function in
cyclic existence (sapsara). In tantric terms meditation
on emptiness will lead to the attainment of the 'dharma
aspect' or 'dharma body' (dharmakdya; chos sku) of the
buddhas (in other words meditation on emptiness leads to
the extinguishing of the causes for continued rebirth in
samsara), but it does not lead to a 'form aspect' or
'form body' (ripakdya; gzugs sku) enabling enlightened
functioning in samsara (to which the practitioner, as a
bodhisattva, has pledged himself in any case). This form
body can take two forms, firstly, the 'enjoyment aspect’
(sambhogakaya; longs sku) which is the form employed in a
Buddha realm (this form is a three-dimensional geometric
shape such as a blue cube); and secondly the 'emanation
aspect' (nirmanakaya; sprul sku) which is the form
adopted amongst sentient beings (eg. Vajrabhairava as
illustrated in plate 1). To summarize the reasoning
behind this distinctly mahayanist approach Tsong kha pa
in his Sngags rim quotes the Vajrapanjara-tantra :

'If emptiness were the method then Buddhahood could
not be. Since other than this cause (=emptiness) there
would be no other fruit, the method is not emptiness'
(P11 (vol 1.) 223.4.4.; trs. Hopkins 1977 : 117).

The formulation in this passage may sSeem somewhat
obscure, but the argument 1s merely that if one meditates
on emptiness alone, then only that meditation on
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emptiness can be a cause of enlightenment, but this 1is
not possible since emptiness is not a cause of anything
(enlightenment is not a thing but a buddha's form
definitely is a thing, though of course one characterized
by emptiness). The Vajrapanjara-tantra continues :

'Therefore it [=the method] is the circle of the
mandala, it is a binding of the blissful method. Through
the yoga of buddha pride buddhahood will not be distant.

A teacher has the thirty two marks as well as all the
eighty minor marks, Therefore the method of attainment is
to take on the teacher's form' (P11 223.4.6-7).

This meditative identification with the form of the

deity (and its mandala) is known as deity yoga (devayoga;

lha'i rnal'byor), and it is this that the tantras partly
concern themselves with., Deity voga is a type of

formalized possession involving conscious direction of
the evolution of a form body of an enlightened being

which resides in a formalized purified universe (the
mandala). As the Vajrapanjara-tantra indicates, this form
body differs in certain ways from the body of a being who
is not enlightened (indeed this observation is found in
the very earliest stratum of Buddhism) and thus initial
tantric meditational techniques concentrate on rendering
the body speech and mind of the practitioner a fit
receptacle (samdyasattva or pledge-being) for union with
the deity (the jhanasattva or wisdom-being) whose
-meditation is being practiced.

For any discussion of deity yoga, Madhyamika modes
of thinking are best left behind in favour of Yogacara
approaches, fhough the practice of meditation on
emptiness 1is included in the practice of deity vyoga
itself. The mental construction of the mandala and deity
in deity yoga, when correctly done [15], is meant to
differ from an ordinary mental construction in one way.
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The subject-object duality which is present in 'ordinary'
mental constructions 1is absent 1in correctly-performed
deity voga which 1is consequently characterized by
emptiness, since emptiness is the absence of
dichotomizing thought and hence also the absence of the
subjective and objective independence ('inherent
existence'; svabhavasiddhi; rang bzhin gyis grub pa) of
subjects and objects). The conventional duality of
tantric practice as method (deity yoga) and wisdom (the
apprehension of thusness which 1is the emptiness of
phenomena) is in this way shown to be non-dual and only
designated in terms of the distinction between the
conventionally—-asserted opposites of method and wisdom,
which are in turn a).mundane appearance and b).acceptance
of mundane self.

The mahayana Buddhists of India accepted and used
the tantras because the tantras were legitimately there
to be wused and Dbecause they worked. Whatever
characteristics or powers enlightened deities had could
also be attained by the practitioner using tantric
methods. The deities used for the practice of yoga (the
union of the wisdom and pledge beings in a mandala) and
for other purposes such as protection did have to meet
one requirement, however. They had to be Buddhist
deities. This in a Buddhist context means not 'deities in
whom Buddhists believe', but 'deities who are themselves
Buddhist'. The great deities of the Highest Yoga Tantra

(anuttarayoga—-tantra) class have impeccable Buddhist
credentials (since they are purely Buddhist deities

[16]), but the ancient gods of India naturally did not.
To become fit objects of Buddhist tantric devotion or
practice or to become guardians of Buddhism itself, these
pre-Buddhist deities need to be converted to Buddhism by
high-ranking Buddhist bodhisattvas. The tantras presented
in this essay are those of the deity Vajrabhairava, a
wrathful manifestation of the Bodhisattva MaRjuiri who

37



converted to Buddhism the ancient Indian god of death and
the underworld, Yama, and bound him by o0ath to the
protection of Buddhism.
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NOTES

[1] A mystical text is either an oral text, or a written
text with an oral transmission which originates from
spiritually developed sentient beings in non-human
(divine or animal) realms.

[2] 'Emic', to use an unnecessary modern term. While it
is true that the boundary between an emic (=insider's)
and etic (=outsider's) theory is often indefinable (is a
mahayanist's explanation of a theravada text emic or
etic?), in the case of a tantra a firm definition is
possible based on whether or not the theorist 1is
initiated or not. Classifying mystical theorists in terms
of an initiated/uninitiated duality provides a firm
classification which is empirically testable in a way in
which emic/etic categorizations are not.

[3] Assuming one <cares about acceptability from a
rationalist point of view. At first sight it would seem
that there is no real point in worrying about such
issues, but they matter to me for one primary reason.
Standards of rationality and scientific truth as vaguely
understood in the modern world are those against which
all other non-rational and non-scientific mystical
systems are measured, and this consequently enables the
latter to be ignored at all 1levels 1inside modern
education (and discouraged outside it). A quick
comparison between the budgets and enrolment 1levels of
university science departments and religious studies
departments will bear this out.

[4] Given the degree of compartmentalization in current
academic disciplines, and given the unbelievable amount
of work produced on scientific topics this century, it is
naturally impossible for a student ouside the scientific
world to do any more than provide the vaguest outlines
about theoretical problems encountered and discussed
within that world. For this reason also, this section has
not been overloaded with references which a). can be
found elsewhere (Popper 1972 has the detailed references
for what has been discussed here) and b). would not be
the most up-to-date ones available in any case. It should
also be stressed that the chief external (=non-
scientific) source of such academic criticism of
scientific certainty has been the Catholic community,
with whose 1literature I am completely unfamiliar. In
short the topics discussed in this section (and
elsewhere) have been discussed much more competently in
many other places (one example : Duerr 1985 is the very
best (Western academic) defence of non-modern/non-
rationalist thinking that I have yet come across).
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[5] Mystical experiences and theories are best ignored as
far as current philosophy and science are concerned. Can
it just be me who 1is astonished by reading a major
restatement of current views on the mind and the brain
produced by two knighted luminaries (Popper and Eccles
1977) which, in almost 600 pages, hardly mentions the
states and techniques of meditation or  mystical
experience at all? There 1is one short account of -
predictably enough -~ Evans-Pritchard's views on the
Azande, followed by Popper's summary of primitive and
prehistoric man's discoveries concerning mind and body,
one sentence of which reads 'dream experience and states
of divine inspiration and possession and other abnormal
[!] states are recognized, also involuntary [!] and
unconscious [!] mental states (such as those of
"witches")' (1977 : 158). This seems to be all that a

mixture of mainstream philosophy and science can offer
regarding the mystical.

[6] For a penetrating study of this phenomenon see
Feyerabend's account of scientific attitudes to astrology
(1978 : 91-96). While the prejudices of our ancestors are
obvious, we are hardly ever aware of our own. Prejudice
by definition needs this lack of awareness to survive. It
was with sorrow that the Inquisitor Remigius recalled, in
his old age, those children of witches whom he had saved
from death on the pyre. By not burning them as the
reasoning of that time and place demanded, he had
condemned them to eternal suffering.

[7] This is a phenomenon which we might call 'culture as
art'. In science-dominated civilizations today, whether
democratic or communist, we find the discouragement or
persecution of unscientific ways of life coupled with the
promotion of the artistic manifestations of these ways of

life - native song and dance troupes play to packed
concert halls, tourist villages provide imitations of
pre-modern life and ritual, and by now meaningless sacred
objects are sold to museums and tourists. But this should
not be mistaken for tolerance, just as preserving animals
in zoos is not the same thing as preserving wildlife.

[8] For further details see Popper 1963 : ch.10-11 and
Lakatos 1978 : ch.l

[9] Nor is the concept of an "observable" particularly
clear. Dreams and hallucinations are "observable", while
subatomic particles are in general not observable except
by way of complex and expensive equipment the validity of
which is generally not discussed 1in this context.
Further, consideration of the structure and biochemistry
of the eye and of the process of the "transmission of
information to the brain indicates that "observation” or
"perception"” are by no means the simple intuitive notions
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they seem to be. Add relativistic and quantum effects
relating to the observed phenomenon, to the means of
information transmission before the eye is reached and to
the resultant biochemical phenomena occurring within the
eye and brain, and our confidence disappears completely.

[10] The idea that meteorites existed was for a long time
rejected by the scientific community on the basis that
rocks did not fall from the sky - they belonged on the
ground., Today as well there are phenomena which have not
quite managed to make the transition to scientifically
acceptable status : ball lightning, Kirlian photography
and hypnotism are three examples.

[11] Nor does scientific creativity emerge exclusively
from the waking state -~ another uncomfortable and ignored
fact for philosophers of science to take note of. The
best known example of scientific understanding attained
through the dream state is that of the German chemist
F.A.Kekule whose dream of a snake swallowing its tail
directly produced the solution to the then crucial
question of the structure of benzene and related organic
compounds. They turned out to be ring structures.

[12] Black box theories are contrasted with translucid or
representational theories in dependence on the degree to
which the interpretations and explanations underlying the
observables form part of the theory. Some examples from
science might make this clear. (1) Circuit theory 1is
phenomenological in that it takes no account of the
electronic structure of the components of the circuit;
that is the task of field theory and quantum theory. (2)
S-matrix theory which deals only with the observables
(exclusively momenta and spin orientations) prior to and
following subatomic particle interactions and ignores the
process of interaction itself. (3) Information theory
which deals neither with the structure of the
transmitting and receiving systems nor with the meaning
of the information. For further examples and a scientific
account of phenomenology see Bunge 1964.

[13] The sngags rim chen mo of Tsong kha pa and the rgyud
sde spyi'i rnam par gzhag pa of Mkhas grub rje, both of
which are formative works of the Dge 1lugs pa
interpretation of tantra, are available in English
translation (Hopkins 1977 and 1981; Lessing and Wayman
1968). The interpretations of other schools are less well
represented in English, though there is a great deal of
relevant information in Dwags po bkra shis rnam rgyal's
enlightened work on Mahdamudra (Lhalungpa 1986), while
Hopkins and Khetsun Sangpo Rinpoche have also provided a
concise account of Rnying ma pa tantric ideas (1982). Of
the increasing number of western works on tantra perhaps
the most relevant to Buddhist explanations are Beyer's
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summary in his detailed work on the goddess Tara (1978
92ff.) and Snellgrove's extensive historical survey
(1987). TFor a detailed account of the complex
practicalities of yogic transformation involving control
of the subtle body see Geshe Kelsang (1982).

[14] Though this view would find little favour with many
mainstream Western philosophers, even the most hardened
modern rationalist would agree that a).external
appearances are what they are because they appear to a
mind and as appearances are part of a mind (even if their
existence as independent objects is asserted); and b).the
mind as a thing (or as a system composed of things) 1is
intrinsically no different to other things.

[15] It is the presence or absence of this subject-object
distinction which determines the correctness or otherwise
of the mental construction of the deity and mandala. All
yogic meditation characterized primarily by the continued
presence of this subject-object distinction ('I in the
centre of the manpdala' etc.) is part of the preparatory
stage of tantric practice, the ‘'generation stage'’
(utpattikrama; bskyed rim) while the absence of the
distinction enables the yogin to embark on the practices
of the 'completed' or 'completion' stage (sampannakrama;

rdzogs rim).

[16] This is not to say that the deities of the highest
yoga tantra class do not resemble or are not modelled on
Hindu deities; nonetheless there is no doubt about their
Buddhist status, This is not the case with Yama or with
other pre-Buddhist deities.
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He [Soma] bellows, terrifying bull, with might,

sharpening his shining horns, gazing afar...
(ruvidti bhimo vrdabhis tavidydva Sfhee §{43no hirini

vicaksandh, Rig veda IX 70 (7ab)).

Part 1

B, THE SACRED BULL

i. General observations

The most conspicuous feature of the full canonical
form of Vajrabhairava is the mahisgsa ("buffalo") head (see
plate 1). Vajrabhairava seems to be unique amongst
highest yoga tantra deities in possessing a primary
animal head; no others in the illustrated Gsar ma
pantheons have them. Reference to Rol pa'i rdo rje's
standard Dge lugs pa pantheon, the 'Three Hundred Images'

(sku brnyan brgya phrag gsum or sku brnyan sum brgya;
reproduced in Olschak and Wangyal 1973 : 113ff.) confirms

this - only in lower categories do animal heads reappear,
but even then only in small numbers. Apart from the three
"buffalo-headed" forms of Yama as Dharmardaja (fig.l) -
intertwined with the cycle discussed here - the pantheon
has only three dakinis with tiger, lion and bear heads
(nos. 187. 188, 189) and the mythical bird Garuda (nos.
184, 185, 186). Outside strictly canonically based
material, the number of animal headed deities 1is

predictably larger as reference to Nebesky-Wojkowitz's
descriptions (1966) of many Tibetan rnying ma and bon

deities will show, but the very predominance of such
deities at a more local scale only serves to emphasise
the uniqueness of Vajrabhairava in the canonical (non-
local) scheme of things.

There is however a simple reason why the
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- bodhisattva MafAjuSri as Vajrabhairava has a "buffalo"
head. Mafijusri adopted as his manifested form

(nirmdanakaya; sprul sku) in the hells a "buffalo"-headed
form purely because the object of his conversion, the
deity Yama, is likewise "buffalo"-headed. A manifested
form among humans (the buddha éﬁkyamuni for example) 1is
human in form for the same reason. It is thus the
earlier and more obscure link between Yama and the mahisa
which needs clarifying.



ii. The cultic background

A more in-depth look at the religious role of
cattle (genus Bos) and similar animals (in particular the
genera Bubalus (Water Buffalos) and Bison) at present
seems to lead to a lot of guesses and to very few hard
facts due to the immense complexity and amount of
available data. One thing is however clear. Wherever we
look - not least in India - we find members of the cattle
clan accorded the highest religious honours, in excess of
the honours regularly bestowed on other, perhaps
economically equally vital animals (the horse, sheep, or
goat for example).

Certain recent analyses have nevertheless continued
to seek the motivation for sanctifying cattle in their
economic usefulness to the Aryans. Lincoln (1981 : 7) is
not alone in asserting that the value of cattle to the
ancient Indo-Iranians was 'based on their role as the
chief source of food - furnishing milk, milk products,
meat, and even blood for drinking'. While it is true that
cattle have all these uses and many more besides - much
as it is true of the Bison in North America, Reindeer in
the Arctic and so on - this is not in itself a sufficient
reason for worshipping these animals. People - as a rule
- tend not to worship mere food (witness the sad
religious fate of the humble pig, for example).

Whether or not "cattle" are divine on account of
being food parcels from the gods, as it were, one still
has to take into account the presence of wild forms.
Domestication 1s by no means a prerequisite for the
granting of divine status for an animal. If anything,
domestication enhances the divine status not of the
domesticated animals, but of the wild ancestor, the
source. In cases where the cult of a by-now domesticated
animal is being investigated, there will be fundamental
differences between the attitudes of a group who were
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familiar with the original wild form and those who were
not. The 'terrifying bull gazing from afar', the sacred
source of one's mild-mannered domesticated cattle would
have produced vastly different (religious) reactions to
those produced by the domesticated cattle themselves.
Just to take the simplest example, animal sacrifice
becomes possible after domestication (since only domestic
animals - which category in India always includes humans
- are ours to sacrifice). Any further doubt concerning
the importance of the wild/domestic distinction can be
dispelled by considering the gulf which separates human
reactions to wolves from reactions to dogs. And none of
this is ever a matter of mere socioeconomics.

So we are still left with the question of why wild
cattle of any sort should have induced religious feelings
if their food-parcel aspect is secondary. What other
reason could there be? The answer might be simple even if
impossible to prove. It has been discussed elsewhere (cf.
a forthcoming paper of mine) that "mythical truth" is
dependent upon the appearance of this truth in a person's
mental continuum in a visionary or mystical modality (an
altered state). As a "truth", the appearance in question
is also "sacred" (these two words are synonyms in this
scheme).

In the course of the evolution of religious thought
the initial unity of these two terms "true/real™ and
"sacred" ends when the complexity of artificial
structures 1increases. This results in a situation in
which it is increasingly human products which make up the
visionary bestiary. In the modern West, a hundred cars
might appear in a person's dreams before the first wild
animal does. At this evolutionary stage no longer can
what appear in visions or dreams be regarded as "“sacred"”
since there is awareness of the fact that these items are
just products, nothing more. They have no behaviour. This

is why there are no ploughshare gods or wheelbarrow gods
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in the history of religion, despite the vastly important
role these items have played in improving the economic
lot of humans, and despite the number of dreams in which
they must have figured over the centuries [1].

So if wild cattle had appeared regularly in the
visions of early humans then they would by definition
have been sacred. This seems very facile. Why should wild
cattle appear preferentially in the visionary 1life of
certain groups of people? Why not other, more impressive
animals? In this era of domesticated cattle we need to
remember that wild cattle are (or were) extremely
impressive even when compared to the larger carnivores.
All wild cattle are heavily muscled, fast, agile,
intelligent and distinctly agressive animals with large
males in some species standing well over two metres tall
at the shoulder. Nor are these animals primarily
solitary. Our ancestors must have often encountered them
in very large herds often numbering many thousands. The
frequency of encounters with these cattle would also have
been much higher than with large carnivores since the
population density of the latter is always much smaller,

and in any case cattle were always being deliberately
sought out both for hunting and later for domestication

while large carnivores were distinctly avoided 1in the
normal course of events, though perhaps hunted through
bravado. The almost complete lack of large carnivores in
the Palaeolithic cave paintings of Europe (c¢.40,000 -
10,000 BP) 1is significant in this respect. Any wild
cattle of whatever genus (Bos, Bubalus or Bison) simply
could not avoid playing a leading role in the visionary
and dream life of a group of people concerned with
hunting (or, later, domesticating) them. What wild cattle
would say or do in visions would be of paramount

importance to those about to go and hunt or capture them,

so much so that a formalization of ritual (and visionary)
behaviour - invocations, deliberate engendering of a
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favourable vision, interpretation, offerings and so on -
would be a likely religious outcome. Full domestication
in fact lessens the importance of visions based on the
animals since these are now tame. Their individual
behaviour at particular times or places in the future is
not something which the herdsman has to worry excessively
about.

This as a sequence of general observations may or
may not be valid as the case may be, and perhaps all that
can be said is that this provides an explanation of sorts
for the cultic appreciation of wild cattle (or whatever)
in terms of a generalized vision adaptable to 1local
ecological conditions and also varyingly theorizable in
religious (post-mythic) terms. As such, all this is pure
speculation and nothing more. Things do however become
more involved when the ancestry of a particular case of
religious association between cattle of one type or
another and the divine comes under scrutiny; here in the
case of the association of the "buffalo" (mahisa) and
Yama it is necessary to look at the Indian background to
cattle worship in more detail.
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iii, Indian backgrounds

The background to cattle worship in the Indian
subcontinent 1is particularly complex. At 1least four
members of the genus Bos and one of the genus Bubalus are
or were involved in various types of cultic activity, and
the resultant complex state of affairs is made still more
obscure by uncertainties 1in the modern taxonomic
situation of these genera. Nor do comparative Indic
lexigocraphical works, or indeed many of the modern
anthropological or archaeological works which touch on
the subject do much to shed light on the worship of these
animals as specifically identified - though there are
plenty of works speaking in terms of generalities such as
'cattle' (Lincoln 1981 : passim) or ‘'bulls' (Hiltebeitel
1978 and 1980). Certain scholars [2] even seem to have
been content to provide meanings such as 'bull', 'cow' or
'buffalo' for wvarious Sanskrit terms without wunduly
worrying about specifics - an inadmissible procedure if
only because humans before Linnaeus did actually concern
themselves with taxonomic specifics (much as this might
surprise some modern academics [3]). Any Indologist
would also agree, 1if only intuitively, that Sanskrit
cattle terminology somehow ought to be very accurate

indeed.

The early history of cattle worship in India, though
unclear, has been discussed in wvarious works which
together paint a more or less similar picture. The brief

summary here 1is based primarily on the observations of
Parpola (1985) and Hiltebeitel (1978 and 1980), both of
whom base their views on Harappan materials, There 1is
genberal agreement that a Harappan Water Buffalo (Bubalus
bubalis) cult existed, as shown by images excavated at
Harappa and other sites, and also by the presence of
Water Buffalo cults amongst modern Dravidian groups
certain aspects of whose religious life can be seen as a

4“2

BIRL.
LONCIN.
UNIV.,



continuum from the earliest Harappan times. Certain Indo-
Iranian groups prior to the Aryan invasions moved into
areas where contact with Indus Valley groups was
possible. Notable amongst these Indo-Iranian groups 1is
the one identified with the Hissar III Culture in
Bactria. Parpola (1985 : 147) says that the Indo-Iranians
of Hissar III worshipped a supreme deity equivalent to
Yima, chief deity of their descendants the Kafirs, and
possessed a mahisa (=B.bubalis) cult borrowed from the
Harappans or a s8Similar Indus valley group. The 1later
Aryans were likewise influenced and borrowed this mahisa
(=B.bubalis) cult from their Harappan or Harappan-
influenced neighbours (ie. the inhabitants of the IIIrd.
level of Tepe Hissar) at an early date prior to their
invasion of India. The association of the mahisa with
death (shown in later periods by its participation in the
non-Aryan cult of Durgd) seems to be sufficient reason
for associating this animal with Yama.

This interpretation is hampered by one small
nominal straightjacket : the equation of Sanskrit mahisa

(Tib. ma he) as Yama's associated animal with the Water
Buffalo Bubalus bubalis and its domestic derivative B.
arnee, Undoubtedly the word mahisa means 'Water Buffalo’
and nothing else in Sanskrit, but what has to be decided

is not what animal the word mahisa refers to in Indian

contexts, but what animal was associated with Yama, a
deity whose worship is by no means restricted to India.
If this equation is made variable and other cattle can

enter the picture, then the fluidity of the
zoogeographical and religious situation(s) in early India
and Central Asia 1is easier to take into account. This
fluidity is needed simply because neither the Hissar III
Culture in Bactria (to where Parpola traces the
mahisa/Yama association) nor the Aryans prior to their
settlement in India would have been familiar with the
Water Buffalo since this animal is distinctly tropical
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(as are all the other members of its genus) and incapable
of surviving winters in the drier continental climate of
the steppes and mountains of Central Asia [4] even if
this was warmer and wetter 3000 years ago than it 1s now
(which seems not to have been the case: cf. the palaeo-
climatological investigations of Raikes and Dyson 1961).
Bearing all this in mind, it seems wunlikely that the
Aryans simply borrowed an Indus Valley Water Buffalo cult
and linked it to their own deity of death and the
Underworld, Yama. The two, Yama and mahisa, form a mythic
pair, and since it is impossible for the worship of Yama
to be a Dravidian/ Indus Valley borrowing (the god exists
in various parts of the Indo-European world, notably in
early Scandinavia under the name Ymir), the worship of
the mahiga must likewise date prior to the Aryan invasion
of India. So, given the absence of Water Buffalos from
the Aryan homeland (the steppes and hills between the
Oxus and Jaxartes, and further West in earlier periods),
the most likely (in fact, the only possible) candidate
species 1is the extinct Aurochs (Bos primigenius

(=namadicus)) of Europe and West Asia, the wild ancestor
of modern domestic cattle [5]. This animal features

prominently in the Palaeolithic cave paintings at Lascaux
and elsewhere (the earliest examples of which date from
c.40,000 years ago).

There is one further aspect. Locating the Aryans in
areas where the Aurochs was common also puts them in
touch with that other vital animal, the Tarpan (Equus
ferus). This even makes it possible to picture the Indo-
Iranians as a society familiar with casual riding which
hunted the Aurochs (and possibly also the Eurasian Bison
or Wisent (Bison bonasus) and Elk (A.alces)). This

picture is at odds with the classical view of the Aryans
as extreme pastoralists similar to present-day Nilotic
pastoral groups (Lincoln 1981).

In defence of this view of Indo-Iranians as hunters
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and not pastoralists; it must also be stressed that there
is, to my knowledge, no archaeological evidence
whatsoever for cattle domestication amongst the Aryans
prior to their entry into areas in which they could have
come into contact with Indus Valley groups.

Amongst the Aryans it 1is conceivable that the
domestication of the Aurochs could have been establishd
at some point, but given this 1lack of archaeological
evidence there is no particular reason to assume this as
yet. The cattle-raiding spoken of in the Vedas and Avesta
and thus reconstructed as common Aryan (Lincoln 1981
103) can have taken place in ways which would not require
the cattle to have been domesticated (ie. to have had
their breeding controlled in such a way as to result in
morphological peculiarities). Perhaps what is required
above all is careful archaeological, palaeontological and
palaeozoological research covering all the relevant areas
- but it seems as if many opportunities available to
archaeologists of earlier times have now disappeared.
Though the skeletal remains of the Aurochs and its
domestic long-horned derivatives are not completely
identical (cf. the researches of Bokdonyi et al. 1964,
summarized in Bokonyi 1988 : 107ff), many archaeological
expeditions this century and earlier paid hardly any
attention to the animal bones they found and so many
opportunities to uncover the zoogeography of ancient
times have been lost for ever. Any bones found were
usually written off as "animal bones" and discarded while
at the same time every tedious scrap of pottery was
carefully logged.

This lack of information which resulted from
ignoring available evidence does not stop scholars
assuming the existence of domestication. Not to put too

fine a point on it , it is simply astonishing on what
little evidence archaeologists have seen fit to proclaim

particular prehistoric societies or cultures as "nomadic”
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or otherwise familiar with certain domestic animals. For
example Ghirshman (1954 : 29) claimed that the Siyalk
site in Iran provided evidence for the domestication of
cattle at around 7000-8000 BP since ‘'bones of
domesticated oxen and sheep were found in the remains of
period I', When Charles Reed examined the original report
he found that the evidence for Ghirshman's statements
consisted of 'six "sheep" (possibly goat) teeth and two
[!] teeth of Bovini' (1960 : 143).

Apart from the lack of any positive proof
whatsoever for cattle domestication in Indo-Iranian
times, there is one suggestive piece of evidence for the
non~-domestication of cattle amongst the Aryans prior to
Aryan—-Harappan contact. It is this : the domestic cattle
population of India 1is primarily composed of Zebu or
humped cattle, Bos indicus, and not B,taurus, the
domesticated Aurochs. To put it another way, India today
is dominated by the species adopted by the Harappans from
further West, and not by the Aryan species. This, let me
repeat, flies in the face of the accepted wisdom that the
Aryans were a domestic cattle-based society prior to
their entry into the valleys of the Indus and Ganges (an
assumption which forms the basis for several monographs,
eg., Lincoln 1981). It seems far more likely that the Inp-
Iranians borrowed the domestication process along with
the Zebu from early Dravidian groups. In any case, given
the lack of any archaeological support at all for Aryan
or Indo-~Iranian cattle domestication prior to Indus
Valley contact (ie. while the Indo-Iranians inhabited the
deforesting steppe zones north west of the Pamirs),
Occam's Razor still applies and we must expect some kind
of evidence if we are to assume nomadism rather than a

(less glamorous) hunter-gatherer lifestyle for the Aryans

prior to 1500 BC.
So, just as the Aryans left the true gsoma behind

them in the hills of the north, they left the Aurochs
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behind them, though, as in the case of _soma, they
continued to nurse the cult carefully. But far from

entering a land free of wild cattle, they entered the
very heartland of the group's success and diversity. The
composers of the vedas were familiar, as we have seen,
with the Zebu, Bos indicus (only the domesticated form
and not the wild ancestor which may never have lived in
the Indus valley), and this is the animal which is meant
when 'cows' are spoken of in an Indian context. They were
also familiar with at least two further Indian cattle
species, the Gaur and the Gayal. The Gaur (Skt. gaura) is
a huge brown wild forest ox once widespread throughout
India, while the Gayal (Skt. gavaya) 1is a smaller
blackish-blue version on the same theme now restricted to
Assam and Burma. Modern taxonomy subsumes both animals
under the name B.gaurus and considers the Gayal (formerly
B. frontalis) to be a feral form of the Gaur (cf.Burton
and Pearson 1987 : 186). This is wunlikely as the
Vd jasaneyli Samhita (xxii, 48,49) refers both to wild
gavayas and wild gauras in the same breath, and there are
many other specific references to wild gavayas (listed in
Macdonell and Keith (1912 : 222) who very strangely argue
that specific references to the wildness of these animals

imply that 'they must usually have been tame') [6].

None of the above seemed suitable as substitutes
for the Aurochs as that was left behind. The Gaur and the
Gayal are both forest dwellers and distinctly short-
horned, while the Zebu was exclusively domestic. The
long-horned and dark Water Buffalo (Bubalus bubalis)
seems to have been the best choice, with the substitution
encouraged by the presence of a strong Dravidian Water
Buffalo cult (see Hiltebeitel 1980 : 189n-190n for a
bibliography). Mahisa is not a specific term in Sanskrit
in any case (it means just f'great one') and the
substitution of the Aurochs by the Water Buffalo need not

have been a particularly conscious one since a long
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period could have elapsed between the last Aryan
encounter with an Aurochs and the first with a Water
Buffalo. The Aurochs-Buffalo transition in the worship of
Yama assumed here for palaeo-zoogeographical reasons
during a period of gradual migration was replaced at a
later date with a firm Water Buffalo link for Yama, and
Vajrabhairava shares this later association. All this
still leaves open the question of what prompted the
association between Yama and the cattle clan in the first
place. For an approach to this question, the figure of
Yama needs closer investigation. But before this 1s
undertaken, a summary of similar wild cattle cults
worldwide would not be out of place, if only to
demonstrate that this revised picture of the early Indo-
Iranians is in keeping with religious custom worldwide.
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iv. Ungulate cults worldwide

Other wild cattle outside India also seem to have
been sacred animals. The increasingly rare Banteng (Bos
banteng) of South-East Asia, and Indonesia west of the
Wallace Line has various local cults associated with it,
and this is also the animal primarily used for ritual
bullfighting in various parts of Indonesia (bull against
bull, not bull against man). The Banteng has recently also
been invoked in the name of Marxism - the symbol of the
Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) is a red Banteng.

The wild Yak (B.grunniens; 'brong in Tibetan) has
its slot in native Tibetan religion and has consequently
infiltrated Buddhism as well, though not to any great
degree. There is however even a Yak-headed form of the
tantric protective deity Mahakdla ('Great Black'; Tib.
mgon po). The inhabitants of the Chumbi Valley venerate
the ancient pre-Buddhist Yak-headed deity Bdun po raksa'i
mgo g.yag, now bound by oath to protect the borders of
Buddhist Tibet. There are Yak-headed sa bdag and Yak-
headed sri (both categories of local deity; cf.Nebesky-
Wojkowitz 1956 : 60, 236). The Bon lay mediums of Chumbi,
Sikkim and Bhutan (the male dpa' bo and the female bsnyen
jo mo) regularly sacrificed black Yaks with white heels
until the practice was Buddhicized through the
substitution of dough models and butcher's meat (ibid. :
427). This sacrifice has ancient roots. The bon priests
(gshen) invited from Zhang-zhung to perform the funeral
rites of the Tibetan kings who had lost the power to
ascend bodily to higher realms after death are reported
to have sacrificed Yaks along with sheep and horses

during these ceremonies (Lalou 1952).

Outside the temperate and tropical 0ld World home
of the cattle family [7], the animals were different, the
phenomenon similar. The North American form of the Bison
(B.bison) was the object of widespread religious
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attention among the Indians of the Great Plains until its
near—extermination in the second half of the 19th.
century [8]. And in regions where neither true cattle,
bison, water buffalo etc. have ever existed, we still
find similar ungulate cults. Deer have always played a

central role in Mesoamerican and South American religions
(Furst 1976 : 166-173). Associated with magic,
transformation and the underworld, deer were identified

with peyote and maize among the Huichol, and with Datura
(cf.p\% and the composite sacred plant tenatsali among
the Zuni. Turning northwards we find similar roles for
the Elk, and further north still, for the Caribou
(Rangifer tarandus). And just across the Bering Sea we
find the eastern 1limit of the former range of the

Reindeer (Rangifer tarandus) cults of Siberia [9] which
not so very long ago stretched in a vast arc across north

Asia to Lapland in the company of the fly-agaric cult
(the most convenient collection of relevant information
on this topic being Wasson 1968).
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NOTES

[1] There have incidentally been at least two separate
ways out of the religious impasse produced by this
"vulgarization" of vision/dream and the resultant
impossibility of defining the sacred in visionary or
dream terms. Negative approaches have discarded the
entire basic structure (vision and what appears in vision
as true/sacred) in order to postulate an unknowable
sacred truth outside - unknowable and outside because no
vision or dream can be it. Positive approaches have
sought to replace the cluttered structure of our later
artefact-ridden visionary and dream life with a highly
formalized system which recreates a vision and 1its
corresponding universe in a manner conducive to a
particular type of spiritual progress. It is this latter
course which tantra has followed.

[2] For example Eggeling (1966 : 410) thinks that gaura,
gavaya and ugtra all mean 'buffalo' when they presumably
mean 'Gaur', 'Gayal' and 'Camel' respectively (the last
only in post-Vedic wusage). Hiltebeitel distinguishes
merely Dbetween 'Water Buffalo' and ‘'Bull' din his
otherwise careful and distinctly interesting articles on
the interrelationships between Harappan and later Indian
religion (1978, 1980). The question still remains : bull
what?

[3] There is no shortage of material on the accuracy of
pre-modern taxonomy. Ernst Mayr found in New Guinea that
the locals identified and carefully distinguished 136 out
of the 137 species he himself identified, confusing only
two obscure warblers (1963), Jared Diamond has provided
an account of the Papuan Fore tribe's zoological
classifications, including a fascinating account of the
observations of the tribesmen on birds they had not
previously seen in an area new to them (1966). Brent
Berlin has written several papers (1973; et al.1966) on
the general principles of native taxonomies, and also a
lengthy monograph (et al. 1974) on the plant
classification of a Mayan group from Chiapas in S.Mexico,
the Tzeltal.

[4] The northernmost Pleistocene Bubalus fossils are from
Germany and North China, but all such finds date from
interglacials. Following the 1last ice age, the Water
Buffalo recolonized Europe as far north as the Carpathian
Basin during the Neolithic, which is roughly where the
current northernmost limit for active domestic use of the
Water Buffalo lies (Bokvnyi 1988 : 150-155).

[5] Various forms of domesticated cattle (Bos taurus)
have likewise been objects of cultic attention for
reasons other than domestic usefulness - in other words
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domesticated bulls are sometimes treated as pseudo-
Aurochsen for certain purposes. The quirky survival of
Spanish bullfighting seems to indicate that our victory
over the Aurochs - its full domestication and
extermination in the wild - was perhaps humanity's
greatest victory in its attempts to dominate and enslave
the animal kingdom. It sSeems to be one of the few
victories that has to be symbolically reasserted through
the tlormenting and public slaying of the largest male
animals.

[6] As a consequence of the modern conflation of the two
species, the Gayal is not separately listed on the IUCN
or CITES lists of endangered mammals and consequently
remains wunprotected and vulnerable in 1its Arunachal
Pradesh stronghold. The information given above has been
passed on to both organizations,

[7] In this discussion of the cult of the primary
ungulate sub-Saharan Africa has been avoided. The sheer
number of species involved in such cults in Africa makes

for a vastly more involved and complex picture than
elsewhere.

[8] See Black Elk 1953 : 6n, 90ff. for a personal account
of Oglala Sioux religious and economic attitudes to the
Bison. For  Euro-American attitudes and for the
extermination of the Plains Bison in the wild (involving
a population drop of some fifty million to a sad total of
a thousand or so by 1900) see in particular Garretson
1938. The Eurasian Bison (B.bonasus), so prominent in the
Palaeolithic cave paintings of Lascaux along with the
Aurochs, has 1likewise been reduced to near—-extinction
this century. The Caucasian population was exterminated
during the Russian Civil War, while the Polish population
in the Bialowieza Forest was exterminated during the
First World War. This last population was reestablished
from captive animals, only for the entire sequence of
extermination and repopulation to be repeated during and
after the Second World War.

[9] One way in which the reindeer demonstrates its sacred
nature is by seeking out and enjoying fly-agaric and fly-
agaric - impregnated wurine. The fact that herbivorous
animals may consume plants considered sacred and used for
altering consciousness may or may not play a role in
their religious or cultic appreciation, but it certainly
does play a role 1in their cultic or religious
affiliations with the plant and fungal kingdoms. The best
researched examples of these associations involve native
Mesoamerican religions (Furst 1976 : 166-173).



Part 1

C. YAMA AND VAJRABHAIRAVA

i.Yama

In the Vedic age the god Yama was the son of Viﬁasvat
the Sun, He also had a "twin" or female equivalent [1] at
this time called YamI or Yamund, and together the two had
intercourse (for the first time in the history of life)
and begat the first mortals, This act renders Yama mortal
(or, looked at differently means that he is mortal), and,
again, this also means that Yama is 'the first mortal,
the first who went to the nether world? (y6 maméra
srathamd martyanam yah re'?éa rathamd lokam etam: AS
18.3.13). As the first mortal Yama has a specific kind of
wisdom, the wisdom of death (and it 1is with death
personified (Mrtyu) that he is identified in the Rg veda,
eg.1.165.4 and elsewhere). In later Epic times Yama's
primary role is as ruler of the underworld, a position he
holds by virtue of the primacy of his death. Yama is,
both in Vedic and Epic times identified with the mahisa
which serves as his mount [2].

This simplified account is not without parallels in
other Indo-European cultures. Perhaps closest to the

Indic materials is that from the Avesta, though this is
coloured by the noticeably hostile attitudes of Zoroaster
to the implications of the myth (the relevant materials

have been presented by Lincoln 1981 : 72 and ff). Among
the ancient Scandinavians it was said that the dual being

Ymir (the word is cognate to Skt.Yama) was produced from
the meeting of heat and cold (originating from lands to
the north and south) in the void between known as
Ginnungagap. Ymir is the ancestor of both humans and
giants, who first emerged from his left armpit and feet
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respectively. But Ymir is also the world itself, since he
was slain by the gods 0din, Vili and Ve, taken to
Ginnungagap, dismembered and used to make the world. The
vault of the sky 1is his skull, the sea his blood, the
earth his flesh, the clouds his hair - and as in the case
of Yama it seems his death was the first in this
creation. Ymir's primary slayer 0Odin was a result of the
union between a giantess and a man licked into existence
from the salted ice by the cow Audumbla on whose milk
Ymir was fed. (The ©primary source 1s Snorri's
Gylfaginning 4-9 (relying on the Voluspa 3£ff); cf. Ellis
Davidson 1964 : 27-8).

There are still more versions of this myth, but
perhaps only the heavily modified O0ld Irish and Roman
versions of the tale can be considered primary. The first
of these is preserved as a short section at the end of
the epic poem the Cattle Raid of Cooley (the Td&in_ Bd
Cﬁailggek trs. by O'Rahilly 1967 : 270-2) and tells of a
conflict of two bulls, one of which (Donn Cdailgne) kills
the other and tosses the remains to the four quarters
creating the landscape of Ireland. The echoes of the
Indian myth of Yama are equally faint in Livy's account
(I.6.3-7.3) of the founder twins of Rome, Romulus and
Remus (gemini is again a cognate word to Skt.Yama).
Romulus kills Remus and on this possibly sacrificial
basis Rome can be founded. The Greek and Russian versions
are seemingly secondary (see the discussions in Olerud
1951 and Schayer 1935) - as are of course the Chinese and

Near Eastern versions (discussed in Winston 1966 and
Hoang-sy-Quy 1969 respectively).

The link between the deity of Death and the
ruler of the Underworld, Yama and his Aurochs 1is not
particularly clear as the evidence is fragmentary and
often late. There are also dangers in supplementing
missing pieces of the picture from other related
civilizations and assuming that the principles on which
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the religions of these cultures are based are the same,
Also, these ideas on wild cattle have been evolving
continuously ever since humans first encountered cattle
(in other words, ever since there have been humans), and
evolving in a literate context ever since Sumer twelve
thousand years ago.

Yama 1is, as explained earlier, associated with
death through his twin aspect rather than through his
bull aspect since copulation between the twins Yama and
Yami creates mortality [3]. Yama is also the first being
to die and thus shows the way for those mortal beings who
later follow him into death, In this way his "shamanic"”
role is created since death and its small-scale versions
(for example sleep and visionary/ mystical experience)
are the primary means towards shamanic wunderstanding
since the spirit world can only be contacted in these
states (or - and it is much the same thing - spirits
dwell in these states). How far this "shamanic" Yama can
be connected with a Harappan proto-Mahisa "master of
animals™ figure as postulated by Hiltebeitel (1980) 1is
uncertain, and perhaps this aspect should be restricted
to Harappan and Mesopotamian contexts.

There 1is one further Mesopotamian idea
(subsequently taken up everywhere in the civilized world)
which must be considered in this connection, and this is
astrology. The earliest indisputable Mesopotamian
evidence for astrological thinking dates from ¢.4400
years ago, though doubtless much had been worked out
earlier [4]. The celestial zodiac, the twelve zones into
which the ecliptic 1is divided, appears somewhat later
(indisputably from c¢.700 BC) and is not merely used on
the annual scale (the year divided into 12 =zodiacal
months) but is also used to mark out periods of 2160

vears (cosmic months), each such period being under the
influence of one sign of the zodiac (these following each
other in the reverse order to what we find in the

&L



'normal' yearly cycle). Twelve of these 2160 year periods
make up a cosmic year of 25,920 years, this being the
time it takes for the individual members of the Solar
System to return to a position where they are all
contained within the same zodiacal constellation. The
history of the universe is made up of a sequence of these
cyclical cosmic years (represented by a snake swallowing
its tail; cf.p&\ for this image in an entirely different
context).

It just so happens that the precession of the solar
system in more recent human history has marked out, in
sequence, the following periods : Gemini (c.6678-4518
BC), Taurus (4518-2358 BC), Aries (2358-198 BC), Pisces
(198 BC-1962 AC) and Aquarius (1962-). So, at around 4500
BC according to this scheme, there was a cosmic
transition from the Twins to the Bull, and this is
reflected in a similar ritual and religious transition in
ancient civilizations at this period, as at the 1later
transitional periods (2350 BC for Taurus—-Aries and so
on). We can see this transition particularly clearly in
the Egyptian case. Egyptian civilization (the First
Dynasty) begins, along with a new calendrical system, at
c.4000 BC with a fully-fledged Bull cult, that of the
bull Hapi, better known as Apis. Hapi is associated with
Usiri-Osiris, a deity with solar connections, and so also
appears with the solar disc between his horns (when he is
known as Usirhapi-Serapis). The Amun ram cult officially
replaces that of Hapi after two thousand years or so at
the time of the accession of the XII.Dynasty and Jjust
after the era of the pyramids comes to an end; and this
cult in turn comes to an official end with the start of
the Ptolemaic era (¢.300 BC) and the gradual rise to
power of monotheism in the Near and Middle East (and it
is no accident that the early Christians chose the Greek
word 1&933 'fish/Pisces' to summarize their doctrine). Of
course individual bull or ram cults did continue well
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after the official cults ended at the astrologically
determined time -~ bulls were still being mummified in the
4th.century AC during the reign of Julian the Apostate
[5].

Whether or not these transitions did actually take
place in the religious life of a particular prehistoric
group at the astrologically predetermined ¢time 1is
impossible to ascertain - and is also irrelevant, since
it is enough for later periods to have thought that these
transitions must have happened. There is certainly ample
time for knowledge of the entire evolutionary sequence of
cosmic months to have passed into Central Asia and the
Aryans (and/or to the Indus Valley where Mesopotamian
influence was considerable)., It seems hard to imagine
that the association of Yama as Twins and Yama as Bull
could have developed entirely independently of this
astrological idea, especially as the latter does not
conflict  with the death and knowledge—-of-death
associations discussed above (these being the
philosophico~religious reflexes of the scheme). The fact
that both the Twins and the Bull are bound up in the
figure of Yama (and not some other figure) suggests the
prominence of the deity amongst the early Aryans - and
incidentally backs up Parpola's suggestion that Yama was
the leading deity of the Hissar III culture (1985 : 147).

All the conclusions of this and preceeding sections
are only tentative, and perhaps all that has been shown
is how difficult it 1is to wuntangle all the various
threads of cattle worship and Yama worship, whether these
are Mesopotamian, Egyptian, Harappan, Indo-European or
Dravidian. One thing is however certain. The situation,
both historical and pre-historical, is far more complex
than has hitherto been imagined and it is easy to think
up dozens of lines along which further research could
proceed. Regarding just the Indian situation we could ask
: where were the northern and southern 1limits of the
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ranges of the Water Buffalo and the Aurochs in Harappan
times? Is there any real evidence for  cattle

domestication amongst the Aryans prior to their entry
into India? What was the role of the Hissar culture in

transmitting Harappan 1deas to the Aryans? Why 1s the
Dravidian Water Buffalo cult much later than that of the
Zebu if both are descended from Harappa? Why are Indian

cattle primarily Zebu? Does the Yama/twins/bull
astrological association originate from Mesopotamia via<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>