THE ORIGINS OF SUKHODAYA ART
by
H, G. Quariich Wales, Ph. D., Litt. D,

The problems concerning the origing of Sukhodaya
(Sukhot'al) art are of interest far beyond the ecircle of those
who specialize in Siamese culture.  Since they refer to a period
that is relatively near to us in time, there is a chance they may
help us to know more of dome of the principles that were also
involved in the formation of the earlier Indianized arts of South-
east Asia.,  Reciproecally, viewed in this wider perspective, it may
he that we can identify faetors in the making of Sukhodaya art
that would not be so veadily recognizable if our field of study
ram aing too narrow.

In considering the Indianization of the earlier peoples of
South - eagt Asia, T came to the conclusion that a people might
undergo extreme Indianization, in- which case their art was never
more than a copy of the Indian, as for example at Dvaravatl or
the Pagun kingdom of Burma; or they might undergoe thorough
but not extreme Indianizaion, in which cage they retained certain
preferences or o way of doing things of their own. This led them
to mould Indian culture in a certain digtinctive way, which gained
in foree ag the Indian influences declined. Examples are Champa,
eentral Java and the kingdom of the Khmerg. A third possibility
wag that a people in a peripheral loeality might remain marginal
to Indian culture, and have only a limited cognizance of the
Indian enltural pattern. An example would be pre- Majapahit
Bali, or West Java, or, to go outside South - eagt Agia, China under
carly Buddhist influence. Such marginality may be a stage leading
to fuller acculturation, or after a time the Indian influence may
recede withont ever having been very dominating.

Now it geems to me that we can best understand certain
chavacterigtics of Sukhodaya art if we regard the Thai people
when still undey Khmey vile, and indeed for gome tiing after they
achieved their independence, us being marginal to Tndian enlture.
I am using here the term Indian culture in a wide sense, to



114 .G, Quaritch Wales

include all derived manifestations. such as Khmer, Sinhalese,
Dvaravati, ete. Tn reading King Rgina K'amhoéng’s famnous inscrip-
tion, it appears to me that the prominence there accovded to
animisny, not only in the popnlar belief, but also in the official
religion, stamps the Thai of that thme as still Leing marginal.
Moveover, the paternal rule, the freedom from taxation and go
on, are really indications of a gimpler social organization, nntram-
meled as yet hy any striet attention to Indian codes. Do we not
all realize in the world of today how the complexities of modern
life, which we arve all supposer‘lf to relish, liave to he bought at the
cost of a great many rules and regulutions, and especially a very
heavy burden of taxation.

Tt is in this context of marginality to Indian culture that
the high gquality of the best Sukhodaya scealpture is most readily
understood.  Had the Indianization been morve thorough during
the sarlier part of the period, iconovgraphy not plastic conception
would have been the overruling characteristic.  This would have
prevented the universality of appeal that enables us to recognize
the finest Bukhodaya senlptures ag among the world’s greater arvt.

I do nol need to enter upon an analysis of Sukhodaya
sculpture because this has already been done in o truly admirable
manner by Mr. A, B, Griswold in hisg article * The Buddhas of
Sukhodaya nloq fully agree with his conclusion that, while no
doubt the Puli commentaries, and probably Dvaravati, Bayon and
Ceylon images provided the iconographical points, in muking the
primary Sukhodaya Images the highly gifted Thai sculptors were
very free to follow their own trance impressions, which would be
to gome extent influenced, consciously or unconsgeiously, by the
living models provided by the monks of the day. And here I
must mention an interesting point contributed by M. Coedés. In
a recent article he 1'epeats,2 what he had already ohsgerved many
years ag0,5 that the aguiline noses and small ching of the Thai

v 1. Archives of the Chinese Are Society of America, V11, 1953,

2. G. Coed?s, “ L'art siamois de lepoyue de Sukhodaya ( XII-XIV siecles ):
circonstances de son eclosion, “ Ars Asiatiques, 1965, p. 292,

3. G. Coedés, #*India’s Influence upon Sjamese art,’” Indian Art and Lerrers, 1930
p. 36 .
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soldiers figured on the 12h century Angkor Wat veliefs contrast
strongly with the straight voses and wide chins of the Khmer
soldiers immediately following. On the other hand the Thai
facial features clogely resemble those of the Sukhodaya Buddha
images.

To me, at any rate, this statug of marginality to developed
Indian enlture is an aid to appreciating what Mr. Griswold hasin
mind when he says of Sukhodaya sculpture that ‘it veally comes
nearer Lo Gupta art in spivit than DvAravat] art itself ever
came.” 4 Tt T were to choose a comparable parallel anywhere in
Soath - east Asia, it would be the beautiful and very nearly cou-
temporary figures of

]

5

“ageetics ¥ produced in the West Javan
kingdom of Pajajavan.’ Orv outsgide the South-cast Asian region
we might think of Chinese Buddhist sculpture after 500 A.D.,
when thig had produced a style of its own.b

As My, Griswold has g0 ably demonstrated, to think in
terms of iconographical influence from this or that centre of
Indian culture could give us but a very impertect understanding
of Sukhodaya geulpture,  But with architecture I think that the
gituation ig different, Here the Thai, in the construction of
Buddhist buildings, decorated in the appropriate manner, would
probably have lesgs personal experience to enconrage a departure
from the spirit of their teachers’ ideals, That at leagt is my
working hypothesis, The identification of these teachers, and the
nature of the foreign influences that were at work, hecome a
much move important consideration in the study of the architec-
ture than in that of the geulpture. It i8 essential to an under-
gtanding of the genesis of Sukhoduya art as a whole, and indeed
of Silamese culture generally.

For a critical analysis we have to set out almost from
gerateh,  Sukhodaya arehitecture, perhaps hecause it lacks the

4., loc. cit., p. 27.

5. R. Heine-Geldern, ¢ Vorgeschichtliche Grundlagen der Kolonial-Indischen
Kunst ", Wiener Beitrage zur Kunst- und Kulturge-schichre Asiens, vol. vili; 1934, figs.
12, 15, 16. .

6. O. Siren, *“Indjan and other influences in Chinese sculpture’’ in Swdies in
Chinese art and some Indian influénces, India Society, London, pp. 28. 29,
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univergality of appeal of the sculpture, has not yet attracted the
attention of art histovians, and we have practically only the
descriptive aceounts of visiting ¥rench architects.

The Thai of Sukhodaya were undoubtedly most eager to
learn, and were alveady showing that highly developed power of
aggimilation which Prince Damrong rightly pointed out to he one
of the leading Sinwmese characteristios at all periods. Now from
whom were they learning? In hig vecent article M. Coedds,
digcussing the political and psychological cirenmstances in which
Sukhodaya art oviginated, hag sought to show that bhoth the
peculiaritios of the sculpture and of the architecture arose from
a desire, perhaps unconscious, for expression.in a manner which
would be exactly the oppogite of the Khmers, from whom they
had just obtained their independence. But when we congider how
frequently conquerors, such as the Mongols in China, have been
ready to learn from their enemies of more advanced cultural
attainments, this golution does not commend itself go well ag it
might seem to do at first sight, It is indeed curious that M,
Coedds expresses no surprise when he goes on to mention that the
Thai of Ayuthya, who in the very next century invaded Camnbodia
more than once, and 8o can have cherished no very strong love
for the Kluners, were yet ready to change all their lawsg and
gystem of government to accord with the usages of the Khmer
capital, as well a8 to accept a good deal of influence in art and
royal ceremonial. Clearly we should be wise to congider whether
ksome other influence might not have heen attracting the attention
of the Thai of Sulkthodaya which would account for the pecnliarities
there ohgervable.

In my studies of the development of the earlier Indianized
cultures T have found it most valuable alwayg to bear in mind the
important principle of stimulus and response, which ig a most
active fauctor in culture change. For example, while Philippe
Steru spoke of the Chams at the end of the IXth century looking
vound - for new iuspirzit-.ion ad o reaction againtst their .own
previous art, I preferred to think vather in terms of response to
a stimulus, in this cage the shimulns of Indo-Javanese art, which
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about that time was also inRaencing the Khmers? 8o now here,
in the light of that conclusion, and in the hope of testing the
prineiple further, 1 look round to digcover whether some new
stimulus, Lor the time belng more active than that of the Khmers,
wag eliciting a response from the Thui.

The result of this enquiry i even better than wmight be
expected. T find not only that a stimulus from Ceylon—-1-nge the
word not to imply a momentary lmpulse but o wave of influence
lasting some thne—1 find that guch a stioulus from Ceylon must
have not only been powerfully affecting Sukhodaya since itg
independence, but that the game  gtimulus was, and had indeed
for gome time before, heen strongly affecting the Khmerys, Hina-
yanist influences from Ceylon had bheen active in Cambodia even
in the XIIth century, aml late in the XIIlth Chou Ta-kuan
speaks of the Hinaydna as one of the three chief religions of the
capital, where it appesled especially to the oppressed masges. So
inimical indeed was MHinaygua Buddhisin o the old established
order’ a'm.ung the Khmers that Briggs in lis book Phe drcient
Khmer Hm jn"re, speaks of the movement as forming u veritable
“fifth column,'$

Thus we gee that both the Siamese and the Khnvers in'the
XIIIth century weve regpounding to this powerful new stimulus
from Qeylon. 1f rvesulting forms of religious architecture: were
thenceforward different from the elassical products of the Khmeors,
that ig not because the Thai were avoiding Khmer styles, but
because the  Ceylon  influences were different, - The situation .is
therefore the same ag with the sculpture, where the facial features
of the Sukhodaya images are go different from the Khmer images,
not becanse Thai gculptors were looking for the . opposite bus,: at
leasgt in large measure, because the Thai physiognomy happens to
be different from the Khmer. n ‘

‘ 1 want now to emphasize the strength of the Ceylon
influence that is exhibited in the Sukhodaya.architecture, and
espectially to draw z'xtterition‘to gome important points that have

8. L. P. Briggs, The Ancient Khmer Empire, Philadelphia, 1951, p. 242.
M »!:JI:; LY
S, Society:s .
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heen overlooked by aother obscrvers, But I do not wigh to give
the impregsion that Khiner influence was completely in abeyance
at Sukhodaya; it was simply very secondary as compared with
the Sinhalege. The contingent of Thai that we sec on the Angkor
Wat bas-reliefs had clearly imbibed minething of Khmer militavy
methods, and no donbt they made use of what they had learnt
when they rebellad and took Sukhodayva, apparently by frontal
aggault. King Rwma K'amhéng Qid not disdain 1o make the genipt
he had learnt from the Khmers the hasis of the new alphabet he
introduced, So too with architecture. Coedis,® gays that the
Thai did not want to build Khmer type temples, of which they
had an example under their eye in Wat 1'va ’ay Luvang, built at
Sukhodaya by the Khmers in the XI{th or XIIth century when,
the city wag still under Khmer rvule. Nevevthelegs, it is at
Sukhodaya, though the date is vncertain, that the 'Thai huilt Wat
Sigavai, in whicll the modifications that transtormed the Khmer
prasad-into the Ayuthyan prang have alveady started,  Leaving
thig agide, by reagon of ity uncertain date, one can easily sce that
Khmer pediment horders, ending in wagas, were integral parts of
many of the Buddhist shrines at Sukhodaya. In fact, it appears
likely that a basic type of Buddhist reliquary, to which 1 ghall
vefer Iater, was introduced by the Khmers, The Kluner influnence
wag only temporarily overshudowed by the intense stimulas from.
Ceylon. Set in. motion by King Parakvagma Bahu of CGeylon
towards. the end of the XUth century, this wave logt most of its
tfovce after o century or so, with the congequence that Khmer
influences in. art ounce more bhecame parvawnount at Ayuthya, ands
even had some cousiderable effect on the stute veligion, mainly

ag regards the royval ceremonies.

I shall now briely mention some Sukhodava and Sawan-
kalok temples in whiceh Sinhalese influence is wé]l-known, having
already been recognized by other obgevrvers. Fivst, there is the stupa
of Wat Chang Liom, in which the base appears to he supported by

a row ofs elephantsg, in n manner typical of Ceylon. Then there is

9. Ares Asiatiques, 1955, p. 283
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Wat Sri Chamn, with ity remarkably thick-walled vihara, through
which an interior staircase takes one to roof level. This severe
looking building wust have heen modelleéd on the XITIth century
Thupargma at Polonnarnwi. Jevlon,  The latter hag a similar
interior staiveuse which takes one up to a parapet, I still re-
member how, when 1 visited Ceylon a vear after my vigit to
Sukhodaya (which was in 1927) what a strong impression this
resemblance made on me at the time. Tt was of course in Wat
SrT Chum that the series of fine outline drawings of Jataka
seenes wag found, their style closely approximating to certain
Xilth ecnsury Polonnaruwa paintings,  One in particular may
be mentioned lheve, hecause it shows the kind of roval crown
Trom which the Siamese crown was later developed in a much
more tupering form, in accordance with a general tendency in
art to which T shall be returning.  As to Wat Mabithit, Sawan.
kalol,, T only wish to point out the typically Sinhalese post-and-
rafl stencture that is such o noteworthy feature there.

Booanuch for what ig already familiar,  Now T propose to
congider w type of huilding, kiown ag the cheds T'hai, which
certainly presents the vreatesl problems-in Siamese architecture,
awd for whieh no satisfactory soliution hag hitherto been proposed,
Perhapg the most outstanding example is the main ¢hedi of Wat
Mahgthit, Sukhodaya. Before congidering the chedé proper, 1 will
deal with the four unnexes, one having been buailt on to each side
of the bagement. © Tn'pavticular T wish to congider the degign of
the pediment horders (Iig. 1). Thig has been much migsunderstood
in the pagt, with the result that a most important document
bearing on the strength  of the Sinhalese influence hag leen
overlooked.

It will he noticed that the prinecipal features are a simha
mulcha ov kals head trom which depend bands entering the months
of inward-facding makarus, whose feet and somewhat Teafy tails
can be casily distinguished. Now Olaeysl0 dismissed these annexes
as heing of Khmer style, an opinion which  wag uneritieally

10. 1. Y. Claeys, Archaeologie du Siam, p. 57
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accapted by le Mny.“ Parmentier, writing about the same time,12

knew bhetter than to turn to a Khmer model, for he was aware
that long before this period the makara had been replaced by the
naga. However, he did no more.than note its analogy to primitive
Khmer and ancient Indian arches. He did not think in terms of
the contemporary influences which went to the formation of
Siamese arvt. If one does g0, one is hound to make @ comparison
with the remarkable arch in the Lankitilaka temple, C.P. Ceylon,
which was built in A.D. 1342, a time when the revived Gupta
traditions of the Polonnaruwa period were still active in Ceylon
(Fig, 2). One cannot doubt that this was precigely the sort of motif
that was available a hundred or o years earlier when Sinhalese
influence wag fivst making its full power Lelt in Siam.,

In the Sukhodava pediment bhorder the main decorative
features are the rosette in the centre and, mmning‘ n;lo‘ng the
band, the spiral design with the volutes forming expanded
flowers. One may also mention that the double spiral below is
well known in mediaeval Sinhalese art. 13 Now if we turn to the
arch in the Lankatilaka temple of A.1. 1342 in Ceylon we sve
that the simbamatkho and makaras, the latter retuining more fishy
tailg, ave very similar.  The band itself is differently decorated,
and Coomaragwamy in- hig great hook on mediaeval Sinhalese art
says that * the intermediate gpace (of the band) is variously
treated.” 14 It may therefore be that mekara arches decorated
in the way we find at Sukhodaya are alsv known in Ceylon, not
necessarily in architecture.. Or it may be that we .owe the
pleaging: combination to, Siamese initiative:: . Actually in the
Lankatilaka temple the hand is decorated. with small kinneras in
human form. But the floval volute design is certainly  familiar
511 mediaeval Sinhalese art, for example in 1‘)001{ covers (Fig, 3). 15

11 R le May, 4 Conrmc. History of Budd/mr Are in Siam, Cambridge, . 938, p. 11, :

12, H, Parmentier, ¢ L’art Pseudo- Khmer au Siam et le Prang” joumal (m.anr
*“India Soc, , 1937, p. 109 Lart lr(hmcmrul Hindou dans P'Inde et en Exerme Orient, 1948,
"p. 190,

13. A. K.,Coomaraswnmy, Mediaeval Sinhalese drt, Toondon, 1908, fig. 53,

14. ibid., p. 84.

15, bid., tig, 31. v



Iig. 1. Wat Mahathat, Sukhodaya.

{From L. Fournereau, Le Siam Ancien)

Fig. 2. Lankatilaka Temple, C.P. Ceylon.
( After A.K, Coomaraswamy, Mediaeval Sinhalese Art, London, 1908 )
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Fig. 3 Design on Sinhalese Book Cover
( After A K- Coomaraswamy, Medigeval Sinhalese Art, fig. 32)

Fig. 4. Wat Chedi Chet Theu, Sawankalok
( Author’s Copyright)



Fig. 5 Wat Chedi Chet Théu, Sawankalok

{ Author’'s Copyright }

Fig. 6, Stwpa of Prah Khau Pursat

( After H, Parmentier, L'Arc Architectural Hindou,
fig. 144, Permission to reproduce requested
from L'Ecole Francaise d’Extréme Orient)




Fig. 7. Wat Chedi Chet Théu,
Sawankalok: the main chedi

{ Authnr’s Copyright)
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Fig. 8. Wat Arannik, Pitsnulok
( After J.Y. Claeys, L'Archacologic du Siam. Permission to reproduce requested
from L'Ecole Francaise d'Extréme Orient)
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Fig., 9. That Phong Pheng, Ban Na Sui Tranninh

( After H. Parmentier, L'art Architectural Hindeu . ...
fig. 198, Permission to reproduce requested from
I'Ecole Francaise d’Extreme Orient)
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I mentioned kinnaras ag forming the decoration of the
band in the Ceylon arch, and it may well e that this points to «
Sinhalege orvigin of the Ainnaras that terminate the pediment
horders of one of the other annexes of Wat Mahathat. Cerbuinly
nothing comparable can he found in Khmer art.

T have already mentioned one or two typically Sinhalese
decorative motifs, and I would not he surprized if much of Thai
ornament iy clogely related to that of Ceylon. Bubt such a com-
parative study has not yet been carried out. Oue temple at
Sawankalok, Wat Nang Phya, hag a vihgra which is, or was,
largely covered with a vich orpament in stuceo. Tt should provide
the most valnable material for such a gtudy,

Now I come to the question of the ovigin of what is |)el'llzpi)s
the inost distinctive type of structure in Siamese architecture.
the cheds T hai, of which a good ux(uuplu is the wain chedi of Wat
Mahgthat, Sukhodaya. So Lfn- we have only heen consnlerm,g its
annexes, which do not seem fo be essential to this type of tower-
like building. Now let us consider the chedi itself more clogely.
One may say that it consists of three major portions, a basement
in several stages, a more or less cylindrical mt pilastered central
portion, crowned by a slightly bulbouy, rather elongated stnpa.
“Whether thig form of tower is a creation of the Thai or the
' wrote Coedds in
1930.16 T ‘think we shall find that both factors had a part in its
productmn. ‘

regult of some foreign influence T cannot say,

At the game Luno L()G(]bs went o Lo guggest tlmt the
structure pl'ob'mblv )'eprcsculs a religuary in the form of a fune-
rary urn, raigsed on a. high pedestal. 17 am afraid that here. I
1nuét disagree, If theve iy any ]elcmtmnshm to the hmorm'v ury,
! think it must cer .unly be the other way ronnd. I propose (o
show that the p11asters with cornice and, plinth, of the central
portion, are architectural elements that Imv been reduced by
c(,rtoun ch anges to vedtigial iorm o

16, G, Coedés; “India’s inflience upon Siamese Art,”” Indian Arr & Letters, 1930,p. 34
17, Ibid., and Ars Asiatiqnes, 1955, p. 285,
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At Wat Chedi Chet Thén ot Sawankalok, one can sce side
by side the type of shrine that 1 believe to have heen the original
forny, and the finished cheds T'hai (o vather small example) that
wasg developed from it (Fig. 4). The former is a simple type of
prasad, or sanctuary tower, in which most of the upper fictive
stages have been replaced by a Buddhist stupe. In the developed
cheds Thai the stages of the bagsement have been consgiderably
heightened, the prasad proper hag lost its porchies, veal and false,
and the pilagters have been mnch redueed.

On the other side of this chedd That there stands a
structure that appears to represent another experiment, that of
raising the reduced prasud, not on a high tiered basement, but
on the shoulders, as it were, of another prasad. Probably the
weight and other mechianical diffienlties were disadvantageous to
Certainly the prasad
raiged on a high solid busement was adopted ag the definitive

the general acceptance of this experinient.
]

type, and built as the main velic shrine in the chief temples of
Sukhodaya and Sawankalok. The mixed type i8, however, of
gpecial interest as showing the raised p?'dsad‘ though reduced in
size, gtill retaining its pilastevs and false porches.

Now let us consider more closely the oviginal type of
pragad which was at the start of this evolution (Fig. 5). We may
exanmine onc of those existing at Wat ChediChet Théu, The combina-
tion of prasad with crowning Buddhist sfwpe, that constitute the
building, is found also in Burma, Java and Cambodia, and.the
idea seems go obvious that it may well have occeurred indepen-
dently to Buddhist architects more than ‘once. However, T am
inelined to think that go far as Siam 18 councerned th.e type wwas
introduced from Cambodia. The pediment borders are typically
Khmer, ending in nagus. Yew examples still survive in Cambodia,
but one that appears to be old and may represent the prototype,
exists at Pursat (Fig. ()18

The main chedi of Wat Chedi Chet Theu illastrates quite
clearly the change which T think has tuken place in the earlier

18, ©, Parmentler, 'art Archicecural Hindou, Wig, 144, Stupa of Prah Khau,
Pursat. 0
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prasad. Theve iy the high pyramidal basement, the reduplicated
plinth, and on the eentral portion the pilasters vemain mope
strongly marked than was the case at Wa Mahitthat, Sukhodaya
(Wig. 7). ‘ '

Consider now the clevation of Wat Arannik, Pitsnulok, of
which (lacyvs fortunately has provided us with a careful drawing
(Fig. 8).19  This affords what appears to me to be a striking
contivmation of my theory.  This chedi That is of the definitive
fully formed type, with tall bagement, but the central portion
still retains s porches and is readily vecognizable as essontially
@ prasdd, not merely the pedestal of o sl .

The ultimate posgibility in height and attenuation of this
form wis never veached in the Sukbodaya kingdom: but it was
later in a vather curious Lao congtraction, That Phong Peng at
Ban Na Sui Tranninh (Fig, 9).20

Lam well aware that my attempt to trace the development
of the chedi Thai is erude and imperfeet.  (Hven detailed photo-
graphic docwnentation, as well as adequate skill and patience,
there exists, 1 feel sure, a wonderful opportunity fo1- somceone to
apply here the detailed methods perfeeted by Philippe: Stern at
Anglior.  But that is for the foture.  Tn the meantime I think o
few tentutive conclusions can be drawn.

The architecture of ¥ukhodaya does show 2 true evolution
with the production eertainly of one strikingly new and original
form, the cheds Thai.  Further research may well sliow that such
ovolution at Sukhodaya was algo shared by other types of strue-
ture, such as viharas, and in other departments ofi art, particnlarly
decoratipn. - At Ayuthya, where Khmer ijnfliience -~wag much
stronger, the more normal type of Khmer prasad, or.sanctumry
tower, was preferred, and this underwent a comparable evolution:
at the hands of Siamese crafigmen,. resulting in the prang., The
evolution of the prang has heen traced by Parmentier,2l hutin
view of what we have seen of the growth of the chedi T'hat it is

]_9. J.Y. Claays, op, cit.
20. H. Parmentier, op. ir. Fig, 198,
21. Journal Greater India Sociey, 1987, p. 115 Lan drchicectural Hindow, .oy p. 210,
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impossible to accept his conclugion that the prang was the only
entirely new form realized in Siamese architecture.  The two
forms, though products of different periods, and under different
inflaences, are really parallel solutiong to the necd to sutisfy a
desire for monwnents in which vertical lines were to he stresdged
at the expense of horizontal mass. Tnevitably the creation of
Dboth new forms involved the reduplication of certain parts and
the simplification of others,

Apart from the evolution which we have heen digcussing,
originality in Siamese avchitecture wag at all periods gecured hy
the gkill and good taste with which the Siamese craftainen synthe-
gized into new furms the elements borrowed from Cambodia,
Ceylon and also from Burma (I am thinking of the Burmese
phyathat morve particularly ). There was never any mere copying
guch as T have said characterized some of ‘the older arts of what
1 have ealled the “western zone” of Greater Tndia. Nevertheless,
I must point out that one factor which did mueh to make for
originality in the Khmer, Cham and Indo-Javanese arts appears
to have been lacking, This was the unconscious pregsure from a
previous civilization which, as the Indian influences wore off,
tended to give dirvection to the evolution. But it is casy to see
that, in view of the highly developed Siamese power of assimila-
tion, and the zeal with which the Siamese maintained the Buddhist
religion and Buddhist art throughout the .centuries, any such
unconsgcious urge, had it in fact existed, wounld have had little
chance of making itself felt.

I realize that much. of what T have set forvth ig in the
realm of hypothegis; and necesgarily so in a field that' hag only
just hegun. to attract analytical study. It is to be hoped . that
others will soon come to grips with the details of these problems,
the final solution of which is of 11111)()1'&11100 hoth “locally and for
wider comparative studies. :



