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General view of Muktesvara Temple : Bhubanesvara.
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Preface

EVEN if we intend to speak mainly about Orissan Sculpture

in this volume, we feel that there is a necessity of speaking
a few words about the approach to a study of Orissan Archi-
tecture. It is more important because the student of sculp-
ture must know the basic principles of temple architecture

before his study is complete.

Indian architecture has been approached by one of four
methods of which the studies of Fergusson, Prasanna Kumar
Acharya, Manomohan Ganguli and Havell are representative.

Fergusson and others after him such as Cousins or Rakhal-
das Banerjee, relied mainly on personal field observation.
While such means have provided most of the present
knowledge of Orissan architecture it has suffered in the past
from an important limitation. The workers from the west
together with their Indian counterparts, being trained 1n
Europe were out of touch with the Indian craftsmen and were
thereby without the source of insight into the traditional
approach to architecture. Asa result a false emphasis has
been placed in some of the historical reconstructions of the
Fergusson school on matters of secondary value and there has

been a corresponding oversight of important things.

Recently some Sanskritists like Ganapati Sastri and Prasanna
Kumar Acharya, have tried to add differently by studying
the canons of Indian architecture. They have succeeded in
restoring the text of a number of books but it has been found
that the Craftsmen (silpins) passed on their technical
knowledge by word of mouth and committed to paper only
such details as might more easily be forgotten by them. Such
details moreover are themselves often expressed in cryptic
form. The canonical books of the silpin are therefore in the
form of Mnemonic notes and consequently unintelligible to
others. These researches into Indian architectural science
have for this reason not proved as fruitful as was anticipated.



The third approach to the study of Indian architecture
is shown in the work of Ram Raj who having read the Sanskrit
text of certain silpasastras with the aid of local craftsmen,
then applied this knowledge to extant architecture in the
Deccan. In this way there was combined the craftsman’s
traditional knowledge, field work, and Sanskrit learning and
the results were consequently most valuable.

In 1912 an engineer named Manomohan Ganguly, also
a Sanskrit scholar and a wide traveller, applied this same
method to Orissan architecture. With an Oriya manuscript
of architecture in his possession he made his analysis with the
aid of local craftsmen and brought to the task his own
knowledge of Western architecture. He thereby succeeded 1n
restoring a great deal of the traditional knowledge of ancient
Orissa.

The fourth method of approach to Indian architecture 1is
that followed by Havell. Various forms are used by the artist
to express certain thoughts and the student of architecture
may concern himself either with the history of these forms or
else with those thoughts that they are intended to convey.
For Havell, Indian architecture was a doorway whereby he
could enter into Indian thought and civilization. Such
a method however calls for considerable penetration and the
findings are not of course subject to scientific verification.

If we care to go through the temples of Orissa with an
open mind then I am sure we shall be able to see all the
elements of a profusely rich sculptural tradition of our country.
The exotic beauty of these specimens is to be seen to be
believed, and I hope from this small collection of pictures the
readers will get some idea about their grandeur and excellent
craftsmanship.

Calcutta, A. GOSWAMI
Ist August, 1956



Introduction

BEFORE Havell discovered the beauties of Indian Art
and drew the attention of the World of Art to the peculiar

virtues of “Indian Sculpture and Painting”’ in his epoch-
making work published in 1908, Indian Sculpture was
generally regarded in Europe—as a peculiar freak of Asiatic
barbarism unworthy of the tribute then unanimously bestowed
on Greek and Renaissance Sculpture, and, judged by these
standards—the Sculptural products of India were looked upon
as unworthy of the label of Fine Arts. This view of the values
of Indian Art was aggressively expressed by Sir George
Birdwood, the then authority on Indian Art at South Ken-
sington Museum, when confronted with a beautiful Image
of the Buddha, the high @sthetic qualities of which Havell
analysed and expounded before a group of English connois-
seurs and critics. Birdwood had recorded his reactions in the
following words : ‘‘My attention is drawn to the photograph,
on my left, of an image of the Buddha as an example of Indian
“Fine Art”. This senseless similitude, in its immemorially
fixed pose, is nothing more than an un-inspired brazen image,
vacously sqinting down its nose to its thumbs, knees, and toes.
A boiled suet pudding would serve equally well as a symbol
of passionless purity and serenity of soul”. A group of
English artists, critics and connoisseurs immediately thereafter
sent a letter of protest against Birdwood’s villification of
Indian Art, which was published in the Times (28th February
1910) : ““We, the undersigned artists, critics, and students of
1 e S think that it would be a misfortune if the cirticisms
just cited were to go forth to India and elsewhere as the
expression of views prevalent on this subject among lovers of
art in the British Islands. We find in the best art of India a

lofty and adequate expression of the religious emotion of the



people and of their deepest religious thoughts on the subject
of the divine. We recognize in the Buddha-type of Sacred

figure one of the great artistic inspiration of the world™.

In fact, a month before, in January 1910 Roger Fry the
foremost English critic of the time, in another epoch-making
thesis (Quarterly Review, January 1910) gave a lucid presen-
tation of the gradual shifting of the point of view of European
critics—in the appreciation and the appraisal of the merits of
Oriental Art, generally, and of Indian Art in particular. In
pointing out the progressive outlook of European critics—in
the matter of gradual understanding and appreciation of the
peculiar @sthetic expressions of the Asiatic mind—in the Art
of Asia, the eminent British critic, said : ‘“‘Scarcely more
than a hundred years ago, Art meant for a cultivated
European, Graeco-Roman Sculpture and the Art of the High
Renaissance, with the acceptance of a few Chinese lacquers
and porcelains as curious decorative trifles. Then came the
admission that Gothic Art was not barbarous, that the
Primitives must be reckoned with, and the discovery of early
Greek Art. The acceptance of Gothic and Byzantine Art
as great and noble expressions of human feeling, which was
due in no small degree to Ruskin’s teaching, made a breach
in the well-arranged scheme of our @sthetics, a breach
through which ever new claimants to our admiring recognition
have poured. When once we have admitted that the Graeco-
Roman and High Renaissance views of art—and, for our
purposes we may concieve these as practically identical,—are
not the only right ones, we have admitted that artistic expres-
sion need not necessarily take effect through a scientifically
complete representation of natural appearances, and the
painting of China and Japan, the drawings of Persian potters
and illuminators, the ivories, bronzes, and textiles of the
early Mohammedan Craftsmen, all claim a right to serious

consideration. And now, finally, the claim is being brought
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forward on behalf of the Sculptures of India, Java and Ceylon.
These claims have got to be faced ; we can no longer hide
behind the Elgin marbles and refuse to look ; we have no
longer any system of @sthetics which can rule out, a priori,
even the most fantastic and unreal artistic forms. They
must be judged in themselves and by their own standards.
To the European mind of to-day, saturated as it is with some
centuries of representative art, there is always some initial
difficulty in thus shifting the point of view to one in which
likeness to natural appearances, as we understand them, can

no longer be used as the chief criterion of value”.

The bold and frank assertions of Roger Fry, quoted
above—not only provided a liberal charter of rights to the
master-sculptors of India—to present to the gaze of the world—
their novel and mystic conceptions of Form—as constituting—
a new system of @sthetics—and a new order of the treatment
and presonation of Forms—hitherto undreamed of in Europe—
confined and bounded by the narrow conception of Greek
and Renaissence Art,—but the charter also provided—the
liberty to European critics—to judge and appraise Indian
Sculpture by its own inherent and intrinsic standards,—a magic
eye-opener to beauties of a new order of plastic creations—

which have made a new contribution to the Art of the
World.

The Charter also provided an invitation to all European
critics to present their unbiased analysis and appraisal of
the beauties of Indian Sculpture,—an invitation which was
readily accepted by the critics—who came forward, one after
another,—to record the results of their studies—in this new
field of asthetic enquiry,—and, we find—Laurence Binyon
and Eric Gill from England,—William Cohn, Strzygowski, and
Stella Kramrisch from Germany, Auguste Rodin and Rene
Grousset from France,—joining—in a chorus of admiration of

IT1




the new order of plastic expression presented by the history

of Indian Art.

The documents of Indian Sculpture began to be surveyed
and studied in a critical spirit and placed in a chronological
sequence—demonstrating the progressive development from the
primitive stage—to the Classical fulfilment of the earlier
promise revealing an astounding revelation of a progressive
evolution from the pre-Mayurian to the Mayurian phase,—and
from the Mayurian to the Sunga development,—followed by
the Kusana School which soon led to the rise of the Gupta
School and, in the Post-Gupta phases,—branching off to the
remarkable manifestations—in the Medizval period (8th to
13th century )—in the brilliant Schools of the Amaravati, the
Pallava, the Chalukya, the Rastrakuta and the Cholas in the
South,—and, in the pulsating phases of the Pala, and the

Kalinga Schools in the North.

It was at one time believed that—Indian Sculpture had
completed its culmination—in the Andhra School of Amaravati
(Ca. 50-320 A.D.) in the South, and in the Gupta School
(320-600 A.D.) in the North. But a closer examination of the
masterpieces of the other culture-areas—led to a revision of the
earlier views as to the date of culmination. In an article
published in the Ostasiatische Seitschrift ( Jahrg. I, Heit I,
1912). Havell pointed out: “In intensity of imagination,
nobility of scale and grandeur of execution there are scores
of Indian monuments of a later date which belong to a much
higher asthetic plane than the Amaravati tope and rails.
The most perfect type of the Buddhist divine ideal, both In
conception and in technique, is found in Indian Sculptures
which probably belong to about the eighth century A.D.
Anuradhapura in Ceylon, and Borobudur in Java, have given
the finest examples at present known : The Saiva Sculptures
of Elephanta are masterpieces of the same School of about the
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