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PREFACE

The papers contained in this volume are from among those presented
at a seminar of scholars from all over the world held under my direction
at Varanasi in November 19g67. Some circumstances delayed their printing
for over five years and I must express my great sense of appreciation to
the contributors for their understanding and extreme patience. Three
papers by Professor S. K. Saraswati, Dr. James C. Harle and Dr. C. E.
Godakumbura were returned to the authors when publication seemed
particularly remote. They have been printed elsewhere and are therefore
not included here.

I am very thankful to Dr. Kumudini Mehta and Dr. Kirit Mankodi
for their editorial assistance; to Dr. Saryu Doshi for help of various kinds
including the layout of the plates; Shri Dayasaran and Shri Dharampal
Nanda for photographic work; Shri V. K. Venkatavaradhan for typing;
Shri V. R. Nambiar and my departed friend, the late Shri K. Bharatha
Iyer, for their so admirably performing the various administrative tasks
necessitated by the seminar; the Prince of Wales Museum of Western
India, Bombay, for help in seeing the manuscript through the press; and
the Smithsonian Institution and the J.D.R. grd Fund, particularly
Mr. Kennedy B. Schmertz and Mr. Porter A. McCray, for generous
financial assistance that made the seminar and this volume possible.

Contrary to the general impression, the study of Indian temple archi-
tecture had made much progress in the ten years previous to the seminar,
though unfortunately the work done was largely unpublished and remained
confined to scholars actually carrying out the research and those in close
association with them. The seminar was organised partly in order to
bring these new studies to the attention of a wider circle, and the publi-
cation of these papers, it is hoped, will give some indication of the nature
of current studies.

Bombay, September 1973. P.C.
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PRAMOD CHANDRA

THE STUDY OF
INDIAN TEMPLE ARCHITECTURE

The first serious and systematic work on Indian architecture in modern
times, Ram Raz’s Essay on the Architecture of the Hindus was posthumously
published by the Royal Asiatic Society almost a century and a half ago, in
1834 to be precise, the same year in which James Prinsep drastically
altered the study of ancient India by deciphering and reading the Brahmi
script. Ram Raz’s essay was announced as marking “an epoch not only in
the history of the science of architecture but also in that of the Hindus
themselves,””! and the praise, in spite of the hyperbole, is not entirely un-
warranted. A careful perusal immediately reveals the basically sound and
judicious methods adopted by the author, entirely suitable to a Native
Judge and Magistrate who had taught himself flawless English and was
well-known for his great learning and talent. He unearthed a traditional
Silpa text of south India, a fragment of the Manasdra (the same text so assi-
duously harried by P.K. Acharya almost a hundred years later), under-
stood it fairly accurately through consultation with a traditionally trained
Sanskrit scholar and a ¢“‘good sculptor of the Cammata tribe well acquainted
with the practice of architecture and terms used in the art,”’? and verified the
knowledge gained by reference to the monuments themselves. There is little
more that one could ask of a work that was the very first of its type; and if
its methods had been applied more frequently and the direction of
research in which it pointed followed more vigorously than has been the
case, our knowledge of Indian architecture might have worn a different
aspect.

The problems faced by Ram Raz were several, and ones with which
successive generations of scholars are only too familiar. The texts were
scarce even then, and the sthapatis or filpis who happened to possess them
secretive and hardly able to understand the contents of what they possessed.

! From Captain Harkness’ preface to Ram Raz, Essay on the Hindus, London 1834,

p. iii. o
2 From a letter of Ram Raz to Richard Clarke quoted in ibid., p. x.
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"The priests, on the other hand, supposedly the expositors of the sacred texts,
could make little sense of them either, for they were not only mnemonic
in form, but were replete with a technical vocabulary as well—that is to
say while apparently familiar terms were used technically, they seemed
to have meanings quite different from the obvious ones, making confusion
so much the worse. Ram Raz, however, drawing information from both
the workmen and the priests, was able to explain the text he had found
with fair success utilising 48 plates of neatly drawn and lithographed
drawings to make the meaning clear.

About the time Ram Raz’s work was being published, James Fergusson
(1808-1886), inspired by the great activity and enthusiasm generated by
Prinscp, was tirelessly exploring the three presidencies of India, “deter-
mined to try if the architecture could not be brought within the domain
of science.””® Prepared for a commercial career in India, he passed, in his
own words, from school to the county house and thence to the life of an
indigo planter and partner in a large business. He nevertheless plunged
himself into the study of Indian architecture with singular devotion, and
succeeded in laying a firm foundation for its study. Convinced that a course
of studies pursued among the products of art themselves are more instructive
than books of theories,* he travelled extensively, a one-man architectural
survey, spent months among the monuments, took notes and himself
sketched, drew, and made plans astonishing for their accuracy. His first
publication on Indian architecture appeared in 1845,° and by 1876,
aided by the Archaeological Reports of General Alexander Cunningham
(the first five volumes of which had already appeared), the recently initiated
researches of James Burgess, and above all the increasing use of photo-
graphy whose value he was quick to appreciate, he could claim with
considerable justification to have treated the architecture of India in a
“quasi-exhaustive” manner, and to have presented a distinct view of the

3 James Fergusson, On the Study of Indian Architecture, London 1877, p. 5. According
to S. Roy, Story of Indian Archaeology, New Delhi 1961, p. 30, these journeys took
place at different times between 1829 and 1847. It is also known that Fergusson
spent the years 1842-1845 in England. It was at this time, in 1843, that he delivered
his paper on the rock-cut temples of India to the Royal Asiatic Society. The con-
sequences were important and resulted in the East India Company passing orders
for the preservation, drawing, and copying of antiquities.

4 James Fergusson, An Historical Inquiry into the True Principles of Beauty in Art, London
1849, p. xiv.

> James Fergusson, Rock Cut Temples of India, London 1845.
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general principles which have governed its historical development.®

Before estimating Fergusson’s contribution to the knowledge of Indian
architecture, it 1s necessary to consider his theories about architecture in
general, for it is only in this context that we can fully understand the signi-
ficance of his work. At the outset it is most striking to notice that Fergusson
developed his own method. His first exposure to the practice of architecture
and the monuments of the past was in India and, writing in 1849, at the
beginning of his distinguished career, he describes his experience thus:

“I have also had the good fortune to spend the best years of my
life in countries where Art, though old and decrepit, still follows
the same path that led it towards perfection in the days of its
youth and vigour, and though it may be effete, it is not insane. In
the East, men still use their reason in speaking of art, and their
common sense in carrying their views into effect. They do not,
as in modern Europe, adopt strange hallucinations that can only
lead to brilliant failures; and in consequence, though we may
feel inclined to despise the results, they are perfection itself com-
pared with what we can do, when we take into account the
relative physical and moral means of the Asiatic and the Anglo-
Saxon.””

A direct approach to the monuments of the past through its living practi-
tioners is implied; the architect and workmen building the temples at

6 James Fergusson, History of Indian and Eastern Architecture, London 1876, pp. vi and
vii. Fergusson stressed the importance of photography and proudly claimed that he
had more than three thousand photographs of Indian architecture, and felt that
for the purposes of a work such as his it “has probably done more than anything
that has been written.”” In view of this, the very limited extent to which photo-
graphy was used is quite surprising. Gustav Le Bon, Les monuments de I’Inde, Paris
1893, regrets this and atiributes the idea of the barbaric nature of Indian art pre-
valent abroad to the terrible illustrations of Cunningham and other English scholars.
Le Bon’s book, of course, had splendid photographs and he, for his part, would
have much preferred exact reproductions without text rather than learned texts
with bad illustrations. He even omitted plans from his book, because he felt that
they had been thoroughly abused. Photographs, particularly details, were far more
successful in giving an idea of the exquisite workmanship of Indian art and conveying
its true nature.

1 An Historical Inquiry into the Principles of Beauty, pp. xiii-xiv. I have not been able to
resist the temptation of quoting extensively from Fergusson in order to give the
reader some slight indication of his fine literary style.
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Palitana would reveal to the “philosophical student of architectural art” not
only the truth about Indian architecture, but the “processes by which
the cathedrals were produced in the Middle Ages.”’® This direct approach,
of seizing the building by its horns, so to say, was the great strength of
Fergusson’s work; it’s greatest weakness, his firm conviction in the super-
iority of the Anglo-Saxon over the Aslatic, particularly when he wrote on
Asiatic architecture, distracting our attention from his enduring achieve-
ment and also leading, in spite of himself, to a peculiar kind of blindness
which prevented him from pursuing those lines of enquiry which he was
naturally qualified to do.

The intensity with which Fergusson explored and studied buildings
1s a natural consequence of this direct approach to architecture. He spent
months among the monuments, endlessly pondering and reflecting over
them ‘“‘until I could read in the chisel marks on the stone, the ideas that
guided the artist in his design, till I could put myself by his side, and
identify myself with him through his work.””® It was thus on the basis of
his direct experience with the architecture of India, without preconceived
notions, and free from the trammels of the stereotyped opinions of the
age' (except, of course, for the belief in European superiority) that he was
able to formulate his philosophical principles and a theory of architecture
which on his return to England he proceeded to apply to the criticism of
world architecture as a whole. And to him the world was not just Europe,
but all of it, including such disregarded areas as India, Armenia, and
pre-Columbian America."

Fergusson envisaged a sharp distinction between what he called the
True Styles, and the Copying or Imitative Styles of Architectural Art. All
buildings belonging to the True Styles were ““arranged solely for the purpose
of meeting, in the most direct manner, the wants of those for whom they
were designed; and the ornamentation that was applied to them either
grew naturally out of their construction, or such as was best suited to

History of Indian and Eastern Architecture, Vol. 1, p. 228.

® An Historical Inquiry into the Principles of Beauty, p. xiv.

10 Jbid.

11 “Fergusson,” says a distinguished modern historian of architecture, ‘“was writing
for the mind, he was striving to understand architecture in a universal way, to
grapple with the staggering variety of world architecture over a time span of 5000
years and discover the essential unity; and it should be remembered that much
of this was being newly discovered and had the impact of news.”” See Bruce Allsopp,
The Study of Architectural History, New York 1970, p. 67.

b
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express the uses or objects to which the building was applied.” Consequently
buildings of this type, irrespective of their defects, possessed of necessity a
“purpose-like truthfulness” and “some of the most important elements of
architectural excellence.”” This truthfulness, he further declares, permits
us to draw analogies between the works of true architecture and the works
of Nature, it being consequently inevitable for us to receive from the con-
templation of true architecture the same class of gratification as from nature;
“for though they do not emanate from the same high intelligence, they are
the result of the same process in so far as it is given to us to understand it:
their form is the same, while they appeal more familiarly to our own feelings,
and gratify even more directly our own desires.”

Imitative Styles, by contrast, are thoughtless copies and whatever their
other merits may be, ““the element of truthfulness is altogether wanting,”
degrading architecture from ““its high position of a quasi-natural produc-
tion to that of mere imitative art.”’*® It was to this category that Fergusson
assigned all European architecture after 1500 including the revivalist
architecture of his own times while to the True Styles belonged Egyptian,
Classical, Chinese, Medieval, and of course Indian architecture.

While Fergusson’s work had a notable popular impact, it first com-
manded the great respect of his more learned colleagues. Heinrich
Schliemann in dedicating Ziryns eulogises him as ““the historian of architec~
ture, eminent alike for his knowledge of the art and the original genius
which he has applied to the solution of its most difficult problems.”'* And
though Fergusson’s work is now being largely overtaken, it would seem
fitting that in preface to our own labors we join Schliemann in recognizing
the original genius which allowed him to see clearly the basic qualities of
Indian architecture in spite of the general contempt in which Indian art as
a whole was held in Europe at that time. He was not deflected by the
sumptuosity and richness of the material, so disturbingly barbaric to many,
or by the fashionably reckless attacks levelled against it. On the contrary,
he saw no lack of respect for the nature of materials, and no disregard of
function as he understood it. With uncanny intuition, he felt the perfect
adaptation of form to function in Indian temples even though he was never
fully aware of that function beyond the obvious and never indicated an

12 James Fergusson, History of the Modern Styles of Architecture, srd Edition, London
1891, Vol. I, p. 3. The first edition was published in 1873.

13 Jbid., p. 4.

14 H. Schliemann, Tiryns: The Prehistoric Palace of the Kings of Tiryns, New York
1885.
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inclination to explore further the symbolic possibilities. This is rather
unfortunate, and may perhaps have been due to his ignorance of the
language, a lack which together with his irritating racial prejudices pre-
vented him from ever conceiving that the Indian was as capable of profound
thoughts and their expression in art as the Anglo-Saxon. While we might
suspect that without this rather naive bias, Fergusson’s work would have
been of even greater merit, it is our recognition of his prejudices, ironically
enough, that allows us to appreciate more fully the fundamental strengths
of his contribution.

Turning now to Fergusson's specific work on Indian architecture, and
knowing the process by which his thoughts evolved, it is hardly surprising
to note his insistence on art history as a discipline valid in its own right, and
not as a handmaid to other disciplines. Fergusson was quick to point out,
for example, that although useful, Cunningham’s work had been done
““from the archaeological rather than the architectural point of view’’"* and
for himself he always preferred to base his conclusions on the evidence
afforded by the work of art or architecture itself rather than that provided
by let us say history or ethnography. Furthermore, Fergusson maintained,
particularly with reference to India, that it was architecture that illustrated
ethnography, fixed the ever varying forms of religion and reconstructed
history. Even language and literary sources are a poor substitute; for archi-
tecture ‘‘is more distinct, it never shifts its locality, and it does not change
with time,” and permits us to know exactly the religion, the art and the
civilization of the peoplec who built its monuments. '

In taking this position, and by underestimating the value of other
evidence at times, Fergusson, particularly in his earlicr works, committed
some errors that had to be later rectified. Often, however, his mistakes can
be accounted not so much to intransigence as to the vague and tenuous na-
turc of historical scholarship at the time, and to which he was not willing to
give precedence over evidence afforded by the monument itself. It is impor-
tant that although he erred occasionally with respect to the assignment of
specific dates to certain monuments, the sequential outline which he esta-
blished remains largely unchanged. In any case, it appcars that Fergusson
was seldom averse to modifying his views in the light of what seemed to
him to be sound historical argument. His fundamental reliance on the
intrinsic evidence of the work of art itself though fresh and startling when

15

History of Indian and Eastern Architecture, Vol. 1, p- v.
16 On the Study of Indian Architecture, p. 11.
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first attempted should now be axiomatic, but perhaps requires repetition
as contrary views continue to be evident in some studies of Indian art even
now, a hundred years later. Some are still inclined to study a monument or
any other work of art not in its own right and the logic of the discipline
of which it forms a part but what can be best described as peripheral
considerations, often resting on the most doubtful premises. One need only
recall the attempts to date the great caitya-grha at Karla where it was not
the style of the monument and the sculpture that was the crucial considera-
tion but the name of a ruler which occurs in an inscription and whose
identity and date was determined on the flimsiest of grounds. This 1s not
to say that history, palacography, and even Carbon 14 dating may not
contribute to the solution of a particular problem; but it is the duty of the
art-historian to depend primarily on the tools of his trade and not those
of others, more so when those tools are weak and unreliable.

As we return to Fergusson from time to time it becomes apparent that
his great strength was his adherence to principles of architectural history as
he viewed them, and his success in establishing a workable outline of Indian
architecture, providing what he would have called a handbook or elemen-
tary grammar that could well serve as the basis for future work. The basic
classification by religious denomination into Buddhist, Hindu, and Jaina
styles is no longer tenable. Fergusson himself seems to have been aware of
the complexities and realized that “there was not only one Hindu and one
Muhammadan style in India, but several species of each class; that these
occupied well-defined local provinces, and belonged each to ascertained
ethnological divisions of the people.”’’” He thought also in terms of regional
categories namely Dravidian, Northern or Indo-Aryan and Himalayan, as
well as a dynastic one, the Chalukyan, a term with which he was himself
unhappy, characterising it as a temporary and conventional name for the
style existing in the yet unexplored borderland between the Northern and
the Dravidian styles.”® It is evident thereby that all the ingredients for
a clear classification and study of Indian temple architecture are present
in Fergusson’s pioneering work together with the processes of reason-
ing on which they were based. This provides a foundation for further
intellectual dialogue, an indispensable condition for the advancement
of learning, which is more than what one can say for several who
followed him.

17 Ibid., p. 6.
8 History of Indian and Eastern Architecture, Vol. 11, p. 21.
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Considering the rudimentary state of Indian researches, the founda-
tions of Indian architectural studies could hardly have been better laid.
The lack of knowledge of a larger number of monuments which would
have added to the authority of his work is one for which Fergusson can
hardly be blamed, for he worked single-handed and largely out of his own
resources, and was forever urging wider and more comprehensive docu-
mentation.” In applying the “‘principles of archaeological science which
are universally adopted not only in England but in every country of
Europe”® he was eminently successful. To my mind, however, the one
essential weakness of his work, and one which in spite of its breadth lends
it a certain provincial and narrow outlook, was his inability to study Indian
temples from the point of view of those who made them and for whom they
were made, the people who worshipped them and their images, and his
failure to tap the knowledge contained in the sipa-sastras or that possessed
by traditional architects. We note, for example, that Fergusson disregarded
the lines of enquiry already initiated by Ram Raz, whose work had ap-
peared while he was in the thick of his labours, and secems to be singularly
unaffected by it.?! One explanation of this, already mentioned, might be
his self confessed lack of acquaintance with Indian languages and also a
lurking disbelief in native scholarship. Our criticism of Fergusson on this
count, however, cannot be allowed to detract from the great achievement
of placing the study of Indian architecture, considering the scanty and
uncertain nature of the data, on the same level of scientific achievement
as the study of European architecture at that time. When he began, to use
his own amusing words, all was ‘“‘darkness and uncertainty, and there is
scarcely a work on architecture published or lecture read, which does
not commence by a comparison between the styles of India and Egypt,
and after pointing out a similarity which seems to be an established point
of faith in Europe, though 1in reality no two styles are more discordant, the

19 ¢ .. but the real cause of our ignorance on the subject is the indifference and
apathy to such matters in those who rule the rulers, and who if they chose, could
clear up the whole mystery in a few months or years, and with little expense to
themselves beyond expressing a wish that it should be done.”” See History of Indian
and Eastern Architecture, Vol 11, p. 3.

20 James Ferguswon, “Note on Babu Rajendralal Mitra’s Paper on the Age of the
Caves at Ajanta,” JRAS XII (1880), p. 141.

21 The only reference to Ram Raz that I have noticed in Fergusson’s work is in Rock
Cut Temples of India, p. 8. This is to acknowledge indebtedness for the terms ‘vimana’
and ‘mantap’!
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author generally proceeds to doubt which is the more ancient of the two,
and in most cases ascribes the palm of antiquity to the Indian as the
prototype.”’** By the time he had completed his work, about forty years
later, a large number of monuments had been described and surveyed and
a broad stylistic development established. It was all rather splendid and
admirable. The study of Indian architecture had begun by functioning at a
much more advanced level than research on any other branch of Indian
art, whether sculpture or painting, though the pace, unfortunately, was
not consistently maintained.

While Fergusson was tramping the Indian countryside there landed in
Calcutta an officer of the Bengal Engineers, Alexander Cunningham
(1814-1893), younger by six years, and destined to become one of the great
pioneers of Indian archaeology. It was the year 1833 and Cunningham
promptly fell under the spell of the charismatic Prinsep who had indeed
been a source of inspiration to Fergusson as well. Cunningham’s association
with Prinsep was particularly close and led him first to study coins, his early
publications being mostly concerned with them. His official duties some-
times involved travel and geographical exploration; and taking advantage
of contacts made with Gulab Singh, the Maharaja of Kashmir, during
boundary discussions, he surveyed the temples of Kashmir and later
published a lengthy and important article.? During the next ten years
his main antiquarian researches concerned themselves with the Bhilsa
topes, and in 1861 he persuaded the Government of India to take the
momentous step of establishing the Archaeological Survey of which he
became the Surveyor. Abolished in 1865, it was reestablished in 1870 with
Cunningham as its head till 1885. The territories he covered for the Survey
included all of north India, from the north-west frontier to Bengal and much
of modern Rajasthan and Madhya Pradesh; the 23 volumes of his reports
published from 1863-1867 are an indispensable source of materials not
only to students of Indian architecture but of other antiquarian remains
as well.

To Cunningham, ‘‘architectural remains naturally form the most

22

Rock Cut Temples of India, p. 1. A curious survival of these ancient ideas, now reversed,
is to be seen over a hundred years later in 1962. Sce Moti Chandra (editor), Seminar
on Indian Art History 1962, New Delhi, 1962, p. 34. The ideas attributed there to
Coomaraswamy are entirely without foundation.

23 Alexander Cunningham, “An Essay on the Arian Order of Architecture as Exhibited
in the Temples of Kashmir,”” 748B XVII (1848), pp. 241-327.
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prominent branch of archaeology’’* and it was inevitable that he discover,

describe, and date a large number of temples, particularly in the surveys
of Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan, which were published only after the
appearance of Fergusson’s History of Indian and Eastern Architecture in 1876.
Had Cunningham’s Reports appeared earlier, they would have further
contributed to the value of Fergusson’s account. Aside from invaluable
discoveries resulting from exploration, Cunningham’s own particular
contribution to the study of Indian architecture was his work on the temples
of the Gupta period. He was able to trace the broad outlines for the first time
and postulated, no doubt under the influence of the evolutionary hypothesis
which had earlier affected Fergusson,? a development from the flat-roofed
temple to one with a spire.*

Beyond this Cunningham contributed little except an expansion of the
corpus of monuments. He did not, for example, follow up the concepts of
architectural history developed by Fergusson. Rather, his emphasis was
somewhat different as is to be seen in his criticism of Fergusson made in
1871 where he insisted that with regard to chronology, architectural
evidence was of a corroborative nature and it was the evidence of the
inscriptions which deserved the principal attention.”’ The two points of
view were hardly irreconcilable and Cunningham actually agrees with
Fergusson’s chronology of medieval architecture remarking that in this
instance “‘the process of deduction, based on actual dates’” was acceptable;
and we know that Fergusson was always willing to modify his conclusions
on the evidence of dates arrived at on grounds acceptable to him. But what
is significant is Cunningham’s emphasis on a point of view which led him

2 ASIR III (1873), p. iv.

2% Allchin, “Ideals of History in Indian Archaeological Writing,” in C.H. Philips
(editor), Historians of India, Pakistan and Ceylon, p. 242, quotes an interesting remark
by Thomas Huxley, who after a meeting of the British Association in 1868 said:
“The only fault was the terrible ‘Darwinismus’ which spread over the scction and
crept out when yvou least expected it, even in Fergusson’s lecture on ‘Buddhist
Temples.” > Fergusson had actually developed his theorics, or at lrast several of
them, before the publication of the Origin of Species in 1859, but was no doubt
later affected by its ideas.

26 See ASIR for the years 1874-75, 1876-77, X (1880), p. 110. The theory struck its
author so forcibly that all flat-roofed temples were assigned by him without much
ado to the Gupta period. The Pataini Devi temple of the 11th century was thus
considered by him to e of the Gupta period (ASIR IX, p. 31) though it once had
a Sikhara, fragments of which are still lying at the site.

27 ASIR T, p. xx.

10
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to exclude from inspection temples which to his knowledge had no inscrip-
tions. The architecture, of its own right, was of secondary importance.?®

What gave Cunningham’s studies of architecture value (as distin-
guished from that of his assistants) I suspect, was his great familiarity with
India and things Indian. His prolonged residence here, his wide travels in
the cities and in the countryside, his first hand acquaintance with the land,
the people, and their traditions, and his extensive knowledge of history and
religion provided him with an uncanny intuitive insight often denied to
foreign scholars. He was, therefore, more often than not, proved to be
right in his pronouncements, whether they were justified by elaborate
reasoning or not. T'o Cunningham credit must also be given for emphasising
a classification based upon time rather than religion, though he gives his
periods such exotic names as Indo-Grecian, Indo-Scythian, Indo-Sassanian
and so on, clearly suggesting a derivative nature for Indian achievement.
This was a deep seated prejudice that was shared by most foreign scholars
of his time, and is not quite dead even at the present day.

In addition to the work of Fergusson and Cunningham, sporadic
exploratory efforts mainly devoted to the accumulation of factual knowledge
were being carried out in several parts of India. In many of these is to be
seen the indefatigable hand of Fergusson who never ceased to exert pressure
upon the appropriate authorities from his vantage point in London where
he had taken up residence after his return from India and where, as I have
said earlier, he had gained recognition and fame as the foremost authority
not only on the history of Indian but world architecture as well. There
thus came into existence the Bombay Cave Temple Commission (July
1848-1861) with John Wilson as president followed by the Commission of
Architectural Antiquities established by Sir Bartle Frere, the enlightened
Governor of Bombay with, significantly enough, financial backing from
the Indian gentry of the city. It was the intention to publish several volumes
on Indian architecture, but only three appeared, two on the architecture
of Ahmedabad and Bijapur and a third on the architecture of Mysore
and Dharwar, all illustrated by photographs and prefaced by Fergusson
himself. After the temporary abolition of Cunningham’s Survey in 1866,
work proceeded in a somewhat haphazard manner, including Rajendralala

28 Thus Cunningham heard of a temple at Madhia but did not visit it as it had no
inscriptions (ASTR XXI, pp. 100-101). I suspect it is the same temple that I visited
in 1968, and it proved to be a very interesting example throwing much light on
several fcatures of Gupta architecture,
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Mitra’s survey of the antiquities of Orissa which led to an unseemly and
bitter controversy between him and an aging Fergusson. An abortive
attempt was made to photograph monuments under the sponsorship of the
Madras Government and the Bombay Government commissioned a series
of drawings of the Ambarnath temple by students of the local School of Art.
An archaeological department was organized in the United or Upper
Provinces with Major Cole in charge, who published his Illustrations of the
Ancient Buildings of Kashmir in 1869, a work of little merit relying heavily
on what Cunningham had written twenty years before. The Repor: of the
Hllustrations of the Archaic Architecture of India (1869) by Forbes Watson, with
contributions by Fergusson, Cunningham and Colonel Meadows Taylor,
is a collection of memoranda outlining proposals for the study and con-
servation of monuments. It hardly advanced our knowledge of architecture,
but does give a clear intimation of the vast amount of work that remained
to be done.

As far as architectural studies are concerned Cunningham, as noted
above, was hardly a follower of Fergusson, either in method or philosophy,
and it was left to James Burgess (1832-1916), who like Cunningham hailed
from Dumfriesshire in Scotland, to take up the mantle of Fergusson’s
discipleship. This he did with great competence and an almost tiresome
loyalty, for his work is comparatively pedestrian and stolid, lacking the
penetrating analysis and forceful presentation of Fergusson. Burgess came
to India in 1855 as a professor of mathematics at Doveton College, Calcutta,
and in 1861 moved to Bombay where he had been appointed head of the
J-J- Parsi Benevolent Institution. During his residence in the city he became
greatly interested in architecture and about this time seems to have devel-
oped a friendship with Fergusson.? His first important publication was on
the temples of Satrunjaya (1869) followed by the Rock Cut Temples of
Elephanta (1871) two years later. In 1874 he was appointed Archaeological
Surveyor and Reporter to Government for Western India and set out
publishing briskly and methodically three splendid volumes within the next
four years: Report on the Antiquities of Belgam and Raladg:i District (1874),
Report on the Antiquities of Kathiawad and Kachh (1876); and Antiguities of Bidar
and Aurangabad Districts (1878). Well illustrated with drawings and some

2  Writing in the introduction of the revised edition of Fergusson’s History of Indian
and Eastern Architecture published in 1910, Burgess speaks of his friendship with
Fergusson for over twenty years. This would indicate that the two men came into
contact with each other about 1866, Fergusson having died in 1886.

12
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photographs, they far surpassed in scholarly quality the work being brought
out contemporaneously by Cunningham and his assistants, adding greatly
to our information on temple architecture. In 1880 Burgess published jointly
with Fergusson the monumental Cave Temples of India in which Fergusson
himself states the identity of views shared between him and Burgess: ‘“There
is, however, really nothing of importance on which we were not agreed.””*
Large as the work was, the materials which could not be accommodated were
published in 1883 in two excellent and well-illustrated volumes, namely the
Report on the Buddhist Cave Temples and the Report on the Ellura Cave Temples,
the inscriptions treated by the distinguished epigraphist G. Biihler. In the
meanwhile, south India, which was lagging behind in architectural research,
had been added to Burgess’ responsibilities with his appointment as
Architectural Surveyor and Reporter for West and South India in 1881.
He had also secured the able assistance of Henry Cousens in Western India
and Alexander Rea in south India, and together they carried out vigorous
exploratory surveys throughout the entire territory. Publication was a little
slowed down as a result of the concentration on field work and additional
administrative responsibilities the next significant work on architecture
to appear being Burgess’ Antiquities of the Town of Dabhot in Gujarat (1888),
three years after he succeeded Cunningham as the Director-General of the
Archaeological Survey. Burgess’ concern with publications was such that
he retired prematurely from office in 1889 to be able to devote his entire
energies to them. Thereafter appeared the Architectural Antiquities of North
Gujarat (19o3) written jointly with Cousens, a work of great importance
for medieval temple architecture. In 1910 Burgess published a new and
horoughly overhauled, rearranged, revised and enlarged edition of
Fergusson’s History of Indian and Eastern Architecture to which he contributed
a great deal of new information based upon his own researches, a work
which still remains the general standard text on Indian architecture.
During his tenure of office a vast amount of material had been gathered and
in 1905 he pleads for their publication.* In the preface to his new edition
of Fergusson’s History he is already complaining of the lack of cooperation
from the Survey, forcing him to seek the intervention of an authority as high
as the Secretary of State for India. The signs were clear. The official con-
tribution to the rather brilliant early phase of Indian architectural studies

30 James Fergusson and James Burgess, Cave Temples of India, London, 1880, p. xviil.
31 James Burgess, “Sketch of Archacological Research in India during Halfa Century,”
FBBRAS XXI, Extra Number (1905), p. 148.
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initiated by Fergusson who always worked in a private capacity, and
without much cooperation from Government, was coming to an end. The
major works of Cousens, published when Sir John Marshall was Director-
General, were really long dclayed appearances of work donc under Burgess.

Of all the scholars of the Archacological Survey of India, with whose
activities the progress of Indian architectural studies has been so intimately
linked, it would bc fair to say that there was none more strongly devoted to
architectural history than Burgess, and his methods, almost indistinguish-
able from those of Fergusson, dominated the direction of official architec-
tural research, for better or for worse, for a considerable period of time.
‘““Archaeology being but the history of Art,”” (and how delightful his words
sound at a time when this is denied at least by all archaeologists), he
“attempted to provide a fairly complete illustration and history of ancient
and medieval architecture down to the decline of the Muhammadan
styles;’* the extent to which he was able to do this is remarkable. It
would be a mistake, however, to compare Burgess’ methods with those of
Cunningham, for they were manifestly superior, their intellectual under-
pinning being provided by Fergusson’s philosophy of architecture. True
Burgess’ work made greater use of epigraphical sourccs but this is largely
a matter of accident, due perhaps to the greater progress achieved in this
branch of study and to the good sense he displayed in obtaining the coopera-
tion of the leading epigraphists of his time, notably G. Biihler and James
Fleet. Nor did Burgess approve of the unconnected and episodic nature
of Cunningham’s presentations, his ideal being carcfully arranged and
analytical studies, ““with full and accurate descriptions of the monuments,
indicating their relations to whatever is already known, their relative
chronological positions, and, gencrally, to supply the information available
in a form so far final that both historical and art students can with confidence
apply to the reports for the light they throw on their rescarches.”® Burgess
did see the contradiction between what he wanted to present and the
insistcnce of Government on immediate results for his reports are not
quite what he wished them to be; still, however, he defined morc narrowly
the scope of his tours thus giving his reports an overall homogeneity. His
publications with their clear and succinct descriptions, wealth of illustration,
and excellent epigraphical studies are models of their kind, and scholars can
and do apply to them as sources of the greatest reliability.

Burgess’ chief achievements werc in amplifying the broad outline of

= WQuowt;‘a”in S. I-{; Story of Indian Archaeology, New Delhi 1961, p. 66.
3 James Burgess, “Sketch of Archacological Research,”” p. 147.
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Indian architecture created by Fergusson. The basic structure of Fergusson’s
work was left intact, nor were any illuminating concepts added to it. While
Burgess seems to have lacked Fergusson’s inclination for ‘“‘philosophical
enquiry,” his work was even more thorough, providing more sound and
more accurately studied materials from which he was able to modify his
framework, provide more detail, and establish more clearly the chronology
of monuments. He nevertheless maintained Fergusson’s denominational
classifications even though Fergusson himself was tentative and diffident
about them and Burgess had unearthed enough new monuments to put
his mind to this problem afresh. It would thus not be incorrect to desctibe
Burgess as a devoted follower rather than a blazer of new trials. We
know that he cooperated and consulted closely with Fergusson, but while
Fergusson had genius, his works being challenging, thought provoking, and
presented with great literary flair, Burgess was more a man of method
rather than an innovator, stolid and earthbound, ably amplifying, support-
ing, and backing his mentor. One wonders if the overpowering strength
of Fergusson and his dominant reputation might not itself have had the
effect of discouraging fresh thinking, and we observe that few Western
scholars, with the one notable exception of E.B. Havell, were disposed to
challenge his supremacy. As a result, while study of Western architecture
after Fergusson developed in the most remarkable manner and in a variety
of ways, that of Indian architecture, particularly in Indian official circles,
seems to have been sccurely imprisoned within Fergusson’s framework. It
showed no contact with new developments and gradually became a back-
water. The Indian sources, for example, continued to be scrupulously
avoided. Burgess makes the same feeble reference to Ram Raz* which
Fergusson had made thirty years earlier, particularly surprising as Burgess
had worked for some time at Satrunjaya which had a flourishing school of
active traditional architects. When Henry Cousens, Burgess’ assistant,
writing jointly with him in 1903, attempted to use a more extended Indian
terminology, Burgess’ reaction was somewhat negative on the ground that
“few of these terms are to be found in our lexicons and their precise forms
can hardly be controlled out of India.”’*

34 James Burgess, Report on the Antiquities of the Belgam and the Kaladgi Districts, London
1874, p- 2. Cunningham, “Essay on the Arian Order,” pp. 295 ff., did try to make
some use of Ram Raz’s work in his analysis of Kashmir architecture, but not very
successfully and he seems to have given up the attempt in his later work.

35 James Burgess and Henry Cousens, drchitectural Antiquities of North Gujarat, London

1go3, p. Vi.
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Fergusson in his writings on Indian architecture was much concerned
with problems relating to the origins of the forms,*® drawing our attention
to the wooden antecedents of the cave temples, and the gateways and
railings of Buddhist stupas, a feature that is so much a part of our thinking
that it hardly needs mention but was in the nature of a revelation when
first made. W. Simpson, an admirer of Fergusson, who wrote several articles
between 1861 and 1868 in the Transactions of the Royal Institute of British
Architects and Fournal of the Royal Asiatic Society also concerned himself with
the problems of origins and mutations in Indian architecture and was able
to shed much light on the relationships between the various forms and the
manner in which they were transposed to other mediums and subsequently
transformed in the course of time. In close touch with Fergusson, he made
several original contributions to the various problems based mainly upon
direct observation and careful reasoning. Work of the type done by Simpson
led to the speculations of A.A. McDonnell, the eminent Sanskritist, who
traced the origin of the Indian temple from the Buddhist stupa. According
to McDonnell the first progression in this evolution was from the plain,
solid and semi-circular dome of the stupa resting on a cylindrical drum to
one with an elongated dome and provided with a cell in its interior contain-
ing an image of the Buddha. The round drum next took on a square shape
which was more appropriate to the cella, while the temple spire developed
from the elongated dome, retaining its curve, the amalasaraka deriving from
the umbrella.’” A H. Longhurst, in an attempt to embroider on this thesis,
grossly exaggerated the importance of the umbrella in Indian architecture.®
More sensible were his remarks on the origin of the South Indian temple,
where he draws attention to its relationship with “dolmen temples” as
well as the stupa in addition to the vihdra which Fergusson had already

36 History of Indian and Eastern Architecture, Vol. 11, p. 27.

3 A.A. McDonncll, “Buddhist and Hindu Architecture of India,”” Fournal of the
Royal Society of Arts LVII (March 5, 1909), pp. 316-329. F.S. Growse, a remarkable
civilian who wrote a most informative and delightful Mathura, A District Memoir,
grd Edition, 1883, had already suggested the origin of the sikhara to be in the stupa
in an article written in 1878 (““Mathura Notes,”” F.1SB XLVII (1878), pp. 114-115),
a suggestion first dismissed by Fergusson as an unfounded lucubration (Cave Temples
of India, p. 32) though he scems to have had second thoughts later (Archacology in
India, London 1884, pp. 68-74). Growse was a great exponent of indigenous archi-
tecture and actually huilt a curious Roman Catholic church in Mathura in the
native manner, an early if awkward example of the Indian revival.

A.H. Longhurst, “Influence of the Umbrella on Indian Architecture,” Journal of
Indian Art XVI, No. 122 (October 1914), pp. 1-8.

38
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noted.* Though the arguments of both McDonnell and Longhurst may not
be fully convincing, they mark a further step in the architectural dialogue
and are full of interesting ideas.

The Fergusson-Burgess tradition was continued by Henry Cousens
(1854-1934) and Alexander Rea, both of whom began their careers under
the guidance of Burgess, their works revealing a clear indebtedness to his
methods. Rea published two works with plans and drawings, one on
Calukya and another on Pallava architecture,® painstakingly adding to
our knowledge of the monuments. Cousens published three large mono-
graphs, one on the Chalukyan Architecture of the Kanarese Districts (1926), the
second on Somnath and other Medieval Temples of Rathiawad (1931) and the
third on the Aledieval Temples of the Dekhan (1931)* which would have been
much appreciated by Burgess had he been alive; for they held firmly to his
methodology, were profusely illustrated, and clearly evidenced attempts to
come to conclusions on the basis of stylistic criteria. One criticism of these
works might be that only groups of temples are presented, no individual
temples being taken up for extended and detailed consideration. They are
also disappointing in that Cousen’s own attempt of 1903 to develop new
avenues of approach by working together with traditional architects and
texts was in no way pursued.* At that time, when his career had just
begun, Cousens seems to have come in contact with the traditional salats
of Gujarat, survivors of the great architectural guilds of ancient times,
and the Gujarati architectural texts they used. These he thought were
based on Sanskrit texts of the §ilpa-sastras in Jaina temple libraries “where
they are jealously locked up in huge chests.”* Cousens was quick to realize
their importance: “The old §ilpa texts are well worth study in order that
we may intelligently and correctly understand the old methods and the
structural remains of ancient works. They have a place in the history of
Indian architecture as Vitruvius has in Western art.”* He regretted
that Ram Raz’s work had not been followed up by the publication of

3% ASIAR, SC, 1915-16, pp. 28-35.

40 A. Rea, Chalukyan Architecture of the Bellari District, Madras 1896 and Pallava Archi-
tectures, Nadras 1909.

41 These works werce apparently written earlier, their publication being much delayed,
the 1931 volumes appearing only three years before Cousens’ death at the age of
eighty, over twenty years after his retirement from the Survey.

42 James Burgess and Henry Cousens, Architectural Antiquities of North Gujarat, pp. 21-28.

43 Ibid., p. 21.

44 Ibid., p. 23.
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Northern texts. He was also aware of the difficulties in the interpretation
of these texts because the technical terms used had often quite a different
meaning from the usual ones, but he nevertheless, presumably with the
help of practicing architects, gave a fairly accurate version of the most
important, together with an interesting drawing of a pillar naming its
various parts, thus defining its various constituent units. Cousens also made
some attempt to use these terms when dealing with Gujarat architecture,
so that his descriptions gain to that extent a precision and correctness
not found earlier, and this surely, is one reason why his work on Kathiawad
architecture is more eminently satisfactory than his works on Calukya
and Deccan architecture. Cousens also made use of the knowledge and
experience of the traditional architects in exploring specifically architectural
problems, most espccially concerning the plan of the largely destroyed
Radramahilaya at Siddhpur* wherein he again suggested a path for
fruitful and cooperative work between the modern historian of architecture
and its practitioners. His lead, however, was not taken up, at least by the
professional archaeologists, who, with their intimate knowledge of the
monuments, could have been expected to exploit this approach most
successfully.

Meanwhile, work of a different type had been initiated by the notable
French scholar A. Foucher (1865-1952). Based on extensive ficld research
carried out from 1895-1897, he produced his great work on Gandhara art of
which over 150 pages are concerned with architecture.** By a thorough
study of surviving architectural ruins, which had escaped, as he wryfully
remarks, the cnterprise of the Military Works Department, and the various
types of buildings represented in relief sculpture, and by correlating them
with the literary evidence of Buddhist, as distinguished from architectural
texts, he was able to draw a very clear picture not only of the architecturc of
Gandhara but also of other parts of India during the early centuries after
Christ. In this extremely informative essay, he was able to bring to life
Indian architecture of an age from which hardly any monuments, however
ruined, had survived; and, what is more, he illuminated many problems
of later temple architecture, particularly with reference to origins. Similar
work had been tentatively attempted by Fergusson who had utilized

early Indian reliefs, and also Simpson, but Foucher consummately clab-
orated on these.

4 Ibid., p. 65.
% A. Foucher, L’art gréco-bouddhique du Gandhara, Paris 1905, Vol. 1, pp. 45-201.
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One of the most outstanding contributions to the study of Indian
architecture since Fergusson was made by yet another French scholar, G.
Jouveau-Dubreuil, with the publication in 1914 of his fine two-volume
book on Dravidian architecture and iconography, a work dedicated, signi-
ficantly enough, to Foucher. The first volume is entirely devoted to archi-
tecture and confines itself to the temples of the Tamil speaking country
stretching along the Coromandel coast from Lake Pulicat to Gape Como-
rin.*® In contrast to the cave temples and the temples of north India, south
Indian architecture had hitherto received little attention, and Fergusson’s
study based on superficial acquaintance was brief and, surprisingly, per-
functory and prejudiced. Beyond stating that the origins of the south Indian
temple were easy to trace back to the Buddhist vikdra he had little to say
that was significant.* Though Burgess, recognising this, paid considerable
attention to the South and initiated a survey of the monuments carried out
by R. Sewell and followed by A. Rea, resulting in the publication of a list,
and a volume on Pallava architecture, both essentially descriptive, the latter
with good plans and elevations,” real advancement was to wait upon
Jouveau-Dubreuil. Though good photographs and descriptions form an
important basis for the study of architecture, he declared, there is a dif-
ference between mere description and an analytical study which involves
comparison and systematic classification, and leads to the discovery of the
laws according to which the monuments were built : *“Il importe de faire
Panatomie et la paléontologie des edifices.””!

The method which Jouveau-Dubreuil adopted for the discovery of the
laws that formed the basis of the styles of Dravidian architecturc was a
comparative study of ornamental motifs. He first isolated the set of signi-
ficant motifs that constitute the orders with considerable precision by care-
fully interrogating the builders of the Tirupappuliyur temple in Guddalore,

a7 G. Jouveau-Dubreuil, Archéologie du sud de I’ Inde, Paris 1914, 2 vols. A greatly abridged
translation into English of the first volume appeared under the title Dravidian
Architecture, Madras 1917. His Pallava Antiquities, 1916-1918, 2 vols., studies the
Pallava period at greater length.

4 Tt is the temples of this specific area that Jouveau-Dubreuil refers to as Dravidian,
preferring this name because of the broader denotation of South Indian archi-
tecture. In the discussion of his work, I have used the term in the sense that he uses it.

49 James Fergusson, History of Indian and Eastern Architecture, Vol. 1, pp. 326-379,
particularly pp. 331 and 342.

50 R. Sewell, Lists of the Antiquarian Remains in the Presidency of Madras, Madras 1882,
and A. Rea, Pallava Architecture, Madras 1909.

st Jouveau-Dubreuil, Archéologie du sud de UInde, p. 4.
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and by obtaining from them the precise vernacular names of the various
parts, whether in writing or orally. By next scrutinising temples, securely
datable on the basis of their inscriptions, it was possible for him to specify
the precise patterns of the motifs that characterised each of the Dravidian
temple styles and thus classify all Dravidian architecture on a chronologi-
cal basis.”

A study of Dravidian temple architecture led Jouveau-Dubreuil to
next affirm that there existed in each period only one style, what he calls
rather ponderously “la principe du synchronisme des monuments dravi-
diens” making the task of the architectural historian much easier than would
be the case if there were more than one single style during a period as is
the case, for example, with French architecture.

Addressing himself to the reasons for the stylistic differences between
the Pallava (c. A.D. 600-850), the Cola (c. A.D. 850-1100), the Piandya
(c. A.D. 1100-1350),” the Vijayanagara (c. A.D. 1350-1600) and the
Madura (c. A.D. 1600 onwards) styles, into which he divides Dravidian
temple architecture, Jouveau-Dubreuil rejects entirely the notion of this
being due to the intervention of any influence from outside the Tamil
country, affirming on the contrary that the ornamental motifs of Dravidian
architecture were free from any Calukya, Islamic or Vijayanagara in-
fluence. The changes that did occur throughout the 1300 year history of the
Dravidian style were either by way of natural evolution, “voie d’évolution
naturelle”’; or, to draw a biological analogy, ‘“‘la morphologie des monu-
ments dravidiens nous apprend que les formes architecturales se sont
transformées lentement, de méme que I’anthropologie préhistorique montre
que le crine humain a passé toutes les phases intermédiaires entre la forme
presque simiesque et la forme actuelle. Il y a la méme difference entre le
style de temple de Madura et celui du vimana de Tanjore qu’entre
’homme actuel et la race de Cro-Magnon.”’*

52 Ibid., p. 5.

53 Jouveau-Dubreuil later amended his nomenclature by calling the period ¢. 850-1100
Early Chola and most of the Pandya period, ¢. 1100-1300, Later Chola. See Dravidian
Architecture, Madras 1917, p. 36.

5% Jouveau-Dubreuil, Archéologie du sud de I’Inde, Vol. 1, p. 8. We see here a rather
strong case of the manner in which Darwinian theorics were beginning to affect other
disciplines. Cf. fn. 25 supra. Jouveau-Dubreuil was particularly fond of these ana-
logies: . . . de méme que tous les animaux d’une méme éspéce présentent tous les
mémes caractlres, ainsi toutes les pagodes d’une méme époque sc ressemblent,”’
ibid., p. 9. Again, ibid., p. 154, he speaks of architecture adapting itself to materials
and societies just as animals are subject to the law of adaptation to environment.
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By combining a first hand knowledge of the actual monuments and
the living traditions of the §ilpis and subjecting these to a logical and
systematic application of a sound and appropriate methodology, Jouveau-
Dubreuil was able to present a history of Dravidian architecture that
excelled previous achievements in the stylistic study of any aspect of Indian
architecture. Particularly is this so if we remember that the dynastic ap-
pellations for the styles as they are actually used in his work are convenient
labels for a given period of time and do not have any more specific content.
The possibility that his methods could be applied, directly or in a modified
form, to the architectural styles of other regions of India also held promise.
Jouveau-Dubreuil himself was able to distinguish clearly on stylistic grounds
the so-called Céalukya architecture from the architecture of the Tamil
country with which it had been lumped together earlier.”® Though his
contributions are now beginning to be modified in details, and further
amplified by the discovery of a richer variety even within Dravidian archi-
tecture than Jouveau-Dubreuil had suspected, the basic stylistic and
chronological conclusions still stand.

The greatest objection to his method, however refined and complex it
may have become, and one which he himself anticipated to some extent,
was his exclusive reliance on ornamental motifs in tracing the evolution of
Dravidian architecture, an approach that has remained the basis of much
Indian art history for a group of French scholars, notably Phillippe Stern
and his followers.” Jouveau-Dubreuil himself states that his exclusive re-
liance on what proceeds from the “chisel of the sculptor” and disregard of
what relates to the art of the engineer is inconceivable in other forms of
architecture, the Gothic for example, whose history is the history of a
search for solutions of a mechanical order,” but is nevertheless appropriate
for Dravidian temples because they are, in his own words, nothing but
“amonccllements de pierre ot I'art de I'ingénieur est a peu pres nul.”™*

55 Ibid., p. 1753 ff.

56 Stern applied this method to Camhodiain Le bayon d’Angkor et Uévolution de Uart khmer,
Paris 1927, and to Indian sculpture in his studies of the Begram ivories and Amaravati
sculpture, rf. Stern, “Les ivoires de Begram et Part indien,” Nouvelles recherches
archéologiques & Begram, Paris 1954, and Stern and M. Benisti, Evolution de style indien
d’ Amaravati, Paris, 1961. O. Viennot has used it in an attempt to determine the
chronology of Indian temple doorframes by reference to the river goddess motifs
depicted on them. See O. Viennot, Les divinités fluviales Gangd et Yamund, Paris 1964.

57 Jouveau-Dubreuil, Archéologie du sud de P'Inde, Vol. I, p. 168.
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To my mind, this is largely true as far as it goes. At the same time, however,
he defines too narrowly what constitutes sculpture, disregarding qualities
of inner form in his exclusive concern for surface motifs.” Carried to its
logical extreme, there would be, from his methods, no way of distinguishing
an ancient building from a modern copy. In a restricted sense, the reliance
on the evolution of ornamental motifs may have some appropriateness in
considerations of architecture but is fraught with grave consequences when
applied to sculpture. We would criticize more severely the second volume
of Jouveau-Dubreuil’s work where he attempts to date sculptures, for
example, by the manner in which a particular deity held an attribute, or
the shape of his crown or jewellery; but to go further into these considera-
tions is moving beyond the scope of this paper.

What is even more astonishing, but a natural consequence of his parti-
cular point of view, is Jouveau-Dubreuil’s assertion that his work was
independent of aesthetic consideration for the appreciation of beauty is a
matter of taste and ‘“‘nous n’avons pas la prétention de faire de la critique
d’art.” Architecture and iconography, according to him, could be interest-
ing whatever opinion one has of the aesthetic sense of the Hindus.® To
accept this view 1s to confine oneself to the “anatomy and palaeontology”
of a work of art, excluding from our considerations its inner life and spirit
which alone gives a work of art its reason for being. It is therefore hardly
surprising to notice not only Jouveau-Dubreuil’s lack of perception for the
deeper meaning of the monuments he studies so admirably, but also his
failure to evoke their visual impact, which Fergusson, for example, was
often able to achieve.

While Jouveau-Dubreuil was carrying on his analytical and systematic
studies, D.R. Bhandarkar was continuing the official tradition of architec-
tural archaeology as established by Burgess, providing clear descriptive
records of temples in Western India and Rajasthan, often marked by keen
observation. For the most part his work appeared in the form of extended
notes in the Annual Reports of the Archaeological Survey of India, Western Circle,
their value not fully realised because of the absence of illustrations. His

59 Jouveau-Dubreuil’s concept of style is what is now considered the archaeological
concept, concerned with motifs and patterns in the manner of an archacologist
studying his artifacts, and not in the manner of an art historian for whom it would
be a “system of forms with quality and meaningful expression,”” and to that extent
making for a surer and more profound understanding of the object. See Meyer
Schapiro, “Style,”” Anthropology Today, Chicago 1953, p. 287.

80 Jouveau-Dubreuil, Archéologie de sud de I’ Inde, p. 2.
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explorations in Rajasthan are of great importance, the illustrated articles
on the temples at Ranakpur and Osia giving us some idea of the nature of
his work.®' Longhurst, whose ideas on the origin of temples have been
previously touched upon, was equally vigorous in South India where he
surveyed a large number of temples. He also came under the influence of
Jouveau-Dubreuil, declaring him to be the first epigraphist in India to
realize the importance of studying the architecture of a monument as well
as its inscriptions, and he objected strenuously to Hultzsch’s views to the
contrary.®? By and large, Longhurst’s work on Pallava architecturc shows
a clear debt to Jouveau-Dubreuil’s methods and amounts to an enlarge-
ment of his predecessor’s contribution.®

The work of the archaeological departments, some of them established
as early as 189o by the various Indian states such as Mysore, Travancore,
Hyderabad, Gwalior, Baroda, Jaipur, and Kashmir also immensely in-
creased the corpus of temple architecture. Especial mention may be made
of the exhaustive records and publications of Mysore State and the fine
work of M.B. Garde in Gwalior, Hirananda Sastri in Baroda and R.C.
Kak in Kashmir.®

Hopefully we have been able to show by this survey how the founda-
tions of historical studies of Indian architecture were laid by Fergusson, and
how his lead was followed by Burgess and other workers of the Archaeologi-
cal Survey of India. That Fergusson’s prestige was enormous is evident as
late as 1913 when Sir George Birdwood thought his work to be “past all
gainsaying”’, such attitudes resulting perhapsin the entrenchment of Fergus-
son’s approach and methods as official doctrine with all the rigidity and
aversion to development and change that this implies. We have attempted
to indicate also, however, that although Fergusson’s work was extraordinary
and admirable it was not without its drawbacks, and certainly not free of
many of the standard prejudices of the times. One of these of course was
the superiority of Greece and Europe to India, and its corollary, the as-

61 D.R.Bhandarkar, “Chaumukh temple at Ranakpur,” ASL1R, 1607-8 and *“Temples
of Osia,” 1bid., 1908-g, pp. 100-115.

62 ARASI, $C, 1918-19, p. 20.

63  A.H. Longhurst, Pallava Architecture, Pts. I, 11, 111, Calcutta 1924-30 (ALASI,
Nos. 17, 33 and 40).

6 The annual reports of the departments of archaeology of the various princely states
now merged in India are mines of information, though their publication was often
irregular. A notable monograph is R.C. Kak, Ancient Afonuments of Kashmir, London

1933.
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signment of foreign origins to anything that had the appearance of being
worthwhile in India. The proud Raja Rajendralala Mitra, provoked by
this and the violent criticism directed towards him by Fergusson (which
later took an ugly and racist turn), vigorously attacked these ideas, such as
the Greek origin of stone architecture in India, and several others, always
arguing with eloquence, but seldom with skill. He also went beyond
Fergusson’s vision by attempting to analyse Indian literature for the in-
formation it could yield on architecture, and endeavored to follow up the
work of Ram Raz that had been disregarded for almost forty years by
searching out several manuscripts notably copies of the Mayasilpa, the
Visvakarmaprakasa and the notable Apardjitaprccha. Unfortunately, unlike
Ram Raz, he was able to find neither architects nor panditas who could help
him and was frustrated in his attempts to understand them.® Nor did his
work on Orissan temples, though full of all kinds of interesting information,
advance our knowledge of architecture for he was, as he himself admits,
“not sufficiently grounded as an architect or archaeologist”,% but was
primarily an authority on language and literature.

The most vigorous and frontal attack to be unleashed on Fergusson
and Burgess was by E.B. Havell in his two works on Indian architecture
published in 1913 and 1915. He was the Principal of the Calcutta School
of Art, an Englishman of artistic sensibility, and sensitive enough to be
deeply offended by the insulting tone affected towards Indians and their
achicvements by many scholars. The thrust of Havell’s criticism was that
instead of approaching Indian architecture from the Indian point of view,
Fergusson “only read into Indian architecture the values he attached to it
from his knowledge of Western architecture” and consequently came up
with little more than a classification of buildings according to “arbitrary
academic ideas of style.”””” More specifically Havell rejected the sectarian
division of styles, the persistent habit, as he called it, of ever looking for
foreign influence, and the total failure to read the symbolism and the inner
meaning of the temple. Fergusson himself, he reluctantly agreed, showed
genius in noticing that Indian architecture, both in its history and current

65 Rajendralala Mitra, Antiguities of Orissa, Vol. 1, Calcutta 1875, p. 26.

€ Ibid., Vol. 11, Calcutta 1880, p. g, fn. 11.

7 E.B. Havell, Indian Architecture, London 1913, p. v. Havell’s writings, and the renewed
concern with Indian architecture at this time, were intimately related to the con-
current public debate regarding the style that would be adopted in the building of
the new capital at Delhi.
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practice, was a true style based on right principles, but this insight was
ignored by his followers who continued to develop instead all his fallacies
so that the history of architecture made no progress and stood right where
Fergusson had left it. Indeed Fergusson’s work had become so exalted
officially that any officer of the Government who opposed it did so at his
own risk; and what is worse, this attitude had the disastrous “effect of
preventing the collection and publication of much material which would
demonstrate the fallacies of his themes.”’®

The validity of Havell’s basic contention, and the value of his attempt
to break Fergusson’s grip on architectural studies, particularly his emphasis
upon inner meaning which might be understood through symbolism, has to
be recognized. But unfortunately his writings lacked the scholarly discipline
and intellectual rigour that would have made them effective. True his work
had flashes of insight, notably his perception of the continuity of Indian
tradition in Islamic architecture, but it was nevertheless more an emotional
than an intellectual approach, several of his ideas so curious and fanciful
that they only served to detract from the more significant value of his work.
Not that the immediate impact of his writings was negligible, for his
vigorous polemic did raise once again the possibility of fresh interpretations
and understandings, encouraged scholars with fresh ideas, so that in his
own way he did contribute considerably in his declared aim of turning
the study of Indian architecture “‘off the side track in which Fergusson
left it.”’®

One of the more promising ways to study Indian temple architecture
from the Indian point of view would be to have recourse to the silpa texts
and the practicing silpis for the light that these may throw on the art.
And this is precisely what Fergusson and his followers had been unable to
do. As we have noticed, Cousens had made a tentative attempt in Gujarat
in 1903 but with little result. He was followed by Manomohan Ganguli
who was quick to realize the value of using Indian architectural terms for
these ““invariably connote more or less than their English equivalents do™
and also because for some architectural features there were no English
equivalents at all.” He picked these up from the traditional Silpis of Orissa
and used them freely in his work, and taking advantage of his training as
an engineer was able to throw much light on the proportion, structure, and

68 Y. B. Havell, Ancient and Medieval Architecture of India, London 1915, p. viii.
69  Havell, Indian Architecture, p. v.
70  Manomohan Ganguli, Orissa and her Remains, Calcutta 1912.
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building techniques of Orissan architecture. A certain restiveness with the
views of Fergusson whom he challenges on several matters, particularly
the part played by Greece in the introduction of stone architecture is also
evident. Jouveau-Dubreuil, writing contemporaneously with Havell in
1914, as seen above, exploited much more successfully than Ganguli the
knowledge gained from South Indian §ilpis for his stylistic analysis of archi-
tecture in Tamil Nadu. In 1932 Nirmal Kumar Bose™ took the Bhubana-
pradipa, a vernacular text of the Orissan tradition and again interpreted it
successfully and exhaustively with the aid of local sipis, demonstrating
clearly the manner in which use could be made of living architectural
traditions in understanding Silpa texts. Reference must also be made to two
very important works published in the 193o0s, both clearly written and
both making use of traditional knowledge, namely Jagannath Ambaram’s
BrhadSilpasastra and Narmadashankar M. Sompura’s Silparatndkara. It is
quite unfortunate, and a sad commentary on the attention paid to writers
in the Indian languages, that these books were disregarded by the very
persons to whom they would have been of the greatest use. In the mean-
while a number of important texts bearing on architecture were being
brought to light and published. Among the most important were Ifanasiva-
gurudeva-paddhati (Trivandrum 1920-24), Silparatna (Trivandrum 1922),
Samaranganasitradhara (Baroda 1925) and Manasollasa (Mysore 1926) but
by and large what was presented was the bare text with little effort being
made to provide even the slightest clues as to their meaning. The texts,
however, were better than nothing. It is perhaps even more unfortunate
that although P.K. Acharya” Professor of Sanskrit at Allahabad Univer-
sity, devoted the labour of a whole life time to the study of architectural
texts, particularly the Manasara, first tackled by Ram Raz, and though he
brought together a vast amount of material, it was largely love’s labour lost,
the numerous inaccuracies often being a hindrance rather than a help to
scholars who sought to rely on him. He advanced our knowledge but little
and in a large part his failure was due to his inability to make use of the

" N.K. Bose, Canons of Orissan Architecture, Calcutta 1952.

2 Acharva began work on the Mdnasdra as early as 1914, his first publication on the
subject, 4 Summary of the Manasira, appearing in 1918. Indian Architecture according
to the Manasara-silpasastra and . Dictionary of Hindu Architecture appeared in 1927
and an cdition of the Manasara was published in 19534. The last work to appear was
An Encyclopedia of Hindu Architecture, 1946, an enlarged and revised edition of the
Dictinnary.
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methods evolved by Ram Raz, Manomohan Ganguli, and later by N.K. Bose.
It is interesting to note that the work of scholars working with the texts,
or with the §ilpis, or with both, did not attempt to probe, with the possible
exception of Manomohan Ganguli, the inner meaning and significance of
what they had discovered. It was sufficient if the bare meaning of a term or
a chapter was established, and as it were, this was difficult enough. N.K.
Bose, for example, very explicitly and deliberately confined himself to the
“scientific study of the outer forms alone,” and not their meanings and
justified this by affirming that the results of such an investigation were “not
capable of scientific verification,” whatever that may mean.”

Many of the shortcomings of the scholarship of Indian temple architec-
ture such as the failure to explore Indian sources and the inner meaning of
the monuments, the purely literary studies of si/pa texts without reference
to the surviving monuments or its living practitioners, the study of style
conceived only in terms of the development of ornamental motifs and with-
out reference to the history of inner form, or the study of its symbolism
without a grounding in architectural or religious history were all largely
overcome in the work of Ananda Coomaraswamy (1877-194%7) who was
responsible for reestablishing the study of Indian art on a new basis. Here
we will only state briefly his contribution to the study of Indian architecture.
His first major publication, besides the remarks in the History of Indian and
Indonesian Art (1927) and scattered reflections in earlier writings, was an
article on Indian architectural terms written in 1928 as a further contribu-
tion to Acharya’s publications.” Here he interprets in a masterly way a
sundry collection of terms bringing into play his knowledge of the actual
architecture, the §ipi tradition, and a thorough acquaintance with the
literature, at the same time making use of the early, non-technical meaning
of the terms in order to explain fully their significance when they are used
later in a technical manner. He was thus able to give an added dimension
to the significance of the vocabulary, anticipating its interpretation at a
deeper level of reference where its meaning provides clues to the inner
reality which it symbolically designates. In Yaksas (1928-1929),” where
valuable light is thrown on early Yaksa shrines and their relationship to

73 N.K. Bose, Canons of Orissan Architecture, p. 4.

74 Ananda Coomaraswamy, “Indian Architectural Terms,” FA40S XLVIII (1928),
pp. 250-275. The works of Acharya that occasioned its publication were Indian Art
according to the Manasara and Dictionary of Indian Archilecture, 1927.

75 A. Coomaraswamy, Yaksas, 2 vols. Washington, 1928-1931.
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later architecture, Coomaraswamy also brilliantly and convincingly estab-
lished the origins and significance of the various symbols used in archi-
tectural decoration on the basis of a methodology that successfully interprets
the evidence of living tradition and the surviving monuments or their repre-
sentations in relief sculpture, and a thorough mastery of technical, religious,
and literary texts and tradition. The enormous amount of painstaking work
and thorough understanding of the more profound aspects of the subject
combined with a deep and sensitive feeling for the material is unparalleled
in studies of Indian art and architecture. In two subsequent articles on
carly architecture,’ he recreates with great thoroughness, again on the basis
of representations in sculpture and references in literary and religious texts,
the architecture of ancient Indian cities with their tree-temples, houses and
palaces, windows, arches and other features, pointing out their relevance
for the understanding of the forms of later architecture. In the process he
established beyond doubt the origins of the north Indian sikhara and the
jala patterns so characteristic a feature of their decoration.

The next phase of Coomaraswamy’s thoughts on architecture, and for
that matter other forms of art, is exemplified in an article of singular
perception on the symbolism of the dome.” Having brought the material
facts and minutiae under firm control, he procceded to probe the inner
meaning of the form itself. The origins of a structural form, he theorised,
could be studied ecither from a technical or from a logical point of view,
either as fulfilling a function or expressing a meaning, the function and
significance coinciding in the form of traditional architecture. He rejected
the view that symbolic meanings are ‘“‘read into” the “facts” which “must”
originally have had no meaning but only a physical efficiency as the reading
of the modern mentality into that of the primitive artificer. He interpreted
the Hindu temple, for example, not only as a building providing shelter for
the image and the worshipper, but also as the image of the cosmos, the
house of God and also His body, representing in its parts the drama of
disintegration and reintegration which is the essential theme of the Indian
myth and its ritual enactment in the sacrifice. The study of the temple was
thus carried beyond its investigation in place and time to itsinner meaning
to its very reason for being, without which, he felt, the study of the archi-

76 A. Coomaraswamy, ‘I Farly Indian Architecture: Citics and City-gates,” Fastern
Art I (1930), pp. 209-235 and “II Bodhigharas, IIT1 Palaces,” ibid. 111 (1931},

pp- 181-217.
T A. Coomaraswamy, “Symbolism of the Dome,” IHQ , XIV (1938), pp. 1-56.
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tecture was wholly incomplete. Coomaraswamy’s conclusions gain validity
by being rooted in a hard-headed empirical study of the facts; his is not an
interpretation based on intuitive perception alone but backed up by a
thorough critical method and in this respect capable of that “scientific
verification” of which N.K. Bose despaired.

Coomaraswamy was expressing with reference to India a scholarly
approach that represented a new orientation in art historical research which
emphasised an enquiry into the values “‘actually attached to the art by
those for whom it was made’” and attempted to solve problems by exegetical
analysis. Other outstanding proponents of this point of view are W. Andrae
and particularly P. Mus who developed and applied brilliantly to the art
of India and south-east Asia the method he called “archéologie religieuse
comparée.”’’® Coomaraswamy was reacting against that concept of the
history of art which held it to be primarily concerned with the problem of
unravelling influences (most aggressively evident in Indian art historical
writing) and devoted exclusively to the study of the development of form
and its attribution to a particular artist, period or place. As one who had
spared no pains in ‘“the performance of the mechanical tasks that are
the prerequisite to scholarship,” his views deserve careful attention.
Coomaraswamy’s work thus gave a new and exciting dimension to the
study of Indian architecture, one which went far beyond that of Fergusson
and his followers and which was only jvaguely and kentimentally felt
by Havell.

It is important to realise, however, and it has often been missed, that
Coomaraswamy was not downgrading the history of art in the more con-
ventional sense of the subject, but was stating that the knowledge of style
and its evolution so gained had to form the basis for further enquiry which
alone would raise the study beyond an intellectual exercise congealed in
fact, to a level where we get “a sense of the living forces operating within

78 See P. Mus, “Barabadur : Les origines du stiipa et la transmigration, essai d’archéo-
logie religieuse comparée,”” BEFEO XXXII (1932), pp. 269-439, XXXIII (1933),
pp- 577-980; and XXXIV (1934), pp. 175-400. This appeared later with a long
introduction as Barabadur, esquisse d’une histoire du bouddhisme fondée sur la critique
archéologiques des textes, Hanoi 1935. His main conclusions assert the stupa as being
not just a monument but an icon made in imitation of the cosmic body of the
transcendent Buddha. It is the vertical axis also which is to Mus the principle of the
stupa’s whole design and identifiable with the axis of the universe, ideas which are
also true of the Indian temple.
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the material’” thus making the study of art a truly humane discipline.” I am
taking some pains to stress this aspect of Coomaraswamy’s work as he has
often been unjustly criticised for what are vaguely called his “mystical”
views. As a matter of fact, not only are his studies decply rooted in historical
method but constantly strive to transcend its limitations.

Coomaraswamy’s work was enlarged considerably by Stella Kramrisch
in a series of articles appearing in the Fournal of the Indian Sociely of Oriental
Art and culminated in her two weighty volumes which remain the authorita-
tive work on the meaning and symbolism of the Indian temple.®* A deep
study of the religious and literary texts and an unprecedented under-
standing of the §ilpa-sastras comes to life under her sensitive scholarship, and
she was able to state the significance of the temple in a thorough and
comprehensive manner.

It would be in no way detracting from the uniqueness and brilliance of
Kramrisch’s achievement to point out that it was partly made possible by
the continuing discovery and publication of the various ilpa texts. In
addition to those already mentioned earlier, many others were discovered
and became available for study though their publication was often delayed.
These included the Vastuvidya, the Apardjitaprecha, the Visvakarma Vastusastra,
the Pramapamadsjari and others.®® Special mention may be made of the
fine study of the Tantrasamuccaya by N.V. Mallayya® in which the text is
skillfully interpreted both in its technical and symbolic aspects, and many
previous errors and misconceptions cleared up. In most other cases, how-
ever, the editors continued to be as uncertain about the meaning of the
texts as their predecessors, neither making use of the monuments, nor the
knowledge of the living §i/pa tradition, as attempted by Ram Raz and N.K.
Bose. Nevertheless, these publications did provoke a certain amount of
lively discussion among scholars regarding certain topics treated thercin,

7 A, Coomaraswamy, “Review of Die Ionische Sdule, Bauform oder Symbol? by
W. Andrae,” Art Bulletin XVII (1935), p. 107.

80 Stella Kramrisch, The Hindu Temple, 2 vols., Calcutta 1946.

8t Vasturidyd, Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, 1940; Apardjitaprechd of Bhuvanadeca,
P.A. Mankad (editor), Baroda 1950; Visvakarma Vastusdstram, K. Vasudeva Sastri
{editor), Tanjore 1958; Pramanamadjari, Priyabala Shah (editor), Baroda 1958.

82 N.V. Mallayya, “Studies in Sanskrit Texts on Temple Architecture with Special,

Reference to the Tantrasamuccaya,”” Fournal of the Annamalai University IX (1939-40),

PP 25-49 and 113-126; X (1940-41), pp. 13-68, 105-200, and 341-356" XI (1941-42),

pp. 25-66; XII (1942-43), pp- 1-12. The work was later published in book form,

Studies in Sanskrit Texts on Temple Architecture, Annamalai 1949.
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notably the classification of temples with respect to Nagara, Dravida and
Vesara types.*’ A more significant advance in the understanding of the
Silpa texts was achieved, however, in 1960 with the publication of the
Diparnava with a Gujarati translation and commentary entitled Silpa-
prabhd by Prabhashankar O. Sompura.** Work of this type had been
previously attempted by Jagannath Ambaram, Narmadashankar Sompura,
and Bhagwandas Jain® but none possessed the degree of accuracy and
thoroughness of Sompura’s work where for the first time the meaning of the
text was clearly interpreted and obscure architectural terms correctly
defined with the help of extensive notes, drawings, and photographs. This
important clucidation of the materials was possible because Prabhashankar
Sompura was not only an eminent practicing architect of the ancient
traditions, responsible for building numerous temples culminating with the
great temple at Somnath; but was also a scholar of the silpa-sastra in the
traditional sense, a keen student of the medieval temples themselves, and
later became receptive to the problems of current scholarship. He was
born in the Sompura caste who had practiced their art in Gujarat and
Mewar from ancient times, and counted among their members famous
architects like the great Mandana who served under Maharana Kumbha
(c. A.D. 1430-1439) and also wrote several works on architecture and art.
Narrowly escaping an English education, he devoted himself to the vocation
of his forefathers and at the same time tried to deepen his understanding
of the principles of his craft and the §ilpa texts available to him with what-
ever help could be acquired both from the senior members of the profession
and ancestral papers and documents. Motivated by a desire to be of help
to his compatriots whose learning and abilities were fast on the decline, he
decided to translate and interpret the traditional texts in his possession into

8 Among the more important contributions on this vexed subject see R.P. Chanda,
“Beginning of the sikhara of the Niagara (Indo-Aryan) temple,”” Rupam No. 17,
192.4; A. Coomaraswamy, History of Indian and Indonesian Art, New York 1927,
pp. 106-107; F.H. Gravely and T.N. Ramachandran, “The Three Main Styvles of
Temple Architecture,”” Bulletin of the Madras Government Museum, Section I1I, Part I
(1934); K.R. Pisharoti, **Nagara, Dravida, Vesara,”” Indian Culture VI (1939-40),
pp- 23-38 and ibid. VII (1940-41), pp. 73-82; N.V. Mallayya, “Nagara, Dravida,
Vesara,” FISO.1 IX (1941), pp. 81-95; and Kramrisch, The Hindu Temple, Vol. 1,
pp. 286-295.

84 Prabhashankar Oghadbhai Sompura, Dipdrpava, Palitana 1960.

85  Jagannath Ambaram, Brhad-Silpasastra, Ahmedabad 1939; Narmadashankar
Sompura, Silpa-ritnikara; Bhagwandas Jain, Vistusdraprakarana of Thakkura Pheru,
Kota 1939.
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Gujarati. His first attempt was the Prdsada-mandana followed by several
others, all diligently researched in order to make them comprehensible.
He faced particular difficulties when working with those portions of the
texts which concerned themselves with types of temples that were no longer
built, but he was able to solve most of these by studying the ancient temples
that seemed to be relevant, and in the process augmenting his own practical
knowledge which he was able to apply successfully when called upon to
build once again the new temple at Somnath.

Though the work done by Sompura began around 1916 and has con-
tinued to the present day, it has remained primarily in manuscript form,
its publication long delayed due to the author’s reservations about his
literary skills.®® The Diparnava was published only after much encourage-
ment from Krishna Deva and V.S. Agrawala, and was followed by the
appearance of other works®” which augment our knowledge and provide
us with additional reliable tools for the interpretation of the texts. A clear
and precise terminology for north Indian architecture, particularly the
schools of western India, is well on the way to formulation and will aid
immeasurably in the development of future studies.

Beside that of the Sompuras of western India, there are living architec-
tural traditions in other parts of India, though their existence is in a most
precarious condition. They still possess texts and the intellectual and prac-
tical knowledge necessary for their understanding, and one of the immediate
tasks is the collection and preservation of this knowledge before it is gone
beyond recall. Preliminary studies reveal that in keeping with the various
regional idioms of temple architecture, there were also distinct and appro-
priate local textual traditions. Attention to the Orissan traditions had been
earlier drawn by Manomohan Ganguli and N.K. Bose, but the fincst study
to appear until now is the Silpa-prakasa of Ramacandra Kaulacara, annotated
and translated into English by Alice Boner and Sadasiva Rath Sarma.®
It is a text of the high tradition, written in Sanskrit, and of about the
eleventh or twelfth century, relying heavily on an older text known as the
Saudhikagama. Its author was a professional architect and instead of being
a general work, it concentrates on one type of temple and its construction.
By rclating the text to the Varahi temple at Chaurasi the authors have

86 These details are based on a short autobiographical note in the author’s preface to
Diparnava, pp. 59-62.

87 Prabhashankar O. Sompura, Prasada-manjari, Palitana 1965 and Ksirdrpava, Palitana
1967; other studies are in the course of publication.

8  Published in Leiden, 1966.
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been able to interpret it very successfully throwing a flood of light on various
aspects of Orissan architecture. The copious illustrations and an illustrated
glossary of technical terms make this a model work well worth emulating.
The appearance of these publications by Prabhashankar Sompura and
Alice Boner have strongly influenced our understanding of temple architec-
ture and are hopefully the forerunners of a series of works from other
regional Indian traditions. The most fruitful cooperation between modern
scholarship and traditional learning and practice is now taking place and
one can only regret deeply that this is occurring at such a late date when the
ancient tradition is on the verge of extinction, and not a hundred years
ago when, as Fergusson himself testifies, indigenous architecture was still
in a fairly flourishing condition. I cannot help but reflect ruefully that
when Fergusson was developing his theories of architecture from lessons
learnt watching the traditional architects at work at Satrunjaya,® it may
well have been the work of Ramji Ladharam, Prabhashankar Sompura’s
great grandfather that was being observed, for he was actually then at work
there, building the splendid funk of Moti Shah. A great opportunity missed!

Aside from the publication of architectural texts and attempts to make
them yield their meaning, the survey and recording of temples, which by
the very nature of the task fell mainly on the officers of the Archaeological
Survey of India, was continued, though to judge from the publications,
with lessening intensity. Already under John Marshall the Survey’s atten-
tion was shifting to other than the purely architectural considerations of his
predecessor Burgess. R.D. Banerji did some work on Gupta architecture
and also published a monograph on Kalacuri temples,® the temples of
Khiching formed the subject of a short memoir by R.P. Chanda,” and the
various excavations notably those at Sanchi and Taxila shed some light on

8 Palitana, by which Fergusson meant Satrunjaya, was to him “onec of the most
interesting places that can be named for the philosophical student of architectural
art, in as much as he can there see the various processes by which cathedrals were
produced in the Middle Ages, carried on a larger scale than almost anywhere else,
and in a more natural manner. It is by watching the methods still followed in design-
ing buildings in that remote locality that we become aware how it is that the un-
cultivated Hindu can rise in architecture to a degree of originality and perfection
which has not been attained in Europe since the Middle Ages, but which might
casily be recovered by following the same processes.” Fergusson, History of Indian
and Eastern Architecture, p. 228.

%0 R.D. Banerji, The Siva Temple at Bhumra, 1924 (MASI No. 16) and The Haihayas
of Tripuri and their Monuments, 1931 (MASI No. 23)

91 R.P. Chanda, Explorations in Orissa, 1930 (MASI No. 44).
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carly temples;* but there is hardly that preoccupation with architectural
problems we had noticed earlier.

Along with the study of texts and the symbolical investigations of
Kramrisch, S.K. Saraswati, starting in the 1940’s had done important
work on a historical and stylistic basis beginning with an analysis of Gupta
architecture, and continuing with several comprehensive essays on Indian
temples.” H.D. Sankalia, in an interesting article published in 1941,%*
was concerned primarily with methodological questions, and leaning on
Jouveau-Dubreuil whose work he admired, attempted to develop a more
comprehensive classification. He based this on region as well as dynasty,
admitting at the same time that dynastic knowledge being often incomplete,
it was the regional classification that was likely to prevail. He had already
attempted to pursue these lines of enquiry in his Arckaeology of Gujarat which
included a critical study of the temples of that area.®® A.V. Naik’s review
of the temples of the Deccan applies the methods developed by Sankalia
to another region.”® K.R. Srinivasan published a few important articles on
south Indian temples’” and S.R. Balasubrahmanyam began to carefully
record the temples and their inscriptions in territories under Cola suzer-
ainity.”® The first volume of Percy Brown’s Indian Architecture is mainly a
compilation from previous works but with its numerous photographs and
drawings is a useful introduction to the subject.”

The interest of the Archaeological Survey of India shifted rather
dramatically to the investigation of pre- and proto-historic sites in the period
after World War II, but an attempt to correct the imbalance was made

92 Sce for example, Sir John Marshall and A. Foucher, Monuments of Sanchi, London
1940, pp. 52-59 and 72 ff; and Taxila, Cambridge 1951, pp. 222-229.

93 S.K. Saraswati, “Temple Architecture of the Gupta Age,” FI504 VIII (1940),
pp- 146-158. Also his lengthy contributions on architecture of the Gupta and Mediev-
al periods in R.C. Majumdar and A.D. Pusalkar (editors), History and Culture of the
Indian People, Vol. 111, 1954, pp. 466-515 and Vol. V, pp. 530-640.

% H.D. Sankalia, “Regional and Dynastic Study of South Indian Monuments,”

Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute XX1I (1941), pp. 213-228.

H.D. Sankalia, Archaeology of Gujarat, Bombay 1941, pp. 46-115.

9 AV. Naik, "Structural Architecture of the Deccan,”” New Indian Antiquary 1X (1947),
pp- 137-329.

97 K.R. Srinivasan, “The Last of the Great Cola Temples,” FISO4 XVI (1948),

Pp- 12-33.

His work, beginning in the 1930%s, is brought together in Part One of Larly Chola

Art, Bombay 1966. Other parts are in the process of being published.

Perey Brown, Indian Architecture, Buddhist and Hindu, Bombay 1942.
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in October 1955 with the establishment within the Survey of the Architec-
tural Survey of Temples with Krishna Deva and K.R. Srinivasan in charge
of north and south India respectively. Their labours, tantalizing glimpses
of which are becoming available,' promise rich rewards for students of
Indian architecture. The preliminary work, itself of the greatest importance,
was the “compiling of a standard list of technical architectural terms on the
basis of the ancient texts on architecture, inscriptions, and the living tradi-
tional sthapatis and Silpis;’*® and the standardized and increasingly wide-
spread use of these terms gives recent writing a clarity and precision
hitherto unknown. The consequent focusing of attention on the distinct
architectural components so named has begun to provide a basis and
direction to stylistic analysis and to yield valuable clues for understanding
structural origin and symbolic meaning. The obvious advantages of a
proper terminology arc now apparent, and in hindsight it is equally obvious
what a grave disadvantage it was not to have had it earlier. The technical
vocabulary of the monuments is now fairly clear, which is like saying that
the basic grammar has been set out; and thisis certain to have an enormous
impact on our comprehension of Indian architecture. That a regional unit
has often coincided with a dynastic onc may partially account for the
persistent survival of dynastic nomenclature and even justify it to a limited
extent, but there is now visible a shift from classification based on dynasty
to one based on region;"* and this too would appear to bec a desirable
development for it is becoming abundantly clear that the style of the
Indian temple is determined by conditions of time and space and not by
dynastic patronage, that the traditions of a region continue and are not
affected by the constantly fluctuating territories of the various dynasties,
if at all we can ever be certain of the exact extent of these fluctuations.
Old habits may die hard, but I personally believe that the retention of

100 K R. Srinivasan, “Pallava Architecture of South India,”’ Ancient India, No. 14 (1958),
pp- 114-138 and Cave Temples of the Pallavas, New Delhi 1964; Krishna Deva, “The
Temples of Khajuraho,” Ancient India, No. 15 (1959), pp. 13-65; “‘Presidential
Address, Fine Arts and Technical Sciences Section,” :All-India Oriental Conference,
Srinagar, 1961; and “Extension of Gupta Art : Art and Archaeology of the Pratihara
Age,” Seminar on Indian Art History, New Delhi 1962, pp. 85-106.

W0 Indian Archaeology 1955-56 —A Reciew, p. 58. The publication of Prabhashankar
Sompura’s Dipdrnara is closely connected with this cffort.

102 See the remarks of A. Ghosh on the subject in Seminar on Indian Art History, New
Delhi 1962, pp. 9-13; and M.A. Dhaky, “Somc Early Jaina Temples in Western
India,”’ Shri Mahavira Jaina Vidyalaya Golden Fubilee Volume, Part 1, p. 307 for a most
enthusiastic endorsement.
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dynastic appellations carries with it the potentiality of false starts and
errors and is best altogether avoided; it makes for obscurity rather than
clarity for the simple basic reason that it is the region that is the basis
of Indian history as well as art, and this most clearly in pre-Islamic India
with the possible exception of the third century B.C. when there is the rather
exceptional situation of the Maurya dynasty with its own royal atelier
erecting monuments throughout India. It is not the dynasty that gives the
region its character even though it may happen to hold sway over it or even
belong to it. To think otherwise would be in fact to condemn ourselves to
a constant wild goose chase, ever following the wrong lead, and never
sure of the ground under our feet.

The work of M.A. Dhaky has to be placed along with the important
work of Krishna Deva with whom he was closely associated during the
latter’s work in Gujarat in 1960. The result of Dhaky’s researches and ex-
plorations in the 1950’s were published in a monograph on the Solanki
temples of Gujarat, aptly characterised as the first of its kind.'® It remains
the definitive work on the subject, displaying a thorough knowledge of the
monuments, an easy acquaintance with the texts, fine powers of analysis
and stylistic perception. Reviewing and criticizing earlier work, Dhaky
establishes securely the chronological sequence of Gujarat temples. Dhaky
played an important part in the study of architectural texts to whose inter-
pretation and critical assessment he brought an intimate acquaintance
with the monuments, actively cooperating with Prabhashankar Sompura
in bringing his work to light as well. In 1963 Dhaky published a mono-
graph on the ceilings of Gujarat temples.'® It again displays a felicitous
use of traditional architectural texts for the classification and also the
detailed elucidation of some of the finest examples of the architect’s craft.
It is one of the few typological studies of Indian architecture, a kind of
work for which there is much more room. Gradually, Dhaky also has been
abandoning dynastic nomenclature, using it as a ‘“‘convenient denomina-
tion’’' in his monograph on Solanki temples, and suggesting with consider-
able acumen, a regional classification instead by noting the stylistic distinc-
tions between the temples of Roda and Osia. This line of thought was

103 M.A. Dhaky, “Chronology of the Solanki Temples of Gujarat,” Journal of the
Madhya Pradesh Itikasa Parishad, No. g (1961), pp. 1-83.

104 M.A. Dhaky and J.M. Nanavati, “Ceilings in the Temples of Gujarat,” Bulletin
of the Baroda Museum and Picture Gallery XVI-XVII (1963), pp. 1-117.

105 Dhaky, ‘“Chronology of the Solanki Temples,”” p. 2.
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further developed in an article on a temple at Varman'® and more clearly
formulated in two articles published in 1967 and 1968."” In these he
divides the temples of Gujarat and Rajasthan into four categories, and,
consciously avoiding dynastic appellations, names them the Surastra, the
Maha-Gurjara, the Maha-Maru, and the Maru-Gurjara styles interpreting
the architecture of the region in terms of the development and interaction
of these four styles. His paper in the present volume develops this theme in
some detail, and sets out a basic methodology of far reaching significance
for the furtherance of our study, even if one were to differ from him in the
details. The Surastra style has been dealt with by him in an earlier mono-
graph on the “Maitraka and Saindhava” styles, a work unduly delayed in
the press (probably accounting for its dynastic title) and published in
1969.1%

In the brief sketch above I have tried to give some idea of where we
stand and how and why we are there. I have attempted to trace the devel-
opment of the main trends of thought, omitting perforce the work of a
large number of scholars who have also contributed to its advancement in
manifold ways. Progress seems to me to have been rather slow for a variety
of reasons only touched upon in this essay. It is clear, moreover, that the
promise of the brilliant beginnings have not been fulfilled if we remember
that Fergusson’s work in the mid-nineteenth century, considering the
comparative meagre nature of the resources then available, placed the study
of Indian architecture on a par with that of European architecture at that
time. The failure to pursue for some time the evidence of the architectural
texts and the living tradition, both so intimately linked, an advantage
enjoyed by us over historians of Western architecture, was certainly in-
hibiting. The inability to think of a temple 1n terms of those for whom it
was made, the negative aspect of Fergusson’s legacy, was finally over-
thrown by the work of Coomaraswamy who also breathed new life into
architectural studies by drawing our attention to the meaning beyond outer
form. And this was not the result of any assertion of nationalistic con-
sciousness, but has to be viewed instead as a new dimension given to

106 M.A. Dhaky, “The Brahmanasvimi Temple at Varman,” FOIB XIV (1966),

pp- 381-382.

107 M.A. Dhaky, “Kiradu and the Maru-Gurjara Style of Temple \rchitecture,”
Bulletin of the American Academy of Benares I (November, 1967), p. 35 and “Some Larly
Jaina Temples in Western India,” pp. 307-312.

18 M.A. Dhaky and J.M. Nanavati, .Maitraka and Saindhava Temples of Gujara!, Ascona

1969.
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scholarship by a group of eminent art historians. This brings us also to note
the relative isolation of art historians in our country to developments in
other parts of the world. As it is, art history in Britain was itself considerably
isolated from that of Europe and relatively backward until quite recently,
so that following the British tradition made matters even worse. The signi-
ficant and vital discourses of a rapidly developing discipline marked by the
work of A. Riegl, E. Lowy, H. Focillon, H. W6lfflin, P. Frankl, P. Mus and
J- Strzygowski, to name a few, have left us untouched except perhaps in a
limited way through the work of Coomaraswamy and Kramrisch. This is
not to say that Indian art history has to be imitative of the West in its
methods. Rather, it has to develop its own philosophical basis which may
be quite different from that useful for the study of Western art, and which
must grow out of its own cultural conditioning and historical characteristics.
Thus any aesthetic theory would have to take into account the relative
freedom of Indian architecture, as noticed by Fergusson, from any conscious
revivalisms as are seen to occur in the arts of the West. The point of view
advanced by Frankl and others which conceives of architecture as funda-
mentally a method of enclosing space would also have little relevance to
Indian sacred architecture in view of the nature of the Hindu temple, while
the thoughts of Andrae and Mus who interpret architecture in terms of a
comparative religious archaeology are surely of consequence. Analytical
concepts developed by Strzygowski or Wolfflin may or may not be per-
tinent for the study of Indian architecture; but what needs to be emphasised
is the necessity of entering into communication with their ideas as a means
of sharpening our own sensibilities and developing a methodology rooted
in a sound philosophical understanding of Indian art. Unless we are
constantly reviewing and reflecting over our own methods, and assessing,
reviewing and modifying them, something which has not been done often
enough, progress is only likely to be fitful and spasmodic.

It would, nevertheless, appear that the study of Indian architecture
is on the threshold of new and important achievements. The very number
of monuments that have been brought to light has increased tremendously
and though a great deal needs to be done in recording and publishing them,
I am simply amazed, as I read the fine reports of Burgess, that he should
ever have expected the work to be completed in a limited span of years.
Our task seems cndless, and seventy years later we are in no way near
completion. The texts, which were once shunned as inexplicable, arc rapidly
yiclding their meaning, thanks to the help of what survives of the living
tradition. A careful and well reasoned discussion on the basic system of
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classification is occurring, and innovative and fresh methodologies are being
put into practice. Chronological elucidation, so basic to any study of art
keeps on taking place, based on style, epigraphical evidence, history and
other tools, though, to the historian of art, style will ever be the predominant
criteria. Problems of form and style too are receiving increasing considera-
tion, and the tendency to conceive artistic style in terms of ornamental
motifs, the emphasis on shape rather than form is being steadily challenged,
not only in the study of sculpture and paintings but also architecture. Each
one of these modes of understanding has its relevance for the study of the
work of art; whether structural, formal, symbolical, or any other, each
point of view has its own part to play in the total understanding.

39



STELLA KRAMRISCH

THE TEMPLE AS PURUSA
(Plates 1—6)

The temple, prasada, should be worshipped as Purusa. This, a late text, the
Silparatna, says in so many simple words. But what is the Purusa as which
the temple should be worshipped? The notion of a sacred structure, the
altar, and subsequently, the temple as Purusa subsists over three thousand
years worded in texts, and over more than a thousand years set up as monu-
ment. It not only subsists; it forms and constitutes the very nature of the
temple in many styles, in many parts of India throughout the ages.

Every form of art, every great tradition, rests on certain assumptions;
if we do not wish to call them intuitive insights, or religious inspirations, or
revelations, we simply call them assumptions. And this fundamental as-
sumption of the Purusa shaped Indian thought and creative form from
the Rgveda onwards. Here we are primarily interested in form, in archi-
tecture as form, as a creative process which by its own tangible, visual,
mcans creates the equivalent of that pervading notion, the Purusa.

What or who is the Purusa? Rgveda 10.90 says He is the entire world.
From Him was born Virdj, and from Viraj, Purusa. This reciprocal rela-
tion of autogenesis requires some comment. Who is Purusa? Purusa is Man,
but Man is here a term of reference, the nearest at hand, if we experience,
feel and think allusively in referring to something which is beyond form.
Foris it not the message of created Form to convey that which is beyond
all forms?

Purusa, which is beyond form, is the impulse towards manifestation.
This impulse towards manifestation is experienced within creative man in
the image of Man as Supernal Man, Primordial Man, or the image of
“Man as the creative impulse.” This creative impulse, however, as soon as
felt and conccived, is immediately productive or procreative. From Him
was born Viraj. Virdj is cosmic intelligence ordering the process of mani-
festation; and from that cosmic ordering intelligence once more that very
impulse in a sclf-generating way is born. The relation in its timeless, ex-
treme logic is projected from Man, the experiencing microcosm, into his
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experienced macrocosm. This is the only priority between these two, man
and the cosmos. In each the relation of Purusa and Viraj is the same. They
are there, the one presupposes the other the moment creation begins. They
are the impulse and its ordering intellect, the latter as it were, latent as
well as imperious within the former.

The Agni-purdna, a much earlier text than the Silparatna, says that the
impact, Sakti, and Form, Akrti, of the temple is Prakrti. Prakrti is Primor-
dial Matter, that is Matter before it became matter, the principle of matter.

The principle of matter, its impact, Sakti, realized as Form, is co-
ordinated with Viraj, the ordering Intellect. Matter itself is measured out.
Whatever is material has its measure, its limit, its order. This order in the .
cosmos is reflected in the temple, the work of man, which to his own satisfac-
tion he creates as he assumes the creator to have created the cosmos. The
temple is Purusa conceived by means of Prakrti.

The Agni-purana, practically in the same breath, says that the door
of the temple is its mouth; the skandha, the platform terminating the trunk
of the superstructure, represents the shoulders of the Purusa; the biadra,
or projection, the arms; and thus down to the wall, the jarigha, or “leg,”
and to the very bottom, to the lowermost molding (paduka), the feet. The
names of these and other single parts of the body of man are transferred
to essential parts of the structural organism of the temple in its own right.
Neither their situation nor their proportions in the body of the temple are
meant to be compatible with or referred back to the human body.

The Agni-purana further says that the image in the temple, the pratima,
is the very jiva, the very life, of the temple. Such references are in the nature
of images. They are not meant to be taken literally; they act as points of
reference so that we may feel and see the living presence of that entity
called Purusa.

Other texts, earlier and later ones such as the Visnusamhita, and also
the Silparatna, speak about the Vairija form of the prasada, emphasizing
the Purusa as Virdj, the order, the measure, the intellectual function within
the creative act of architecture. Here, too, the brief references to the mouth,
the head, or mastaka, the janghd, or leg, that is, the vertical wall in its middle
portion, are just external marks indicating the living presence of the
Purusa. The living presence of the principle, the sza symbolized by the
image or Linga as a concrete form in the sanctuary, is efilarged and trans-
lated by the architect into the very structure of the temple, its conception
and form in any example, even the latest and even in those of no consider-
able artistic consequence, and not of Hindu denomination, such as the
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Jaina temple from Chittor. Even there the very principle of the Purusa
in thus organizing the manifesting impulse 1s built up in visual terms. The

, monument is indwelt by the presence of the Purusa which is manifest on

® the outside of the temple. Its effect relies on mass only, and mass which
is piled up so that it coheres visually, dynamically, while one shape rests
on the other without physical stress, without actual tension, yet on all
levels it progresses in all directions while visually its thrust is upwards.
In the most elaborate temples of the Nagara style, the dynamic movement
is at the same time organized in the opposite direction towards the center
of the building, the innermost sanctuary, in re-entrant angles.

In principle, the prasada as Purusa is meant to be seen from the out-
side. In the interior there is but the garbhagrha, the womb-chamber, a
stark, simple cubical space without the rich articulation of the exterior. Its
mystery lies in the realm of the female within Man, for it is the place of
gestation, generation and transformation, the place of the embryo and of a
new birth where Deity is made manifest by image or symbol. Sandhdra
préasadas, where the garbhagrha is ensconced in a double set of walls allowing
for an inner ambulatory, only seemingly belie the polarity between the
pristine secret of the garbhagrha in its simplicity and the intricate organiza-
tion of the exterior, in this case a double exterior of the walls of the prasada.

The texts on the prasdda as Purusa do not go beyond the assigning of
the names of the parts of the body of man to architecturally significant
parts of the structure, which, in its entirety is set up to be seen from the
outside only. The high superstructure has no interior to offer for this is not
meant to be seen. It is closed off from the garbhagrha, as a rule, by a flat
ceiling.

However, the total conception of the prasida as Purusa is given form
by the architect in terms of architecture. The order and coherence of the
architectural themes and motives forms as closely knit an integument as
is the skin of the body of man. The logic or pattern of the architectural
themes and motives is enforced by more than one factor, origins of a struc-
tural or technical nature being linked by sets of rules subservient to a sense
of proportion and rhythms which vary according to place and time.

Some of the ubiquitous, all-Indian motives are the curvilinear gavédksa,
or window, the vase, kumbha, the eaves of the roof; or chadya; others, like
the amalaka, the finial in whose circular shape is gathered the mass of the
Stkhara, and the Sikhara itself, are peculiar to the Nagara style, the major
temple form throughout the realm, that is to the exclusion of South India
only.
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All these shapes originally were functional parts of a structure. Em-
bodied in the temple and on its walls they retain some of their functional
meaning even though not fulfilling their original function: the gavdksa,
for instance, being here always a solid shape, carved anywhere on the
prasada, retaining its meaning only where heads of human or animal shape
are carved within its curvilinear frame and look out of these windows.

The rules regulating the use of these and other motives as parts of the
living, that is, architecturally alive integument of the temple wall are:
(1) diminution of the original shape in proportion to the size of the monu-
ment and further proportionally graded reductions in size of the same
motive on one and the same temple; (2) repetition of identical shapes
either in the vertical or in the horizontal, or vertically as well as horizon-
tally; (g) splitting of one entire motive into parts; (4) super-imposition in
the third dimension of one shape upon the other; (5) inscribing one motive
or theme into a different kind of theme or motive; and (6) contraction of
several themes juxtaposed and or superimposed according to the above
rules, into one complex new entity.

The diminution of the original shape, be it that of an entire edifice
or of part of it, has its most representative monuments in South Indian
architecture where the superstructure of the vimdna or its several storeys
(bhimi) is set with small temple (or house) shapes. These aedicules, which
according to their shapes are called kita, kostha, etc., are aligned by the
seventh century, as seen at Mahabalipuram, in a definite pattern where
their square and rectangular shapes alternate, forming a garland of aedi-
cules on each level (Pl. 1). Superimposed, their horizontal alignments
offer complex three-dimensional patterns set off by light and shade intervals
whose emphasis changes with the hours of the day and the seasons, offering
their planes to the light of the sun. The sequential order of the aedicules
together with its air spaces forms a rugged cortex as vital to the form of
the superstructure of an early Dravida temple as is the bark to the tree.
Like bark and skin, the architectural integument too changes with time.
Its age marks result from a tightening or slackening of the contour of the
aedicules. Their proportionate size too changes, they become not only
relatively smaller but also more flat than those of the Pallava temples of
the seventh century. They lose, together with their three-dimensional
completeness, their hard-edged crispness and simplicity. Never again was
the phantasmagoric mountain of the houses of the celestials piled high so
clearly to proclaim the prasdda as mansion and body of God.

While the several, graded diminutions of the size of a given shape are
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of an int