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FOREWORD

THIS volume is not, nor could it be, so complete and conclusive
a discussion of the subject as to:pretend solution 10 all its riddles
and answers to all its questions. The mysteries of prehistoric in-
terrelationships could not be so easily or fully penctrated. It is,
rather, the hope of the author that this work will help to clarify
and stimulate future and further discussions in this field; and if
the data and suggestions in the following pages help to an ap-
preciable degree in clearing away the haze that has surrounded
the Indus Valley in its relationship to other portions of the ancient
world, the real purpose of this wark will have been accomplished.

This study originated in 1938 as a dissertation presented to
Princeton University in candidacy for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy. Since then, it has been entirely revised and rewritten;
the less important material has been eliminated and much has
been added thar was originally overlooked or has been newly dis-
covered.

So many people have given their assistance in this work that it is
difficult to acknowledge my gratitude to cach individually. How-
ever, I wish first of all to mention the assistance given by my wife.
Not only her uncomplaining and interminable labor at typing, re-
typing and proofreading, but her clear-sighted criticism has been
of enormous help, Among these in the academic world | am espe-
cially indebted to Professor Harold H. Bender and Professor Philip
K. Hitti for their continual and willing assistance, both of a schal-
arly and material nature, and I wish here to emphasize my obliga-
tion to them. Professor Ernst Herzfeld, with his usual generosity,
has given me much of his time and, as always, his comments have
been stimulating, penetrating and wise. I wish also to thank Pro-
fessor W, Norman Brown and Dr. Ananda Coomaraswamy for
reading my manuscript and for offering many helpful suggestions.
Nor should I neglect to record my indebtedness to the Institute for
Advanced Study which made it possible for me to carry on the
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revision of my original manuscript. Finally, it is a distinet pleasure
to express my gratitude to the American Council of Learned So-
cieties and to the Institute for Advanced Study for making possible
the publication of this volume,

R. F. §. STARR
Princeton, February 1947
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FIGURES IN THE TEXT

The site 1t which cach fllusteated specimen wias lound is given hest, then
the publication in which the figure originally sppeared. Where the name of
the site and the abbreviation used to denote the publication correspond,

only the publicarion reference is given.

NOMuER pAGE
1. M-, pl.xe, 8 2
3. M-d, pl. 5ci, 17 36
3. Dhal, Sénd, pl. xxxii, 33 26
4- M-d, pl. xci, 19 3
5. M-d, pl. xci, 2 19
6. M-, pl.xc, 16 a7
7. M, pl.xcl, 30 37
8, Tali-regi (Khusu), Persis, pl, xxv, 37 28
9. M-, pl. 33, 33 a8

1o, M-, pl. 23, 34 =8
1. M, pl. =2, 20 30
12, Amni, Sind, pl. xxxviil, § - W
13, Sienttrra, ubb. 50, nr. 59 30
14. Arpachiyah, fig, 58, 4 30
i5. Kalata-gind, Tnn. Asia, m, pl. cxiii, K.G. 047 30
1. Taldskan, Perar, pl. xxiv, 68 30
13 Hisser, pl.ovi, DH 35, 17b £
1B, Hissar, pl. vi, IDH 43,300 it
wg. Hissar, pl. ¥i, DH 46, 8g 31
20. Hiscar, pl. vi, DH 45, 122 3
z1. Cheshmeh "Ali, Dél. en Periv, xx, hg. 13, 1 1
23. Halaf, coloe pl. i, 5 32
23. Haldf, pl.liii, 17 3
24. Rana-ghundai, Nerth Baluchistan, pl. xiii, R.G. 1 2
35, Sumarre, pl. iii 34
afi. M-d, pl. xci, 22 s
27. Suss, Del. en Perse, xv1, fig. 51 35
8. Shahi-tump mound, Gedrona, pl, xii, Sh. T. ¥. 3 35
29. Harappa, A.R.AS1, 1gap-a8, pl. xxav, g 35
30. M, pl.xc. 35 35
4t M-, pl. x2i, 18 35
32 M-d, pl. 3ei, 35 35
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KUAMRER
33 Pandi Wahi, Sind, pl. xxix, 38
34 Bandhoi, Sind, pl, xxix, 16
35. Bandhni, Sind, pl. xxix, 26
36. M, pl.x¢, g
37 M-d, pl.xcii, 10
38. M-d, pl. xc; 10
39 Samarre, nbb. 27, nr. 27
40. Hizzar, pl. v, H 2147
41, Damb Buthi, Sind, pl. xxv, 1
43. Pandi Wahi, Sind, pl. xaviii, 38
43- Pandi Wahi, Sind, pls. sxviii, § and xxxix, 13
44 Susa, Diel. em Perie, xu, . 215
45- Susi, Del. en Perie, xin, pl. i, 2
46. Nal, pl. xviii, 10
47 Ramerud, Inns. Asa, w, pl. cxiis, R.R, VIIL ors
48 M4, pl, xcr, 2
4. M-d, r9z7-31, pl.1xx, 8
50. M-d, pl. xdii, 6
51, Samaerra, pl. xxx, 158
52 Ghavri Shah, Sind, pl. xxvii, 4
53 Amri, Sind, pl. xxxvili, 10
S4. M-d, pl. acii, 18
55 M-, pl. xc, 13
56. Ghazi Shah, Srad, pl. xxvii, 29
57- Kalavi-gird, fwm. Asia, m, pl. cxiii, K.G. o135
58. Samarra, abb. 137, nr. 1h3
59. Samarra, abh. 43, nr. 43
Go. Musyan, Del.en Perse, vi, fig. 135
61 Musyan, Del. en Perie, vins, fig. 135
b Semerra, abb, 10, or, 10
63. Giyan, pl. 43
b4. Khazinah, Del. en Perse, vins, fig. 204
65, Tali-regi (Khusu), Persiz, pl. xxv, 33
66, {A) Mchi, Gedrona, pl. xxx, Mehi. IL. 45
(B) N, pl. xx, 2
7. M.d, pl. xci, 24
68. Amni, Sixd, pl. xviii, 17
69. Samarrs, abb, Bo, ar. g3
79 Hissar, pl. i, H 3439
7% Susa, Del. en Perse, 1, pl. xix, g
72 Deh-bud, Persiv, pl. xxvi, 51
73 Muwyan, Del, en Perse. vin, fig. 135
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74 Pertano-ghundai, Nertk Balackizan, pl. v, 1. 37

75. Susa, Del. en Perie, xm, pl. oi, 5
6. Susa, Del, en Perse, s, pl.x, 7
7. Nal, pl. xviid, 12

=8, M-d, pl. xe, 21

2. M-, pl. xci; 13

Bo. M.d, pl. xci, 16

f1. M-J.pl.uii.:g

Bz, M-d, pl xci, 15

#3. Pandi Wahi, Siad, pl. sxviil, 4o

&y, Su.n.Dd mPHI'r.I-tI-LP] wi, (A) 7, (B) 4.(C)'5

88, Snﬂ pl xiv, 5. 1552

8g. Ghazi Shah, Sind, pl. xxvii, 52

9. Pandi Wahi, Smd, pl. xxviil, 1B

gr. Taliseg (Khusu), Peray, pl. xxv, 29
g2, Tali-regi (Khusu), Persis, pl. xxv, 35
93. M-d, pl. xcil, 13

o4 M-d, pl. xcii, 12

o5, M-d, pl.xcil, 11

g6. Diagram, opposedriangle pattern
g7. M, pl. xcii, 16

of. M-d. pl. xcii; 14

99. Diagram, contiguous-triangle pattern

100, M-, pli=c, 19

ror. M-d, pl.seii, 19

oz, Diagram, intersecting-circle pattern
to3. M, pl. xe, 23

roy. M-d, pl. xci, 27

1o5. M-d, pl. xei, 29

1ob. M-d, pl. xci, 12

to7. M-d, pl. xc1, 8

1o, Ghaz Shah, Simd, pl. x2vi, 27

10g. M-d, pl. x, 11

110, Disgram, intersectingcircle pattern
prt. M, ploxd, 2

112, M, pl, xci, 2
113, M, pl. xci, 6

114. Pandi Wakhi, Sind, pl. xxix, 37

115. Diagram, intersecting-circle pattern
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NUMDER

ub. M., pl. xci,

iy M, ploxa,

1l M-, pl. xc, 23 _

119. Diagram, contiguouscircle pattern
0. M-d, pl.xei, 7

131, Chanhudaro, Ilf. Load. News, Nov. 21, 1936
33 H“‘; ﬂt lﬂlg 28

123, M, pl.xc, 15

124, M-d, pl. xci, 31

13s. M-d, pl. x3, 13

136 M-d, pl. %, 1

t27. M, pl. xcii; 5

128, M, pl. xaii, 7

12y, M, pl. xcii, 4

130, M.d, pl. xcii, 3

131. Ghazi Shah, Sind, pl, xxvi, §

133. M, pl.xcil, 17

133 M, pl.xcii, 8

134 M, pl.xc, 17

£35. M, pl. xcii, g

136, Harappa, 4.R.A.51,, 192734, pl. xxxv, g
137 Karchat, Sind, pl. xxxit, 14

138, Chanhu<dara, Sind, pl. xx, 34

139, Jhukar, Sind, pl. xv, 34

140. Md, pl. xc, ;8

141, Shahitump moand, Gedrosis, pl. =ii; 'Sk, T. 14

143. Harappa, AR.ASL, 192738, pl. xoxv, g
t43. Ghazi Shah, Sind, pl. xxvi, 13
144- Perscpolis, pl. xix

t45. Rarchat, Siad, pl. xxxii, 19

146, Shahjo-kotiro, Sind, pl. xxxit, 39
147. Bampus, Recomn., pl. vii, Azqa
148. Bampur, Reconn,, pl. vii, Ago2
149. Chanbu-daro, Sind, pl. xx, 0

150, Kulli, Gedrosia, pl. xxii, Kul. IV, ¢
155 M, pl. xaii, 20

153, Hissar, ;i xi, H 3482
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158. Ghazi Shah, Sind, pl. xxvi, 22

159. Ghazi Shah, Sied, pl. xavi, 26

160, Tali-regi (Khusu), Perris, pl, xxv, 18

161, Susa, Del. en Perse, xin, fig. 144

162, Ghazi Shah, Sind, pl. xxvil, 1

163. Ghazi Shah, Sind, pl. xxvil, 16

16y Pandi Wahi, Siad, pl. xxviii, 44

165. Ghazi Shah, Sind, pl. xxvii, 34

166. Sayyid Maurez, Gedrogia, pl. xxxii, Maur. 2
ibg. Pereepolis, pl. xvi, 4

168, Ghazi Shah, Sind, pl. xxvi, 2

1hg. M-d, 1927-31, pl. Luviil, 24

t70. M-, pl. xcii, 23

r71. Amri, Sind, pl. xvi, 5

t72. Susa, Del. en Peree, (A-C) xxv, fig. 10; (D) xoi, pl. xli, 2
173. Chanhu-daro, 1. Lond. News, Nov. a1, 1936
174, M-d, pl. xc, 24
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PART 1

INTRODUCTION
I

SCHOLARS interested in those remaote periods when Oriental man
was struggling towand the edge of history had for long concen-
trated their attention either on the Near East or on distant China.
Prehistoric India, it scemed, had nothing to offer comparable in
-antiquity and material development. Yet within the last two
decades the situation has changed. Intensive archacological inves
tgations at ancient sites along the Indus River in northwestern
India have laid bare the remnants of a civilization far greater in
antiquity than anything previcusly known as Indian.

The first of these excavations was started in 1920 in the mound
Harappa,' in the Punjab, and the mmportance of the finds led to
the commencement of the grear excavations at Mohenjo-daro in
Sind in 1921.* The results revealed a non-Aryan civilization, clearly

" luoluted surface Rode from Harapps, of 3 type that lizr wad m be reeogrieed s
“Indus Valley prehistoric,” were known v cariy an the winnes of 187275 see Aletandet
Cunninghamn, Afrrdarulognal Swvey of India; Bepore fur the Yeur id7a-2p (Calcutt,
18535}, pp. 1098 Note: the locsban of ol] the spciem sty meariossd in the exe will
be found os the mmap a0 the hack.

ESec Ald for the finx detailed discusion of the building anid ohjecn of Mohonjo-
dare and sclectnd ohiects From Harapra. For prefimlnany ropom oo the crcavations st
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prehistoric so far as India is concerned, and in some ways far iy
advance of Sumer and Elam, its nearest comparable neighbors,
The scientific world which had long considered Sumer as the peer

of early Asiatic cultures suddenly found itsclf confronted by an-

other claimant from this entirely unexpected quarter. Nowhere in

antiquity had so high a degrec of civic prosperity been reached 2t

such an early date, and nowhere in the Ancient East was there a
people who scem to have been less baited by princes, priests and
war. The amazing absence of whar may properly be called palaces
and temples, and the scarcity of weapons of offense, attest this, No-
where in antiquity has life appeared so ordered and securc. And
if we lack the spiritual concepts found elsewhere, or the wealth of
works of art, it should be remembered, first, that the vast majority
of their writings has quite certainly perished and that what litdle
is left to us is still undecipherable, and second, that archacological
research among these people is still in its infancy.

However, imposing as this carly Indus civilization is in its
architectural monuments, and accomplished though it may be in
city planning, metal working, and sculpture, it is its painted por

{ tery that presents the closest likeness to ather, better known, carly
cultures in Asia. One finds it repeatedly stated that analogies esist
between the painted pottery of Mohenjo-daro and that of other
Iranian, Elamitic or Mesopotamian prehistoric peoples. It is the
purpose here to compare eritically the designs on this Indian ware

f with those found to the west, In daing this we will discover what
justification there is for these assertions of likeness. More impor-
tant still, through such a study we can determine the status of this
ware (and to a certain extent the whole culture which produced
if) in relation to the great painted pottery family of Western Asia.

I

In dﬂ!mg here only with the painted pottery designs, certain
normally significant factors in pottery study will of necessity be

relegated to a position of second importance. The pigments used,

Mohesjodam, Harspra, and ether fmdin Valley sites, e ARAST, 199021, 1023-21
MlM‘iﬁmhmdmﬂddeMdmhhﬂth.
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and the color and treatment of the background, for example, are |
factors of lesser constancy and must concern us less than the
designs themselves. One need hardly point out the numerous
examples in Mesopotamia and Iran of the persistence of early
clements of painted pottery design into successively later periods,
cach differing as to pigments and background. Also clearly less .
stable are the composition of the clay body of the vessels and the
quality of the firing. With these factors we are also hampered by
their general unrehiability when concerned with relatively small
groups of specimens undistinguished by constant peculiarities,
such as is the case with the Indus Valley material, and the lack of
fully detailed information on composition and condition both in
the case of India and many of our western wares. The shapes of
the vessels help us much less than one might hope. This is due .,
largely to the rarity of complete Indus Valley painted specimens,
or of sherds sufficiently large to give a reliable indication of the
ariginal outline. However, we may assume that the Indian painted
ware did not differ markedly in shape from the unpainted, since
the few complete painted specimens agree perfectly with the
unpainted.

One difficulty, that of nomenclature, should be settled first, A
variety of names has been used in designating the prehistoric
Indian pottery and culture first uncarthed ar Harappa and best
exemplified by the finds of Mohenjo-daro. Most common is “Indus
Valley," yet this is obviously unsatisfactory, for the Indus Valley
has in recent years produced concrete evidence of at least five dis-
tinet cultures, each clearly prehistoric. Consequently, [ propose to
follow the lead of Ernest Mackay" in the use of the term “Harappa”™
as a generic name, after the precedent set in the Nearer East of
naming a ware or culture after its point of first discovery. The
other prehistoric Indian wares will be similarly treated in this
discussion.

It is not the purpose here to assign precise dates to the known
phases of Harappan culture, nor to any of the other cultures or
sites with which comparisons will be made. However, the sequence
in which the Mesopotamian prehistoric cultures appear, and their

LRall MF.A, p 8
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general relation to cach other, is well known. The sequence rels ,
tanship of the Iranian and Elamitic cultures to each other, and
to those of Mesopotamia, is less clear, but certain tentative concly
sions as to their interrelationship may be drawn. Since all will be
used for comparison in the discussion that is to follow, they are
shown in the appended table in the relationship which, in the light
of present evidence, seems substantially correet. It s ohvious, of
course, that objections can be made to these proposed sequences of
Iranian and Elamitic groups, but this is not particularly pertinent
to.our study as a whole, nor does it affect in any way our individual

" MILISYY AN
GIYAN

PERSEP-
oLis
HISAR
SIALK
AHAL

I I

comparisans with Harappan examples, No attempt has been made
to include the scores of sites somewhat hastily trenched by Sir
Aurel Stein during his reconnaissances north and west of the In-
dus; many have recognizable relatianships cast and west, as will be
pointed out later. It should be remembered that the following table
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is a purely schematic representation. It does not attempt to fix the
duration of time in years for any one peaple, but only the relation of
their known period of existence to that of other prehistoric peoples.

I

Harappa ware is compared here only with that from the north
and west. One would expect ar least traces of some relationship
with the south, for there is a certain amount of indicative though
inconclusive evidence that the Harappans were in some way
related to the Dravidians, associated in our minds today primarily
with the south of India,' and we will point out later certain non-
western, presumnably Indian characteristics in the painted potrery
designs; yet so far not so much as a single surface sherd even
remotely comparable to Harappa ware has been reported from
southern or eastern India, in spite of the fact that two decades have
now elapsed since the importance of this ware was first recog-
nized. Furthermore, painted pottery of the character presented by
Harappa, Iran, and Mesopotamia is distinctly a northern phe-
nomenon. Nowhere in Asia is a similar technique found south of
the twenty-fifth parallel, except at the mouth of the Indus iself
and at an “Indus culture™ outpost on the Kathiawar Peninsula® It
would be strange indeed for it not to have been already reported
had it been a truly southern as well as a northern means of
cXpression.

One peculiar dificulty connected with a comparison between
the pottery of Harappa and the prehistoric pottery of Iran and
Mesopotamia is the clear disparity in time between the two. No
exact date limits for the Harappan culture can yet be fixed, but
we do have such a striking body of parallels to dated Sumer that
it is possible to say with certainty that the Harappan civilization
as we see it at Mohenjo-daro; Harappa, and Chanhu-daro flour-

* Posaible Harappa-Diranda relunonihipe are necrssandy oumide the sope of thin wnek;
bt & thomugh oy, snd prrticulary furthes field work jo the wuth, b sssenrial befure
we can hope for an untuased: picsure of the position of the Harppam in prehisons Todia
a1 3 whale. For the painters towand such s relationship ses Mershall in M-d, cham v, om

For epposing evidence, bused oa s linguitic wndy, wee A 5. C Row, The ~“Numeral
Signs” of the Makenps-Dern Sceipe, Memwic, 1o, 57 (Delhi, v93%),
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ished during the third millennium before Christ, at least from the
time of the Royal Tombs of Ur through the Third Dynasty of Ur
(approximately 2850-2300 B.C.). Earlier than that we have only
the presence of certain Harappan conventions on the Jumdar

Nasr period seals of Elam,* and the assurance that so developed a

state of civilization as we first see it at Harappa and Mohenjo-dam’

must have had a history going far beyond the earliest limit juse

mentioned. We find, on looking at Mesopotamia, that our latest

comparable painted pottery, Jumdar Nasr, is, at its latest, scarcely
younger than 3000 B.C., and that prior to Jumdar Nasr came

Uruk, al-'Ubaid, Tell Halaf and Samarra” In Elam we find

Susa | far more ancient than 2850 B.C,, and only Susa [T over-

lapping with the terminus definitely established for Harappa.

In Iran we find a similar condition, Persepolis, Sialk, and Tepe
Hisar I being far anterior o our known Harappa, while only
the upper levels of Tepe Hisar, Tepe Giyan and related sites
produced painted ware within the period in which Harappan.
remains have actually been found.

In the light of these conditions, we could not hope for-any
particularly close parallels in composition as a whole between
the Harappan and the older Iranian and Mesopotamian painted
designs even if we assume that the younger were the direct
descendants of the older ones. However, it is of interest that
similaritics in the decorative elements making up the more com-
plex Harappan designs can be detected, and that they relate
more often to the cardier than to the later foreign wares.

Both Sir John Marshall and Ernest Mackay, who was in
charge of the greater part of the Mohenjodaro ficld wark,
comment on the remarkahly static nature of the material finds

¥ Ser pp. B1-g.
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at Harappan sites. In the pottery, for example, there is bue little
change in character between the carliest and the latest of the
superimposed levels thus far uncovered at Mohenjo-daro, though
there is a diminution in the quantity of painted ware in the
later strata. This lack of change is a point of importance, for
it indicates that pottery decoration was a tradition long fixed
and faithfully retained, thus carrying our Harappan products
back close in time to the prehistoric Iranian and Mesopatamian
wares. Coupled with this lack of change, the diminution in the
quantity of painted ware suggests that the practice of painting
was one retained only for special, perhaps ritualistic, purposes
into a time when the more common output of the kiln had dis-
carded such archaisms.

v

The question will arise as to how justified one may be in
considering that every decorative unit, every principle of technique
must be an inheritance from earlier times and peoples. Certainly
these must be discovered for the first time quite alone by some
given set of people. Why, then, should they not be discovered
again quite independently by other peoples? There is nothing
particularly advanced, it would scem, in the use of triangles,
wavy line, or paralle] straight lines as the basis for a geometrical
composition. That might occur to any people independently. But
the question is not quite as simple as that, for we cannot always
look upon these single decorative elements as simple geometrical
ﬁgmmnn&vedumchmdm&wiﬂmﬁu:mning.ﬁq
cannot always be considered as the basic clements from which a
more complicated geometrical design may be built up, but rather,

plicated and naturalistic design may be expressed. We have from
'_Suano:tnmpIc,rmnfhird:wirhlongvcrﬁﬂ!nuhuwd
as 2 border on the lips of vessels. No one would mistake them
for anything else, but when the design is more simplified, as
it often is, it is only a slight protuberance or jut at the top or
bottom that shows these parallel lines to represent rows of birds
and not mere space-filling by 2 geometrically-minded potter.
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When, from the same site, we find the lines similarly placed,
but without even the shight distinguishing marks seen in the
intermediate stages, we have some reason for believing that they
still represent birds though the means has changed from picto-
graphic to symbalic, In the same manner, a wavy line may rep.
resent a river; sweeping curved lines, or even circles, a mountain
goat with its big horns; triangles, the bodies of animals, and so
on, though the meaning of the symbol is not usually clear unless
one has seen it in some of its intermediate stages. It must also
‘be clear from this that much which we consider as merely mean-
ingless ornament on prehistoric ware represents, in reality, specific
objects ar concepts, the nature of which we cannor interpret
as yet. .
It is uncertain whether or not these symbols are necessarily
the result of a long evolutionary petiod. In the carlier cultures—
Susa I for example—we find pictorial representation and the
symbol for the same or related objects used side by side, some
times even on the same vessel* Evidently to the primitive potter
it was immaterial whether a given idea was represented one way
ar the other, since both produced the same image in the mind
and each was individually capable of producing an aesthetically
satisfying design. Even the usual belief that the picture came
i5 open to same question. Be that as it may, we nust assume
4 period of development extending far beyond the carliest
painted designs we now have. No other assumption is possible
when we consider the highly develaped, even sophisticated,
artistic sense of the earliest decorators, and the amazing spread
in prehistoric times of certain identical artistic conventions over
the whole of north-central Asia,

Certain pitfalls thar one may encounter in analyzing pre-
historic pottery designs have just been mentioned. One should
beware, however, of BIVIng 10 every geometrical unit an inner
meaning which actually jr may not have had by the time the
design was drawn. Ir is perfectly true that under certain condi.
Hons a wavy line, let us say, between rows of opposed triangles
represented a stream flowing between mountains, but that cannot

'ﬂ_ﬂrf.nhrﬂ.hw.ﬂ.niLthhdmnhﬂg_
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mean that forever after wavy line and triangle held only this
meaning, even in the hands of the direct descendants of the
ariginal pictorial decorators. Somewhere in the line of inheritors,
artists were bound 1o come who used these elements because of |
their usefulness in achieving a definite composition and not be-
cause they wished o represent specific phenomena: It may even
have been forgotten that certain decorative elements onee stood
for these phenomena. It is hard, for example, to see in most of
the geometrical designs of al-Ubaid and in many of the pat-
terns of Tell Halaf ware any vestiges of picmn’al art. We should
also consider the possibility that among certain peoples painted
designs originated purcly as geametrical decotation and not as
pictorial representation. This cannot be proven, but one s
reminded of the possibility by the total lack of naturalism in
such very primitive pottery as Anau L.

The task of distinguishing between these decorative clements
on painted pottery which are symbols for some more complex
scene ar object and those which have lost, or never had, a sym-
bolic value is difficult in all but the most obvious examples. For
the most part we must content ourselves with pointing out such
few symbolic values as may be deemed certain, remembering that
others may also be present, though unrecognizable or unaccept-
able in the light of our present knowledge.

v

The great excavations at Mohenjo-daro, as published by Sir
John Marshall and Dr. Mackay, arc the source of most of our
knowledge of Harappan materials as a whole, Besides this, we
have the finds from Chanhu-daro and Harappa itself, partially
published in various journals.” Second in importance only to the
Maohenjo-daro volumes is the account of explarations carried ot
in Sind by N. G. Majumdar.” From this, more than from any
other source, we see the spread of Harappan culture up and
down the Indus. Unfortunately, his work was confined to Sind,

"For Molietio-dare and Himppa, wc p 3, oo = mpre. For Chanhu-daro, e
Budl. MPA; 1, Land. News, N, (4 andd 29, 19587 ARASS, 150445
1 Expinrations in Sind, Memoir no. o8 (Delhi) 1934).
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and until we have a similar survey of the Punjab we can only
assume that a like concentration extended at least as far as Harappy
itself. How far southeast and northwest the Harappans extended
we cannot tell ar present. Nothing unmistakably Harappan has
been found farther southeast of the Indus than the valley itself.
However, directly. south of the Jower Indus, on the neck of the
Kathiawar Peninsula, an outpost of what at leasr may be clled
“Indus culture™ has heen reported. Here at a site called Rangpur,
twenty miles southeast of Limbdi, trial trenches have exposed 5
quantity of painted shreds which have been equated with the
Late Period pottery of Mohenjoddaro.”" There is some doubr as
to whether these finds may be considered as true representatives
of Harappan culture—the designs, at least, show closer affinities,
to those of the Amri culture than ro Harappa—bur they certainly
€an be considered as a coastal, southern extention of the general
Indus Valley painted pottery technique beyond the confines of
the valley itself. On the northwest, unmistakable Harappan ware
has been found more than g hundred and fifty miles from the
river,” How great was the total extent of these proples during
the third millennium one cannor tell. Yet their present known
habitat, an cxpanse ar least six hundred miles long and rwo
hundred miles wide, compares favorably with even the most
widespread of ather Asiaric prehistoric cultures, The relative
ity of the Harappan materia] over this whole area and

the aspect of permanence in its known cities gives the i T
of a unified people, long and firmly established in the land.

Axmd:pmn:ry,th:lmdrnit&vm:luhmmmﬁcnﬂt |
difference in composition between the plain and the painted
wares, Almost all are wheel-made; and all bue the smallest show
the use of a degraissant, usually sand or lime, to temper the raw
dar.n:darmmilﬂylnu]:m came from the kiln pink
or light red in color.”® All the Harappan pottery, whether plain "
nrpaintd.hhuwuurdrwaminmkcdmmtnlh:
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delicate thinness of much of the Iraican and Mesoporamuan pre-

If one were to interpret the term “painted pottery” literally, it
would demand the inclusion of a large group of Harappan vessels
which, though painted, are almost uscless for comparative purposes.
This group consists of many vessels, unornamented except for
horizontal bands of one or more simple painted lines. The decora-
tion here has the appearance of complete degeneration. Nothing
seems o remain of the older tradition of decoration except a
hurried compliance o an ancient custom, performed in the easiest
possible manner. In effect it has ceased 1o be “painted patzery,” for
the term as usually applied implics an effort on the part of the
primitive artist to depict, in so far as he is able, an aesthetically
satisfying scene, whether it be straight pictorial, symbolic, or
merely a pleasing partern. But here the lines have actually become
a structural accompaniment to the vesscls so decorated, emphasiz-
ing a given member, such as neck, shoulder, or lip, or imitating
the incised horizontal lines for which they are so often an obvious
substitute. Nevertheless, this decadent form of expression has its
value, as will be pointed out later, in helping to explain the static
and somewhat uninspired character of much that may more gen-
winely be called the “painted ware” of Harappan sites.

The physical difference between the ware that is ornamented
merely with simple horizontal bands and that which we choose,
somewhat arbitrarily, to il Harappan “painted pottery” lies in
the preparation of the surface to be painted. The simple bands
on the first group are painted directly on the body of the vessel,
while the decoration of the second is always applied on a wash
or slip covering the body. Slips, far more common than washes,
are relatively poor in adhesion and scale off casily on exposure
after excavation. The colors used are cream, buff, pink, and light
or dark red, the first three being natural clay colors and the last
two (the most common ) the result of an addition of red ochre.
Most of the surfaces so produced, and particularly the red, were
polished to give a fine lustrous cffect, the long vertical strakes of

14 N mention # auide in any of the pubiications a1 to the crsct thickacn of the dip.
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the burnisher being perceptible on the specimens of better pre-
servation. Vessels are frequently slipped only on that portion
destined for painted decoration, rather than over the whole of
the exterior, and rare examples of the use of slips of two different
colors on dificrent parts of the same vessel have been reported.™
It is on the smooth surface so created that the painted design
was applied. Black, in the form of manganiferous hematite, is the
usual pigment of the painted designs, and varies in intensity from
brown 1o a rich purple-black. Red, the color so common in the
painted wares to the west, is rarely used by itself, bur appears
usually as a background for designs painted in black. White and
yellow had some popularity as ground colors, and a few examples
of an unstable powdery green have heen reported. The red, the
black, and even the white are before-baking pigmicnts, the green
apparently being applied after baking. Though the painting in the
majority of cases is monochromatic, the effect is one of bj
since the background through its brilliance and warmth of tone
has a chromatic rather than o neutral value. In the same way, the
examples of polychromy are intensified by the color value of the
The decoration was disposed in horizonzal registers
extending downward as far as, and sometitmes beyond, the center
of the vessel. The more naturalistic elements of design appear in
these registers framed by simple banded or geometrical borders, A
few bowls exist painted over their whole exterior.’™ Interior
decoration is exceedingly rare,

VI

In a comparison between the painted designs of Harappa and
those of the west, one would normally turn to the wares of Balu-

i e first stage westward from the Indus—or here there
15 a considerable body of pottery, interrelated as to pottery design
both within Baluchistan and with the Indus, yer divisible into
several distinet portery groups. Unfortunately, this helps us less
than had been hoped. Comparing it with Harappa we are con-
imnmdﬁntwithadmthnfp:mﬂdsbmwilhanw:hundmu

M, p. 330; Mo, 4537-30, o 7y, W e B a3, infre.
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of similar points. This is of value in that it shows a close interre-
lationship between the various Baluchistan wares and Harappa,
yet there are but few indications by which one may establish their
chronological relatianship, It is true that undeniable Harappan
motifs occur among the finds from many of the Baluchistan
sites, proving that the Baluchi ware is contemporancous with some
phase of Harappan existence; but we cannot tell st what point in
the history of our one well-stratified Harappan site—Mohenjo-daro
—these finds fall. It is certain that Harappan culture—and its
painted pottery—existed before the time of the carliest levels yer
exposed at Mohenjo-daro, and there is no reason for believing that
it ceased with the desertion of Mohenjo-daro as a cosmopolitan
center, Thus any one, or all, of the Baluchi cultures may have
fourished either before, or contemporancously with, or after the
period of Harappa as it has been exposed so far a1 Mohenjo-daro,

None of the Baluchi pottery designs Was about it the “feel” of
antiquity such as can be safely attributdd to Susa I, Halaf, or
Persepolis in the west. Nor is therc any conclusive archacological
evidence by which their relationship in time to each other may be
judged, Bur the fact thar the pottery is consistently made on the
fast wheel, as well as the constant association of these finds with
copper and their frequent similarity to and association with
Harappan decorative motifs, would suggest that they come late
in the prehistoric period.

With the distinctive ware first found at Nal in Baluclustan there
are some pointers toward a relative date. At Shahitump in western
British Makran, Sir Aurel Stein exposed habitation levels the finds
of which he equated in style, roughly, with such sites as Kulli and
Mehi further cast.’” Undensable likeness of design exists, but in the

light of more recent work in Iran the ware of these Shahi-tump |

habitation levels scems more closely related to the carlier Persian

fabrics, Nevertheless, the similanity between the Shahi-tump

copper stamp scals and others of clay from the late Imnian culture

level of Tepe Hisar 111, and a wriple bowl—of the type known

from Susa [ and from the late gray-ware cultures of Iran as seen

at Shaly Tepc—assure it a relatively late date in the prehistory of
¥ Gedrona, parmis,
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the East as a whole," Overlying and separated from these strata
were graves with pottery betraying certain characteristics peculiar
to Nal ware. Consequently, Stein is justified in considering Nal
a late prehistoric development. Ernest Mackay, on the other hand,
considers it as carly. The pottery, he says, *. . . more or less ap-
proximates to the pottery of the first period of Susa,” which assigns
it, in a cautious way, to a very carly period.” The reason for this
opinion is the prevalence of the step pattern at both Nal and
Susa L, as well as the use of other decorative elements found at
bath sites. It is perfectly true that there is a certain likeness and
that certain patterns or clements arc common to both, but we will
see that the same is true between Susa | and Harappa, though we
know that Harappa in its known levels cannat “approximate” 1o
the period of Susa I. Marshall, too, considers it “earlier than any
yet exposed at Mohenjo-daro or Harappa,” basing his opinion on
the likeness to certain Susa | motifs.” It would seem that both
Mackay and Marshall are postulating a relationship in time on:
tenuous evidence. There can be no doubt that Nal and Susa 1 are
in some way related, but when we sce how the carly decorative
clements persist throughout the histary of painted pottery in Asia,
it would be unsafc to consider their presence the sole proof of!
contemporaneity,

Even withour Stein's evidence, Nal must be considered as Late;
certainly not carlier than Harappa and probably later than the .
carly and middle strata st Mohenjodaro. In the first place, if we.
consider Nal as earlier, we must also belicve that the designs which'
Nal and Harappa have in common were in a sense inherited by
Harappa from Nal. Yer in the Nal examples we have a certain 'II
heavy sureness of line that is quite difficrent both from the pains-
taking delicacy of the best Harappan cxamples and the bold
uregularities of the majority,” Besides that, in the Nal animal
drawings there is an anatomical exactness and realism unlike

¥ ind., pl. xiv, $h. T. £ 30, etes Hinser, gl lix, B 2378, e ; Gedrooia, pl. i, Sh To
vi 35 Pel. em Perve, swt, ph. xxvil, 01 Shak Tepe, fig- 39. Ser alao the wiple bowl of the
Thangar pesied from Chanhu-darn, /ll. Laud. News, Nov. 21, 193, p. 910,

MM p e ¥ Afef, B 1060,
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anything in Harappa and infinitely more sophisticated than the
highly conventionalized animal forms of Susa I and earlier wares.
Compare, for example, the lithe figure of the lion of Na/, pl. xxi, 8,
or the ease with which the ibex with turned head is shown in Naf,
pl- xxi, 14, with anything from Harappa or from early Elam.
There can be no question that we have to deal here with a tech-
nique infinitcly more advanced than Susa L. The fact that Harap-
pan designs are found ar Nal sites does not demand that Nal be
even contemporary with the Harappan culture exposed at Mo-
henjo-daro. The peculiarly static nature of Harappan designs
unplies that they would continue to persist long after Mohenjo-
daro had ceased to cxist as a aty.

However, the purpase of this study is not the establishment of
dates for the Baluchistan wares. This cannot be dope with any
exactitude, and even a comparative chronology relating in its
proper order one site to another is hazardous in mest cases until
‘we have more than the results of trial trenches on which to go.
Nar is it inténded to analyze the style of the multitudinous speci-
mens of painted ware from Baluchistan. Sir John Marshall's study
of these wares should remain our guide, for it is based on a firse-
hand knowledge of the sherds themselves.™ His analysis seems
beyond question, though there will be occasion later to question
some of his conclusions. Suffice it to say that the groups into which
he has divided the Baluchi wares represent a refinement in classi-
fication with which we need not bother here. It is a listing of the
specics within a genus, for no one cn look at this material as a
whole withour seeing that it all reccived its fundamental character
from one source. In making his comparisons and in drawing
attention to the subtle distinctions that mark one of his proposed
subdivisions from another, he has naturally been forced to dwell
extensively on their differences. But if ane considers, instead, their
likenesses, they appear in a quite different light. One can see in
the ware of Kulli, Mchi, and Periano-ghundai, to mention but a
few, a resemblance so close to the Harappan in its decorative ele-
ments that we must consider them as collateral and closely related

BN pp. oot For o peographially more comprebemive smmary e V. G
Childe, New Light on the Mosr dnciead Ean (Loodon, ig34) ppe 28g-8z
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branches of the same basic culture in so far as the painted designs
alone are taken as our evidence. Because of this obvious interrela.
tionship, various Baluchi specimens of painted design will be pre-
sented in the following discussion, not as substitutes for Harappan
examples, or as their equivalent, bur as representatives of the broad
eastern family of which Harappa is a member,

vl

With the various fabrics of the Indus Valley itself we are con-
fronted with fewer difficulties, for their relationship in time 1o
each other is quite clearly understood. The pottery of four distinet
prehistaric cultures, other than Harappa, has been found in the
Indus Valley: Amri, Jhukar, Jhangar, and an as yet unnamed
pouery from a cemetery overlying Harappa itself™ That of
Jhukar follows Harappa in period, and Ihangar (unpainted in-
cised gray ware) in turn succeeds Jhukar, There is less certainty
of the rlationship of the “Harappa cemetery” ware to Jhukar
and [hangar, but it is demonstrably later than Harappa; judging
ﬁminmdinidiﬁcrmminstylc,ithmmiulyalim to Jhukar
and Jhangar culturally, and it is in all probability considerably
later in date. Since Jhukar, Jhangar, and “Harappa cemetery” are
all younger than Harappa proper, they will figure but little in our
study which of necessity must deal largely with sites demonstrably
older than the Harappan levels now exposed. It should be added,
however, that in painted pottery motifs, Jhukar shows as close
a relationship to Harappa as the most similar of the Balichi wares.
There can be no question that the cultural relationship between
the two—Harappa and [hukar—is very close indeed, though it
would scem that they were collateral branches of the same family
rather than ancestor and inheritor.

= Amitly Phukar and Jhangar, ss S s b known, ane fousd only m Sind, “Haeappa
Wﬂﬂrmﬁaw.ﬁrﬁmﬁmﬁiﬂhlhukm Eind, Hulf, M.FA. sod
i, I.nl:_ Newes, Mo, ILEIH o, vgiby Bor [hangar, B, M. tne “Harappa
cometery,” ARASL 193054, pt 1, pp. 7290, VERSEE IV By Tomd differing
markedly from wmhmdlhmm“mm may evenually
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Amri ware, the final non-Harappan fabric of the Indus Valley
to be noted, presents a somewhat different situation. This dis-
tinctive pottery was first discovered at the ancient site known today
as Amni, situated on the banks of the Indus some cighty miles
south of Mohenjo-daro. So far, fifteen sites have been discovered—
all in Sind—in which pottery of Amri type is the distinguishing
feature.™ Little of a distinctive nature, other than the pottery, has
been unearthed from the Amri levels of these sites, but the flint
and chert blades common to both Harappa and to the chalcolithic
and copper-age sites of all western Asia are liberally represented.

The important feature of the Amri finds is that in several in-
stances they occur in the same mounds in which Harappa ware is
found, and that in every case where the site is sufficiently intact
to permir a close study of the stratification—Amri, Lohri, Ghazi
Shah and Pandi Wahi—the Amri ware underlay that of Harappa.
At the last two of the four sites just mentioned there is a certain
amount of intermingling of Amri and Harappa wares where the
two strata meet, showing thar though Amri is the earlier, there
was a bricf period in which both existed at the same sites simul-
tancously. Marcover, we have amang the Amri objects, copper and
vitregus paste bangles showing that the finds fall within the same
general age as Harappa, At the same time, the fact that Amn and
Harappa sherds appear for a brief interval side by side, each
distinet from the other, shows that Harappa is not an cutgrowth
of Amri, but a distinct cultural entity in itself.

Majumdar has quite correctly pointed out the close similarity of
Amri pottery 1o the South Baluchistan wares of Kulli, Mchi, and
kindred sites, as well as to that of Periano-ghundai and Moghul-
ghundai farther north in Baluchistan.™ There is no question that
the two—Amn and the Baluchistan wares here noted—were the
products of the same broad cultural group.

3 See the following wites described in ﬁ.u‘:v;l'hﬂm_p. 20q Lokiny p 69: Glasd Shah,
5 795 Fanda Rabim Khan, p A6: Gorasd, p. §7¢Pundl Walbi. 5. gx; Damb Buthi,
p 124t Bendhsi, o 307 Dibal, p 526; Pokhran, p. 138; Kohtrw Buthi, p. 1535 Ebajur

Landl, o 1341 Arsbio Thana, p. 136 Drhmanio Butld, p 140 Dibillasite-kat, i 145
¥ Sind, p. 378
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To state the Amri characteristics briefly: the ware is modemuely
thin and is wheel-thrown; the surface is covered, usually, with 3
thin slip or wash of the same color as the body of the pot, which,
depending on the condition of the firing, turns to 2 buff, cream ar
pink color. On this the design is painted in black and reddish
brown—polychromy—after the vessel has been fired,

Let us compare definite Amri and Harappa designs, The ubiqui-
tous horizontal bands, looped lines and lozenges, of course, are
present in both, as well as the ever-present wavy lines and triangles.
Compare, though, the like treatment of the triangles in the Amn
specimen seen in Fig. 53 (infra) and Harappa Fig, 54, or the sigma
pattern of Amri Fig. 56 and Harappa Fig. s5. The use of blocks
of vertical lines between horizontals is the same in Amri and
Harappa, and we have in both subdivisions the checkerboard pat-
tern, In Amri Fig. 12 and Harappa Fig. 11 we have basically the
same motif of vertical lines suspended from loops. Nor is there
any difference basically between the idea represented in Amri
Fig. 9o and that in Harappa Fig. 8. In Amri we bave hooked
lines springing from a perpendicular identical with that of
- Harappa Fig. 165, and almost complete identity between the hom

motif of Amri Fig. 164 and Harappa Fig. 163. Both use the ancient
comb motif: Amn Fig. 83 and Harappa Fig. 79.

The principal difference between the designs of Amri and those
of Harappa lies in the Harappan preference for fioral rather than
geametrical motifs alone, It should be noted that the difference
here is not one of execution but of quantity. The relative thinness
of the Amri ware compared with most Harappan ware is the
greatest point of mechanical contrast between the two, though the
later date of Harappa and the wholesale method of manufacture
that intensively urban life would imply, might scrve as an explana-
tion, The diffcrence in the tone of the background is the one on
which Sir John Marshall places the greatest emphasis in his classi-
hication of Indian and Baluchi wares, Yet it will be shown later that'
whether or not a pottery group shows predominantly a light or a
dark ground is purely a matter of local or group preference and not
a sure guide to fundamental differences of origination. Moreover,
it should be remembered that Harappan ware is not unifortly
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dark in background; only the majority is so treated. The difference
of polychromy is also relative, Amni using it only more consistently
than Harappa. The after-baking pigments represent a difierence
only in the degree of use, for Harappa used them quite certainly
in the evanescent green pigment.

The pottery of Amri has been dealt with here at some length
because as the direct predecessor of Harappa in the Indus Valley,
and because of the close relationship between the decorative
clements in the painted pottery designs of the two, it will be
called upon in our comparison between Harappa and the west
more frequently than any other of the Indus or Baluchistan fabrics.
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PART 11

HARAPPAN RELATIONSHIPS WITH IRAN
AND MESOPOTAMIA

LET us now take up in details the individual decorative units
that make up Harappan painted designs, sceing, if possible, what
significant similarities they may have in common with the painted
wares of the west. We will treat first those units that are wholly
gmmﬂru:nl in appearance as well as those whose naturalistic
aorigin is perceptible even though they have become conven-
tionalized to the point where the image from which they sprang
is no longer obvious. The patently naturalistic patterns will follow
later.
)

Straightdine borders. Beginning with the simplest of patterns,
the single line (or multiple continuous lines) which scparates
vases into registers or panels, we have the most common motif in
the painted pottery world. Fig. t shows it in its simplest though
p:ohahl}- not its most elemental form, and throughout the illustra-
tions to follow it will be scen repeated over and over again as a
border for more complex patterns (Fig- 36, etc.). Though usually
horizontal, it appears at Harappa, and elsewhere, also as a vertical
border separating individual panels of design (Fig. 151). It is
probable that such decoration was not the first to be conceived, but
it certainly must have been among the first improvements once
the primitive artist began to give serious consideration to the
aesthetic possibilities of design. It serves not only to scparate scenes
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and panels; but also as a frame, giving accent, directness, and
order to the more decorative elements within, Nowhere in the
painted pottery areas of the East is this lacking, though the very
ancient painted pottery of Anau I, from Turkestan, uses it the least.

Straight lincs used in combination become the foundations of
the infinitely more complex patterns to be considered later. How-
ever, there is one grouping sufficiently elemental to Justify inclusion
at this point. This is the simple pattern formed by connecting long
harizontal lines with closcly grouped verticals or diagonals. The
use of verticals as a space filler is an extremely common conven-
‘tion in the carly wares of Iran and Mesopotamia. As a divider
between metopes we have the Harappan example, Fig. 6. The
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same treatment is found in the west as carly as Halaf, and became
a favorite method of separation ar Musyan. Closely spaced diagonal
lines, in one form or another, are found almost universally through-
out western fabrics, but amang the earlier wares we have from
Samarra' an example close in spirit to our Harappan example,
Fig. 2. It is not until we reach the relatively modern wares of
Susa Il and Nehavand® thar we find an abundant use of verticals
“and diagonals truly similar to our Harappan examples, Figs. 2
and 3,
| -

Loop patterns. The ubiquitous looped line appears in Harappan
designs (Figs, 4, 121, 140, 156) though it is not common, It usually
lacks the regularity or the emphasis seen in the carlier wares and
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thus loses its true decorative value, In most of its Harappan appear-
ances it has degenerated into a stylistic convention employed with
little true sense of its uscfulness as an effective decorative motif.

There arc a number of cases, however, where this motif is used
with Full effectiveness, though it no longer is scen in its simplest
form. In Fig. 5, at the top, we have what is essentially a loop
pattern. Here it is raised above the line rather than suspended
from it, and the enclosed spaces-are hlled with crosshatching.
Again, in the border of the Amri specimen, Fig. 42, we see it in
the same position with somewhat the ame impression of solidity
seen in Fig. 5, due to the heaviness of its outline, There is plenty of
precedent for the raised rather than the suspended loop; it was

commonly used in the al-Ubaid and Tell Halaf pottery” and it is
4 natural result where a wavy line touches a lower horizontal ene.
What seems to be an interesting Harappan variation of the loop
pattern is scen in Fig. 6 in which the loop ceases to be a portion
of 2 continuous line and stands free. There is no clear precedent
for independent loops used in horizontal rows, but the value of the
bold, free loop was known and mast effectively used not only by
the potters of the al-‘Ubaid period but also by those of the Khurab
in Iran.' In Fig. 173 we see another example in which the back-
ground forms the design of the loop. This should be compared
with an identical border from Ja'farabad in the environs of Susa,”
found in association with sherds similar in style to those of Musyan,
¥ drpackipdd, B vy 44 fp 7R 0T
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west of Susa. The practice seen here, of painting the background
50 that the unpainted portion forms the design, is found through.
out the Persepolis pattery,® and the same principle is used on the
stone stamp seals of Tepe Hisar 1.

What would appear to be the inevitable development of the
continuous loop pattern is seen in the Mohenjo-darg specimen,
Fig. 7, commonly known as the fish-scale pattern, That this is 3
logical outgrowth of the continuous loop seems certain from the
manner in which two or three bands of loops are similarly treated
in the pottery of the Tell Halaf period.” That potters of this same
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and at Tepe Giyan, in Level V (the earliest), there is an experi-
mentation with four rows of attached loops™ similar to those juast
cited for the Halaf levels of Arpachiyah. But no examples are
found in our earljer Iranian culture fevels, such as Sialk I and 11,
and Persepolis, However, severa] cxamples are known from
Tal-j-skay, in Fars, which js culturally close 1o Persepolis.”” From
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Tal-i-regi (Khusu) in Fars, we have the specimen shown in Fig. 8
in association with sherds having the appearance of a developed
Persepolis style. This should be compared with the Harappan
example, Fig. g. In both examples the scales are decorated, one
by vertical lines (at Tal-i-skau by horizontal and diagonal lines,
and by W's), the other by dots. This avoidance of empty spaces
is a common phenomenon among undevcloped artists and is
particularly impelling in Harappan potery. Another Harappan
example, Fig. 10, shows this same desire to fill the empty spaces
within the scales, but in this case the artist had the intersecting-
circle pattern in mind in using the crow’s-foot design that is here
the filler.

It is significant that the loop pattern was not in favor in the
most primitive Oriental fabrics. Instead, we have rows of contigu-
ous trinngles—either solid or open—used in the sme manner in
which later one would find the loop pattern. This suggests that the
continuous loop is an outgrowth of this more primitive, angular
form, In the proto-Halaf wares of Mersin, for example, the loop
does not appear, but instead, there are triangle borders, composed
cither of solid figures or of evenly zigzagging lines,” In Anau |
bands of triangles were in particular favor, and in certain instances
one can see what may well be the origin of the loop matif in the
rounding of the outlines of these normally angular patterns™
In Sialk I the loop is definitely established, though the triangle
band is more common; moreover, the two patterns—loop and
triangle border—were used there interchangeably, suggesting that
the loop was but a more cursive form of the triangle border.

Our most interesting variant of the loop pattern is that illustrated
by the Harappan example, Fig. 11, and the Amri specaimen, Fig.
12. Here the continuous loop has vertical lines added to it, extend-
ing sometimes as far as the Jower border. This is an cxtremely
ancient pattern and ane of widespread populasity. It appears
frequently as a border in the Samarra pottery, always in the
manner illustrated in Fig. 13.* In the Tell Halaf period it is again

W L Awsali, xaw, plozsit, 2 T8 W Twrkosmam, . of, o ent.
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common, though here the pendant lines are usually double rather
than triple (Fig. 14). One minor difference from the Indian exam-
ples will be noted in the position of the pendants, in that they
drop from the junction of the loops rather than from the belly of
the loop as in Fig. 11, or from all parts of it as in Fig. 12. This
need not bother us, for we have from the Halaf levels of Chagar
Bazar™ examples corresponding quite closely to Fig. 12, and in
Fig. 15, which illustrates a sherd from Kalar-i-gird in extreme
eastern Kirman, in the Helmand Delta, we have an almost exact
parallel to Fig. 12.**

Between the geographical extremes of Tell Halaf and Kirman
we have a number of ather occurrences of this motif. Most ancient
of all is one from Sialk l—a specimen but little different in its
essentials from the Samarra example illustrated in Fig. 13."" From
Tal-i-skau in Fars we have the specimen illustrated in Fig. 16, The
finds from this site, as pointed out above, are closely related to those

o Chager Basar, pl. i, 4.
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of Persepolis, and it shiould be noted that again there 15 no funda-
mental difference between this example and Fig. 13 from
Samarra. A variant, related both to Figs. 16 and 11, is found
at Tal-i-Sang-i-siah in Fars among sherds of a developed Persepolis
style* From the earliest levels of Tepe Giyan (Level V) we have
another variant of the Samarra-Persepolis version and still another
one resembling the Indian cxample, Fig. 12" Finally, in level
IB of Tepe Hisar, we have a further set of parallels with the Indian
example, Fig. 12. Fig. 17 from Hisar seems to show the design

&y &
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in a degenerated form, if one may judge from the carclessness of
the workmanship; nor is Fig. 18 appreciably better, though it goes
back to the loop and pendant concept mare closely than Fig. 17.
There is no way of telling whether the loops in Fig. 17 are the
lowest row of an extended fish-scale pattern or whether it was

'8 P, il i, B W Grps, pla an, 53
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merely an inadept rendering of the double row of loops seen in |
Fig. 13 from Samarra.

We have, in respect to the Hisar examples, an interesting side-
light on this pattern. The connection between Fig. 19 and Fig. 18,
or at least the reasonable probability of a connection, is quite clear,
The only fundamental difference between these two Hisar designs
is that in Fig. 19 the loop is broken and that at the end of each
section so created is added a projection to make the separate units
into birds. Consequently, one wonders whether or not in Tepe
Hisar the loop with pendant lines is a degeneration of a row of
birds or people. Fig. 20 from Hisar, for example, might well be a
slightly more realistic conventionalization (than Fig. 18) of the
row of birds scen in Fig. 19, Or one might say that in Fig. 20 we
have a stylization of people linked together in a dance, just as
people dance in the Orient today, and that related to it is the scene
depicted on the contemporary sherd from Cheshmeh *Ali near
Teheran, shown in Fig. 21, and the row of humans on a sherd from
Khazineh.™

Considering the possibility that here we have a stylization of
humans, Fig. 14 from the Halaf levels of Arpachivah could easily
be interpreted as a line of people linked rogether. Continuing on
this idea, it is of intcrest to look at Fig, 22 from Tell Halaf irsclf,

Here there would seem no doubt that humans are being repre-
sented and in this case the more or less vertical strokes would
simply serve to indicate the skirt. The question will then arise
umwhf.ifthiswhulcmifisan}riizaﬁunnihumm,dom
of the patterns show three or mare pendant lines rather than two.
[n all probability the lines merely serve as a simplification of the
:khtadluwu-hndehid:inﬁg.nhlhminmmphk

P Del. en Peesz, v, B, 354 See abio the figures fiom Sialk D¢ Sialk, pla. Ma,
fxx, C 68,
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fashion. A case in point is another sherd from Tell Halaf,
illustrated in Fig. 23- Von Oppenheim considers these figures to
be humans,”* and I think he is correct. There is little doubr that
we have here a line of figures shoulder to shoulder just as the fig-
ures in Figs. 14 and 22 stand side by side, hand linked to hand. 1f
this be the case, the pendant lines below what appear as short
wnics—or perhaps just the convenient geometric rendering of
the trunk—would be an abbreviation of the skirt lines of Fig, 22.
This seems a reasonable assumption, particularly when one con-
siders the unambiguous way in which legs as such are shown in
Figs. 14, 17-20, and 25.

If we accept this interpretation of the Halaf-period members of
this motif, we can well understand how the design such as that
seen at Samarra (Fig. 13) can have become the symbol for man.™
One may wonder whether it retained that symbolism throughout
the years and across the space separating Tell Halaf from India,
along the course in which we have just traced it, for the specimen
from Fars, Fig. 16, was certainly carly enough to have been within
the time when such a symbolic meaning would have been under-
mnd:rcthmithasmmcmbtunwdundwnmiwmif
without strict adherence to the principle of the essential two o&
three pendant members used to denote humans.™ However, the
symbolic value was at least partially understood as latc as the time
of Hisar IB as can be seen by its merger at that time with the
animal forms illustrated in Figs. 18 and 19.

Evidence for the survival of the knowledge of this proposed
symbolic value into Harappan times is found at Rana-ghundai in
Baluchistan in the design illustrated in Fig. 24." The similarity to
the form of Fig. 14 is clear, while the extention of the linked

" Halsj, caption under pl. Tii; CL alic. Arpachivel, fig, 77, 19 lor an dlmos idemtical
specimen of Semarra-type ware, on which thers are proups of both 1w aml thiree pemismt
Hmes, Seen ulus st Sakje-Geuxi, won of Tell Halaf: Lir. Annadr, xov, pli ==, 1) =nd
Chagar Beter, fig- 37, 23

= This lnterpretation has slready been sdvanced by Mallowao in Chagar Rzzar, . 49-

8 Boually exrfy i & figuee from Sialk 0, which may alw be & symbal lae many in
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“hands” downward seems but an exaggeration of the arrangement
noted in Fig. 22. The most striking feature, hawever, is the Howing
lines at the “head.” This distinctly calls to mind the Samarea
figure with flowing locks (Fig. 25), which is unquestionably
human in form. This twofold similarity in our Baluchi specimen,
to the Halaf symbol on one hand and the Samarra picture on the
other, would leave little doubt that the symbol did represent man,
and that we have it here, in this relatively late period, sufficiently
understood as such to be treated both symbolically and pic-
torially. Fig. 24, incidentally, may be the connecting link between
the curious hair form of the Samarra figures and the very similsr
hair treatment in the much later figures depicted on the “Harappa
cemetery” ware™

If we are correct in considering the loop with pendant lines as
a symbol for man, we have several examples in which symbolic
and pictorial representations are used for the same subject i
the same level of one culture, as mentioned in the Introduction.
To cite but ane case, compare the stylized and conventionalized
forms of Figs. 14, 22, and 23 with the labored attempts at depict-
ing humans pictorially seen in Halaf, pl. Ii, 8 ar pl. lii, 21, 12, and
18. Quite obviously the primitive artist was mare adept in depicting
the abstracrion, though he had no scruples in using either as the
mood or conditions demanded.™

+ I

“Wavy h'm!‘ (riwer pattern). There would at first appearance
seem to be little difference between the elemental band of con-
BARASL, 1930-34, prc B, pl. s, b

‘lemmdsﬂum;pmpmdnmmm-hnhdﬂiﬁmnhhﬁﬂm‘h
loop with pendants sce Bull. ALLAA v, pp. B
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tinuous Joops and the usual wavy linc seen so often on prehistoric
pottery throughout Asia. The wavy line used as a border on the
Harappan example, Fig. 26, for instance, might have been a varia-
tion of the loop pattern which for aesthetic reasons was given a
more flowing, less abrupt line, rather than a representation of an

independent decorative clement. There must of necessity be many
cases in which we will be unable to distinguish between a degen-
erated loop pattern and the wavy line motif. For the moment
we may say, somewhat arbitrarily, that those examples bordered
closely by a harizontal line below as well as above may be ruled
out as loop patterns.
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In Sumer, and in the adjacent lands directly under its influence,
the cylinder scal became the chief medium for the expression of
naturalistic pictorialization as early as the Uruk period, and it is
from these seals that we get the real key to the riddle of the wavy
line used on early pattery. Fig. 27 shows one of the more graphic
renderings of this motif found on an Elamite seal attributable to
the period of late Uruk or early Jumdat Nasr. Obviously it is a
river winding through a valley, bordered on cither side, where
spacc permits, by clumps of vegetation. Other examples show
stylized mountains in place of vegetation, and still others just 2
wavy or zigzag line bordered by markings of an indeterminate
nature. With the evidence of the seals in mind, one cnnot well
deny that the wavy line motif seen in Fig, 28 represents a stream
flowing through a valley, Fig. 28 is from Shahi-tump mound in
British Makran, which 1s culturally related to Harappa through
Kulli, Mehi, and Amri.

Dﬁrﬂmymcmp]udtlmmmﬁwm&mgnbd
in the upper border of Fig. 29, as well as in the similar borders
seen on Figs. 136 and 142, Fig. 30, which is a “Late Period” design
at Harappan sites, scems quite certainly to be an outgrowth of the
deep loops used in Fig. 29 in making up the flowing river. Not
can there be any uncertainty as to the close relationship of Figs.
31 and 32 to this design. In the same way Figs. 33, 34, and 35 (the
last two from Amiri sites) continue the basic principle of alternate
rising and pendant projections, creating of the background the
regularly waving line which in earlicr examples is so clearly a
stream. Finally, we have in Figs. 36, 37, and 38 what appears to be
the ultimate breakdown of the river pattern. It must be admitted
that these last represent a far cry from the realism of Figs. 27 and
28, or even that of Fig. 20. We can only say that in Figs, 36 and
ylhcﬁuuu;timainlynmdthc looped class and that both
satisfy certain of the requirements of the river pattern in presenting
undulating bands clasely bordered above and below by harizon-
hla?'qf;ﬂhincludadinth:rimmuﬁfgmupmh under suf-

for except for wavy fines, which it has in abundance, it

hg,nfummm:unwatmnnmufthcchﬂmuriﬂiuﬂf

this group. Nevertheless, the illusion of water is convincing
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whether it is intentional or not, and there is some reason for be-
lieving that this mode of decoration used on other carly wares
represented water, just as it became the common convention in
Assyrian river-scene reliefs.

Hardly any other of the mare complex primitive patterns has
s0 wide a spread as the river or wavy band. Ir appears throughout
the regian in which we are primarily interested here and is found
even on the prehistoric painted pottery of Kansu Provinee in
China™ Its earliest unquestionable appearance in Iran is in 2
graphically depicted example from Perscpolis,™ and it continucs
to be used in one variation or another throughour the pottery of

# Nils Palmgren, “Kaniu Mormary Urns of the Pen Shan and Ma Chasg Coroagm,”

Pulsromtniopia Sraica, ser, [, vol. m, fasc. 5, Aig. 333,
8 Persepolis, pl. wils, =
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that site and at related sites in Fars™ At Samarra it is only rarcly
seen in the flowing, curvilinear style of Fig. 28 or asin the example
cited from Persepolis; but as an angular, zigzag design formed by
alternate upright and pendant triangles as shown in Fig. 30 it is
a common border pattern. At sites of the Halaf period this motif
is certainly present in the multiple wavy bands used as borders and
dividers on bowls. In al-Ubaid levels it is seen in the wavy lines
and more conventionally in occasional angular versions. It appears
on the Susa I pottery, in the same angular manner 3s scen at
Samarra, serving more often as a central pattern on the vessel
than as a border. In Sialk I it appears as a free wavy line, and
in Sialk 11 both in an angular and a snake-like form.*™ Again, in
Fars, we find the curvilinear river pattern frecly used on the
wares fram Bampur and Khurab in culture levels that appear to
be stylistically about midway between Perscpolis and Hisar 1l
in the case of Bampur, and somewhat later for Khurab™ At
Bampur in particular we have a striking parallel 1o the ammal-
bordered step (river) pattern of Susa I, to be discussed below,

and the animal-bordered rivers already noted on carly cylinder
seals, for on a pot from thar site are mountain goats placed be-
tween cach drop or rise of the river lincs and the horizontal
borders above and below.™ Still farther to the cast, ar Shahr-+
sukhtah in the Helmand Delta, we find cxamples like those of
Fars among pottery that can be but little later than Perscpolis

= See for cxamiple, Tal-iquz, Recpmm,, pl. zsic, wi. 2%,
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itselt.™ In Tepe Hisar [IA we have the angular form of this
motif as well as remnants of the curvilinear form.™ In Hisar IIB
we have as a common border the design reproduced in Fig. 4o,
which one will recognize as basically the same as the two Amri
examples Figs. 34 and 35. At Ja'farabad near Susa we have again
a clearly recognizable river pattern among hnds comparable to
Musyan." And finally, among the Susa 11 vessels we have parallel
wavy lines between horizontals that must be a survival of this
same pattern.

Fig. 38 with its broad band of wavy lines may be compared
with the vertical streamers so popular in Sialk 111 and Hisar 1
and I, and more especially with the horizontal streamers of
Susa | which occur in separated panels just as scems to be indi-
cated by the vertical dividing line of Fig. 38. Artention should
also be called to the band of wavy lines on the Samarra specimen,
Fig. 58, and particularly to the lines on the vessel from Tepe
Gawra X1I, on which is depicted a landscape of valley and river,
hunter and quarry.™

42

The so-called step motif (Figs. 41-3) is usually considered as a
separate decorative element. The pattern as such does not concern
Harappa directly since no Harappan examples af it have yet been
found; but it does concern Harappa indirectly through Amri
(Figs. 41-3) and its related Baluchi cultures. The traditional

8 fow, (i, 1, pl. i, S5 634, ™ Hiiser, gl xxis H 47431 ol 38, H 4675,

B Dwl. e Peree, xx, Bg. 10, 10

ME A Speiser in Eall. ALLAA. ¥, p. 5 euighs thr wensel w0 Gawra XV. Ina
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home of the step pattern is Susa 1, though it appears earlier at
Tal-tregn (Kbusu) and Tal-i-skau in Fars among designs of 2
developed Persepolis style,” and earlier still in sporadic examples
from Sialk 1™ At Susa we see it used both as a true step with
horizontal tread and vertical riser, and as a zigeag scrics of lines
extending straight downward from the upper portion or lip of the
vessel. Acrually the two arc bur variations of one motif and that
motif is the river pattern. We have already noted the similarity
between the irregular horizontal wavy (river) lines of Harappa
and the vertical bands of wavy lines from Hisar | and II and
Sialk TIL What was not made clear at that point was that at
Hisar and Sialk these wavy streamers are interchangeable with
zigzag ones—exactly like those of Susa l—and that the two are

but variations of one motif. And it is now certainly clear that
the horizontal river pattern can as well be angular as curvilinear.
Thus one can see that a step pattern may only be an angular form
of the river pattern diverted from its usual horizontal direction.
Nar necd we be disturbed by the multiplicity of lines in a stép
pattern when we remember the large number of curvilinear lines
in some of the river patterns of Susa L™

% Feroir, . xevi, 15, 19, 351 pl. xavill, 33, Seen alw in Giwra XIIIi Bl 4.5.0K.,

po. 88, Rg. 7.
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The proof that the step pattern and the river pattern are but
variants of one motif comes also from Susa L The step shown
in the Susian example, Fig. 44, has springing from it two styl-
ized plant stalks, above and below the stepped lines. Look now
at the vegetation bardering the river in Fig. 27 and the identity
of idea will at once be apparent. The same convention is repeated
in the bold zigzag encircling the Susian beaker shown in Fig. 45,
where from at least two sections of the band other plant stalks
sprout upward, away from the path of the line. That these were
actually serving as an identification for the motif in question i
assured by the fact that here the artist felt it necessary to disregard
his typically Susian love of symmetry in order to introduce thess
additions. Other Susian examples exist in which the head of a

bighorn sheep cmerges from the step in place of plant stalks,
in exactly the same relation as the animals bordering the river
scenes in the early eylinder seals.™

The correlation of the step with the river pattern is an inter-
esting example of two nominally distinct patterns springing from
one source—patterns that were used as independent decorative

o Ser the example from Muvpas, Del o Persr, vini, fig. tyo. The identrfecanon of the
sigzag band of fip. 45 a4 nver puteern conflicn with Erankforts belef in o onpes
tinh &4 an imitation of leathrroworking techoigue Acmuatly both may be troc if thu
B w0, we n only sweme that by the time of Sum [ the pattern had tcased o be
linhtasive of leather work and Yad becoms wholly identified with the rives motif, for &
o impomible now W beligve thas the Susizm weere sl depertens on besther in the Ii|_h1
of the ancient and easlier hisoty of pomzey on the lrasien pla=au. | cannot agree with
Pezand thar the tgeag band represents pamiaing.  (Swdier, pp- 3¥33)s OF
Tosanne's heliel that the scep e Tigeag an serpest rrmbels (Dol e Peesr, nii, PR 055
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motifs within a given culture level, yer understood at the time
of use in their true light. And there scems little doubt thar the:
meaning of the step symbol was understood long after the time
of Susa I. One need only look at the fluid aspect of the stepped.
lines in the Amri example, Fig. 43, to feel assured of this. Sull
more explicit is the manner in which the stag on the even later
vase from Nal, Fig. 46, emerges from the angular border, in
exactly the same relationship to the design as a whole as the
stags and plants of the Susa [ river patterns. And on a sherd from
Susa I we see a wholly realistic version wherein a fish is used
to mark clearly the course of the stream.*

Fig. 47 represents an example of the siep pattern from Ram-rud,
in the Helmand Delta, on the very edge of the Indo-Baluchi
sphere of influence, which helps mark the path by which this
motif spread from Fars to the east. It is uncertain whether or
not we may consider the continuous stepped border so popular
at Samarra as a member of this same group. It is possible, but so
far we lack the proof. Other equally obscure geometrical designs
doubtless had as realistic an origin, but we lack the clues through
which they may be identified.

v

* Losenge pattern. The ubiquitous lozenge appears in Harappan
designs usually in horizontal rows as a border pattern (Figs. 48,
-881), Whether or not this pattern originally developed from
interlacing wavy lines, and is thus related to the niver pattern, is
a question that cannot be answered in the present state of our
knowledge of early pottery designs. However, that the two are
related seems unlikely when we see the lozenge and the curvilinear
and angular river pattern used together in the same culture
levels, cach as a distinctly different pattern, without one eves
taking on the attributes of the other.
A single example (Fig. 49) exists in which rows of connected
lozenges are used as an all-over pattern. This has a significant
in a bowl from Sialk 11.% More interesting still is the
mpm:dmnfmmmdlmngunsmathmpaminthé '
o Dl ¢w Feree, xun, g 279 gtk ol zlvi, 8 1T

Ll



pottery of the Halaf period.* These, it should be noted, are
closer in spirit to the Harappan specimen than the morc restrained
treatment seen at Sialk.

The unconnected lozenges seen on such Harappan pieces as
Figs. 108, 155, and 156 arc explicable as unattached and con-
ventionalized leaf patterns. Fig. o1, though tentatively placed
in another group, may also belong in this same class.

A

Triangle patterns. Triangles as such, unassociated with those
growing out of the grid pattern,* are relatively rare at Harappan
sites. This is understandable when we consider the propensity
of the Harappans for curvilinear design. Those specimens

do appear may be considered as survivals of an ancient and wide-
spread tradition. Fig. 50 represents the triangle motif combined
with curvilinear, naturalistic designs painted on the shoulder of
a pot from Mohenjodaro.” Even in this example there 15 some
question as to whether 1t may not be an outgrowth of experimen-
rtion with the diagonally cut grids to be discussed later.
4 fepachivak, fige. SL 35 4% 42 G 11 67y 53 + Sep helow, pp, 3567
8 Triangles dentical in desegn und dispesition with those of fig. 32 appsat 10
Wasr, i Tamii, 7, % pls bewwiily 0

[ 431



1

There is one partern based on triangles which though not’

actually found so far at Harappan sites can be predicted with

a fair degree of certainty as being among future Harappan finds.

Its path from Samarra in Mesopotamia into Baluchistan is clearly
marked, and its presence among the designs of Amri and Jhukar
bring it directly into the valley of the Indus. This is the pattern
illustrated by the Samarra sherd, Fig. s1, in which contiguou
upright and inverted triangles arc individually differentiated by
diagonal hatching sloping alternately right and left. Painted
versions of this pattern are rare. Besides those from Samarra, we
have it on small vases from Susa I," on a sherd from Giyan V"
and very much later, in Early Dynastic times, on sherds of
Nineveh V.* However, it is more common to find it incised on
pottery or stone. As such it appears over an amazingly wide
arca, from Predynastic Egypt and Early Minoan Crete to western
Baluchistan on the borders of Afghanistan® There is every
probability thar this incised pattern is an imitation of a common
weave in maiting. As such, its presence in such distant and
fantly related arcas a5 Egypt or Crete is casily understandable,
With the incised specimens from Mesopotamia and southern
Iran there docs seem to be a close interrelationship, one closer
than could be explained by isolated imitations of the same basic
weave. The consistency with which it is used on stone, or dark
gray pottery resembling stone, its association with certain other
distinct motifs such as the “house fagade” with its sagging lintel,
and its restriction largely to vessels of one flat-bottomed type
point to a certain unity of tradition and craft technique, the
explanation for which is not wholly clear as yet. Nevertheless,
the presence of the sagging or straight lintel of the “house

4 Dol o Perye, s, pl. xix, 1; pl. xoi, 7. U Gigae, pl g3, wop lefe

" Nisresh, ropr-x. pl. Iy, i

MEgrpe: W, M. F. Petnie, dbpelar (Londnn, 1903}, pt & pl i Cree H G- Spear
ing, Childheod of Art {Londim, 1510}, i, hig: 395 Moopommia: pumeros rzamples

faly anc of which (frem Man) nesd be given beee, Syria, 3wy, ploxxvil, 3. Sums Del
% Perar, 1, fig, #46. lram: (either duplaying the rangle pattern oc other incised deigns

smocisted with it), Recomn. pl i, Kau wog Khur, B § sdg: Barre Ao og pl vy

Adram A g A i A 3 A gbss gL it; Bam. Serf q73; Ies, doe W
P gbh, RE VIL oa4; m, pl cxisl, L8 VY|, a1 pl ovs, LR VI, ars, Baluchinsa:
Gedrass, pl. #iis, Sh. T il g,
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fagade” motif, with which our triangles are almost invariably
associated, among the painted designs of such early sites as Susa
I, Tal-iskau in Fars, and Ram-rud in the Helmand Delta points
with some certainty to highland Iran as the point of origin for
this particular association of architectural patterns™

The incised versions, however, are of no dirsct concern in %o
far as the Indus Valley is concerned.” In painted wares we fnd
our triangular pattern perfectly executed in the later culture of
Thukar,® and from an Amri site we have the fragment illustrated
in Fig. 52 Though the latter is not complete, it appears to be the
same pattern of alternately hatched, opposed triangles just dis
cussed. At Amri itself we have the patrern illustrated in Fig. 53

which is essentially the same, so far as it goes, as the pattern
under discussion. Opposed triangles arc there; all that is lacking
is the obligue hatching of the pendant row. Finally, from
Mohenjo-daro we have Fig. 54, the separation of whose triangles
—thus eliminating the pendant or opposed row—shows a design
more degenerated than that of the Amri example Fig. 53.

The pattern of opposed triangles with alternate diagonal hatch-
ing in painted pottery quite certainly is inspired by the weaves

¥ Dol o Perer. Tim, Gl 23 ploxiy, g5 Perals, plo xxiv, 1, & Taw. Ao, oy pl. onm,
RBR. XVIL an.

¥ Oar clesrly relzssd specimen, in corved siestite with 3 somewhas different weave,
comes from Mohenjo-daro. Firwever, this is so cosely related m coe from Sua (G, Con-
teran, Masuel o drchéotogie Orientale, 1, fig. 165) 3nd w lreigs in ethuique o Harspou
lehdrﬂmitmunbcmﬂadnlhnipmuﬂmhr-mpiudh

Twn, see Ernesr Mockay [0 Ansigwity, vi, no. 23 (Sept, 1932), o 3597
WG RAST, 1or7-zh, pl. zxx, o Hatnl thees o being of the Gupta period.
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of basketry or matting, just as were the incised examples discussed
earlier. There are occasions, however, when the striking zigzag
effect of the design became confused, in the minds of certain
Iranian potters, with the river pattern with its alternating, but
scparate, opposed triangles. In these few instances the com-
bination of the two motifs seems forruitous and does not neces-
sarily imply a common origin.

Vi

Sigrma and chevron designs. Since both the sigma and chevron
pattern spring from the same natural concept, they will be dis-
cussed here under one joint heading. In so far as is possible they
will be treated separately within this subdivision.

CEN T/

57

58
59

Considering hrst the sigma, we find that the only example
from a Harappan site is that illustrated in Fig. 55. At Amri sites,
however, it is a very popular border pattern, the figures facing
as often to the left (Fig. 56) as to the right. Looking now to the

: - hmuﬂil;la:llj-!h e 393 (paineed—irom Khuorsh buris] site): ol zx. B 3 (e
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west, we find the pattern at Persepolis, Samarra, Nineveh 2b
(Halaf period), Susa 1, Giyan V, Musyan, at a number of sites
in Fars, Iranian Makran and the Helmand Delta (Fig. 57), and
ar Shahi-tump mound in British Makran, And there arc among
the specimens from the sites enumerated sufficiently clear grada.
tions to show that the angular form of Fig. 56 and the cursive
forms of Figs. 55 and 57 are but different ways of showing the
same thing.

One cannot but be impressed by the fecling of motion and
flight brought up by the figures in Fig. 57. Returning to Samarra,
one sees in the more common manner of rendering at that
site much the same type of representation in Fig. s8; and in

[
60

62

Fig. 59, also from Samarra, one 15 confirmed in the opinion that
the symbol represents a flying ercature of some sort. In the later
site, Musyan, the specimens illustrated o Figs. 6o and 61 show
an interesting though somewhat degenerated survival of the
forms seen in Figs. 58 and 59." Complete confirmation for the
impression of flight is had by returning again to Samarra, for in
Fig. 62 from that site the figures are represented in what must

% Foe u pacallel w fig. 1f from al Uil fimes see dvpackryed, Re. 77 25 Sern alw
it Saalk 10, Saadk, pl xivie 5. 1736 The symibals i . be conmot be commideral & amow-
heids simce the lrad-shipe] paiat was the Torm both for Muryan aod 5o
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have been their true paturalistic form. Here they emerge as
clearly defined birds which in other examples had been sym-
bolized simply by wings, tail, and body.

In case the connection between the sigma and Fig. 62 seems
an unjustified assumption, a glance at the more elaborate forms
will serve as a confirmation of their relationship, Fig. 63 from
Giyan V shows a row of connected birds flying upward toward
the rim of the vessel.™ In certain Susian examples, identical birds,
complete and each separate fram the other, are shown in hosi-
zontal rows.™ The Susian examples in particular show the basic
sigma shape of the design as a whole. From the somewhat later
site, Khazinah, we have Fig. 64, in which the bird & highly
stylized and conventionalized, approaching again the purely sym-

K Ay
3 g Do

balic form seen in the sunple sigma. Finally, from Tal-i-regi
(Khusu) in Fars comes the form illustrated in Fig. 65 in which
htl:: bird is reduced to its basic skeleton of body, wings, and
d"li'
In looking at the outline of the birds in Fig. 63 one could
argue with reason that they should be correlated mot with a

* More dearly sepresented by Dell en Perse, v, fig 303 from Khasimah, These
thoull not be confueed with the so-called buman fAgures of Khaxinah shown in ibid.
B, 363-4, for fundamentsl differeticns separate the twa. The design fromn Misrsn did.,
Rg- 361, described there s himam, munt, i the Hght of ibid., fig. 303, and the Giyan
emample ared shove, be interpreted s binds,

™ Del. rn Prres, am, pl 22, 9l =i, .

"Fw:hrlmﬁgminhmdmnmindnﬂfmnmihrmphhm
Hlmnba_hnu I8 Recomw,, pL gxv, Rhar, B: i, 1571 dniilarly festhevesd theme gnd five
m“w"mﬁmhmm.ﬂﬁ,mlutmdlu.
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: with its four parts but with a zigzag line of six parts.
Exactly that variation was used on a few of the Susa | specimens,
in conjunction with the more customary sigma figures.”™ It
appears, however, to have been a shortlived form and one that
did not travel beyond Susa L We must believe, then, that the
six possible basic lines obtainable on breaking down figures such
25 those of Fig. 63 represent a naturalistic claboration of the
simpler four-line figure by which birds in flight arc symbolized
at so many places in the Ancient East.

The formalized sigma from Baluchistan, Fig. 66, A, is a
common farm of the bird at both Kulli and Mehi, where it 15
shown among pipal leaves or in the air above large quadrupeds,
The yoke-shaped symbol from Nal, Fig. 66, B, is probably a
further conventionalization of the bird-sigma, though unlike
athers of Baluchistan and the Indus Valley it is the central hgure

==

=&

of a given design rather than an embellishment to a naturalisne

SCENE.

Turning now to the chevron pattern, Fig. 67 and the smaller
members of Figs. 78, 132, and 133 are the only Harappan speci-
mens showing the chevron in its simple form. Amri, on the other
hand, used the pattern in a more GENCIOUs, though still sparing.
fashion. The Amri example, Fig. 53, shows it in its conventional
form, and Fig. 68 illustrates a yarant, common throughout Infl
and Mesopotamia as well. In one or both of these forms it 18
almost universally represented among  the prehistoric culture
levels of Iran and Mesopotamia. Fig. 69 shows the formalized

% Del, em Ferer, s, ploavii, 5.
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version as seen at Samarra, and Fig. 50 from Hisar 1A shows the
compact and more common rendering. Similar examples come
from sites of Halaf and al-‘'Ubaid culture, and regularly in
highland Iran and Baluchistan.

Even a cursory examination will show that the chevron is aley
a member of the flyingbird group. Fig. 71 from Susa I shows
the feather patterns just as we have seen them in Figs, 63 and
64," and other examples from the even older Samarra periad
show similar feathered chevrons, though here the feathers pro-

2_ Il 1T
: 1) il =75
: T .l,'I.._H.‘

ject from the inner edges™ Further confirmation comes From
the al-Ubaid period where symbals like those of Fig. 58, which
have already been identified as birds, are used together, and
intermixed with, plain chevrons® Fig. 72 from Deh.bid in Fars
shows the chevron in its completely naturalistic form, found
amang pottery comparable to that of Persepolis. This last example

must be compared with the nawralistically-drawn bird from
Persepolis in which the solid portions of the wings are shown in

** For campmmon with fig. 76 ste Def. en Peree. xin, pl v, 5.
- drpacivad, B 77, 24. W lhed., B 77 =%
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ounded form.” Such wing form relates 10 the flight pattern
from Musyan seen in Fig. 73 as well as to a similar pattern from
Hisr 1C." A strikingly similar survival of the Deh-bid birds
(Fig. 72) comes from Periano-ghundai in northern Baluchistan,
illustrated in Fig. 74

Figs. 75 and 76 from Susa | are understandable now as stylized
birds, though without the examples already cited, and the many
mare that cannot be treated here, they might be taken as stylized
stag heads. They are, for that matter, but simplified forms of

the figures seen in Figs. 63 and 64. Figs, 75 and 76 also serve
76

to identify the symbols on the example from Nal, Fig. 77. The
latter, in preserving more perfectly the ancient form of the sym-
bal, serves to identify its more corrupted, though presumably
earlier, Harappan counterpart, Fig. 48, This final Harappan
version of the chevron or flying-bird pattern has lost almost all
of the naruralistic appearance of the earlier specimens, yet the
necessary members are all present, albeit inaccurately placed,
and the essential chevron form is preserved, along with the
feather lines. Whether ar not the Harappans gill understand the
symbolism of this particular pattern is doubtful. It is quite
“:::‘wﬂh;llli:ﬂlli lql.;rq:. For thovran o heartahupel figurrs used mgeiher see

Arpmchuyak, big. 77, 3% {al-"Litaanad perbad); also for the 2l :
Prom Gawrs X1 o Bull, 450K, oo &, g 7, whowe curvilineat firm of hh: lpamlal
be commpmred with dhioe froes Fohasinahy D, oo Poree, Y10, figs. 195 2ab. Slimilar bean-
shaped figuses sre found In the cxzly tmala culyurs erpesal @1 Tal--ah {Madavan) in

Fan (Perns, pl. xxit, 31},
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able that they did not, for in adding the upward-extending lines
at the top to give connection with the parallels above as well as
below, they scem to be repeating one of the features of an earlier,
traditional pattern rather than an understood symbol. Had they
known the true meaning, the connection above and below would
not have been necessary, since in carlier examples it is merely
the accidental result of ftting a bird figure as a decoration
between two horizontal lines. Nevertheless, some connection
between the plain and the feathered chevron scems still o have
been recognized, since we see them used alternately in this
example.
Vil

Comb motif. A considerable number of painted sherds from
Mohenjo-daro—but from po other Harappan site—feature the
comb motif or “comb animal” so commonly found on the interiors

Ut g
— T —]

of bowls fram Susa L It is of interest that very little effort is
made toward an animalistic representation, the heads of the two
Harappan examples shown in Fig. 59 being the only ones featur-
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the usual downward slant seen in the foreign examples, Figs.
Sq:nst.ThchﬂdeigJuiulwnbya:crmim! bulbous-
ness, while that of Fig. 81 does not scem to be accentuated in
. any way, A definite note of naturalism can be seen, however, in
Fig. 81, where the upper body is crosshatched in the same manner
as in some of the more naturalistic Harappan animals (cf. Fig.
156, etc.). The introduction of an upper body as scen here is
curious feature for which there is a precedent in the double-
hodicd combs of the Nehavand region—and there only—as illus-
trated in Fig. 85. The essential feature of the Indian upper body
is a series of hatched loops (one and two in Fig. 79), or a series
of pendant solid blobs (Fig. Bo), above the back of the comb
proper. Fig. B1 portrays both styles—the solid loops above the
E’:ﬂhﬁﬂyﬂitﬁcmmbmldlhthnichul loops above the upper
y.
The fine horizontal projecting lincs scen on the legs in the
two examples in Fig. 79 arc not a part of the figure proper but
Ielong to the rayed circle with which the comb motif of Mohenjo-
daro and Baluchistan is always associated. Its most elabatate
Harappan form is seen in Fig. 2. Exactly this pattern is found
f in Halaf culture levels, but more often it takes there the form
af g center dot surrounded successively. by a circle and a ring
of dots™ An example similar to the latter comes from Susa L”
while groups of concentric rings are common in the ware of
Susa 1. At Hisar in levels TB and IC it appears in @ number of
variations within the circle made by the curving harns of 2
mountain goat. It is of particular infefest 10 €€ that there it 1s
interchangeable, and apparently synonymots, with the six- and
cight-armed pommée cross™ This relatcs it not only to the
Perscpolitan culture, but the clear emergence of the six- of
cight-armed cross or star in Sumer into an astral symbol
also suggest a similar meaning here, Even without this suggestive
connection, one would be tempted o call the figure as seen in

Figs. 7982 2 sun symbal.
4 Fiudal, color . i, 13 drpschayd, fig. %7, o The luteer s abse frmnd n Haespan
mr.hwﬂh;ﬁtﬂrﬂrlhumﬂw;ﬁw.ﬂ.ﬂﬂ.}
" Dl ¢m Peree, xitl, pl. ¥, 3 o fujru. fig. 155
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To return to the comb motif itself, we have from an Amn
site the example shown in Fig, 83, and from Mchi in Baluchistan
two others similarly placed on a single vessel”™ The similarity
between these of Amri and Fig. 84, C, from Susa | is perfectly
clear.

In Susa I the comb is the most common of all the decorative
motifs other than the conventional repeat patterns used as borders.
Fig. 84 shows it in some of its commoner Susian forms, while
Fig. 85 shows its development as seen in Giyan IV, a period
which is contemporary with, or even later than, Susa IL* Par-
ticular attention should be given to the presence of an upper
body, or comb back, relating this form to the specimens of
Mohenjo-daro.

The very limited distribution of the “comb animal” is of
interest here, It is common in Susa 1 and in the late cultures of
the Giyan-Nchavand region, and we have already noted its
presence in Baluchistan and along the Indus, Others are found
only in one spot—at Sialk in Central Iran (Fig. 88); these will
be discussed below. No true “combs” are known in Mesopotamia;
certain specimens from the Halaf levels of Arpachiyah and Tepe

o Godrond, pl. sxy, Mehi. J1, 4. 5. Ser the twe umiler apecimens {rom Kulli, placed
sicke by skde, with 3 “jun wymbol™ between: pl xiil, Kol V. wic 2 (illwcraeed wpulde
dowmn}.

Dol rm Perve, 100, Rg. 69 shows the survival of the conb body, withour the terth,
on an aarly Elamim ofindee sl

Cs4]




Gawra may pmibl'f belong to this class, but their certain relation-
ship 10 an insect-like representation from Tell Halaf itself makes
this most uncertain.” Obviously, there 1s 2 considerable evolu-
sonary. period, from which we have no examples, separating the
Susa 1 and Giyan IV renderings

The comb motif is usually thought of as beng a stylization
and conventionalization of an eagle, or mare often, of a long-
haired quadruped, probably 2 mountain sheep or goat. That it
represents one of the larger horned quadrupeds rather than &
bird is indicated first by its constant sssociation at Mohenjo-daro
and in Baluchistan with the “sun” symbol which, as has been
pointed out above, is . one form or another an almast universal
attribute of the large-horned quadrupeds on the carlier painted
wares of Iran and Mesopotamia. Even more conchusive evidence
comes from Sialk 11 where we have the mountan goit depicted
in the manner scen in Fig. 86. From this we have the logical

86

et
e

87

Sialk 11 simplification shown in Fig. 87, used there as an all-over
pattern. We need now only the elimination of the bottom border
to have a true “comb animal,” and in that samec Sialk level we
sce. in Fig. 88, that exactly that final step n conventionalization
did take place.” There can be little doubt that the “eomb animal”

o grparkiyeh, fig 78, =B Gesmd, o, Lusih, 1 Halad, b B8, 1.

™ An cxample from the Shabi-tump burials (Gebrnos, . tvid gh, T, #i 4 a) show
what mmst ave beea sn almmanve -n:pu:huk-dmm.:h prwes Lorder haviog
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came into being through steps such as have just been outlined.
It is of interest that the teeth of the comb do not represent long:
hair, but are the result of the practice of showing the bodies of
larger animals by hatching within bordering lines. This manner
of rendering (hatching) was one of widespread popularity, as
will be pointed out in greater detail under the heading Animal
designs,
viil

Crass motif. The Harappan cross motif, illustrated by Fig. 8g,
and its more elaboraze Amri counterpart, Fig. go, quite probably
had their origin in the popular Maltese cross of Lower Meso-
potamia and Iran.” Figs. B9 and go both display the essential
charactenistics of right-angle radiating arms springing from an
enclosed or scparated area in the center. Fig. g1, from Tali-reg

8

N
% 11
92 ey

(Khusu) in Fars, shows the cruciform pattern more clearly than
the previously illustrated specimens,” while Fig. g2 from that
same site shows a variation of the pattern relating particularly to
the Harappan specimen, Fig. By, by means of the central linc

i Strangely enough the Mialtese croms, so popular in lran and Moibpotamis, does ot
sppear om Harappan ware. There cn be linde doobt thar the Maltese crom speang frem
the balanesd geametrical grouping of feur stgy around & crotral hub, o we s it i
Samarre. sbb. 23, ar, 33 which im wrs may have come from dee less wylized. smange-
menf of Semerry, ghb, 30, nr. 2o, At Tal-i-eegl (Khusu) b Fars, a0 Ylustraied in Perealr,
pl. xuv, 53, the stag hoe almost cessed 1o be recognizable, peorminence being given largely
i the cromelike bodics, At Muspan (Del r= Prrer, vi, fig. 177} we have further coumple
sheing the progress of simplification where only the convensionalired antens remain
to show i erygin, The Malics: cromi 7o wmrios et of [ran aned Elacr, carly and late,
often cetained serrueed we pronged outer edpes wi faint reminden of their pemoafige
arign (Perarpoliy, pl. xxils faw. Ade, mo, pl. oo, M, (R 11, 031 Revons,, pl. =il
Kbur. B. §i. po0; Persien der, o, pl. . C);

" Decoming st at 1"!'.h||'pulu| alc. 'Erg. ol
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or cross within the outer border.™ It s of interest that this very
common western figure should have but few representatives in
Harappan culture, and those 50 sketchily done.

IX

Grid patterns. Onc of the most characteristic features of the
painted pottery of Harappan sites is its decided preference for
repeat patterns built upon the yariations and elaborations to be
had from a grid of vertical and horizontal lines. The introduction
of diagonal lines makes possible various combinations of triangles,
while the division of the squarcs into arcs opens Up 4 field of
curvilinear patterns based upon the same rectilinear foundation.
It is of particular interest that we find among the ancient cultures
of the west only one in which there 18 a similarly marked prefer-
ence for this type of pattern: namely, Tell Halaf. We see there
the same, of even greater, masiery of the technique as in India,
with many points of similanity in detail and in spirit. Certain

93

variations on this basic pattern also enjoyed some popularity in
Sialk I11 and to an even lesser extent in other, scattered western
fabrics, as will be pointed aut below.

(Checker pattern). The most clemental of the grid patterns is
the checker, illustrated in Figs. 935 114 135 and 142 The alter-
naie squares are demarked by crosshatching, with only two
(Figs. 114, 142) having the checkers filled with solid colos. The
light squares in Figs. 04 and o5 illustrate by their fillers of dot

75 Ala T Siamn |3 Def. on Perae, W Pl 55 L
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and circle or short oblique strokes the usual aveidance of undec
orated fields.

It is only natural that so simple a design should be found,
it is, among all the prehistoric culture levels of Mesopotamia
and Elam, as well as at many of the less clearly understood
chalcolithic sites of highland Iran. It appears even among the
limited repertoire of designs possessed by Anan L Among the
Iater western cultures, Jumdat Nast, which is considered as con-
temporary with the earliest phase of Mohenjo-daro, uses the
checker patterns maost extensively,

(Triangle patterns). The most common Harappan repeat pat-
tern based on triangles is that illustrared by the diagram, Fig. g6. It

96

is wholly dependent on the grid in its compasition, and though
basically simple it gives a rich effect when used as a filler over
large arcas (Figs. g7 and ¢%). As one would expect, it i found
£hewhere only ar those places where grid patterns were favored.
et shows a relared specimen in the single row of alternating
upright and horizontal opposed triangles™ Musyan yields us one

T4 Somarry, abb. 161 me =il Ser il the muiee elaborais tiangle paiterm bin abb. 3.
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ntary example,” but' it is only in Halaf strata and in
Qalk 111 that it is as fully developed as in Harappan sites.”
Another true example from Iran is seen in a single sherd from
Taliskau in Fars.”

A simplification of this motf is that built upon the plan
illustrated in Fig. 9. By its very nature it is limited to a single
row of ornament, which is the way we sec it in Fig. 100, and
more graphically on the left in Fig. 112 Fig. 101 introduces a

XXX
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filler between the pairs of trangles which is a combination of
the lines of Fig. 100 and the dotted circle of Fig- 1=

There is some doubt as to whether of not wc & consider
this pattern (Fig. g9) a direct outgrowth of the gnd. A very
similar design is found throughout Mesopotamian and [ramian
cultures arising from diagonal lines passed between the corners
of separate squares or rectangles. The squares thus treated appear
also in horizontal rows but are separated, often widely, by
vertical straight or wavy lines. Unlike the Harappan specimens

% Dyl, ¢n Feree, Vi3, 'ﬁ,‘a 55
™ Arpachiysh, fig, 79, A Séalk, pl. heniw, 5 sfigr. For the e of the bare griel [rmn

whith this d=sign i derived o the Halit rpexiraes from Cawra i Bell. 4505, o £,

T Perati, pl. 2uvidd, 11
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the triangles accentuated by solid color are usually these which
are horizontally contiguous—tip to tip—rather than vertical pairs
as in Figs. g9-101." The Harappan specimens are in all probability
built on this same foundation, though the influence of the grid
technique can be seen in the close proximity of the pairs o
each other and the general orderliness of their arrangement

i
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An cven simpler pattern is that in which a grid is cu &
parallel diagonal lines. Accentuation of every other half of
bisected squares gives 2 row, or rows, of uniformly arranged i

T This ks sanesiiney ceferred 50 the "double sxc” puttern. Though there v & dmi-

lariny, this s such an clemental and natural secoure o 4 borisonl Gller dhg dhe (e
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wiangles. Thus far this has not been found on Harappan sherds,
but its presence among the Amri designs,™ and at numerous
western sites,” would lead ane to expect it amang future Harap-
pan finds.
r (Intersceting-circle patterns). The miost common of all the
geometrical patterns on Harappan pottery are those based on
circles interlacing in the manner illustrated by Fig, 1o2. Fig. 103
shows it in its purest form. Here again, we see the typical horror
waced of the Harappan decorators in the crosshatch filler within
the intersecting segments. Figs. 104, 124, and 125 show the pat-
wern in more conventionalized form, while Figs. 105 and 122
show the complete breakdown of the pattern, recognizable only
through the medium of Fig. 10. In Fig. 106 we have the circle

n3 114

motif used as a border, and in Figs, 107-9 we see its merger with
t forms or at least forms that are recognizable as plants

iticr other crcumstances.
Other patterns are possible on this same Framework by accen-

tiating one of another of the enclosed arcas. Treatment such
T Siad, ol sxain, 8.
0 Tyrkeitan, fig. 71 Pevarpalic, pl. S3i; Arpackivah, ple ¥, XNy €11 Gip, M. 4%
Del. ew Poror, vuity fige. 160-3, ot
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a3 is illustrated by the diagram, Pig. 110, gives rise to what
Mackay calls the “stretched hide” motif.™ This is the most com.
mon of all the variations on the intersecting-circle pattern. The
typical examples shown in Figs. 11113 illustrate the degree of
conventionalization to which it has been brought in its nse m
a filler for large spaces, while Fig. 114" shows the aceentuated
areas filled with the familiar checker pattern.

Accentuation of other arcas of the intersecting-circle pattern
gives the design illustrated by Fig. 115. Few of the Harappan
examples show the regularity of Fig. 116, Drawn with linle

15 "7

attention to the skeleton from which they are derived, specimens
such as Fig. 117 tend to lose their identity as evenly radiating
;llipm and in some cases become indistinguishable from plant
orms.

In looking for material comparable to the Harappan inter-
secting circles, we must rule out the Baluchistan examples, for
they are either obvious Harappan products ar picces made within
the Harappan sphere of influence, Beyond eastern Baluchistan
we have absolutely no similar designs except among the products
of one culture, Halaf. From the lute Halaf levels of Chagar
Bazar, for example, we have a series of intersecting circles, like
Fig. 103, that if scen as a design alone could well be taken for
Harappan.™ Parallels to the design of Fig. 110 exist in abundance

WM, po3a.

*For emtical coomples from Amrl and Baluchivtan s Sind, pl, wvii, 6 sad

Gedraaia, pl. axiv, Til 8. o
A Chagar Biser, ol i, 3.
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among the finds of the Halat penod. Naturally, the design on
Fig. 115, which is the reverse of Fig. 110, cxists there as well, and
one example from Chagar Bazar, with its heavily outlined leaves
and hatched centers, could casily be mistaken for Harappan
work."

(Contiguous-circle pattern), Rare among Harappan finds, but
pot unique, is the pattern dlustrated in Fig. 118, based on an
understood grid in which are rows of contiguous circles in the
manner illustrared by Fig. 119, Fig. 120 shows it used bencath

119

the intersectingcircle pattern. Mr. Mackay considers Figs. 118,
120, and the odd forms on the right in Fig. 130 as derived from | .
the outlines of pottery yessels.™ Though the forms in Fig. 130
do have some rescmblance to cermin Harappan vesscls, the
others in this group do not. It scems mare likely that the Fig.
130 forms are detached and degraded members of the contiguous-
circle pattern.

o lhd,, gl ik, 3. Se= sl Arpecbiyed, fig- 66, 5 wrd, p wod.
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Fore; llels are so rare as to be limited o a single piece.

This, appropriately, is found atr Tell Halaf itself,™
There is some probability that the contiguous<ircle pattern
is a multiplication and outgrowth of the river pattern discussed

carlicr, since the Tell Halaf specimen is mare suggestive of this

than of complete circles. Unfortunately, we have no means of
checking this possibility. If it be true, ir is obvious that it fell
under the regularizing influence of the Harappan grid concept,

X

1

Plant designs. With the Harappan plant motifs we come to a-

stage of decoration for which there is so linde foreign compar-
able matcrial thar we must consider it as a distinctive development,
differentiating with finality the painted designs of Harappa from
all others. It serves, then, as the first purely local class of decora-
tion with which we have dealt so far. The plant designs appear
in such a vanicty of forms that it is impossible to illustrate them
here completely. Only those that appear to be the basic forms,
and their most important variations, have been included among
the illustrations (Figs. 11, 29, 50, 100, 109, 121-40, 142, 1547, 173).
It is unnecessary to discuss these plant forms in detail except
on occasional points of particular interest, It is also futile to
artempt to identify them botanically. Some, no doubt, could be
identified if one were thoroughly familiar with the flora of
India, but many scem 1o be an impressionistic representation of
vegetation in general. Some are so crowded and confused that
anc might well imagine that the artist was attempting to show
decp jungle rather than specific varicties of trees and plants™
Fig. rar illustrates the most clearly defined and least variable
of the Harappan plant forms. The leaf is that of the Indian
pipal tree (Ficus religrosa). As such it never varies markedly from
the form shown here, though the stalk from which the leaves
sprout seldom has the delicacy characterizing Fig. 121. Because
of its use on stamp seals, a phase of Harappan art more widely
known than any other, and because of the unvarying outline

“Telt Halaf, pl. B, 1. " Ser Sind, i 1, 8 e
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of its leaf, it has came to be known as the most commaon of all
the Indus plant moiifs. Acually it is no more Common than
variations of the palm frond type such as are illustrated in Figs
122-4.
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Mackay has called the rows of chevrons seen in Figs. 132 and
133 birds™ and from our carlier study of the chevron design
this certainly scems to be correct. It will be noted that the type
of tree shown here with horizontal trunk is the same which in
Fig. 156 grows in the natural upright position.

S, 13k,
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The form illustrated in Fig. 138, to which Fig. 139 1 related,
seems 1o be taken from aquatic plants, if we may judge from its
wse in Fig. 173. In fact, if Fig. 173 were (0 be scen alone, onc
would be tempted to believe that it represented floats with
attached fishhooks, but the many other specimens show clearly
that this could not be. This pattern degenerates through stages

671



not shown here to such rudely scrabbled lines as are seen in
Fig. 140, giving the impression of dense aquaric or riparian
growth.

Antention should be called to the forms seen in Figs. 155 and
157. The large leaves on the right of Fig. 155 apparently grow
from an upright trunk just as the two between the animals in
Fig. 157 spring from the ground, What is especially interesting
15 the use of unattached leaves in Fig. 155, a practice encountered
repeatedly in Harappan plant scenee™ The shape and interior
hatching of these leaves is reminiscent of the treatment of the
lozenges arising from the intersecting-circle motif, and it i
probable that the influence of this familiar geometrical configurs-
tion made itself felt in the outline and weatment of similarly
shaped leaves. No parallels to this type of design are evident
beyond the Indus save in the specimen from Shahi-tump mound
illustrated in Fig, 141. The leaf there is still attached to the stalk
which is of the frond-like type scen in Fig. 122, etc.

Faint parallels to the frond-like plant (Figs: 122-4) may be
cited from Hisar IB-C and Sialk 111 where single stalks alternate
with ibexes or wavy lines.” However, it seems unnecessary 1o
derive our Harappan representations from so distant a source
when we consider how elemental and logical a form this is for

expressing the tropical plants by which the Harappans were

!

surrounded. This and the simple form in which leaves sprout

evenly fram either side of a central stalk (Fig. 131) arc such
perfectly natural ways of representing certain basic patterns of
plant growth in a simplified way, and are found so consistently
throughout Asiatic painted pottery, that we need not consider
them as representing more than the vaguest and most remote
cultural relationship. In the case of the somewhat more comph-
cated form, in which fringed branches grow on cither side of
a central trunk, one might wonder about the possibility of a
relationship between such Harappan examples as Figs. 1323

L B 156,
" See fig. 153 fmen Himr where the sdge ol the rwo fronds can be seen before und
behind the saamad,
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156" and specimens from the Bampur region in lran (Fig. 148),"
or those from Musyan and Khazinah" It is certainly true that
there is a greater likeness here than in any of the more elaborate
plant forms; bur we should not forget that in the plant forms
the Harappans were imitating nature. The freedom and realism
of all the Harappan specimens show that here they were less
bound by tradition than in any other form of design. The potters
of Bampur and kindred sites, and to a lesser degree those of
Musyan and Khazinah, were also representing what their eyes
ﬂw,anditi:nutmbcwundcmdthntaﬂa:hi:vtdmurhﬂw
same result in depicting the same kind of plant growth.

All in all, there is not one bona fide case of influence or relation-
<hip in plant forms between Iran and Mesopotamia on the one
hand, and Harappa on the other.” Stranger gill, the Harappan
plant designs as such, with but one exception, do not even pene-
trate into Baluchistan to the narth and west, except as Harappan
importations. The exception is the leaf shape seen in Fig. 131,
which as the Harappan design par excellence travelled along
with Harappan power to the neighboring region. This almost
complete localization of Harappan plant forms to Harappan sites
makes this mode of artistic expression the one true gauge thus far
encountered by which we may judge the aesthetic capablities
and impulses of Mohenjodaro and its related sites. By it we
should in the future be able to recognize Harappan influcnce
among objects discovered beyond the basin of the Indus.

XI

Animal designs. Only one representation of humans has been
found among the Harappan painted pottery. This is the sherd

ML Gee aleey thome aB sealic M-, pla i, 165; a0

2 See shin Recoanm,, pl m, Ao 1350 A 38y + 1fh 0 Dol on Prrse, v, g 1935,
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from Harappa itself illustrated in Fig. 142.°* One will note at
once the naturalism and sound proportions that set these apart
from all other prehistoric human fgures. Even the fragmentary
Amrn man, Fig. 143, has infinitely more of the primitive about
it than these. In spite of the accomplished manner in which the
Harappan figures are shown, the hands are depicted upraised,
perhaps in adoration, exactly as they are in the Susan pottery
and with a very much carlier painted pottery human, Fig. 144,
from Persepalis. One might compare our Harappan exampic
with the graceful line of figures from Khazinah," for there is
a resemblance between the two. But when we consider the
amazingly accomplished sculpture from Harappa, it seems un-
necessary to go all the way to Elam to explain the grace of the
people in Fig. 142. In view of the conservatism of the Harappan
painted pottery as 4 whale, it is curious that here conservatism
should have been abandoned. In the Harappan sculpture, relief
and in the round, we see two distinet schools. One 15 r:prﬂtﬂ‘-"-'d
by the votive figurines in which naruralism has been foresworn
in favor of the conventional and ancient patterns dictared by

* The aukies snd Fret of both igwies aie undear in the ariginal llustration, bay there
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calt usage. The other school—which produced the statues and
seals—shows with startling accuracy the scene or figure as the
artist saw it. In Fig. 142 the artist appears to have been 3 follower
of the latter school.

The lower animals on Harappan pottery appear 1o be largely
dominated by forms and artistic conventions peculiar to the
west. This manifests itself either in grouping, species, or details
of rendering. The crowded lines of tiny animals seen in Harappan
Figs. 145 and 146 have close parallels in the speamens from
Bampur, Figs. 147 and 148, The Harappan stags in Fig. 149

149

show this same crowded grouping, and the similarly cramped
example from Amri, Fig. 150, has almost exact parallels in
Bampur.” Such regimented arrangement is quite different from
the animal scenes which through ther associated plant forms
may be considered as more characteristically Harappan, and they
lack entirely the freedom that one secs AMONE the plant patterns.

¥ Recownn., pl. wii
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Incidentally, the doc in Fig. 142 scems to be less restrained by
foreign conventions than any of the other Harappan quadrupeds
Returning to these compact rows of little animals, it is quite cer-
tain that they stem from the older tradition of Iran and Meso
potamia. In Halaf levels, quadrupeds and birds are so arranged,
and in Susa I tight rows of small birds arc common as borders
In Gawra X111 (al-“Ubaid period) we again see small quadrupeds
in close file,”* and among the very early wares of Fars we find
birds and animals so treated at Tal-i-skau and Tal-i-regi (Khusu).®
In Hisar 1 and Sialk 111 we have not only birds and humans but
also a similar grouping of ibexes and tigers, while at Musyan and
Khazinah we see this regimentation at its height, The Harappan
stags (Fig. 149), particularly, have parallels with Musyan and
Khazinah, not anly in respect to the details of the head but in the
accentuation of the toothed antlers as well."™

One need not assume that with the rams and ibexes the Harap-
pans were depicting animals with which they were wholly unac
quainted. There is good reason to belicve that they were familiar
with both. Bones of shecp have been found among the ruins at
Mohenjo-daro, and the presence of ibex within fifry miles of the
region today™® supports the impression of naturalism one feels
in the Harappan example, Fig. 151. It is the grouping that springs
from the west. With the stags one cannot be so sure that the
grouping alone is the foreign element. It is true that four different
types of deer horns have been recovered from Mohenjo-daro, but
only ane of these, that of the Kashmir Stag (Cervus cashmerianns),
has sufficiently pronged antlers to have been the inspiration for
Fig. 149. Morcover, only two cxamples were found—against
cighteen, one, and six specimens of each of the other three varic-
ties. The fact that only antlers, and no bones, were uncarthed has
led Messrs. Sewell and Guha to suggest that all were imported as
such.** It does not scem likely, judging from the present habitat,
that all the specics were foreign importations, bur the present
upland home of the Kashmir Stag suggests that it at least could

" Bull. ASOR., oo, 66, Ag 7. " Perdiy, ple gxly, po; xav, 1,15
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not have been entirely familiar to the Harappans. Looking at the
pﬁntc:lfmﬂ,nn:mnscchuwfari:isimmmuut: certainly
much more so than would have been the case had the artist been
drawing an animal familiar to him in real life. This aspect lends
strength to the connection implicd earlicr between our example
4nd those of the type scen at Musyan and Khazinah. Turning now
10 our other representation of an animal with many-tined antlers,
Fig. 155, we can sec how wholly unrealistic it i)™ It is cbvious
that the artist was drawing a beast he had heard of but never
wen. In fact, the resemblance in horn treatment to one from
Susa 1™ is o close that we may fecl certain that here the Harappan
artist was reproducing a traditional form, entirely without
for nature. Had he been familiar with the animal, such born treat-
ment would have been absurd. Thus we see that not only in group-
ing were the Harappans following the custom of the west but,
at least in this case, in the kind of animal to be represented as well.
Another widespread convention having parallels in the carlier
pottery of the west is illustrated by the marks above and below

the animals in Fig. 151. That the introduction of a separatc deco-
rative motif, particularly over the back, originally had some well-
understood significance is shown by the way & has persisted from
carly times into this late period. Nor docs it have the aspect of
spaccfilling in the earlicr examples, though if one were 10 sec
Fig. 151 alone such an assumption would be justified” In Fig.

0 Ger ghio M-, 1937-y7, Pl 53, 20, That the markings hors ropee=at BLS au} Dot
ﬁﬂ’wﬁmuﬁ#.hﬁmﬂmmﬂld#m s
:':"'l:;ummumu, iones indicarcd an the seals by markings oo ot wides (i, N pl c,

104 [l #m Peese, 1am, pl, V0 1
4% That the lines helow the necks in Bg. 130 do mot prpeesrst 8 Beird {ck Ag. 132)
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152, for example, the animal from Hisar 1C has below it a row of
small horizontal lines (almost dots) while above, within the card
of the horns, 1s a six-armed cross. Much the same symbol appears
above the backs of the Halaf animals (a circle surrounded by dots),
while in Susa [, we sec within the curve of the horns, or over the
back, various elaborate symbols the meanings of which are lost;
others show detached horns with a circle-and-dot symbol identical
with the Halaf specimens.'™ In Sualk [1I, various crosses and
“suns” are used, while at Persepolis a peculiar grating-like Agure
appears over the back as shown in Figs. 167 and 153" Only
Samarra and Musyan fail to use some such convention.™ The
introduction of a decoration below the body is less common but
equally carly. From Persepolis we sce both above and below the
lion-like animal in Fig. 153 a rectangular grid which is but a repe-
tition of the inner ficld of the symbols seen in the Perscpolitan
example, Fig. 167. Along with these are potent crosses and what

seem to be sprigs of vegetation. The Jatter have distant parallels
n the leaf parterns below the Harappan animals of Figs. 1546, The
former may be equated with the crosses of Hisar 1 and Sialk 11
and, as outlined earlier, with the sun-like symbol over the back of
the animal in Fig. 142. Decoration below the body appears also in
Giyan V, Hisar [B and IC, and Sialk 111" Among the Harappan
examples, Fig. 154 has a leaf-shaped figure beneath the belly of

188 Dl om Peree, xut, pl. w, 3.
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the animal, while below the neck is 2 snake. In Fig. 155 we &¢
the leaf-like patterns above and below the upper animal, that
below perhaps being another snake. Again the connected leaf
motif is repeated over the back of the lower beast. In Fig. 156 the
leaf-shaped and circular figures arc not only above and below
the animal but behind it as well. This disposition is seen also in
our examples from Persepolis, Figs. 153 and 167. Most convineing

156

of all is the symbol above the back of the animal in Fig. 142
In the discussion of the comb motif this hgure was il.!r:!lnfiﬁifti,
provisionally, as a sun symbol, and it was equated with the sx-
armed pommée cross of Hisar (Fig. 152) and the dotted circle
of Halaf and Susa L. These foreign symhbols appear in exactly the
came relation to the animal, or its horns, as the rayed circle of
Fig. 142

Fig. 156 illustrates another Harappan peculiarity reminiscent of

4 COMIMON Western convention—a smaller animal on the back of 2

larger one. It is possible that all the artist was attempting was 1o
show an attack by this jackal-like animal on the huﬂ;lln.l"1 bt
scenes in which action or struggle may be implied arc s0 strikingly

8 Mackgy comidens fige 130 gintl 151 s powibie
of the ware (M-, p. 324}
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absent in all other Harappan painted sherds that it scems unlikely
here. Our earliest comparable design comes from Persepolis where
we have g large-horned beast with above it a dog-like animal in
exactly the same relationship as seen here.”™ Related to Persepolis
in culture, and presumably close to it in time, is Tal-i-siah (Mads-
van) in Fars where we see smaller animals both above and behind
ibexes.* In Sialk 111 we have tigers attacking ibexes, and in Levels
Il and [II the more common usage of hirds above the backs of
larger horned beasts."” In Susa 1, we have both small quadrupeds

157

158
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61

and flying birds shown over the backs of ibexes,"* and in Giyan V
we see birds, both flying and ar rest, above similarly horned
animals.”"* If there is any doubt about the relationship of this con-
vention to Fig. 156, there can be none with Fig. 142 where two

birds are shown, one flying above the animal and one perched oa
its back.

Y Appeating in T, Herefeld's torthcoming beok (Oaford Univenity Prew) om
Iramian archusology.
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Another peculiarity that many of the Harappan animals share
with the west is the practice of depicting the bodies by hatching
of crosshatching within heavy bordering lines. For Harappa this
s illustrated by Figs. 151, 1540, 168, and 173. In Iran proper we
e it used in Sialk 11 (Figs. 867), and Sialk 111 satisfics the con-
vention by the use of dots in depicting tigers and hatching for
the snakes."* Basically the same convention of hatching is found
in the sherd from the post-Persepolitan site Taliregi (Khusu),
Fig. 160, and in Hisar 1C (dots) and ITA7 Ar Samarra the prin-
ciple is adhered to in the triangle pattern on the bodies of the
stags, while in the Halaf cultare we have both the usual diagonal
hatching, and a closely dotied interior within a heavy out-
line.** Finally, in Susa Il (Fig. 161) we sec it as fully established
in Elam as it was at Mohenjo-daro. Why certain of the Harappan
animals were so shown, while others were not, is largely 2 matter
of size, such a practice being impossible with figures as small as
those of Figs. 145 and 149. However, the solid coloring of the
doe in Fig 142 from Harappa itself cannot be laid to size. The

naturalism of the human figures on this sherd has already been
pointed out, and it is just as obvious that the doe iy free of those
distortions and conventionalizations that mark the other quadru-
peds. It is, in fact, closc 10 the style of the seals, which will be
discussed later as wholly Indian, in contradistinction to the bulk
of painted designs whose domination by the west is ¢lear. We may
0 Slalf, ple bui, & vhgyr buvid, S 052 .
T Migsar, pha. vil, H g03, et 13, H 4400 Srylisedd tigers with hseched bodies, bk

the Hismaz example in Sassera, pl aHy, ab, =ve fnuml &
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assume, then, that this specimen represents the rare and truly
Indian form of animal representation.

The hnal peculiarity of Harappan animal representation is the
graphic way in which the eye is shown (Figs. 145, 156, 159, 1689),
Even the Amri ibex, Fig. 162, shows an attempr ar this same wide
eyed aspect. The only markedly earlier precedents for this practice
in lands beyond the Indus and Baluchistan are in the snake figures

166

184

65

from Susa I, illustrated in Fig. 172, B, C, at Musyan and Khazinah,
and in levels of Halaf culturc in Mesopotamia.”™ It is probable
that the Harappa-like eye treatment of the Susa 11 animal, Fig. 161,
15 an indirect descendant of the Susa | convention.

A0S vt o Povie. v, fige gl 33%-amy Halsf, pl. Ei, 6 9, w0, Lg, 1oy Ball, A5.0K,
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Intimately related to the hormed animals just discussed is the
symbol for the ibex of bighorn sheep which among the Harappan
designs appears in the form illustrated by Fig. 163. The Amri
design of Fig. 164 sccins quite certainly fo be the same thing,
though the direction has become reversed. Another Harappan
example, presumably belonging to this class, is seen in Fig. 165,
which may be taken as a simplification of a more pictorial form.
such as that from Baluchistan scen in Fig. 166. Ample precedent
for such symbolization exists in the west. At Persepolis we see it
in the border of the sherd Alustrated in Fig. 167, and again at the
Persepolitan site Tal-i-pir in southern Fars.'™ In the Halaf culture
we have a great multitude of bucrania,'™ which though different
in detail represent the same concept af symbolizing an animal
by depicting only its most prominent visual feature. At Musyan
and Khazinah the bucranium is also found, though because of 2
certain similarity it is sometimes erroncously thought of as 2
human with upraised arms™™ In Susa I we have the curved lines
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which we have already identified as homns through their associa-
tion with the dotted circle.™ And at the same site the amimal is
again symbolized, or abbreviated, by the horns alone in onc case
and by the head and horns in another.* Closer to the Indus even
than Persepolis, we find it in an antler-like style as a comman
motif on the Khurab pottery.™

Birds on the Harappan pottery, in their symbolized form, have
already been studied in some detail under the discussion of the

1R For an identical Amp example sec Simd, pl. 5237, 34
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chevron design. However, naturalistic representations also exis
Here the Harappan bird par excellence is the peafowl (Figs, 168,
142 far right). It is not only the commonest bird, but it appean
more often than all the other animal forms combined: and it is
not found further afield than central Baluchistan, within the
Harappan sphere of influence. The form thar this creature takes
is so completely naturalistic and so deveid of the distortions of
misunderstood convention that we must consider it as entirely
Indian in inspiration. Only the hatched bodies suggest western
influence. The only other type of naturalistic bird—a jungle fowl
of some sort—is far less common. Fig. 1fg is the most graphic
example. It, too, appears to be a drawing from life rather than a
rendition of  traditional form. It is seen again in the bird at rest it
the left-hand panel of Fig. 142, while the bird in flight—on the
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same sherd—is identical in outline with pottery bird figurines
from Mohenjo-daro.** This is onc of those rarc instances in which
a painted design shows any marked resemblances to Harappan
bgures in other media, another instance being the doc on this
“‘;’:ﬁ r:mﬁblc sherd.

&s frequently appear among the tery designs and occ-
sionally on the seals. Fig. 170 ﬁhuﬁrs thf:tmkc used alone, while
in Figs. 154 and 155 D they appear below ibexes. In Fig, 134 what
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may be a snake is shown among the dense plants making up the
pattern. At Amri snakes are shown in greater detail though with
no greater naturalism (Fig, 171). It is impossible to present valid
related paralels 1o such clemental figures, Any primitive or un-
killed person would be apt to show a snake as the Harappans
did in Fig. 170, without any other model than the mental image
of the snake itself. Suffice it © say that it has none of the refine-
ments or conventions of the Halaf serpent'™ or of the Susian types
shown in Fig. 172, A-C. And it is even further removed from the
Susa 1 snake symbal of Fig. 172, D, and similar motfs from
Iis'lﬂ

The final animal figures to come under consideration arc the
fishes shown in Fig. 173. Both appear to be caught on lines extend-
ing from the bulbous figures discussed under Plant designs. No

ancient Asiatic parallels to these exist to my knowledge, other
than the late figures from Nal'™ and the roughly contemporary
fishes from Susa 11 y
In looking over the evidence presented by the animal hgures,
one sees thar the relationship with the west, which was almost
wholly lacking with the plant designs, i strongly manifest here.
Nor is this surprising, in view of the important rdle played by
animals, or conventions derived from animals, in the carly pottery
of Iran, Elam, and Mesopotamia, The recognizable western tradi-
I drpackiyad, fig. 77, 9 |
1M Beruepaliy, pl. xxvii, top row cester, The mant complete wpeciimens siz spPEATIK
i D, Herzichd's fortbeoming book o lranian gscharology, .
WS Nal . v, b 118 Pyl ew Perse, mui, ph. TOT, 302
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tions are scen first in the rows of squat, closely crowded ammals,
Second is the use of animals (stags) which there 15 reason to
believe were unfamiliar to the Harappans in real life. In Fact, the
grotesque appearance of such beasts as are shown in Figs. 1549
would suggest that here, o0, the artists were not drawing from
real life but were reproducing as best they could traditional forms
of much ecarlier ongin. Certainly they do not compare in skill or
realism with the figures on Fig. 142, or the peafowl, or the plants.
The third sign of western convention is seen in various details
of rendering, such as the use of symbols, animals and marks above
and below the main Agure, hatched or crosshatched bodies, accen-
ruation of the eye, and the use of horns alone 1o symbalize a whole
animal.

Again, but unlike the plant designs, many of the conventions
by which the animals of Harappan pottery are rendered appear
also in the major sites of Baluchistan. We have already noted the
similarity between the fishes of Chanhu-daro (Fig. 173) and those
of Nal, Similarly, 2 comparison of the animal forms of Kulli,
Mehi, and Periano-ghundai, to take bur a few, will show cross-
hatched bodies, the same eye treatment, and the same disposition
of objects above and below the body as in Harappa. In this we have
the first link in the chain of western parallels.

No attempt has becn made here to classify the animals as 1o
species. Such terms as “ibex™ or “mountain goat™ arc used only in
their most general meaning.

Xn

Miscellancons. The pattern shown in Fig. 174 has no parallels
from non-Harappan sites, nor does it appear very often on painted
pottery within its own culture. However, the outline as such was
perfectly familiar 10 the Harappans, for we see it in shell and
falence as inlay,'™ and as applied and engraved decoration on
imitation carnelian and on silver."* Mr. Mackay pointed in the
right direction when he suggested a comparison of this form
with the “trappings (?) on the withers of the so-called unicorn”

55 At pl. v, 8847 28 J0L,, pla. elvi, vy edvil, aey orn
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o the seals!™ It will be seen that this beast is almost invariably
ted with a kind of ceremonial saddlecloth over the back,
the one visible end of which is heart-shaped in the manner of our
pottery representation. That this actually is a caparison and not
an imaginative representation of skin folds or muscle ridges is
shown by distinct tassels on one example, and on another by an
indented barder which breaks up the outline into separate Cit
tiguous areas just as in Fig. 174" Also of interest is the double
outline on all the seal examples, agrecing with the inner and outes
bacders of those in Fig. 174. That the two forms of represeniation
afe really one and the same is shown by two copper plates from
Mohenjo-daro, an which animal Agures arc engraved.”" Appar-
ently from inadeptness, which is ohvious from the composition
a5 3 whole, the craftsman here has placed on the fank of cach
animal not the ceremonial trapping seen in the seals but 3 simple
figure identical in outline with the outer borders of those in
Fig. 174, Whether the simple Fig. 174 form is.an imitation of the
essentials of the ceremonial saddlecloth, or the other way around,
1§ uncertain, but the latter would scem more likely, for it will be
fioted that the engraver of the copper examples placed the heart-
shaped figures with the cleft up, which would not have been
appropriate had he been imitating the edge of the cloth rather
than the form from which this edge was patterned.
No true foreign parallels to this design exist, but an interesting
related form is found in an Elamite cylinder scal of the Jumdat
58 e, e gb8, L P, e sl 1B v, 4
M i, pl exvil, i cxeial, 3.
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Nasr period.™ Here we see a bull charging a lion—a bull with a
saddlecloth which differs from the Harappan form only in having
a straight rather than a scalloped lower border.* This unexpected
appurtenance, as well as the exaggerated rendering of skin folds,
the stippling to show the skin texture, and the marked lance
shaped tuft on the end of the rail, all combine to show that this
creature was directly inspired by a Harappan seal representation.
The scattered plants above and below the besst—a feature never
scen in the Harappan seals—may hark back to the painted pottery
technique observed in Figs. 1547, The particular importance of
these likenesses lies in their demonstration of the currency of devel-
oped Harappan designs and technique in Elam as carly as the
time of Jumdar Nasr,'™*

One peculiar and distinctive pattern thar may be included here
is found, so far as | know, only in the very deep strata of Mohenjo-
daro and in Level ab of Nineveh. The latter is equated with the
Halaf period. The pattern is of the all-over varicty, and consists of
parallel horizontal lines continuously connected by closely set,
roughly parallel, wavy lines. This unusual correspandlence of de-
sign between two such distant sites again brings into prominence
the points of similarity between the pottery of the Halaf culture
and that of the Indus Valley.'™

¥ Sec particularly H, Frankfort, Cylinder Sesls (Lomdon, vg3g), pl wii, 2; sha
Dl em Peree, xv, i, 93, 161,

ECE M, plocx, 3320,

I8 Another Harappan {eansre cbiervable in Elumite wals of Jundst Nase e §s the

eristic @ep-iyramid design) of. Del, ew Peree, x0, pi. b 137, and vy, pl. xvis, 2ii)
with M-, pl, clv, 3109 Tein sl possible that the excluwsively Indian plany, the pipal, was
the impitation o such bead forme ss seen in 6. ex Pereee. xv1, fig. tay.

4% Usdortunstely, these examples came 1 my. stteation too late o be included nmwog
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PART I

CONCLUSIONS

I

IN summing up the material cited above, one cannot but be struck |
by the large number of motifs that arc common both to Harappa
and the prehistoric world west of the Indus. Cestain of these de-
signs, to be sure, might and apparently have occurred to separated
and unrelated peoples quite independently. In this class should be
put the single or multiple parallel lines scparating vases into regis-
ters or panels, the looped line, the checker pattern, and the rows
of connected lozenges. However, rows of Jozengts used as an all-
over partern are restricted © Sialk 11 (one example), and 1o
culture levels, where it is a common Fepeat paticr: One would
expect to find the fish-scale pattern developing naturally every-
where that the loop was used, but acrually it appears only in the
Halaf culture, Sialk 111, Giyan V, Taliregi (Khusu), and Tal-i-
ks, the last two sites yielding sherds of 2 developed Persepolis
st]rlz_

The loop-man motif, in one varianan or another, appears i 2
variety of sites and cultures extending from Amri, through Kalat-
i-gird in the Helmand Delta, Tali-skau and Tali-Sang--siah in
Facs. Hisar 1B, Sialk 1111, and Samarra, while its most 03t isti
form is seen in Halaf sites.

[8s]



The river pattern cannot very well be considered a fortuitow
discovery by unrelated peoples, yet it is found almost universally,
in ane form or another, from the Indus to the upper reaches of the
Euphrates.

The use of sigmas and chevrons, representing birds in flight,
is another almost universal convention among our prehistoric
cultures. Its most realistic versions come from Samarra, but the
main theatre of use is Elam and the southern half of Iran.

The “comb animal” is far more limited in its spread. lts most
active patrons were the potters of Susa I, while Giyan IV intro-
duces its mast florid phase. If the comb originated in the manner
illustrated by Sialk 11 usage, we may consider it to be a Central
Iranian concept.

The “sun” symbol seen with the Harappan combs appears re-
peatedly in Sialk I, and it is clearly related to the dotted circle
of Halaf and Susa I and to the concentric circles of Susa IL It is as
closely related to the Hisar dotcircle and dotted circle which, by
being interchangeable with the pommée cross, relates also to the
form scen ar Persepolis (Fig: 153) and the plain six- and eight-
armed crosses seen consistently in Fars and Kirman,

Among the grid patterns, single and uncertain examples of the
opposed-triangle design (Fig. 96) occur at Samarra and Musyan,
one true specimen from Tal-iskau in Fars, and considerable num-
bers in Sialk 111 and at Halaf sites. The intersecting-circle pattern,
with its variations, appears in the west only in Halaf culture levels.
The same is true of the contiguous-circle pattern.

The Harappan plant designs show no significant likeness to
those of the west.

With the animal figures, closely crowded rows of small animals
are found in Halaf levels, Gawra XIII (al-Ubaid peniod), Susa I,
Tal:i-skau and Tal-i-regi (Khusu) in Fars, Sialk 11-111, and Hisar L.
Musyan and Khazinah present the most active use of this con-
vention, while the closest likeness to our Harappan specimens are
in examples from the sites on the Bampur river in Kirman. The
convention of showing above or below the larger quadrupeds a
symbol ar animal is found at Persepolis, Halaf, Susa I, Tal-i-siah

£e]
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(Madavan) in Fars, Hisar [B and IC, Sialk 111, and Giyan V. The
convention of showing the body by hatching or other open pat-
terns within broad borders is found at Samarra, Halaf, Persepolis,
Tal-i-regi (Khusu), Hisar IC (dots) and l1A, Sialk T1-111, and Susa
I Accentuation of the eye is found in Susa 1 and 11, at Musyan
and Khazinah, which like Susa are within the boundaries of Elam,
and in the Halaf levels of Tell Halaf and Tepe Gawra in Mesopo-
tamia. Detached harns as a symbol for the animal arc found at
Persepolis and its contemporary Tal-i-pir, Halaf, Susa 1, and the
Khurab burials.

From this very bricf summary one can scc not only how many
motifs and patterns found ar Harappan sites appear also in the
west but over how large an arca this western field extends and
how uniformly most of these patterns arc represented in this area.
Since we have no closcly comparable ware from India or
Baluchistan that is clcarly and demonstrably older than Harappan,
it becomes certain that the elements shared by Harappa with the
west are an inheritance from the mare ancient cultures of Iran,
Elam, and Mesopotamia. In fact, except for the plant motifs, 2
few of the animals, and the queer form illustrated in Fig. 174, there
is not a single decorative element, not anc patterm OF motif, that
does not have a correspondent among the carlier cultures of the
west. i

It is very dnuhtfulwhﬂhuwchahnldmuldhchhﬂ through
borrowing alone. In this respect one should not overloak the
evidence offered by the remarkably unmixed nature of Harappan
objects as a whole. One of the most notable peculiaritics of
Harappan sites is the almost complete absence of objects that
may be positively identified as contemporary jmportations. We
know, for iu'smuic.dmthmwum&mbklndi:nmm
with Sumer, for numbers of Harappan seals and beads have been

Lt e matural Ihumh&nrnunmnmmmﬂdnu:hdnumnd:.m
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found in that land. Yet the contact would seem to have been almost
wholly one-sided, for not even that most-often-lost of objects, the
Sumerian or Babylonian cylinder seal, is found in India.® Nor
is there more than the most meager evidence in Harappa of
other objects and practices of foreign origination, save for those of
such elemental nature as can be explained by common descent
from much more remote times. This remarkable, and at present
inexplicable, isolation is a powerful argument against the possibili-
ty of the acquisition of such a repertaire of foreign decorative
motifs by the Harappans through barrowing alone, since they are
demonstrably so unreceptive to foreign innovations in their other
arts and crafts. We may also assume that the features thar Harap-
pan painted designs share with such late wares as Susa II and
Jumdat Nasr (prominent eve, hatched bodies, ete.) do not neces-

sarily represent an interchange of ideas—west to cast, ar least—so

much as they do the logical and inevitable evolution from earlier
prototypes.

Side by side with this western-engendered series is a smaller
group of decorated pottery, headed by the plant designs, which
appear as a distinct local or Indian development. Of these there
will be more 10 say later,

One cannot but be struck by the labored and decadent appear-
ance of the occidentally dominated designs. The heaviness of line
seen in all but a few, the lack of originality, and the general tired
look gives the impression of an art long established and slavishly
copied. In addition to this, we have the fact that the excavators
of Mohenjo-dara were unable to detect any significant stylistic
change between the earliest and the latest painted pieces from that
site, though there is 3 noticeable decrease in the number of speci-
mens in the later levels. The general lack of any marked regional
differences in style between the various Harappan sites adds to the
impression of standardization, Even the plant designs, which seem
to be India’s main contribution among the decorative elements,
tend to fall into well-defined categories as though their forms,
too, were gradually becoming inviolate. '

*Threr eplinder seahs bave been found st Mobesjo-dare (M-d, sorr-gr, nos, 35, 476
4¥8), bust mmne cam be comidered 2 anything other than Indian in workmanship.
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Al this, in conjunction with the heaviness of the ware 50
decorated—in contrast to the delicate fabrics of earlier times in the
West—points 10 & Conscious retention of a much earlier decorative
style faithfully repeated from gencration to generation. With this
we have the relative rarity of painted specimens at Harappan sites
w0 show this as a custom kept alive not by the desire for natural
artistic expression but by the demands of some custom. In this
respect the simpler, everyday Harappan ware is of interest. We
see that far from being plain it is oftenet than nat decorated with
horizontal bands of black pigment, often an the same types of
vessels that under other circumstances Were claborately decorated.
These simple bands scem to be the last vestiges of a more uns
decoration which for some special reason wias retained only on
occasional pieces, The motivating force behind the retention of
the more ¢laborate decoration cannot be discerned, but it is most
probable that it was in some Way religious. There is good reason
for believing thar the patterns on the carlier wares of Iran and
Mesopotamia originated as primitive magical—bence religious—
symbols or pictures, Consequently, it is quite passible that some
understanding of the carly significance of the designs was in-
herited as well. If this is correct, We must assuime that the primitive
cuilt 5o observed was quite distinet from that served or illumined
by the seals and the sculpture, for they are radically difierent in
subject and fecling from these painted designs.

While the Harappans were obeying the dictates of a tradition
essentially foreign to the Indus, they were at the same Hme €%
pressing themselves in the seals, the sculpture, and in cerin of
the painted pottery designs—namely, the plant patterns and such
rarc animal forms as those dlustrated in Figs. 142, 105, and 165—
in 2 manner entirely different in feeling. There is a certain free-
dom and spontancity about this group that suggests 3 culturally
advanced people expressing themselyes in a natural fashios. Sinee
we have no other ancient fields of Asiatic art in any way com-
parable to this, we arc justified in sssuming it to be a local form
of cxpression uninhibited by forcign artistic conventions. Thus
w:hnvem:kndformwithcmzudimﬂd:ﬁwth:mw

8]



of Harappan artistic expression: one fathered by western Asia,
the other by the Indus.

I

Sir John Marshall has based his classification of the Harappan
and Baluchi painted pottery mainly upon the color of the back-
ground, calling that with the red-slip background characteristically
East Baluchi and Indian, and that with the light background
characteristically western.” It should be remembered, however,
that Harappan painted pottery is not uniformly red slipped,
but may be light red, pink, cream, or buff. Even the gray ware
15 painted, but only with horizontal bands around the body of
the vessel. Thus we see that whar is taken as the hallmark for
Harappan painted ware characterizes the majority and not the
whole. It would seem to mark a preference rather than the demand
of a hard and fast tradition. Since the time when Marshall wrote,
the ware of Amri has been discovered which is wholly buff* and
which is as widely spread along the Indus (so far as it has been
systematically explored) as Harappan ware. Here we sce the red

slip ceasing to be the insignia for Indian ware as a whole and
 narrowed down to Harappan in general,

Turning westward, to the supposed stronghold of the buff
wares, we find in Anau I the use of a “very thin, fine, light-brown
or light reddish-brown color slip,” while in Anau U the slip be-
comes “generally light-red in firing . . . Brown vessels also oc-
curred”; even Anau 1V used the red slip. It should be added that
the lack of uniformity in ground color of the carlier Anau speci-
mens gives the impression that the outcome—buff, red, or brown—
was unpremeditated and accidental. In Hisar TA-B the decoration
i# painted on a “brown-red ground,” while in 1A “red or brown
vessels, often with flaked-off slip” are reported.* Sialk I, I1, and 11
also manufactured wares with a red ground color. Musyan and
late Susa [ both produced reduslip ware, attributed by Frankfor,
in the case of Susa, to northern influence.” In Gawra XI1 the slip

LM, pp. gr-auL.
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1", . almost exclusively red, deep and glossy .. . while the pot-
tery of the Uruk period is characterized by its red slip, a tradition
which is thought to have come from Anatolia, the traditional
home of burnished red-slip warc. Moreover, the carliest ware
found at Tell Halaf is a burnished red intermixed with sherds
of black and gray.’ And finally, Mackay says, “The brilliance
of the slips on some of the Jemdet Nasr potiery is only equalled
by that of the red ware of predynastic Egypt and of the painted
poticry of Mohenjo-Daro.™”

Thus we see that what Marshall considers as the basic char-
acteristic of western pottery really only demarks the custom oOF
peeference of certain districts Of SrOUPS of people. By the same
tokens, red or buff ground ceases to be the guide by which
eastern and western wares may be differentiated. Cansequently,
the typical red slip of Harappa does not st that pottery apart
2 unmistakably eastern, or Indizan, or Harappan. It merely
a regional or group preference shared at random by east
. west alike. There is, then, no real incongruity in the presenee
of western designs on the so-called “Indian” red-slip
of Harappa.

11

With all the likeness in detail and ground color between
Hﬂﬂppﬂzndthcwm.ﬂnci:cunfrmm!hythcpaﬂdm:h:r
as a whale the Harappan painted ware gives none of the impre-
sion of Iranian ar Mesopotamian painted pottery. It has an
appearance that is wholly individual, Though western decorative

not just castern or Indian, but Harappan. This air of individuality

is:pparmtun:vmﬂmmnnmm!impccﬁnnnhhcd:ﬁgmu

2 whole. To take but a single example, compare the river pattern

of Figs. 29 and 136 with the multitadinous examples from Iran

and Mesopotamia. The differences in rendition and feeling are
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the simple wavy line or the lozenges, in which there is lile
chance for individual expression, is the likeness reasonibly cloge.
Idiosyncrasies of style also set the animals apart from all others,
though they fall into the same broad stylistic pattern as those
of eastern Baluchistan.

When we say that the painted pottery is individually Harappan
it must be understood that the individuality does not imply an
artistic unity with Harappan objects in other media, but only
applies to the painted pottery of western inspiration as a distinct
and unmistakable unit. This brings us to the second paradox,
that while these painted designs are typical of Harappan sites
they have very litle in common with the other local artistic
warks either in style or in subject. The stamp scals comprise the
most voluminous body of Harappan artistic products, yet they
show an accomplished technique and a sound artistic sense quite
different from the painted designs. Morcover, there are on the
scals 2 number of animals and symbols that certainly were familiar
i everyday Harappan life, yet with bur few exceptions they do
not appear on the pottery. Only one humped ox is seen on the
poctery, which is strange, particularly when we consider that this
typically Indian animal is repeatedly portrayed on the ware of
Kulli and Mehi in Baluchistan, to which Harappa is culturally
related. Other animals seen on the seals are wholly missing—
the rhinoceros, tiger, water buffalo, crocodile, and elephant.
There are no mythical or multiple beasts such as the seals have,
no swastikas, and no writing—an almost invariable fearure of
the seals. Snakes appear in both media, yet never does the hooded
cobra of the seals appear on pottery.” Humans are found fre-
quently on the seals,” but none has the one distinguishing feature
seen in Fig. 142 and noted on so many of the western painted

a5 an all-over pottery design as it was used on Harappan bone,"
or the three-lobed rosette used on the statuary and beads.™ One
point in common is the ordinary buffalo, often engraved on the

:t Ao, pl. ik o VIR pli. 1B, txorg, rpag, 2 oo, 1; 2
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scals® and the probable buffalo of Fig. 156, But how diffcrent
lﬁcrminnylc.Th:paint:dvu‘s‘umh:hmyufthcwk
of life that animates the engraved examples. The only convincing
points of similarity, in style as well as subject, between the paitited
| and other media rest in the peculiar form illustrated in
Fig. 174 and in the plant designs, both of which we have already
noted as characteristically local conceptions. We may also assume
that the most common of all the forms of painted pottery animal
life, the peafowl, was 2 local concepr, though cven it is not
represented in any other medium. The jungle fowl, another local
element in the painter’s repertoire, is also not represented on the
als. With the plants we have the two scals representing pipal
leaves and the common painted equivalent seen in Fig. .
Several seals show foliage or plant formation like that in Fig.
136, andnilmstonchuﬂltfmmgmnhmimnmurﬁiﬁgk
1323 A certain resemblance exists between the animals of
Fig. 145 and the vetive animal figurines in pottery, though the
crudeness of the latter may mean that the likeness is fortuitous.
But no resemblances in skill or style exist between the quite
accomplished sculpture and the living forms depicted on vases.”
This surprising rarity of agreement in subject and style between
phases of artistic expression, cach characteristically Harappan,
at first suggests that the painted pottery makers were racially
distinct from the remainder of Harappan craftsmen. Yet this is
unlikely in view of the likenesses just noted, few though they
be. More important, the shapes and composition of the pai
vases do not diffcr in any way from the far greater number of
undecorated vessels. Consequently, we must believe not that
the pmplcwhamnd;thmwdiﬁmmhum;hmwhu
worked on seals and statutes, but that the tradition by which
their craft was governed was different. This tradition not only
dictated the motifs in the geometnicil patterns but the kinds of
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animals that could be shown as well. Apparently only the style,
not the subject matter, could be bent to the will of the artist; and
unly where the painter was not baund by well-established tradi-
tion, as in the plant designs, could he express himself in a
natural way. The complete absence of so many of the tropical
animals of the seals shows with certainty that the painted versions
do not represent a true cross section of the common animals of
the early Indus Valley but ones that through custom were per-
missible among painted pottery designs.

We have already had occasion to remark on the improbability
of such a strong western tradition being the result of barrowing
or casual contact. It must have been the result of direct inheritance
from a people, or groups of people, who in carlier times are
known to have used the same motifs and conventions west of the
borders of Baluchistan and India. Thus one comes inevitably
to the conclusion that amang the racial stocks making up the
Harappans was an element from the west sufficiently large to
have emplanted, and to have ensured the survival of, their
particular technique of pottery decoration. Side by side with
these people was an even larger group who may be considered as
native to the Indus Valley if ane may judge them by their seals,
sculpture, and certain restricted categories among the painted
pottery. Finally, the indisputable likencss between the produets
of these two groups shows that by the time we find them, they
had already amalgamated into the homogeneous stock which
we have called

The skeletal material fram Mohenjo-daro and Harappa itself,
not all of which is positively Harappan in period, shows an
assortment of Proto-Australoid, Mediterrancan, Alpine, and the
Mongol branch of the Alpines as the anthropological types rep-
resented.™ IF any reliance can be put m these findings, it would
scem that along the Indus was an extremely mixed population.
ﬂurftudymhrhunmmahlﬂdusmidmﬁfyany anthro-
pological group from the remaining objects, nor is there any
Funhilirrnfddngnwithanrd:grc:ufmqu so late
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4 period in the history of man's development. It is quite passible
that the Indus Valley had played host to such differing anthro-
pological types even before the artistic traditions with which we
have been dealing had become crystallized. Certainly by the
beginning of the chalcolithic age intercommunication between
groups displaying distinctive artistic styles was so common that
we may presume even then a very considerable mixture of
anthropological types throughout western Asia,

v

Though it is not the purpose here to trace the origins af the
Harappan peoples, we have seen that the evidence given by the
painted pottery shows two broad coltural strains, one western
in origin, the other Indian™ It is difficult to be specific about
the source of the western element without drawing on conjecture,
but certain generalizations may be made.

Indm:mseofhnnprupﬂ.ﬁ:m:t:ahnﬂnisimyﬂdiﬂg
painted pottery. These, it will be noted, are confined mastly to
the southern and western reaches of the country. All of thee
show numerous designs and conventions common also to Elam
and Mesopotamia on the one hand and Baluchistan and Harappa
on the other; vet neither is sufficiently closc cither in technique
or design 1o demand the conclusion that Harappa is its direct
descendant. Consequently, though a definite relationship hetween
the two geographical groups cannot be denied, one can do no
more than to postulate a culwral and racial bond of a type sa
mimlmdsurcmm:lninctpﬁmﬂmmemmbrwhichit
came about is indiscernible. There are, however, certain impartant
likenesses between Harappan' designs and those of Sialk 1L
Because these likenesses are also shared with Halaf, they will be
wreated later, in the discussion of the relationships to that Meso-
potamian site. With the later levels of Hisar, Giyan, and the
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so<alled Nehavand pottery, we are dealing with material which
at this point is of secondary value, since it is later than the period
during which the Harappan style erystallized.

With the Elamite sites, such as Susa I, Musyan, and Khazinah,
we have much the same situation as that observed in Iran proper,
though the larger number of correspondents with Harappa—
particularly with Musyan and Khazinah—gives the impression
of a closer bond between Elam and the Indus than was the case
with highland Iran as a whole. Susa 11, again, is too late to be
considered as a source of Harappan designs.

Passing to Mesopotamia, we have with the ware of Jumdat
Nasr much the same situation as with Susa [1: 2 product coetane-
ous with Harappa, showing through certain likenesses of design
and technique a relationship through common inheritance, One
very striking likeness, shared in this period only by Jumdar Nasr
and Harappa, is the bowl-like potlid.** So peculiar and restricted
a form implics direct borrowing one from the other, though
there is not sufficient evidence as yer to show which is the
originator.™

It will be remembered that the products of al-Ubaid have
figured but little in our comparisons with Harappan ware. The
preoccupation of the al-'Ubaid potters with elementary geomet-
rical patterns, and the use of only the simplest curvilinear designs,
has produced little common ground on which Harappa and
al-Ubaid might meet.™ Nevertheless, the relationship of al-'Ubaid
with the cultures of Elam and Iran is well accepted, and we
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have already had occasion to point out the certain bond between
the last two and Harappa.

The very early ware of Samarra has entered into our com-
parisan with Harappa on numerous occanions, yet the likenesses
noticed had to do with individual details rather than with designs
25 2 whole or the spirit in which they were rendered. The basic
similarity is not as close as that of the Elamitic wares, or cven
those of Persepolis and Hisar. Consequently, we can assume only
an indirect relationship between the two, along with the cer-
tainty that they both stem from the same painted pottery tradi
tion of Iran and Mesopotamia.

With the designs of the Halaf culture we come to a maore
delicate situation. We have already remarked on the impressive
number of similarities between this distant school of design and
Harappa. Certain of the likenesses are shared also with Samarra,
Musyan and Susa, and Iran proper, and may only be considered
as motifs held in common by peoples remotely and anciently
related to each other culturally, Other designs are shared only
by Harappa, Halaf, and Sialk 111; and still others only by Harappa
and Halaf, There is, in fact, a closer artistic bond between Harappa
and Halaf than berween Harappa and any other western group.

It would be well to consider for a moment the relation of
Sialk 111 to Halaf. There can be no doubt that Sialk I1l is con-
temporary at least with the later phase of Halaf culture. The
almost exact similarity between the peculiar rendering of tigers
at the two sites, the preference for, and the detailed treatment of,
grid patterns, as well as the rendering of other geometrical ng_mfs,
leaves little doubt of the ¢lose relationship between the two.™
The question at once arises: Are the two the same in cufture? That
they are related, there can be no question. We have already noted
in relation to an earlier period, Sialk 11, the similar use of con-
nm:dlnzcngesa:nmnm]dmontinninhﬂhnﬂmm.md
there is 2 certain likeness of design between Sialk 1 and the
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Proto-Halaf ware of Mersin.™ But close examination reveals
fundamental differences of design and technique that preclude
the possibility of considering them—Halaf and Sialk Il—as
culturally identical. These differences are obvious and need not
be dwelt upon here. Suffice it to say that we have at Sialk what
appears to be an intermixture of inherited Halaf repear patterns
with typically Iranian conceptions of composition and of animal
forms. Along with this we have such striking isolated Halaf
designs that it 1s certain that the influence was not one of inheri-
tance alone, but that frequent intercommunication, and exchange
of ideas and products, existed between the two.

Returning to Harappa, another question arises: Did not this
so-called Halaf influence on Harappa really originate in Sialk?
Reasonable as this would seem from a geographical viewpoint, it
is not supparted by Fact. It will be remembered that Sialk and
Harappa did not share exclusively any decorative patterns. Many
arc common to the three—Halaf, Sialk, and Harappa—but a con-
siderable number in addition appear only at Halaf and Harappa:
notably, the intersecting- and continuous-circle patterns. This
would indicate with some certainty that Halaf was the culture of
origination, and that Sialk was only a stopping place in their
progress castward,”™ That it was more active than Sialk in dis-
seminating its culture is further substantiated by the presence
st Sialk of several of what may be called typical Halaf patterns
and animals, and the striking absence of correspondingly typical
Sialk conceptions of animal designs in Halaf sites. Nor should
we disregard the Halaf characteristics noted by Mackay among
the post-Harappan vessels of Jhukar culture at Chanhu-daro™ It

% Lir. dnwids, xovi, pip, ge-73,
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is exceedingly likely, then, that an appreciable number of people
lrought up in the artistic tradition of the Halaf culture went into
he make-up of the mixed race which was to evolve as Harappa™
Finally, we can say that no portion of the western rradition
of pottery decoration discernible n Harappan ware can be
ed as Semitic. Neither is it related to the burnished red

ware of Uruk and Anatolia, nor to the burnished gray ware of
northern [ran as scen at Tureng Tepe, Hisar 11 and 111, and late
Sialk.”® With the various fabrics of Anau we have similaritics
only in the most clemental patterns, and from Afghanistan we
have as yet no painted pottery in any way comparable 10 Harappa.
It will be seen, then, that the western element in Harappan
designs cannot be equated exclusively with any one western
culture, though the relationship to them collectively as a single
culrural Family is obvious, The likeness to Halaf in particolar
puts emphasis an that group as the principal contnibutor in the
mélange of peoples and :deas that made up this element in
Harappa 2 a whole. Actually, the impossibility of identifying
the whole of the Harappan western clement with one particular
forcign group need not bother us, for it is neither essential to one’s
belicf in the western influence on the Indhus peaples, nor consistent

with historical practices elsewhere, that all the immigrants o &

favored land should come from one forcign group, or af one time-
One can well believe that the 1ndus Valley throughout its history

was repeatedly called upon to act us host to wanderers from the
increasingly desiccated lands of Iran and Mesopotamia.

v
It was stated in the beginning of this study that the Harappan
culture was non-Aryan. Everything that we kaow about the
culture of the Indo-Aryan conquerors of India confirms this
statcment. And if we are correct in supposing the Harappans (o
have been in occupancy of the Indus Valley during the greater
pmnfmed:hdmﬂlmimnbcfm{:hrin,munbcuqmlly
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certain that no such host as the Indo-Aryan invaders appeared
duning that period. For such an invasion would have brought
about inevitable and drastic changes of which there are no signs
int the observable finds of Harappan sites. Nor should one believe
that the Harappans could have withstood such an onslaught.
Their peculiarly unwarlike nature would have made them casy
prey to any determined intruding force. The Harappan cities; had
their existence coincided with the Indo-Aryan influx, would
have been the first big prizes 1o fall, for they were in the direct
southward path of any invaders coming in over the Hindu Kush
(Harappa itself is actually south and easr of the Khyber Pass) and
on the watcrcourses that afford a natural highway for incursion
from thar quarrer, Maorcover, though the early literary evidences
of the Aryans in India are vague, all the indications point to a
contact with a greatly inferior people, certainly not with a group
as advanced as the Harappans or their successors of the Jhukar
culturc. Thus, though the evidence as 2 whole is negative, the
Indus cultures give further support to the current view thar the
Indo-Aryans entered India at a period considerably later than
2000 B.C™

1 The clowe similatity to Harappun. painssd ware seen in the pomees of the Thidear
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