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REVIEW OF BOOK.

' ! H oA pedy 01 !
]M,‘h Colleetions Avehéologiques du Musée National de Bangkok,
12510 .
Par George Calés, Seerdtaive Gondral de | Institut Royal de Siam.
Pavis ol Braxelles, los Bditious (5. Van Oest, 1028,

This volume forns the 1260 of the series called = A g Asiation”,
published by the well-known firm of (4 Van Oest of Paris aned
Brussels, under the divection of Monsieur Vietor Goloubew, and the
Joint editorship of Professor Louis Finot and Monsicur Joseph Hackin,
the  two former, distinguished members of the Leole IFrangaise
d'Extréme-Ovient, and the Intter, the keeper of the Musée Guimet in
Pavis.  The volume has 30 pages of text, illustrabed by 40 plates
and all concerned may be congratulated apon the pmduétiuu, which

)

well maintaing the high standard set, -

The importance of this work for Sinm is munitest. It is the
Hrst evidence given to the world in general of the remarkable
colleetions already housed in the vecently formel National Museun
of Siam, and it is fitking that one of the fine Avts, Sculpture, both in
stone and bronze, should assame this introductory vole. Secing that
the Museum has as yetb, in its present form, had a life of harely two
yoars, great praise is due to the Authorities—to . R. H. Prince
Damrong Rajanubhab, the President of the Royal Institute, and to
Prof. G. Coedés himself, in parvticular—~for baving alveady gathered
together such an abundance of national treasures and so many fine
specimens of Siamese art and archaeology in all its vavious forms,
These spacious halls and their contents must he seen to be fully
appreciated,

Before reviewing the work itself, the writer wishes to remark
on the #itle of the bool which, in his opinion, is not altogether a
happy one. Archaceology briugs to the mind Ancient Buildings,
either intaet ov in ruin, and although « Collections Archéologiques ”
‘cgnmot, it is true, vefer to such, still « Collections de Sculptyre’
would, it is thought, have been w more appropriate title, or ab least
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move indicative ot the contents of the buok to the general reader.
With this veflection which, it is hoped, will not be thought hypor-
critical, we may pass to the text itsell.

The first ten pages of the textare devoted by the auathor to
a historical summary of the cvents whicl ultimately led to the
institution of an  Avchaeological Service in January 1924 by King
Rama VI, and to the inauguration of the National Museum in No-
vember 1026 by His present Majesty.

From this it appears that King Mongkub (1851~ 1868) was
ghe first monarch of Siam to conceive the iden of gathering together
national zmtiquitieq and it was he who brought down the famous
tuseribed obelisk of Rima CGambeng, which might almost be ealled
Siam's « Magna Charta,” from Sukhodaya to Banghkole. But his
colleetions were not available to the public, and it was nob until
1874 that King Chulalongkorn first opened a small public museum
in the outer comt of the Royal Palace. Eventually, in 1887, after
the death of e last Second King of Siam, this museum was remov-
ed to the latter’s Palace, o part of which no longer required for use
was adapted for this purpose; bub it was not suitably Mmaintained

~and remained almost derclict, until the whole of thy Second King's
Palace was handed over to the Royal Institute fu 1926 Lor the pur-
pose of creating o veal Ngxbi.on@l Museuun, of which the halls origin-
ally ocenpied still form part.  The whole series of huildings is an al-
most unique example of o Siamese Prince’s Palace of the late
XVILIth century, and forms a setbing for o National Museum which
must be mnswrpassed in the Bast.

Without going into further details vegarding the establishment
of the Museuw, one may mention that, as Prof. Ceedds remavks, tho
present collections huwve not been ereated < out of nothing ’, hub ave, to'
a large extent, an amalgamation of quﬂm' collections housed in
various Temples and Ministries, and owe their richness, in. parbien-
lar, to a fine collection formed by Prince Dainrvong hnuw]L whllm h:
aceupied the post of Minister of the Iutemm' T . &

A Law was promulgated on May 5th 1927, ]JL‘O\ndmg for the ,k E
administration of the National Mu,sem

aeing ib. under the care
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of the Royal Institube; aud a point of interest to foreign readers is
another Law of  October 25th 1926, whieh provides that no objects
having atbistic or archagological value may leave the country with-
out the express authorisation of the Institute.

We now eome to a consideration of the Seul pbure in the
Museum, which is described and illustrated in this volume., Nabural-
ly, in-a work of this nature whieh is intended for bhe general public
as well as for the student, the treatment iy not detailed and is only
designed to give an outline of all the varying racial influences whicl

“have played their part in the moulding of modern Siam, But the
outline it gives is clear as far as it is known at present, and this is
all the more necessary since the only.\vork hitherto published whieh
is devoted entively to the same subject, and which wmay theve-
fore be compared with the one under veview, is «Seulpture
in Siam” by Dr. Alfred Salmony of the Far Eastern Museum
ab Cologne.  Unfortunately, chiefly, it seems, owing to the puucity
of material available, judging from the illustrations, ethis volume,
while of merit as a pioncer work, cannot be considered satisfactory
fn its prestutation of the subject. Theé specimens reprodueed ave,

with a few notahle exceptions, of poor quality—inleed, they give no
~concepbion of the Tichness of the maberial available in Sinm—and
the author has vot beengwble to avoiday nuber of errors of major
proportions, . The present work will, thercfore, it ig hoped, lelp to
restore Siam’s sculpbural remaing to o higher and truer plaune, and,
as bhe text is in French, it will be of interest to give a summary of
the conclusions arvived atin English. ‘

From the/period of the occupation of Central Siam by the

' Jﬂlnwr, that is, Frow about the beginning of the XIth century, the
listory of .Sum,n is now fairly well known, in outline at least, but of
the forees ab work in the thousand years anberior to bhat period, we

- are only now beginning 0 form an idea, thanls largely to the rescar-
'ches of Prince Damrong and Prof. Ceedés,

The ‘most ancient seulpbures to be found in the Museum repre-
bcnt though they may not belong to, the earliest period of Buddhist
art, when the porson of the Buddha was repr esel}bed by symbols ounly,
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before the Gandhara sehool broke away and began to make hnages
of the Great Teacher himgelf. There have been discovered at Brah
Pathama (Nakon Pathom), and at other places round the North-West
corner of the Gulf of Siam, symbolie figures which are abtributed
for the present to the so-called ¢School of Dvaravati) an art which
has hitherto been almost unknown, bub which is undoubtedly the
work of Indian seulptors. In addition, both stone and bronze im-
ages of the Buddha of Tndian style have been found in Siam, in the
regions of Ayudhya and Lopburi and in the North-Eastern provinces
as well; and it is interesting to note that the stone images ave’
almost always made of blue limestone, and not of sandstone which
was the maberial commonly employed by the IKhmer. The present
writer has also o small head of this period in granitic rock. Théy re-
call the arb of the Gapta period, and particularly of that of the Sarnath
region in India. From the indications and evidence at present to
hand it is thought that this pre-Khmer art dates at the latest from
the VIth century, and it is ascribed to the Dviravati School’, since
Ghis is the name given by Chinese travellers of that period to a land
lying between modern Burma and Cambodia. Prof. Ceedés thinks
that they may be largely the work of Mon sculptors, since there are
good reasons for believing that the region”round Ayudhys and
Lopbui was peopled by- the 3L6n before the Khmer took possession
of it. This way, in the writer’s view, well be true of the later pro-
ductions of this mt, but we do not yet know how long the Modn
oceupied this district, and some of the seulptures mixy- posgibly go
back to the Illrd ov IVth centuries of the Chyistian ern, if not earlier,
and may, it iy suggested, have been hrought from India itself or be .
the work of Indian colonists. ‘ ;
Prof, Cuedés veealls that pre-Khmer statues bhave also
been found in Cambodia, very similav in type to the above, and
suggests that it is possible that this realm of Dviaravati
formed a kind of intermediary, from which Gupta art came to
Cambodin in the first place. On the face of it, the avgument
-seems feasible.  Against it, however, Sir Charles Eliot, the author.
of «The History of Hinduism and Buddhism ', told the writer
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personally that in Bijapur, in Central India, fe had found what
seemed to him to bespeak the indisputable origin of Khmer sculpture
and architecture, If this is correet, it would geem to indicate a more
diveet intercourse hetween India and Cambodia in Khmer times, and
it in the Khmer, why not in the pre-Khmer period also? Bub this
is, after all, a side issue, and the questions which still remain to be
answered arve, when did this Indian influence first touch the shores
of Siam, and from what part of India, if from India divect, did that
influence come ? In the writer’s opinion, this avt of Dviravati afb its
best, as shown by Plate VI (a) in the present volume and Plate
XXT of Herr Salmony's work, which is wrongly classed as Khmer; is
as abtractive ag the best Cambodian sculpture, both in breadth of
conception and in execution.

In the same digbriets in which « Dviravati’ images have heen
found, there have also been dug up standing images of Vishnu with
o cylindrical head-dress, something like a fez.  These wore formerly
attributed to pre-Khmer art in Cambodia, but it is more likely, from
the number found in the nort;hm'n'portion of the Malay Peninsula,
that they sare of Indian origin also, and that such forms came to
Cambodia itself through the Malay Peninsula. Both these and
cortain other I 11?1hn types of sculpture found near Bejrabun
( Petehabiin) in Gentm:} Siam, have heen provisionally labelled
‘Dvavavati’, until further evidence is fortheoming to determine the
school which produced them. '

The next type of sculpbure to be considered is another phase
of Tndian art, which is chiefly vepresented by the figure of
Lokegvara, and which ix attribubed to the Kingdom of Crivijaya, a
Kingdom exercising sovereignty over a large part of the Malay
Peninsula and Archipelago from the beginning of about the VITth
century  A.1D. The discovery of this Kingdom is due mainly to the
regearches of Prof. Ceedés himself. - The types found of this period
of which the Museum possesses soveral fine specimens, seem fo
contain elements allied to pure Indian prototypes, to the VIIth
century sculptures of Kanheri and Aurangabad, to the ancient
kingdom of Champa, and in some respects to that of Dyiravati
~itself. Tt is not possible to say more of this art at present.
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tively, in the writer’s mind, of the contention, ¥urrent still among
some writers on Stam, which would date Thai images as far hack
as the VITIEh eentury. It may ab least be accepted as practically
cevtain that there was no developed Thai Sehool of Buddhist avt in
Central or Sonthern Siam hefove the XTITth century, until, in fact,
we come o the Sukhodaya school.  Apart from the Dviaravati
sehool, there ave distinet Mén influences up to the VIIIEh century
(even later in parts of Northern Siani), and the Khmer reigned
supreme in Central Siam wuntil the XTTIth century.  What Thai were
to be found were only settlements scattered in various parts, and, as
Prof. Ceedés says, it is ineredible that they should have producad
in Siam a style of their own by that time. The only possible, excep-
tion to this might be found in Northern Siam, to which reference is
made helow.
First, we have the School of Chieng Saen, which covers the
north of Siam and to which an Indian ovigin, through the inter-
mediary of Pagan, the ancient capital of Burma, is,aseribed. An
intevesting point in this connection, which will no doubt lead to fur-
ther disewssion, is made by Prof. Ceedés when he says thatb, of all
"Thai images of the Buddha found in Siawm, those which approximate
most to the CIuEﬁ\Saen type are found in the Nakon Sritammarat
disbrict in Southern Smm and he considers this to be due toa com-
mon origin of hoth typos namely the “\Lm radha type of the Pila
period in India (VITIth to XIIth centuries). Whether this proves to
be correct or not, some interesting problems arise, when we consider
the question of the advent of the Thai in Northern Siam.  Although
the illustrations which Dr. Salmony ascribes to the VIIIth & IXth
centuries (Plates IX to XIII of his work) arve clearly not northern.
types, yet the question remains whether there were not earlier types
of Buddhist art created in mnorthern Siam hefore the rvise of the
‘Chieng Saen School. The problem is concerned with the arvival of
the Thai in the nérth. As far as the writer knows, the first mors
or less authentic date given to a Thai setflement of any importance
ig about the IXth century in the neighbourhood of Chieng
Rai.  When these Thai arrived, were they Buddhists already ?
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We now pm‘és to those manifestations of Khmer arvt which
were either brought to, or made in, Siam daring the centuries
of the Khmer dominion, from about 1000 to 1300 A, D. Of pre-
Angkor Khmer art but little has been found, but the Angkor period
s well represented in the Museum both hy bronze figures and objects,
which have alveady been deseribed by Prof, Ceeddés in @ Bronzes
Khmérs (reviewed by the present weiter in Vol. XVIL, pt. 2, of this
Journal), and also by stone sculpture, '

The Khmer, it is believed, occupied Lopburi about tho
beginning of the XIth cenbury, and made it the Capital of their
colony.. Tt is from that digtrict and its neighbourhood that most of
the spécimens in the Museum have come, for which reason they ave
clagsed as ‘belonging to the < Sehool of Lopbuwi”  This school goes
through a gradual transition period, and it is of interest to trace the
trangformation of the art from the pure Khmer type through a rangoe
of varying forms until it cmerges about the XVth century into the
pure Thai type. ‘

There are in the Musvmn two beautiful statues of the  Bud-
dha (Plates XX & XX1), and another traditionally reported to be of
& King (Plate XIX), which vecall the elagsical perio'd of Khmer art
in their proportions, if not altogether in thedi” physiognomy,. and
ave probably of a 1)e1~10d anterior to the XIITth century. Theve ave
also a large number of the ]atel by pes wluch developed in the sue-
coulmo centurie

- Prof. lees discusses ab some length the differences in
detail which oceur between the pure Khmer style and the ¢ Lopburi
School ’, and asks the "question, whether fhe latter, i. e., the most.
ancient of them, were made by provineial Khmer-artists or by for-
eign (i.e. Thai) avtists copying the Khmer traditions? In the writer's
opinion, the angwer is—hoth. | : _

The most inberesting feature of Thai art, to which we must .
now turn, is that it i3 by no means homogencous, but is divided into
& number of gehools with a common Thai influence, of course, hut cach
showing particular featuves of its own. This is not the place to go
into a detailed cmmnmat]on bub PL‘Of Ceedés disposes very effec-
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the present volume, which, as will be seen, stops ab the period of the
rise of the National Art of Ayudhya.

' One point may be noticed before we close. The Khmer, it is
clear, cast but few images in bronze, compared with the monument-
al works which they carved or moulded oub of stone. The Thai, on
the other hand, though not neglecting stone altogether, obviously
preferred bronze as o medium for expressing their religious art.
Where did the mass of metal required for the composition of all this
bronze come from ? |

In eonclusion, it is suggested that, when a second edition is-
called for, the value of the book would be much enhanced by the
addition of a sketeh map, showing the distribution of the ditferent
schools of art as known at present, as well as & tabulated list of the
sehools themselves,

RSk M,
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They probably did ot come  direct  from  China, hut from
the Southern Shan State of Chieng Tung, which s still inhahited
by a Thai people, the Shan. A ghat time Pagan had not visen
to any partienlar eminence as a centee of culture in Burmn, and
if the Thai weve then Buddhist, theiv Buddbism must prolahly have
come from Tagaung, it not from China itself. Tagaung is a still
more ancient capital of Burina than Pagan,

Coming south, there is the Sukhodayw sehool, which is
characterised by the femiuine grace of the hady awd a peculiarly
long, hooked nose, ab least in its eavlier stages of  developument.
Phis sehiool, in which there is probably a large amount of Sinhalese
influanee, may be takon, it is suggested, as the classic Sivnese (Thai)
type, of whieh the magnificent Jinardja Buddha at Pitsanulok is the
acknowledged masterpicee. There is little doubt that the Sukhodaya
school in time spread its influence over the whole eountrvy, from
Chieng Saen to Ayudhya. ‘

Next, {;I.mru is the School of U Thong, the name of an ancient
Thai ciby which has heen ¢hosen to vepresent the period to whiel ap-
pear to helong certain images whicl still possess Kher inthueneo gt
which show unmistakable Thai characteristics. Most of these imugues
come from the vicinity,of Supanburi and A,ymlhyg,f'fflb By also heen
found as far north as Sakhodayn, Ay they have practically no aflini-
ty to the recognised Ayudhya School of Sinmbse art, and ns T Theng
was o Thai capital ab least o hundred yoars before Ayudhyn was
founded, it is probable that they helong to n peviod prier to the
founding of the latter, and represent o true transition pevielin hrogze
From the Khmer to the Thai,  Most of the Jmages of " this peviod are
of o very pleasing c¢haracter, and the quality and the modelling of
the bronze is sometimes remarkable,

The last type to be eonsidered is n serios of imposing sbatues
in‘bronze, ranging from 13 to 2 metves in height, one of which was
made in the ‘Khmer Style’ at Kambacng Bejrn b the bogiming of
the XVIth eenbuey.  There are two loug rows of these images in
cone of the main halls of the Museum,

Ty 2. . v . 1 . \ : * . H
Ihis enneludes the survey of the selwols of art conlained in

XXIT—2. '






