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PREFACE

IN two previous works I have endeavoured to lay down a
sound critical basis for the study of Indian sculpture and
painting : the present one deals with Indian architecture on
the same lines. The history of architecture is not, as Fergus-
son thought, the classification of buildings in archaological
water-tight compartments according to arbitrary academic
ideas of style, but a history of national life and thought. The
first duty of an historian of Indian architecture is to realise
for himself the distinctive qualities which constitute its
Indianness, or its value in the synthesis of Indian life. Fergus-
son only read into Indian architecture the values he attached
to it from his knowledge of Western archaology, and conse-
quently the only result of his magnificent pioneer work has
been to give the subject an honourable place in the Western
architect’s library among the books which are never read.
At the same time Fergusson’s authority among archaologists
has been so great that, except on minor points of classification,
his views of Indian history have never been seriously disputed ;
and the ever-increasing quantity of most valuable material
collected by the Archaological Survey of India year by year
is still religiously docketed and labelled according to the
scheme laid down by him forty years ago.

Indian architecture covers a field as wide as the whole
architecture of Europe, and therefore in this first attempt to
turn the study of it off the side-track in which Fergusson left
it I have limited myself to those chapters of it which have

vil
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most practical interest for the modern architect. And as
historical studies miss their aim unless they can make clear
the bearing of the experience of the past upon the actualities
of the present day, I have planned this work so as to make
evident to expert and layman alike the relation between
Indian architectural history and a great problem which is
exercising the public mind at the present moment—the
building of the new Delhi—and a question of much more
vital importance—the preservation of Indian handicraft.
For fifty years Indian departmentalism has followed a
system of building, demoralising alike to the architect and the
craftsman, which has been as injurious to the true interests of
the British Raj as it has been fatal to the development of art
and craft in India. Great Britain, like every other European
country, has slowly come to realise how prodigal she has been
in the last two centuries with her own handicrafts and all other
forms of artistic wealth which belong to national well-being
and are the true expression of it. What finer opportunity can
there be than the building of the new Delhi for inaugurating
a new architectural and educational policy which will remove
the incubus now pressing so hardly upon Indian craft and
industry, and at the same time give a great impulse to the new
movement for the revival of architecture in this country ?
The cthics of the present departmental system will not be
raised to a higher plane by removing the official architect’s
office from Simla to London ; the fineness of the architectural
effect of the new Delhi, academically considered, will not
justify methods which are ruinous to Indian handicraft. We
shall be more British by giving Indian craftsmen their due.
When all sincere architects in Europe are doing their
best to revive the principle of collaboration between architect
and craftsman which has been and will be the foundation of
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the true art of building in all ages, it would be a calamity both
for India and for this country if the only result of the building
of the new Delhi is the establishment of another departmental
school for teaching Indians modern pseudo-scientific methods
by which architecture, so far as concerns themselves, ceases
to be an art.

In working out the principal historical sequences I have
relied chiefly upon the documents which the buildings them-
selves provide : they are by far the most reliable, and the
deductions I have drawn from them can easily be checked by
the architectural student. Those who wish to enter into
further detail can follow up the various clues I have given,
either by investigations on the spot or by consulting the finely
illustrated works published by the Archzological Survey of
India ; especially the reports of the Survey of Western India
by Dr. Burgess and Mr. Cousens, Mr. Edmund Smith’s four
volumes on Fatehpur-Sikri, and the more recent reports pre-
sented by Mr. Marshall.

Fergusson and Dr. Burgess are my chief authorities for
chronological facts and measurements of buildings. I am
greatly indebted to the Secretary of State for India for per-
mission to use material from various reports of the Archao-
logical Survey, and also to Mr. Murray for the use of some
blocks from Fergusson’s “ History.” Mr. J. H. Marshall,
C.I.E., Director-General of the Archeological Survey of India,
has given me invaluable help with the illustrations. Dr.
F. W. Thomas, Librarian, and Mr. A. G. Ellis, Assistant
Librarian, India Office, have given me much assistance in
etymological questions. I have also to thank Professor Rhys
Davids and Mr. Abanindro Tagore for the information they
have very kindly furnished. For the loan of photographs I am
much indebted to Dr. A. K. Coomaraswamy, Colonel T. H.
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Hendley, C.I.LE., Mr. H. V. Lanchester, F.R.I.B.A., and Mr.
W. Rothenstein. Similar assistance in the illustrations has
been very kindly given me by Sir David Prain, Director of
the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Mr. and Mrs. Carl Melchior,
and by Mrs. Villiers Stuart. Messrs. Bourne & Shepherd ;
Messrs. Johnston & Hoffmann, Calcutta ; and Messrs. R. C.
Mazumdar, Benares, have kindly allowed me to reproduce
some of their copyright photographs.

Lo~pox,
March 1913.



PREFACE TO THE SECOND
EDITION

THE first publication of this book, fourteen years ago, brought
about a lively discussion in Parliament and the Press of the
architectural principles which should be observed in the con-
struction of public buildings in India. Since then the New
Delhi has been planned and built, and the question may be
asked whether the modern Western system of building adopted
has been fully justified by results, and how far Indian crafts-
manship has benefited by a project which is one of the most
costly, if not the greatest, ever attempted in India. This point
is fully discussed in the new chapter added to this edition. The
appendix has been enlarged by documents relating to the
petition presented to the Secretary of State for India in 1913.

Architectural practice in this country is again engaging
the attention of Parliament, and the Prime Minister in his
recent appeal for the preservation of old English cottages
declares that it is a public duty to see whether we cannot
‘““ once again tap the springs of craftsmanship which have not
flowed in this country for so long.”” This raises the question
whether it is beyond the capacity of our architects to tap the
still flowing springs of Indian craftsmanship for India’s benefit,
and whether it is necessary, or desirable, for our prestige as
rulers, to continue the present system which has been pumping

v
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those springs dry ever since our Public Works Department
was organised in India.

The wider issues involved in this question, which are
beyond the scope of an architectural work, were discussed
by me in an article in the Nineteenth Century and After,
December 1912.

E. B. H.

OXFORD,
April 1927,
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INDIAN ARCHITECTURE

CHAPTER I

HINDU AND SARACENIC ART—THE POINTED ARCH—THE
MIGRATIONS OF CRAFTSMEN—THE FIRST MUHAMMADAN
INVADERS OF INDIA

THE student who tries to thread his way through the some-
what bewildering mazes of Indian art is often confused by the
classifications and analysis of European writers. First, by
the Greco-Roman or Gandharan theory of the inspiration
of Buddhist sculpture; next by a misunderstanding of the
whole theory of Indian art in the medieval or Puranic period,
and by the sectarian classification of Buddhist-Hindu archi-
tecture ; and thirdly by the attribution of the masterpieces of
painting and architecture in the Muhammadan period to the
superior creative and constructive genius of Islam, or, as in
one notable instance, the Taj Mahall, to the art of Europe.

All of these misconceptions have their root in one fixed
idea, the belief that true @sthetic feeling has always been
wanting in the Hindu mind, and that everything really
great in Indian art has been suggested or introduced by
foreigners.

Fergusson, though generally far in advance of his time
in the appreciation of Indian art, was by no means free from
these prejudices, and his analysis of Indian architecture of
the Muhammadan period confirms the general belief of the
present day that between Hindu and Saracenic ideals there is

I
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a great gulf fixed, and that the zenith of Mogul architecture
in the reigns of Jahangir and Shah Jahdn was only reached
by throwing off the Hindu influences which affected the so-
called ““ mixed ” styles of Indo-Muhammadan art. Fergusson
distinctly declares that “‘ there is no trace of Hinduism in
the works of Jahdngir and Shah Jahan.” ! Though he does
not lend his great authority to the legend I have discussed in
detail elsewhere, which makes the T4j Mahall the creation of
an Italian adventurer in Shah Jahan’s service, he treats all
of Jahingir's and Shah Jahan’s buildings as not being of
Indian origin, but as entirely conceived by architects of
Western Asia, and suggests Samarkand, rebuilt by Timar
(A.D. 1393—-1404), as the locality which would throw light on
‘““ the style which the Moguls introduced into India.”

This persistent habit of looking outside of India for the
origins of Indian art must necessarily lead to false conclusions.
One may find primitive types, or any of the forms and symbols
which Indian artists moulded to their own desires, and trace
them back to their archaic roots in Chaldaa, Babylon, Assyria,
Persia, or Greece; but for the vital creative impulse which
inspired any period of Indian art, whether it be Buddhist,
Jain, Hindu, or Muhammadan, one will only find its source
in the traditional Indian culture planted in Indian soil by
Aryan philosophy, which reached its highest artistic expres-
sion before the Mogul dynasty was established, and influenced
the greatest works of the Muhammadan period as much as
any others. The Taj, the Moti Masjid at Agra, the Jami’
Masjid at Delhi, and the splendid Muhammadan buildings at
Bijaptir were only made possible by the not less splendid
monuments of Hindu architecture at Mudherd, Dabhoi,
Khajuraho, Gwalior, and elsewhere, which were built before

' “ History of Indian Architecture,” vol. ii. p. 288 (edit. 1910).
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the Mogul Emperors and their Viceroys made use of Hindu
genius to glorify the faith of Islam.

The Anglo-Indian and the tourist have been taught to
admire the former and to extol the fine @sthetic taste of the
Moguls ; but the magnificent architectural works of the
preceding Hindu period, when Indian sculpture and painting
were at their zenith, but rarely attract their attention, though
in massive grandeur and sculpturesque imagination they
surpass any of the Mogul buildings. Even the term “ Mogul ”
architecture is misleading, for as a matter of fact there were
but few Mogul builders in India. The great majority of the
builders employed by the Moguls—including not only the
humbler artisans but the master-minds which directed them
—were Indians, or of Indian descent. Some were professed
Muhammadans, but many were Hindus. Mogul architecture
does not bear witness, as we assume, to the finer asthetic
sense of Arab, Persian, or Western builders, but to the extra-
ordinary synthetical power of the Hindu artistic genius.

The truth of this statement can be demonstrated not
only from documentary evidence, which may or may not
be trustworthy, but from the incontrovertible record of the
buildings themselves. Western writers have been so eager
to seize upon the divergences between Muhammadan and
Hindu civilisation, that the common basis which underlies
them both generally fails to impress them. Even the main
point of difference which divided Muhammadens and Hindus
—the use of anthropomorphic symbols—was not by any means
essential to Hinduism ; and but for the differences, sectarian
and racial, which drove many Hindus into the service of
Musulméan states beyond the north-west frontier, the Muham-
madan conquest of Hindustan would have been hardly possible.

The fundamental antagonism between Hindu and Musul-
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man religious beliefs which we so often assume, never existed
at any time. The basis of Muhammad’s idealism was the
concept of the Unity of the Godhead—** There is One God ”’
—which is only a condensation of the Hindu concept of the
Godhead manifesting Itself in all things animate and inani-
mate. To the simple-minded Arab, cither a mariner on the
wide ocean or living in tents in the vast expanse of the lonely
desert, the idea of the Divine Unity made an irresistible
appeal : it sufficed to explain that infinite vastness of sky
and earth and sea which surrounded him everywhere by day
and night. His whole instinct of art creation was to draw
everything in pure outline silhouetted against the sky, as he
saw things in the glare of the open desert by day, or in the
mysterious splendour of star- and moon-light, like the rocky
coasts of Arabia seen from ships at sea.

All Arab design, whether in architecture, in the forms of
domestic utensils, or in surface decoration, was distinguished
by this feeling for pure outline and colour, rather than by a
plastic treatment of surfaces or the massing of forms for
contrast of light and shade in which the Hindu architectural
genius especially asserted itself. Practically all Saracenic
symbolism in architecture was borrowed directly or indirectly
from India, Persia, Byzantium, or Alexandria, though devout
Muhammadans put their own reading into the symbols they
borrowed, just as the carly Christians did with those they
borrowed from paganism.

Even the pointed arch only acquired from India the
religious significance which eventually led the Saracenic
builders to adopt it as their own, through the contact of the
Arabs with the Buddhists of Western Asia ; and thus the very
feature by which all Western writers have distinguished
Saracenic architecture from the indigenous architecture of
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India was originally Indian. If this proposition is opposed
to all architectural authority in Europe at the present day,
it is only because Western writers, through treating Indo-
Muhammadan architecture as a subdivision of the Saracenic
schools of Egypt, Spain, Arabia, and Persia, have left out
of account the great mass of historical evidence bearing upon
the arts of the West which is afforded by the architectural
monuments of India.

It is of course a recognised fact that a certain type of the
pointed arch was in use in Egypt and in Asia Minor even
before the days of Buddhism, and long before the Hegira.
But the mihrdb of Muhammadan mosques—the niche in the
wall of the sanctuary—and all its religious associations from
which the structural application of Saracenic arches started,
was not in any way connected with this early type.

The permanent mosques of the first Arab disciples of the
Prophet, like the churches of the early Christians, were in
most cases not buildings specially constructed for their own
ritual, but those belonging to rival creeds reconsecrated for
the worship of Allah. When the Arabs started on their
career of conquest the first objects of their iconoclastic zeal
were the temples and monasteries of the hated idolaters—
the Buddhists of Western Asia. After smashing the images
and breaking as much of their sculptured ornamentation as
offended against the injunctions of their law, the buildings
with the empty niches—the quondam Buddhist shrines—
remaining in their solid walls were often converted into
mosques.

The hallowed associations of generations of Buddhist
worshippers still clung to these desecrated shrines, and the
doctors of Isldim found it necessary to explain them in a
Muhammadan sense. Hence the mihrab—the niche of the
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principal image of Buddha—came to indicate the direction
of the holy city of Mecca ; it was traced in the sand or woven
in the prayer-mat as a symbol of the faith. The idea appealed
strongly to the Arab race, for every mariner saw the mihrab
in the bow of his ship and every desert nomad in the door of
his tent. " The sentiment of devotion which the image in the
niche formerly inspired in the worshipper was thus transferred
to the niche itself, and especially to the arch of the niche.
The arrangement of niches in Muhammadan houses and
palaces (Plate CII) was a secular adaptation of the shrines
of Buddhist monasteries. Here, then, was the psychological
germ of the pointed style of architecture—Saracenic and
Gothic—or of the idealism which was the motive force
behind it.

All the forms of the pointed arch which characterise
Saracenic buildings in the West are found in the niches of
the temples of the various Brahmanical sects in India which
inherited the early Buddhist traditions. Remove the images
and the sculptured ornament of the niches, and you will find
the ordinary Arab arch, the stilted arch, the foliated arch,
etc. The process of adaptation by which Indian arches were
converted into Saracenic, begun by the Arabs in Western
Asia in the first centuries after the Hegira, were continued
in successive centuries by all the Muhammadan invaders of
India—Arab, Afghan, Turk, and Mongol.

The contemptuous name which Arabian historians gave
to all the temples of the infidel in India—Boud-khéana, or
“ Buddha-house “—is one of the many proofs of the early
connections of Buddhism with Isldim. Buddhist influence
penetrated much farther west than the borders of Asia and
Europe. Professor Flinders Petrie has found evidences of
the presence of Asoka’s missionaries at Alexandria; and
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the resemblance of the so-called horse-shoe arch in Moorish
palaces and mosques of the eighth century A.p. and later to
the lotus-leaf arches of the seventh-century Buddhist chapter-
house at Ajantd (Plate I) can easily be accounted for by the
presence of the Indian craftsman in Egypt. Seeing that
Indian mariners carried on a regular trade with Egypt even
before the third century B.c., it is reasonable to assume that
Indian craftsmen often found their way there in later times.
No Western structural process by which this form of arch,
derived from bent cane or bambu, might have been evolved
independently is known to archzologists.

Modern European writers who try to trace the derivation -
of architectural style entirely from constructive or technical
processes would do well to note that the pointed arch in Arab
architecture was a purely religious symbol before it became a
distinctive structural feature in Saracenic building. The
symbolic idea connected with the pointed arch preceded the
general use of it as an organic structural feature in place of
the round arch and horizontal beam. It appealed to the
devout Musulmdn not because it was architecturally useful
and beautiful, but because it symbolised the two fundamental
concepts of his faith—God is One, and Muhammad is His
Prophet. It was the architectonic symbol of the hands joined
in prayer ; it pointed the way to Mecca and to Paradise, and
demonstrated mathematically the divine truth that all things
converge towards and meet in the One—the inverse of the
Hindu proposition.

M. Prisse d’Avennes, in his work ““ L’Art Arabe,” adopts
the ingenious theory put forward by M. Salzmann that the
different varieties of the Arab dome and the characteristic
““ stalactite ”’ pendentives which supported them were origin-
ally derived from the form and structure of the water-melon.
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He places sections of the latter and details of Arab buildings
in Cairo side by side to show the striking similarity between
them. We can very well admit the similarity without adopt-
ing the conclusion which the author derives from it—a con-
clusion which ignores entirely the religious idealism which lies
behind both Saracenic and Hindu art. If the Arab domes
and pendentives were derived from naturalistic motifs only
we should see the resemblance more marked in the earlier
examples than in the later. As a matter of fact there is no
such resemblance in any of the earliest existing examples ;
the illustrations given by M. Prisse d’Avennes are all of late
date, and merely indicate that some Arab builders, struck by
the similarity between their traditional architectural forms
and the structure of the water-melon, made the resemblance
more complete. When a Hindu recognised a resemblance
between his sacred symbols and any natural forms he dedi-
cated the latter to the deity represented by the symbol. Thus
the bel tree and many others became sacred to Siva on account
of the resemblance between its compound leaves and the
three-pronged trident of Mahddeva; but the latter symbol
was not derived from the natural forms.

There is nothing to show that the Arabs attached any
religious significance to the water-melon, either before or after
the time of Muhammad. On the other hand, the pointed
arch, or mihrdb, was a religious symbol before it was used
architecturally by the Arabs. The so-called stalactite pen-
dentive is simply an agglomeration of miniature mihrdb
niches! geometrically arranged to perform the structural
purpose for which it was intended. The pointed domes,

! The structure of the stalactite pendentives was in all probability derived from
the use of semi-cylindrical tiles, set in mortar, in place of brick corbelling or arches,
for the support of light domes,
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pendentives, and other characteristic features of pure Sara-
cenic architecture are therefore not to be derived from any
natural motifs, but simply from the application of their
religious symbolism to all the ancient constructive forms,
Roman, Byzantine, Egyptian, Babylonian, Assyrian, Phceni-
cian, Buddhist, and Hindu, used by the builders of the many
different races and creeds whom the Arabs employed.

For understanding the development of architecture in
different countries it is most important to realise that the
conventional nomenclature now given to different styles is
apt to be very misleading unless we recognise the very
cosmopolitan organisation of the building craft in the Middle
Ages as well as in previous periods. No class of society has
stood so strongly for religious tolerance and the principle of
the universal brotherhood of man as the master- bu1lders and
none have done more for the spread of civilisation, peace “and
goodwill among all men. However bitter religious and racial
animosities might be, the building fraternity knew none of
them. Pagan craftsmen built for Christian, Christian for
Musulméan, Buddhist for Jain and Hindu, Hindus for every
sect. The same rule applied to craftsmen of different races.
In times of peace the master-builders wandered far and wide
in search of lucrative employment wherever it might be found.
In times of war their lives were often the only ones that were
spared by the victors in battle or in the sack of cities, for their
services were highly valued by all combatants, even by bar-
barian marauders like the Huns and Mongols. Every new city
that was founded or great monument that was built drew to
it builders and craftsmen even from far-distant countries.
Thus we read of an architect from Ferghéna in Central Asia
building the Nilometer in Egypt, of Chinese craftsmen assist-
ing in the building of Baghdad, of Indian craftsmen in Japan,
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and of Persian architects employed in Cairo. If the master-
builders of the East had left written records of their travels,
we should probably know many Indian Marco Polos who
journeyed westwards as well as eastwards when Buddhism
was spreading its civilisation all over Asia.

When therefore we speak of Arab architecture and Arab
art, it is necessary to remember that few builders and crafts-
men were Arab by race ; we simply mean the different phases
of art and architecture which were evolved in different coun-
tries and by different races under the influence of Arab culture.
Dr. Gustave le Bon distinguishes twelve different styles of
Arab architecture, of which the only two which can be con-
sidered pure—z.e. not dominated by Byzantine, Romanesque,
Persian, or Hindu influences—are an Egyptian style, repre-
sented by the series of mosques dating from the tenth to the
fifteenth centuries, and a Spanish style, represented by Sara-
cenic buildings in Seville and Grenada. But even in Egypt
and Spain, the sources of inspiration of all that is typical of
pure Arab art and architecture were in India, Mesopotamia,
Persia, and Central Asia.

Though Saracenic and Indian art had this much in com-
mon, it is essential to remember that if India, from the time
of Asoka down to the early centuries of the Christian era, had
borrowed much artistic material from the countries with
which she had had intimate commercial and political relations
from time immemorial—Mesopotamia, Persia, and Central
Asia—she was at the time of the Muhammadan invasions no
longer a borrower, but a lender. Buddhist art had spread all
over Western Asia in the previous centuries, and Buddhist
Hindu art was at its zenith when India received the first shock
of the Muhammadan invasions. As the armies of Islam,
largely recruited from Tartary and Central Asia, came nearer
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to the north-west frontier of India, Saracenic art came into
closer contact with Buddhist-Hindu civilisation and became
more and more impregnated with Indian influences, until at
last Arab, Persian, and Central Asian art lost their own
individual identity as creative forces, and merged themselves
into different local phases of Indian art of which the @sthetic
basis was essentially Hindu, and only Arab, Mogul, and Mus-
lim in a political, ritualistic, and dogmatic sense.

History was, as usual, repeating itself in this ; for exactly
similar circumstances had arisen in the early centuries of the
Christian era, when the art of Gandhdéra, from being a pro-
vincial phase of Buddhist art with a strongly developed
Greco-Roman dialect, became gradually Indianised and
merged 1itself into the Indian @sthetic synthesis. The Sara--
cenic art which came into India had likewise been Indianised
before it crossed the Indus; for it was upon the basis of
Buddhist-Hindu civilisation that the two earliest styles of
Indo-Muhammadan architecture which Fergusson calls the
Ghaznavide and the Pathidn, had been built. It was in the
Gandhdra country that Mahmtd of Ghazni and his successors
had the centre of their power, and Indian builders were em-
ployed in constructing “‘ the palaces and public buildings,
mosques, pavilions, reservoirs, aqueducts, and cisterns ~’ with
which Mahmd’s capital was adorned “ beyond any city in
the East.” The builders were not the fighting Afghans, but
descendants of the peaceful Buddhist builders adapting their
art structurally as well as decoratively to the needs of a
militant instead of a monastic community, and to the sym-
bolism of a monotheistic creed.

The Muhammadan invaders of Hindustan certainly did
not have the same opinion with regard to the inferiority of

Hindu art and architecture, as compared with their own,
3
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which is commonly held by Europeans to-day. The Arabs,
before they came to India as conquerors, had drunk deeply at
many sources of Hindu culture; and though they detested
Hindu sculpture and painting on religious grounds, they had
the highest respect for the skill of Indian architects and
artists. Alberuni, the Arab historian who visited India in
ti®e. beginning of the eleventh century and knowing all the
architectural splendour of Baghdad at the height of its
glory, before it was laid waste by the Mongols, expressed his
astonishment at and admiration for the works of Hindu
builders. “ Our people,” he said, ‘‘ when they see them,
wonder at them and are unable to describe them, much less
to construct anything like them.”

With this we may compare the admiration of a later
Musulméin writer, Abal Fazl, Akbar’s chronicler, for Hindu
painting. “‘ It passes our conception of things: few indeed
in the whole world can compare with them.” Alberuni’s con-
temporary, the great Sultan Mahmid of Ghazni, in spite of
his detestation of Hindu idolatry, could not refrain from
expressing his admiration for Hindu builders. FIerishta tells
us that after the sack of Mathurd he wrote to the Governor
of Ghazni extravagantly extolling the magnificence of the
buildings and the city. *‘ There are here,”” he said, “ a thou-
sand edifices as firm as the faith of the faithful ; nor is it
likely that this city has attained its present condition but
at the expense of many millions of deenars nor could such
ahother be constructed under a period of two centuries.”*
When he returned to Ghazni he f)rought back 5,300 Hindu
captives, doubtless the greater number of them masons and
craftsmen, for building the magnificent mosque of marble
and granite known by the name of the Celestial Bride, which
' ! Ferishta, Briggs’s translation, vol. i. p. 59.
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he caused to be built to commemorate his triumphs. Seeing
how great the reputation of Hindu craftsmen was, and since
we know that Harolin-al-Rashid renewed the ancient inter-
course of Mesopotamia with India and had Indian ambas-
sadors at his Court, we may safely assume that Indian builders,
artists, and craftsmen were among those of other nations
which the great Khalif and his successors employed in the
building of Baghdad, just as Timir, the founder of the Mogul
dynasty, used them five centuries later in the building of
Samarkand.

When the Muhammadan dynasties-——Arab, Turk, or Mon-
gol—established themselves firmly in Hindustan, the reversion
of what we may call the pure Saracenic or Arabian character-
istics to the old Indian or Buddhist-Hindu types becomes
more and more evident. The stern simplicity of the Pathan
fortress style, which at first sight seems so very un-Indian in
conception, gave way to the luxury and elaboration of Akbar’s
and Jahdngir’s palaces. Of the thirteen local divisions of
Indo-Muhammadan architecture enumerated by Fergusson,
those of Gujerat, Gaur, and even that of Jaunpur, in spite
~of its pointed arches, are so conspicuously Hindu in general

-conception and in detail that it is evident at first glance that
the builders and craftsmen must have been almost entirely
Indian, and probably many of them Hindus. The Jami’
Masjid and other mosques of Ahmadabad are, as Fergusson
says, “ Hindu or Jain in every detail,” only here and there
an arch is inserted, not because it is * wanted constructively,
but because it was a symbol of the faith.” At first sight the
essential Indianness of the remaining Indo-Muhammadan
styles, as classified by Fergusson, is not so apparent. In two
of the most important, namely the Mogul and Bijapir styles,
Fergusson and all other writers have ignored the Hindu
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element entirely and treated them both as foreign to India.
Here, I think, they are as mistaken as the archzological
experts who have attributed the inspiration of Indian sculp-
ture to the Graco-Roman craftsmen of Gandhédra. It is
Indian art, not Arab, Persian, or European, that we must
study to find whence came the inspiration of the T4j Mahall
and great monuments of Bijdptr. They are more Indian
than St. Paul’s Cathedral and Westminster Abbey are English.



CHAPTER 1II

HINDU SYMBOLISM—THE DESIGN AND BUILDING OF THE
TA] MAHALL

WE have already seen that the religious idealism and philo-
sophy of the Arabs were summed up in the pointed arch.
What the mihrdb was to the Musulman, the lotus was to the
Buddhist and Hindu. The shining lotus flowers floating on
the still dark surface of the lake, their manifold petals opening
as the sun’s rays touched them at break of day, and closing
again at sunset, the roots hidden in the mud beneath, seemed
perfect symbols of creation, of divine purity and beauty, of
the cosmos evolved from the dark void of chaos and sustained
in equilibrium by the cosmic ether, akdsha. Their colours,
red, white, and blue,' were emblems of the Trimirti, the three
Aspects of the One—red for Brahma the Creator ; white for
Siva, the Divine Spirit ; blue for Vishnu, the Preserver and
Upholder of the Universe. The bell-shaped fruit was the
mystic Hiranyagarbha, the womb of the Universe, holding
the germ of worlds innumerable still unborn. The lotus
was the seat and footstool of the Gods, the symbol of the
material universe and of the heavenly spheres above it.
It was the symbol for all Hindaism, as the mihrdb was for
all Isldtn.

Closely connected with the symbolisin of the lotus was
that of the water-pot—the kalasha or kumbhu—which held
the creative element, or the nectar of imnmortality churned

! The lotus in Hindu ritual must be taken to include't' e water-lily (Nympheea)
as well as the sacred lotus of Egypt (Nelumbium).
15
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by gods and demons from the cosmic ocean. These two
pregnant symbols were employed in Indian architecture and
art, both structurally and decoratively, in an infinite variety
of ways. The open lotus flower is used as a sun-emblem on-
the Buddhist rails of Bharhut, SAnchi, and Amaravati; the
so-called ‘“ horse-shoe " arch of early Buddhist gables and
windows, derived from bent bambu, suggested the lotus
leaf; Buddhist and Hindu domes, constructively derived
from the bambu also, were made to imitate the bell-shaped
lotus fruit and sculptured with the petals of the flower. The
combination of the lotus flower, the bell-shaped fruit, and
the water-pot forms the basis of the design of most Hindu
temple pillars (fig. 20), the prototypes of which were doubtless
the carved wooden posts marking the sacrificial area, in the
ancient Vedic rites, to which the victims were bound.
Though the sacrificial element was excluded from Muham-
madan symbolism, there was nothing in the latter, either in
the abstract or in its concrete artistic applications, which
would seem new and strange to the Hindu. A Hindu crafts-
man would instantly recognise it as part of his own. If the
Musulman preferred to concentrate his thoughts on the Unity
of the Godhead rather than on Its infinite manifestations,
Hindu philosophy would not dispute with him on that account.
The pointed arch was only the familiar lotus petal, the eye
of the Gods, used constructively in a way the Hindu craftsman
did not usually follow, except in the construction of shrines
for his deities, for he preferred the beam and bracket as a
structural device ; yet he could easily construct it by placing
two brackets, or #wo series of brackets, opposite to each other.
The Musulméan dome in construction did not differ materially
from the Hind@ dome. All varieties of it had their Buddhist
or Hindu prototypes, and were classified in the Silpa-sastras,
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the canonical books of Indian craftsmen. Fergusson made
a great mistake when, after suggesting Timdr’s capital at
Samarkand as the place of origin of the style which the Moguls
“introduced into India,” he states that the ‘“ bulbous ’’ dome
which appears everywhere at that place was not known in
India in the fourteenth century, unless it was in the quasi-
Persian province of Sind. The ‘ bulbous” or so-called
Tartar dome was common in Indian, Buddhist, and Hindu
buildings centuries before it appears in Persia in Saracenic
buildings, and that most typical feature of Mogul architecture
was certainly not first introduced into India by Muhammadan
builders.

The dome which is distinctively Saracenic is not the
bulbous one, but the stilted Arab form characteristic of the
tombs of the Mameluks at Cairo (fig. A, Plate V). The dis-
tinguishing characteristic of this, which we may call the pure
Arab dome, is the perfect purity and simplicity of its whole
contour ; except for surface ornament in low relief, it is quite
unbroken ; only the springing of it from a circular drum or
polygonal base is sometimes marked by a plain band. This
type of dome is also sometimes fluted or ribbed. The finial,
as in all Arab and true Persian domes, is very inconspicuous,
being only a more or less ornamental spike projecting from
the crown of the dome, and not, like the Indian one, an
important member forming an integral part of the dome
itself. We shall see the importance of this for distinguishing
the Hindu element in Mogul design later on.

The prototype of this Arab dome is to be found in the
mud huts of ancient Mesopotamia, which are sculptured on
Assyrian bas-reliefs and are still found in village dwellings
of the present day in the neighbourhood of the ruins of
Babylon and Nineveh.



18 THE TAJ MAHALL

The Muslim Arabs perfected the primitive form, used
more permanent and costly materials, and lavished ornament
in relief and gorgeous colour upon it, but hardly varied the
form itself otherwise. The other types of Arab domes in
Egypt and elsewhere were borrowed either from Roman,
Byzantine, or Persian buildings.

Now, this type of dome, the only one in Saracenic build-
ings not borrowed from Roman, Byzantine, or Persian archi-
tecture, never established itself permanently in India. Indian
builders under Muhammadan rule borrowed largely Arab
geometric patterns and the splendidly decorative Tughra and
Kufic characters; they used also to some extent the Arab
stalactite pendentive and the Arab pointed arch, which was
also their own ; but the structural forms of Muhammadan
buildings in India, whenever they can be called Saracenic,
were nearly always Hindu adaptations of, and often great
improvements upon, the Saracenic types. The greater engin-
eering problems with which they had to deal, notably in dome
building, were solved in their own way. Neither the Arabs
nor the Persians had previously attempted them.

From this general analysis let us proceed to discuss in
detail the marks of their dominating creative genius which
Hindu master-builders have left on the great monuments of
the Indo-Muhammadan styles. It will make the point clearer
if we take first a typical and supreme example of the Mogul
period which exhibits the peculiar characteristics of Muham-
madan buildings of that epoch in their highest perfection—
namely, the T4j Mahall at Agra. It will better illustrate my
thesis because no authority, European or Indian, has yet
discovered in it the smallest suggestion of Hindu influence.
The whole controversy connected with the building of the
T4j has been concentrated on the story related by the
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Augustinian friar, Father Manrique, that its chief architect
was an Italian adventurer in Shah Jahin’s service, one
Geronimo Veroneo. As I have dealt with this question fully
clsewhere! I will not discuss it further here.

Fergusson, as noticed above, expressly excludes Hindu
influence from any of Jahangir’s or Shah Jahan’s buildings.
The characteristic Hindu roof of the upper pavilion in Itmad-
ud-daulah’s tomb and of the Golden Pavilion in the Agra
palace are sufficient proof that this statement is not precisely
accurate. But the T§j in its superb simplicity and purity of
form seems at first sight so great a contrast to anything that
Indian builders have created at any time before the Musul-
man conquest that the suggestion of Hindu inflyence might
be ridiculed as absurd. Every one would regard the T4j as a
typical example of pure Muhammadan art.

On the other hand, when we come to examine it more
closely, there is one thing which has struck every writer about
the T4j, and that is its dissimilarity to any other monument
in any part of the world. There is only one other building
which has been regarded as its prototype, and that is another
Indian monument, Humdayan’s tomb at Delhi (Pl. LXVIII).
So whether the designer of it was an Italian or of any other
nationality, the unique combination of excellences which
Western critics find in the T4j belongs to no Saracenic building
outside of India. We may analyse its details archaologically
and say this came from Persia, that from Arabia, and here is
something which dimly suggests the Italian Renaissance.
But when the archzologists have had their say, the fact
remains indisputable that whether we regard it as a whole for
the perfection of its proportions, the symmetry and just
balance of its structural masses, or for the exquisiteness of its

' See “ Handbook to Agra and the Taj " (Thacker, Spink, Calcutta).
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decorative details, we shall find no Saracenic building to
compare with it. Whatever it may be it is Indian, for even
if its chief architect were an Italian, he discarded European
models entirely and took those which India herself had created.

What is the significance of the fact that India is the
classic land of Muhammadan architecture? For it can
hardly be disputed that there are certain fine qualities in the
best Indo-Muhammadan buildings—qualities which are not
confined to the T4j alone, but are characteristic of all the best
examples of Muhammadan work in India—which entitle it to
be regarded as such.

An enthusiastic admirer of Muhammadan architecture in
Egypt and in Spain, Mr. Stanley Lane Poole, is constrained
to admit that the mosques of Cairo owe their peculiar charm,
not to architectural form or sound constructive principles,
but to their decorative beauty, ““ to tone and air, to association,
to delicacy and ingenuity of detail.” He quotes as a criticism
which is generally just the following words of another good
authority, Franz Pasha, architect to the Khedive’s Govern-
ment. “° While bestowing their full meed of praise on the
wonderfully rich ornamentation and other details of Arabian
architecture, one cannot help feeling that the style fails to
give entire @sthetic satisfaction. Want of symmetry of plan,
poverty of articulation, insufficiency of plastic decoration, and
an incongruous mingling of wood and stone are the imper-
fections which strike most northern critics. The architects,
in fact, bestowed the whole of their attention on the decoration
of surfaces ; and down to the present day the Arabian artists
have always displayed far greater ability in designing the
most complicated ornaments and geometrical figures than
in the treatment and proportion of masses. Although we
occasionally see difficulties of construction well overcome, as
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in the case of the interior of the Bib-en-Nasr, these instances
seem rather to be successful experiments than the result of
scientific workmanship.””?

Exactly the same criticism may be applied to Saracenic
architecture in Persia. Very few of the existing buildings,
however magnificent they may be in the decorative use of
painted tiles and tile-mosaic, can be compared with Indian for
beauty of architectural structure, scientific engineering, skilful
planning, and perfect masonic craftsmanship. The one con-
structive feature of Muhammadan mosques in Persia, the
great semi-domed portal, is praised by Fergusson as being “ a
perfectly satisfactory solution of a problem which exercised the
ingenuity of architects in all ages, but was more successfully
treated by the Saracenic architects than by any others.” ?
If Persian ingenuity first devised this most admirable struc-
tural application of the Arab mihrdb, the Indian architects
improved greatly upon their use of it, as one can easily see by
comparing the entrance of the mausoleum of the T4j, or the
- Buland Darwéaza of Akbar’s great mosque at Fatehpur-Sikri
(P1. LXXI) with any Persian examples. The grandly recessed
portals of Indo-Muhammadan buildings never seem out of
harmony with structural intentions; they arec so finely pro-
portioned and perfectly adjusted to the whole building as
never to disturb the balance of the architectural design with
their colossal dimensions. In Persian mosques their effect is
equally imposing in a decorative sense, but structurally their
design is vastly inferior to Indian examples, for the whole
facade to which they belong looks more like a temporary
screen or hoarding put up to make a display of gorgeous colour
than any part of the building itself.

! ““ Art of the Saracens in Egypt,”” Stanley Lane Poole, pp. 89-go.
2 “ Indian Architecture,” vol. ii. p. 297 (edit. 1910).
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‘“ Stalactite "’ pendentives and similar structural or orna-
mental devices were also borrowed frequently by Indian
builders ; but in this again the superiority of the Hindu to
the Saracenic craftsman is conspicuous, for the adaptation is
always used in India with perfect taste and structural pro-
priety. In the Alhambra the pendentives and the soffits of
arches were overloaded with ornaments in such a way as to
destroy entirely the appearance of strength.and stability which
1s essential to good building design. One might imagine that
vast swarms of wild bees had built gigantic nests under the
arches and domes. Indian builders knew the ethics of their
art too well to perpetrate such an outrage.

There can be only one explanation of the manifest archi-
tectural superiority of Muhammadan buildings in India to the
monuments of Saracenic art in other parts of the world,
whether it be in Egypt, Arabia, Persia, or Central Asia. It
1s that in the eighth and ninth centuries of the Christian era,
the time of the first Muhammadan invasions of India, the
Hindus were—as both Albertni and Mahmad of Ghazni bore
witness later—the master-builders par excellence of Asia, and
probably of the whole world. The impact of [slam upon India
brought new ideas and stirred Indian builders to new creative
efforts, but Hinduism was as superior to Islim in the arts of
peace as Isldim was to Hinduism in the arts of war. The
Arabs, Tartars, Mongols, and Persians who came into India
had much to learn from Hindu civilisation, and it was from
what they learnt and not from what they taught that Muham-
madan art in India became great. The Taj Mahall belongs to
India, not to Islam. :

Obviously it is necessary to find something more than
general proofs to make such an assertion acceptable. The
specific proofs which are necessary the T4j itself also supplies.
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The Indianness of the general impression made by the T4j is
borne out by a detailed examination of its structure. First
one may remark that the weakness which is found in most
Saracenic monuments, except when they are based upon
Roman, Byzantine, or Hindu models, namely that in the
massing of structural form they are only completely satis-
factory from one point of view—the direction in which the
believer turns towards Mecca—is not apparent in the T4j and
is seldom found in Indo-Muhammadan buildings. It has what

T p—

I16. 1.—Plan of T4j Mausoleum (from Fer- F1G. 2.—Roof Plan of Chandi
gusson’s ‘‘ Indian Architecture ). Sewa, Java.

the sculptor calls a good all-round design artistically pleasing
from all points of view. This sculpturesque or architectonic
quality, which is generally lacking in pure Saracenic buildings,
belongs pre-eminently to Hindu architectural design: the
Hindu builder was a sculptor as well as a mason, having
acquired his skill at Elephanta, Ellora, and Ajantd in many
generations from dealin