CRITIQUE OF THE PREDECESSORS

Ellora, unlike Ajanta - tne only other cave complex that can rival
the former in every respect - was not lost in the collective amnesia.
It was always a living monument, known and accessible even fto the

commoners of that region, and at least the ManakeSvara - known as

l

the Kailasa today - had undergone several renovations in mt;adieval
times. No wonder it was mentioned time and again in the lgiterar'y
texts and travelogues of the Indian and foreign visitors to this
monument, not only for it's religious significance but chiefly for its
artistic splendours, and hence it becomes imperative to take ;note of
all of them. Though none of these texts attempts o give an anélytical

account of Ellora sculpture and architecture, their op:‘miohs and

reactions are inspired by this conundrum of Indian sculptural §art. It

incited several legends and poetic fancies which grant a! better

insight to the reader about this colossal achievement of: Indian

!
artlsts. :
i

The earliest of these references appears hardly a few decadés later

in the form of the well-known copper-plate issued byi Karka



Suvarnavarsna at Siddhanshi in Saka 734 (812-13 A.D.)l. This copper-
plate alongwith the other Kadamba grant of Govinda
Prabhutavarshaz , attribute the patronage of Kailadsa to Krishnaraja
RastrakGta and hence is a very important historical document in the
present context. But the more fascinating part of this document is the
poetic fancy which speaks of the response of an art-lover to this
monolith., The poet of this grant says that the celestials were
wondeﬁing whether it could be a creation of mortals or of §iva
himself who chose to carve out his own abode on earth. The
sculptor, on the cother hand, after trying unsuccessfully to reopeat his

feat, was wondering how he had created ita.

The incomplete monolith excavation on top of the Paralankd@ seems to

have inspired the poet to think that the S§ilpi tried to carve out a

similar edifice.

This monument seems to have also inspired the well-known Marathi
saint poet Jiidne§vara, who hailed from Nevasa near Paithan. Some of
the descriptions and similes from his writings reveal his acquaintance
with this monument4. However, more authentic information regarding
the activities and the state of this monument can bo gathered from an
account of the journey of a holy man called Chakradhara, the
religious leader of the Mahdnubhava  cult. It is a compilation of his

teachings and oractical advice made by his disciple Mhaitmbhatta. In



an appendix to this [fdcharitra known as  Sthinpothd, it is said
that the Gosawi visited Ellora in 1268 and stayed there for ten
monthss._ The account of his stay at Ellora clearly denoteias two
important facts -~ that Ellora was an active centre of the V&m({chau

esoteric yogic practices during this period, and that many more
caves, some of them carved underground, exist in this mount%ain. It
says that the mountain is almost hollowed from insidee. The ASI team
clearing out some of the newly found caves on top of the moun;tain is
yet to meet anything drastically surprising since the architectﬁre and

sculpture unearthed so far is far from exciting, but the deséription

in the L{tacharitra should keep their hopes of [inding something

i
significant alive. '

1

Hd

A very interesting legend appears in a Marathi text Kath&kafpata/zJ
that reveals the understanding of the technical orocess of cafrving a
monolith of this kind. In this legénd, the queen of Yeluraja; ~ the
king of Ellora who was suffering from an incurable disease - vowed
to Siva that she would not acceot food till she sa;/v the §U2haféa of
the temple that she had vromised to build if her husband was; cured.
No architect could have built a temple in less than a periodi of few
months, and the queen would have died of stlarvation when héi‘ wish

was granted. A giﬁpi from Paithan named Kokasa accepi;:ed the

challongo and started carving tho temolo from tho top. Tho guoon

could see the Sikhara soon and thus survived. The story is
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significant for two reasons. The date of the Kathakalpalaru is 1470
to 1535, which means that even in the 15th-16th centuries, the
teé:hnique of carving a temple from living rock was commonly known
though the tradition had already ceased. The name of the §L'€pi is
another point of significance. We come across this name in many other
texts not necessarily from this period and this region or rather the
master craftsman has to be Kokasa in all these tales and in most of
the cases he is believed to be a Vadhia - a carpenter. Since this
name is repeated in almost all the texts of Western India, the

possibility of it being a family name can be suggested.

Alongwith these indigenous references Ellora appears in the ;Nritings
of foreign visitors also. The earliest of them is prnbably Al-Masudi
who visited India in 940 A.D. and wrote about 'Alura'. From t'he 18th
century onwards European travellers started coming to India more
regularly and many of them were curious to learn about Indian art and
culture. Several such enthusiasts visited Ellora and the other cave
temples in Maharashtra. Their observations and reactions are
extremely interesting. Partha Mitter has painstakingly brought
together such material and has traced the history of European
reactions to Indian ar‘tg. The majority of travellers were overwhelmed
by the grandeur of this monument though they failed to understand
the subject matter of the sculptural reliefs, and as a rosull thoy

found them even monstrous. But, on the whole they developed a high
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opinion of anclent Indian sculoture. fwo of thelr works dcs;m_‘\‘/(: HY
very special mention as they could be viewed as the earliest agﬁempts
to study the monument. J.B.Seely's "The Wonder of Ellora“; dated
18249 is mainly an attemot to give an idea of the beauty and ggrandeur‘
of Ellora to the European reader. Mitter observes that it Iatj:ks the
objectivity of a scholar, as the writings of Seely get v:irtuauy
drowned in a rhetorical torrent of hyvnerboles and exoletiv{as like
'‘wonder' and ‘grand’'. But he also admits that in a number of ;places,

!
Seely goes beyond that and gives an aesthetic aoppreciation 'of the

sculptures and the architecture.

1
i

A methodical attempt to study this monument can be traced back to an
earlier date i.e. 1801. Sir Charles Malet, one of the top offi(;:ials of
the East India Company was fascinated by this monument and ftook up
the task of exploration and measurement of the caves with the help
of James Manley and some other draughtsmen including an Indian named
Gungaram. This team orepared the ground plan of Kailisa and many

other drawings, though Malet himself is apologetic about thefquality

of his work. The work was abandoned due to Malet's ill—healgth. but
0 .

the report was published in the 'Asiatic Research' in 1801l

;
'
‘
i

In his report, Malet attributes the authorship of these caves to the
indigenous artists and admires their achievements. Mitter br}ings to

ogur notice that Malet fails to differentiate between the Buddhist, the

t
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|
Hindu and the Jain 'scuiptu‘res. Ww.H.Sykes suggested amendments Eto his
observations in one of his pavers oresented in the meetings ‘of the
Bombay Literary Socciety in 182011. But it is understandable thait even
his analysis is not flawless. These works were followed by two
essays by R.M.Grindlay in 'The Transactions of The Royal :Asiatic
Society' in 183012. The Ellora sculotures and architecture} were
meticulously drawn and engraved by European artists in this éeriod.
All of them express great regards for the 'Magnificence of éesign,
the justness of proportions and the surpassing richness of ornéments’
and conclude that 'Art of sculpture formerly existed in India in a
much higher state -of nerfection than is generally suomosed‘u. EBut at
the same time they earnestly believed that the Indian sculnturi‘es did

not match the classical purity of Greek artl4.

Ever since the A.S.I. of Western India started its operations at

Ellora in 1877, a number of opublications have come to light on this

mind-boggling comoplex, though even the total corpus of their reports

|
have yet to encompass all the details and explore all the aspects of

art-historical enquiries of this monument. Except for theiA.S.I.

reports and some other introductory works, the rest of them

concentrate on a single cave or a certain groun of caves and no
4

wonder the magnificent monolith Kaildsa attracts the naximum

attention. Dr.Hermann Goetz, Dr.Soundara Rajan and Dr.Dhavalikar

concentrate on this single monument. . The RimeSvara and the caves

H
i

H
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considered to be contemporanecus to it are also examined carefully by
W.5pink and Carmel Berkson, but most of the Buddhist caves afre not
given their due, and this very dissertation too does not include the

Buddhist sculpture in its purview.

V
i
\

The first extensive study of this cave-complex was taken ug - as
i

mentioned above - by the team of the A.S5.I. of Western India and

their reports were published in two consecutive works. Theé first
H

extensive report 'The Cave Temples of India' by J.Fergusson and

J.Burgess came out in 188013 and was immediately followed by 'The

16 ‘

Blura Cave Temples' of Jas Burgess in 1882 Both these volumes

éive a detailed description of each cave. Most of the observations
from this pioneering work stand valid even today. The identification
of the sculptural reliefs seldom goes wrong or the dates attributed
prove absurd. If the factual data are the criteria of judgementi. even
a century later we have not added anything very significant to this

revort barring a few amendments.

i
¥

Being an archaeological report, dating remains a prime concern of this
i
discussion and to reach a conclusion the stylistic similarities too are

I
observed by the authors. In the light of such stylistic comparisons,
. !

they put all the caves of Ellora as subsequent to Badami. The dates

i
attribhuted to the Buddhist caves (650 A.D.) and to tho Kailasanitha

(commencement in 725 A.D. under the patronage of Dantidurga)- are

also acceptable with minor differences. ‘
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Some features which have been unanimously accepted today are noticed
by these stalwarts for the f{irst time. Their macroscopic vision,
awareness of parallelism in the art activity of different regions and
also the deterministic aspects that are perceived in the evolutionary
process, are revealed through these observations. However, it was
the age when many of the Indian monuments were vyet to come out of
the wveil of mystery. The inscriptions were ﬁot yet deciohered
thoroughly, the geneologies of the different dynasties had several
missing links and the historical picture was still quite hazy. With
all thoso handicaovs, Durgoss and Forgusson grasp tho monument  just
with the help of their wvisual memory, sensitivity and perception.
They not only notice the similarity between the bracket figures from
Ramedvara and Badami Cave 3, the doorframe of Ramedvara and Ajanta
Caves 1 and 4, which is quite conspicuous, but they alsoc note down
the affinity between the roof of the nandimandapa of the DaSadvatara
Cave and the Undavalli Cave, which is seldom mentioned even today.
They also compare the Narasimha panel with the Mahisamardini' of

"Mahavatlipunr' and opine that stylistically they are so similar that
they should belong to the same age or that they cannot be distant in
date. Today none of us would agree with any of these two statements;
the Narasimha does not subscribe to the same style. However, the
attempt to analyse and date sculoture on stylistic grounds is

pioneering, despite the debatable conclusions.
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Sometimes they suggest some extremely imopractical possibilities too,
perha{;s due to their ill-acquaintance with the technicalities of
sculpture. The well-known ‘'trench theory' in the Kaildsa |is
introduced here in this work17. It suggests that three deen trenches
were excavated in the living mountain to separate the block of rock

from the rest of it, and then the monolithic temple was carved in it.

It is practically impossible to do that.

Though Ellora is in Maharashtra and is a very well-known centre of
pilgrimage and tourism since decades, it is a matter of surorise that
ng extensive literature was published on these cave temples in
Marathi till 13958, when Shri M.N.Deshpande's long article was
published in the Diwali issue of ‘Vlarathwada‘w. I'his article is
written for a common art-lover, furnishing general information
regarding the caves. The author naturally does not enter into the
controversial 1issues in this article but goes »nn noting down his
observations regarding the dating, patronage, inscriptions, iconograohy:
and also the symbolism. He classifies the Brahmanical caves into two
major groups; he places almost all the caves to the north of Kail&sa
except 18, 23, 24 and 28 In the nro—Ra.g.;mktign phase alongwith Cave
14 but not much before the advent of Dantidurga. He thinks that
almost all of them were excavated in the 7th or 8th century, In a
way, he subscribes to the dates attributed by Burgess and Fergusson,

The obvious similarity between the Badami sculpture and many of the
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sculptural panels from these caves must have prompted him to put
these caves at a date later to Badami “but even that similarity does
not justify the date (late 7th or early B8th century) attributed to
these caves. They could have been !+ ' immediately after Badami.
The present dissertation subscribes to the dates suggested by W.Spink

with some wminor differences, both in dating and chronology, which

have been discussed at length at appropriate junctures.

Today the Buddhist origin of some of the Brahmanical caves from this

site is a commonly knnwn fact. Deshpande seems to be the first

scholar to suggest this. Much later in 1976, Krishnakumar published a
19

paper on such caves in 'East and West'™ ", W.S5pink also opined on

the Buddhist origin of Cave 2720. Except in the case of Cave 14, the

speculation is based upon the architectural stylization.' The
observation regarding the annexation of a monument - living or
abandoned - will help an art-historian in many ways, particularly in

dating and formulating the chronology of the caves.

At the time of the National Seminar at Ellora in 1487, the
participants could get an opportunity to visit the Kailasanatha temole
with Shri Doshpando. He sooko aboul tho  symbolism ol tho
architecture and sculpture of that monument. Some part of the
discussion 1is published in the proceedings of that seminar“. The
contents are beyond the purview of this dissertation but in the

opening paragraphs he has made statements regarding the dating of
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the DaSavatdra cave angh the Kaildsa, which more or less conform to
the views of most scholars. I personally would differn only on one
issue : he is of the view that the monolith in the courtyard of this
cave did not exist before Dantidurga appropriated this cave. It is
difficult to justify the existence of this monolith in Buddhist
architecture. Moreover, an obvious late Chalukyan influence on it
indicates its date which is not earlier than the mid-8th century. It
appears more logical in a Brahmanical wmonument and hence 1
personally would attribute it to the emperor whose inscription -

though incomplete -~ is issued on its walls,

The volume on Ajanta, éllora and Aurangabad caves by R.S.Cunte and
B.D.Mahajanzz, in Shivaramamurti's words, from the foreword "is a
handy volume ........ a fine book describing the wonderful material
at Ajanta, Ellora and Aurangabad”. It is almost an extensive guide-
book to these monuments giving a detailed account of the major caves
and information regarding the other caves too, suoplemented with the
historical background, introduction to the religious and iconographical
treatises, glossary of technical words etc. which makes it a very
useful reference material to the tourists whn sincerely wish to learn
about these monuments, But it fails to reach beyond that since it

does not conform to any art-historical methodology.

Gupte dates most of the caves of Ellora to the 8th century. He opens

the description with this attribution which is not substantiated with
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any argument or" justification. No attempt is made to relate the
sculptural panels or even the caves to any dynasty or art-tradition
that was orevalent in that period. It is a faithful comoilation of
information that was available to art-historians and it obviously
caters to the requirements o‘f tourists and not scholars. The use of
terms like 'chapatadanamudd’ - to describe the Narasimha panel from

Cave 15 - may be a result of it,

K.V.Soundara Rajan is the only scholar to describe all the caves at

Ellnra {n great detall after Burgess and Feorgussan. His ambitious
volums on the ‘'Cave Temples of the Deccan'ZJ, his extensive keynnte

address to the Ellora Seminar24 and the recent monograph on 'Ellora

Monoliths‘25 together touch several aspects of Ellora.

u

The 'Cave Temples of the Deccan', though it is not confined to Ellora
alone, surveys all the Brahmanical caves from this site meticulously
and chronologically. Being an archaeologist Soundara Rajan is
descriotive. He furnishes the minutest information regarding the
location, orientation, programming and ground plans of the caves. The
historical background too is given at length in the begining. The
sculptural panels with their iconographical descriptions are listed
down. All this informatipr} makes this volume probably the most
useful reference for the study of Brahmanical caves in the Deccan. A
student concerned with the chronology may choose to differ with him

on the issue of dating, since the other factual data are correct to the
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last detail barring a very few confusions. But the present dissertatim{
has to say something which is contrary to his methodology. :‘I‘hougn'
dating and chronology is not the central concern of this work, 'no art—-:
historical work can afford to be ahistorical - hence ever{ whilel
inquiring about the stylistic evolution, it is imperative to kee‘p tracki
.of the chronology. It is a common practice to compare and éontrast;
the ar‘chitecturai details, decorative motifs, iconographical i;?eatures
and also the costumes and ornaments. An observant eye backed with
visual memory can organize the given material in a fairly coriwincingz

order. But this methodology has its intrinsic limitations, The most

t
1

glaring of them 1is that it works on a tegumentary level, examiningi
only the cortex of a palvable existence, which can be of great helpﬁ
in bnroad classification or basic scrutiny, but it cannot  ho llm:
decisive evidence in dating. These surface details can ‘ travel
effortlessly through different regions and different times. A motif can;
be Dborrowed from another tradition without even the faintest,
acquaintance with its spirit, and hence an occurence of a sopecific
motif in two different art traditions may not lead us to any épecific;
. ' i

conclusion. To elaborate it further - what criteria are to bg 'aopliedi
to define the posteriority of a monument tn the other, diszplayingé
i

similar decorative motifs or iconographic features ? In the ?bsencei

, l
of a historical reference or some other evidence, the motif itself

] 1
would fail to guide us unless the evolution of a particular motif is

cognized.
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Sometimes we also come across a motif or iconographic feature being
repeated after centuries, e.g. the rosette motif on the brackets of
the Cave 6 (upper} at Ajanta is not different than the one from
Sanchi. In archaeoclogical excavaticns, the stratigraphy of a trench
gets disturbed by a pit dug and filled at a later date. We are likely
to meet such pitfalls if we solely rely on such comparisons, The
argument is not to condemn a widely accepted methodology but to warn
about its limitations. It snunds so scientific that one might tend to

acceot it as verdictive evidence.

Soundara Rajan's keynote address tries to analyse Ellora as a single
monument, unlike the 'Cave Temoles of the Deccan' in which these
caves have been treated independently without any effort to trace the
nexus between all of them. The dating and other opinions remain as
they were in the 'Cave Temples of the Deccan' but the keynote due
to its nature helps the reader to understand Soundara Rajan's views

better.

His 'Ellora Monoliths' does not meet one's expectations. The monolith
is the most ambitious phase in the history of cave temples. lven as
a concept, it is revolutionary. The Mamallapuram monoliths, should
not be bracketed with the others from Deccan, South India and
Madhya -Pradesh because a monolith carved out of a living mountain is

conceotually different than the one carved out of stray boulders.
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It would have been worthwhile to trace the evolution of this idea and
its execution. It reaches Ellora at a developed stage - presumably
introduced at Cave 15. At Ellora itself one can observe this idea
reaching its highest possible summit, and then its lesser versions not
only at this very site but also in the other parts of the country, far
away from this place -~ at Kalugumalai in Tamil Nadu and DOhawmnar in
Madhya Pradésh. 'Ellora Monoliths' avoids to gauge this total span of
develooments and remains confined to the description of the monolithic

temples of Ellora.

The drawings showing the stages of‘car‘ving are convincing and reveal
his understanding of the carving process. It is unfortunate that very
few Indian art-historians are conversant with the actual art oractice
and hence when it comes(to technicalities of art, they suggest
possibilities that sound almost absurd. At the Ellora Seminar the
veteran sculotor M.D.Pandyva oresented a paper on this aspect. The
sculptor noted down his observations based on his experience of stone
carving of several decades. It provided a very different outlook and

cridd have been extremely revealing if published, but he never cared

ta write it down.

A fairly long article by Hermann Goetz, first published in Artibus
Asiae in 195226 and then included in a collection of his esséys is
very significant in the context of the present methodology. By 1952,

Fllora had been extensively explored and its thematic content and
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historical references were not unknown to scholars. The need to go
beyond this basic information was felt probably for the first time by
this German scholar. His article on Kaildsa evinces his sensitivity to
the discrete heterogeneity in the Kail@sa architecture and sculpture
and he tries to view that feature as a result of the phase-wise
progression of this monument, the size alone of which, he feels, "
excludes the possibility of its having been excavated and sculpted
within the 15 years of Krishnaraja's reign. His way of deliberating
upon his arguments reveals his concern for stylistic analysis and the
awareness of the intrinsic aspects of stylistics. His arguments are
structured mainly on the basis of parallelism. Noticing a specific
pattern in the stylistic disparity in the monolithic temple of Kailasa,
with the help of formal ~comparison, he tries to attribute different
groups of sculptures to different rulers of the Rastrakiita dynasty and
also of the dynasties like Paramira consequent to them. As a result
he ends up with a long chronology of almost 500 years. While
commenting on the co-existence of various styles in a single
monument, he rightly observes in a footnote that in the commencing
years of an ambitious project such diversity can be justified since
artists summoned from different places tend {o  rotain thn(r:
individuality. In the course c¢f time, these styles surrender their

distinct characters and fuse with each other.
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If in the Kailasa temple several different styles are clearly
discerned, it would sound anomalous to perceive a prolonged activity
for several centuries because in the 1light of the above logic the
activity in total should be considered to be at the begining stage. It
may also imply that before the individual styles, arriving from
different regions fuse with each other leaving behind their distinct‘
characteristics, the project reached its completion and hence the
total time-span attributable to the art-activity at this place may not

be longer than a few decades.

There 1is enough reason to trace a sequential pattern through the
stylistic inconsistency and attribute the different idioms to different
phases, if they reveal some kind of intrinsic nrogression. In the
absence of such a reciprocal evolutionary relationshio bstween two
different idioms, it is safer to treat them as stylistic variations -
contemporaneous to each other, rather than as coansecutive phases.
Even the variations that seem to be feollowing one annther, need not
be attributed to different )r‘ules. The evolution of an idiom does not
necessarily depend on political change. It is an intrinsic, natural
growth occuring irrespective of the reigns of successive rulers. Goetz
tries tn relate every change in the idiom to different rulers of the
Rastrakiita dynasty and denies the autonomy of stylistic evolution, and
ends up with an irrationally long chronology. The parallelism he

traces through different monuments of medieval India is also on a
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cortical level. His article on the queries of Gupta art compiled in
the same collection betrays the limitation of his sensitivity and
perception which proves tn be a conspicuous handicap of his writings
desnite the meticulous and methodological approach. But still this
article is very important for"its methodology although the conclusions

are far from orobable.

M.K.Dhavalikar, the noted archaeologist, published his long article on
the stylistic develooment and chronology of the Kailasa in the
Bulletin of the Deccan College Research Institute (vol.41, 1982) and
later on a monogrash on the same monument . under‘ the title
'Masterpieces of Rastrakiita Art - the Kailasa‘27. In his article, he
keeps engaged mainly with the chronology. He refutes the long
chronology of lvo hundrod years, suggosted by Goote and sugposts o
more compact framework. He repeats the pseudo-scientific 'trench
theory' of Burgess and Fergusson in support of his shorter
chronology. His arguments while defining the chronology speak of his
keen observations but not of a sound historical methodnlogy. ftor
e.g¢. he observes that some portions of the Mahabharata Dane;s are
compromised in a manner to accomodate the already existing paw of a
rearing lion from the pitha of the mandapa, which indicates that the
narrative panels are later to the gaja-8ardula thara. Such
ghservations are i{mportant to define the scrnuence of the work but aro

they adequate to discern the stylistic development ? Dhavalikar



brings in the issue of regional interactions but in that contexi{ too the

style is seldom cognized as a dynamic development having its own

life cycle.

Walter Spink is known to the scholars of Indian art-history for his
extensive and penetrative work on Ajanta but his two articles on
Ellora -~ both opublished in 1967 - are equally significant. Like his
other investigations here too the architecture is in the focus but the
sculoture from the c¢aves, which he dates to the early phase of
Ellora, has been brought into discussion. He gives a subjective
comparison of the sculptures from Ajanta, Aurangabad and Ellora in
his 'Ajanta to Ellora'zg. Though he does not normally subscribe to
the concept of ’'style' and also criticises it vehemently, the major
argument in this article is based on formal comparisons. Many of the
Indian and also a few Western art-historians consider this kind of
comparison as stylistic analysis. Spink differentiates between his own
methodology and  stylistic analysis. He also brings in the
technicalities and many other aspects to reach his own conclusions.
Although I personally would not subscribe to many of them, what
interests me most is his composite methodology. He blends common
place observations with technical data and alsop supplements them with
epigraphical, historical and textual references. He almost revives the
monument and iries to analyse it in the light of actual art practice

that presumably was in vogue, which leads him to his thought-
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provoking hypothesas. tlis tight chronology makes us give a rethought
to the monuments he has been writing about but it should not be

forgotten that it is sometimes based on an ahistorical presumptions,

Ellora's place is so significant in the history and evolution of Indian
art that every work trying to gauge the development of Indian
sculpture is compelled to spare a few pages for it. This chapoter is
unable to analyse the observations and speculations of each of the
scholar who has written on Ellora, though in other chapters, these
ovinions will be discussed at various junctures. Also, I have chosen
to comment only on thos;e works which are confined to Ellora in
particular and before summing up this broad analysis, it is obligatory
to discuss a ovaper and the methodology employed in particular as it
is the most relevant to this dissertation. This article by Carmel
Berkson was published in the commemoration volume for Alice Bnner‘zg
This methodology, outting stress on the aesthetic aspect of sculpture,
I believe, was introduced to Indian art by Bacchofferao. His work on
early Indian sculpture gives an extremely sensitive account of the
formal aspects of Indian sculpture much before the celebrated 'Indian
Sculnture' by Stella Kramrisch3l. 'Indian Sculpture' was a novel
attempt to trace the develooment of Indian sculpture with the help of
changing aesthetic values and as a result the formal gualities,
irrespective of the political milieu. Today, some Indian art-historians

are sceptical about this work, thinking that it is ahistorical,
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however, it should be acknowledged as a oioneering effort to proclaim

the autonomy of a young discipline.

The article by Carmel Berkson, mentioned above, to some extent is
affiliated to this school. The author felt that it was lhe proper time
to attemot to define certain criteria by which the difference in style
could be explained and understood within the context of the Indian
-experience. She has suggested several factors to be applied as
criteria for examining style in cave temples viz. axial orientation,
three dimensionally, volume and depth, light, proportion etc. Kasa

too is included as a criterion. Some of these criteria are derived
from the Wolfflinian theory of oolarities32 and the others too seem to
be familiar to a student of Western art-history, and therefore, the
question that arises is, exceot for 1444 - which is not integral to
style - which of the given criteria are specifically deviced by which
the difference in style can be understood and exolained within the
context of the Indian experience and that too of the cave temples in
particular ? This methodology to investigate evolutionary changes was
in vogue in Europe since Wincklemann wrote about the phases of Groeek
sculm‘,ur'e33 and was improved upon by successive generations.
Bacchoffer and Stella Kramrisch have tried to cognize the Indian
spirit without caring much for Indian terminology. In recent years,
the Indian aesthetic terminology is being grafted on the Western art-

historical concepts. Terms like bindu ( which eventually means only a
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point and not necessarily the centre as 1is being suggested) are
literally employed in abundance, and in the wnresent context, I am
afraid that the concept of aasa is also being subverted. Still,
ignoring the claim to device the criteria to suit the Indian context,
the rest of the discussion and the observations do stand valid. An
extensive formal analysis is done in the light of the different aspects

of sculptural manifestations.

The sculptural reliefs from Cave 21 and Cave 14 are contrasted
against each other since there is a parity of subject matter in both
these caves, and by apolying the prooosed criteria the author tries
to trace the progression. She considers both these caves as the
representative classical expression of Indian art but places Cave 14 a
little later to Cave 21, and substantiates it with formal analysis. The
only limitation 1 can perceive in it is that the sculoture in {ocus is
examined in isolation irrespective of its lineages and interactions with
no awareness of the possibility that all the sculptures from a single
cave may not be of the samé date. As an inference, it is reduced
only to an attempt to apoly a methodology, foreign to some extent to

a group of sculptures, leading to no conclusions.

® % % % %
If the accent of this piece of writing sounds too critical, it is
haocause this is a deliberate attempt tn search for the lacunao in the

existing studies of the monument. It may not be necessarily a short-



29

coming of that work but the analysis only imolies that though Ellora
has been examined from different c;oints of views time and again, the
stylistic analysis of Ellora sculpture is vyet to be done. All the
works referred to above have brought several aspects of this cave
complex to light but the vossibility of tracing its stylistic framework
is not fully exploited. Mine is a modest attempt to trace the changing
parole of Indian sculptural art as discussed, from this group of
caves, in which there are several dark corners waiting for a streak

of light.
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