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THE AGE AND AUIHORS OF THE INDUS CIVILIZATION

EODBIDDISDIDD DRI SO IDDDDDECL LT ACCTRBACTERBETD

NYONE famulinr with the prehiftoric  archrology of Western Asia will
/\ percetve at once that the culture described 1n Chapters I and IV 1s of the
Chalcohthic Age nd that in many features, both general and particular, 1t bears
1 close resemblance both to what Professor Childe has called the ** Sccond Prediluvian
Culture ” of Elim and Mesopotaimia, and to the proto-historic culture of Sumer
Among the features of a general order may be mentioned the following  The
organization of socicty 1n cities , the continued but sparing use of §tone side by side
with copper or bronze for the manufalture of weapons, tools, and vesscls , the invention
of the potter’s wheel and the produttion with its help of improved kinds of pottery , the
mnvention of wheeled vehicles to tihe the place of the older sleds, the construétion of
buildings with hin-burnt nd sun-dried bricks and their elevation on platforms, 1n order to
place them beyond the reach of floods, the use of pifture signs for wnting, the
use of maces of §tonc or metal along with spears, daggers, bows, and rrows as weappns of
offence , the fashioning of ornaments out of fuence and shell and various kinds of $tone,
including amazomite , the development to 2 high pitch of the munor arts and crafts,
particulrly those of the goldsmith and silversmith  These 1re but some of the many features
common to the chief river cultures of South-Western Asia in this period  Tahen individually,
their evidence would not be conclusive, but considered cumulatively they leave no room for
doubt that the Indus culture_was contemporary with the carly culture of Sumer aind with the
Later Prediluvian culture of Elam and Mesopotamin  If, however, further proof be
required, 1t 1s to be found in a variety of obje&s recovered from the Indus, Elamite, and
Mesopotamiin sites, which show that a lively intercourse must have been going on between
these couatries at the close of the fourth millennium B ¢, when Mohenjo-daro and Harappa
were at the height of their prosperity
But before we discuss this additional evidence, 1t may be well to s1y something about
the period of time covered by the several successive scttlements at these two sites At
Mohenjo-daro we have brought to hight seven layers of bmldings, viz three of the Late Period,
three of the Intcrmediate, and one of the Early , and 1t may be regarded as virtually certain
that $hll carlier layers lie submerged beneath the sub-soil water  Now, 1n normal conditions
we should be safe 1n affirming, on the 1nalogy of other well-hnown sites, such 1s Troy, Knossos,
Athens, or Rome, that a city rebuilt 1s often as Mohenjo-daro must have had a hiftory of 1t
least 1 thousand years But at Mohenjo-daro conditions are not normal , for, as already
explained, the city was 1 perpetual danger of 1nundation, and there 1s abundant evidence to
prove that much of the ruin observable here 1s direltly attributable to this cause It 1s not
unreasonable, therefore, to infer that the process of decay and revival may have been much
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THE AGE AND AUTHORS OI THE INDUS CIVILIZATION 103
more rapid here than it would have been 1n ordinary conditions elsewhere , and this inference
1s §trhingly corroborated by the surprisingly umiform charaéter of its antiquities  Thus,
the same sizes of bricks are used indiscriminately 1n all levels and afford no criterion s to
the age of any given §truture , and the only outftinding difference between the buildings
of the seven levels hitherto laid bare, 1s that those of the uppermo&t levels comprised
in the Latc Period re meaner and more poorly built than their predecessors Again,
the senls from the different levels are so alike 1n $tyle, material, form, and technique that 1t 1s
imprachicable to distinguish between them , and the same 1s tiue of the pottery, the bulk
of which defics ll efforts to arrange 1t 1n typological sequence  Uniformity such as this
would not have been possible, had the period of Mohenjo-daro’s occupation been a long one
For this occupation we have provisionally allowed 1 space of 500 years, that 1s, two generations
apiece for each of the successive §tratr brought to hight, without counting those that are il
submerged! This shott period of 5§00 years muét not, of course, be supposed to cover the
whole rise and fall of the Indus aivihization At the moment when this civilization reveals
itself to us, 1t 1s already fully fledged, and we are bound therefore to postulate for 1t a long
pertod of antecedent evolution  The complexity of 1its city hife, the eliborate nature of its
buildings, and the excellence of its arts and crafts can only have resulted from long centuries of
previous endeavour  Consider, for example, the pottery with its mamfold shapes and the
long development through which 1t muét have passed before reaching the stage 1n which we
find it  Or consider the beauty of some of the seals and the generations of effort that muét
have been expended in bringing the art of the engraver to such a pitch , or consider, agan,
the conventionilized 1\nd monumental forms of many of the signs of the Indus script and the
long, protratted process by which they must have been evolved from the simpler pi&tographs
in which they oniginated  Possibly some of the arts and crafts may have been tmported 1n
a more or less advanced tate from abroad, and 1n their case 1t 1s not necessary to assume a
long period of development on Indian soil, but, taken as 4 whole, 1t 1s manifest that the Indus
civilization mugt have been evolved on the banks of the 11ver for long ages before 1t comes
within our ken  How long, one can only surmise, but 1t 1s safe to say that a thousand years
would have been all too few for such a result

And if we have to tahe 1nto our calculitions this period of antecedent growth, we must
also allow for the probability of this civihization having survived long after Mohenjo-daro
had disappeared from the scene  In one part of the excavations at Harappi 4 level has been
reached which 1s believed to be earhier than any yet disclosed at Mohenjo-daro, and on the
same site also certan burials and other relics have come to hight which are certainly posterior
to anything found at Mohenjo-daro, though whether they represent a diret continuation
of the Indus culture or some foreign culture imported from outside, $ull remuns to be
determined

To revert, however, to the intercoursc between the Indus Valley, Mesopotamia, and
Elam—of the indrvidual obje@s which afford proof of commercial or other relations between
these countrics and help therefore to determine the age of the Indus civilization, the most
mmportant are five seals of charalteristic * Indus ” pattern discovered on different sites in
Elim and Mesopotamit, which 1n two cases at least muét be definitely assigned to the Pre-
Sargonic Pertod and 1n no case can be referred to a later date than the third millennium ¢
Particulars of these seals and their find-spots are given by Mr Gadd and Professor Langdon
in Chapters XXII and XXIII and need not be repeated herc From the two specimens
found at Ur and Kish 1t has nightly been inferred that the Indus cvilization must go back

1 This period of 500 years 1s probably too long rather thin too short
Sirkap rose and fell vithin a space of 300 years (200 5 c—A D 100)
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to an age before 2800 sc This s mconte@table  But we neud not, thercfore, conclude
that the avilization ceased to ca after that date The scils uncarthed at Mohenjo-daro
emanate from all levels and 1 pont of $fyle we indishingwshable from onc another
'The specimens, thereforce, found 1t Ur and Kish mught cqully well have been produced
in the Iate, Intcrmediate, or Luly Petiod  Nav, 1t 1s possible that these particular
spectmens miy hue helonged to some period of the Indus uvilization which 1s not represented
etther 1t Mohenjo-diro or 1Iarippi—a period, that 1s to sy, cither subscquent to the hte@t
cettlements on these sites o1 anterior to the carliest onces, since it can hardly be supposed that
the pertod during which se s of this cliss were turned out cotncided exadtly with the
occupation of these citics, ind that no similir scals were produced ather before or after
that occupation  Inasmuch, however, 1s there 1s at present no w1y of determining this point,
we have 1ssumed provistonally that the Ur and Kish seals belong to the Intermediate Period,
and we have suggefted accordingly that the occupition of Mohenjo-daro fell approximately
between 3250 and 2750 B C

In regard to one of the five seals referred to above, iz 1 bone cyhinder sead of the * buli
and manger " type, which was found in assocition with some Proto-Elamite tablets in
1 deposit of the Sus II Pertod and referred by Dr Scheil to about the time of Sargon of
Agade,! 1t 15 noteworthy that the design and tcchnique are unusually crude as compared with
the ordinary type of Indus seal, and Professor Langdon concludes from this that the seal in
question was more rchuc than the gencrihity of its fellows  If Professor Langdon 1s right
and if Dr Scheil’s dating of the sel 15 corre, the other and later scals would necessanly
have to be referred to the Po&t-Sargonic Period  T'rom ats §tyle and cylindrical form, however,
which 1s Mesopotimian or proto-Flunite ind not Indin, 1t scems more hikely that this seal
was engraved—possibly for an Indin scttler—by 1 local Elimte craftsman, whose lackh
of skill would sufficiently account for the apparent degenericy of the carving  Professor
Iangdon also tikes the wview that the script on the Indus seal 1s closely related to
archuc Sumerian, s 1t 1ppears 1n the carliegt phase known to us at Jemdet Nasr, Nippur,
and Kish, his arguments being that the two scripts had many signs 1n common  that they
employed numericnl 1deographs as syllables, and that both read from right to left  Granted,
however, that this close connection with archuc Sumenan existed, 1t does not, unfortunately,
carry us any further 1n our present inquiry, since the supposed resemblances between them are
likely to have been due, not so much to borrowings by one country from the other during
the 1ge with which we are dealing as to their ultimate derivation from some common source
centuries before they were cryétallized into the form 1n which they have reached us

Among the many other objets and motifs that demongtrate an intimate relation between
the Indus, Early Sumerian, ind Sccond Prediluviin cultures, the following are specially
noteworthy (1) Certun fragments of vases found at Al-‘Ubud, which are made of an Indian
potstone 2, (2) the trefoil patterning on the robe of the $tatuette figured 1n P! XCVIII,
which 1s 1dentical with that on certun Sumerian “ Bulls of Heaven ” of early date?® , (3) the
horned figures on Seals 356 and 357, which there 1s a4 §trong presumption for connecting
if not for identifying; with the Sumeriin Hero-God Eabani, (4) 2 toilet-set comprising
1 prercer, earscoop, ind tweezers, found 1n 1 deposit of the Late Period 1t Harppi 4 and
identical 1n pattern with one from the Fir§t Dynadty cemetery at Ur 5, (5) the curious etched
beads of carnelian figured 1n PI CXLVI, 435, which are 1dentical in technique with certain

! Sec nfra, p 424

~ Cf Hall and Woolley, 4/ ¢Ula:d, p 42, and Gorden Childe, The Moz 4rciert Eafl, p 200

3 For references, sec 1zfra, p 356, note 2 4 ASR 1923-24, pl 1, 22

Art Fourn v (1928), pp 1 ff, and Gordon Childe, The Moi? Arcient Eaf?, pl w1z, 6, and p 189
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beads from pre-Sargonic graves at Kish!, (6) a pecubar type of jar cover figured 1n
Pl LXXXII, Type X, specimens of which have also been found at Jemdet Nasr , (7) the
wavy rings of shell mlay figured in PI CLVI, 4 and 5, the squat carinated vessel of
Pl LXXXI, 17, the offering’s §tands of PI LXXIX , the barrcl-shaped Stone weights of
Pl CLIV, 5 and 7, the Stone toilet boxes of PI CXXXI, 36 and 37, all of which, 1s
Mr Machay has poimted out, can be matched by simlar obje@ls from Mesopotamia of the
fourth or firgt haif of the third millenmum B c? These examples—and their number might
eastly be multiplied—are enough to show that attive intercourse mu&t have been going on
between the Indus Valley and Mesopotamia in pre-Sargonic or early Sargonic times, and thus
fford étrong confirmation of the chronological conclusions drawn from tne seals

The proposed chronology 1s not, however, wholly free from difficulties, since there
are certain features of our Indus antiquities which seem to point to an earlier date than the
one suggested, while there are others which seem to point to a later Among the former 1s
the peculiar *“ comb ** motif 1llustrated 1n Plate XCI and XCII This motif 1s found on the
Indus red-and-blach pottery and also Susa I pottery, but according to Mr Mackay, does
not occur 1n the Musyin, Susa 1I, or Jemdet Nasr pottery, and, inasmuch s 1t 1s altogether
too diftinétive and unusual a device to have originated independently in different localities,
we muét suppose, provisionilly at any rate, that 1t was borrowed by the Indus potters from
those of Persia Granted, however, that our chronology 1s corre&, we are then confronted
with the difficulty of explaining how this motif disappeared altogether from use 1n Western
Persia after the Fir&t Prediluvian culture to reappear again on the Indus a thousand years
or thereabouts later A similar problem 1s presented by the *“ &ep ™ pattern, which 1s also
charalteni$tic of the Susa I pottery, and reappears again 1n the shell-inlay work of the Indus
Valley (Plate CLV, 33), but 1s absent from the Second Prediluvian culture  The explanation
of this phenomenon may be that the cultures of the Indus Valley, Baliichi§tan, and Persia had
been closely relited and mutually influenced by one another during the Fir§t Prediluvian
Period, and that this influence was kept alive 1n the more eaftern countries after 1t had been
eclipsed 1n Persiuatself To this hypothesis some colour 1s given by the faét that the *“ comb ”
motif survives on the local Meht ware of Baliichiftan (where 1t 1s found 1n juxtaposition with
motifs closely paralleled 1n the Second Prediluvian pottery) as well s on the Indus ware,
while the * §tep " motif 1s one of the mo&t charalteristic traits of Nal ware

Another possible difficulty 1n the way of the proposed chronology 1s suggested by the
very primitive charalter of some of the copper and bronze weapons and implements from
Mohenjo-daro and Harappa  Thus, the flimsy leaf-shaped spear-heads and daggers are
such as, judging by Mesopotamian parallels, we should hardly expe& to find 1n use at so
late a date For in Sumer much superior types of socketted spear-heads and
daggers with §trengthening mid-ribs had been evolved well before 3000 Bc,® while
most of our examples from Mohenjo-diro and Harappi appertain to the Late Period
of occupation—that 1s according to our proposed chronology, to the opening centuries
of the third mullenntum B¢ The blade-axes, agan, of Type 1 (Plates CXXXVIII-
CXXXIX) are paralleled, as Mr Mackay points out,* by early examples from the Susa I
culture , while the bronze saw with curved cutting edge illudtrated 1n Plate CXXXVII,
No 7, has its closest analogues among the mo$t primitive saws of Egypt That these

1 See mfra, pp §15-16

? While evidencing intimate intercourse between the countries concerned, objedts such as these do not of course
mmply 1dentity of culture  For every example in which a conneion can be traced a dozen might be cited to prove that
no such conneétion exiéted

3Cf p 498 infra 4 Cf p 495 wmfra
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implements and weapons, however, are in reality less ancient than their form might lead us
to suppose, 15, I think, proved by the faét that at the time they were fabricated, the
artificers of the Indus Valley were thoroughly familiar with bronze and capable of turning
out cliborate and highly fimshed vesscls and $tatucttes in that metal s well as 1n copper |
and 1t 1s further proved by the discovery of 2 fine example of 1 socketted axc-adze which
Mr Mackay unearthed at Mohenjo-daro 1n 1927-8 1 1 deposit of the Iate Period
Possibly this axe-1dze was 4 foreign 1mportation, but whether 1t was so or not, therc 1s no
doubt that 1t the time 1t was manufitured metrl-worhers somewhere or other had reached
the pont of producing a far superior type of implement to the one commonly 1n use 1n the
Indus Valley

So far, then, 1s Mohenjo-daro 1s concerned, there appears to be no sufficient reason for
pushing back the ferminus a quo of 1ts antiquities earlier than 3250 B¢ At the same
time 1t 1s evident—and I should lthe to §tress this point once agun—that the culture
represented mugt have had 1 long antecedent higtory on the soil ot Indir, taking us back to
an age that 1t present can only be dimly surmised

It now remains to be considered whether the terminns ad quem of the Mohenjo-daro
antiquitics should be brought down lower thin about 2750 nc  An argument that
T anticipate may be brought forward in favour of 4 later limut corcerns the surprisingly
developed charier of the domestic architeéture of Mohenjo-daro, demon&rating 1 social
condition of the people far 1n advance of what might be expeéted at the close of the fourth
millennium nc  Here, we are without Iight from other countries  Ihe little group of
houses wtnearthed by Mr Woolley 1t Ur, which are the only ones known to us at all resembling
those of Mohenjo-d1ro, are ascitbed by him to the time of the T'hird Dynasty of Ur
(2278-2170 Bc) and of the succecding Dynasties of Isin and Larsa, but, though the
rescmblance 1s undemable, 1t 1s with the poorly built houses of the Latest Indus Pertod, not
with the finer Strutures of the Intermediite and Early Periods that the Ur examples are
to be compared , ind, while 1t may be admitted that these houses at Ur probably owed their
origin to imitatton from Indin prototypes, there 1s no need to assume either that they were
the first of their hind to be built 1n Sumer or that the Mohenjo-daro examples, on the other
hand, were the Iat of their kind to be bwilt 1n the Indus Valley The probability 1s that
houses of this clss persisted 1n the Indus Valley long after the disappearance of Mohenjo-daro,
and their influence may have permeated to Mesopotimia at any time during the third
millenntum B¢ But, even if the late buildings of Mohenjo-daro prove to be less ancient
by some centuries than we suppose, we should §ull be bound on the evidence of the seals
to refer the better types of these buildings appertaining to the Intermeditte and Early Pertods
to the Pre-Sargonic age, and to admut accordingly that Indian domestic architeéture was
so far nhead of that of other countries that it can hardly be used as 1 criterton of age

Nor 1s any help 1n this matter of chronology obtainable from the groups of copper and
bronze weapons ind mmplements found 1t Gungerin i the Central Provinces and various
sites 1n the Jumni-Ganges basin, notably at Ryjpur (in the Bynor Diétni@t), Mainpuri, Niorai
(in the Ettwih Difinét), Fathgarh, and Bithir (in the Cawnpore Diin@®) The objelts
referred to, which evidently belong to onc period, comprise short, flat celts of several types,
long bar cclts, chisels, barbed harpoon heads and swords, besides 1 number of silver plates
(from Gungeria only), some of the 11§t mentioned being in the form of conventionalized
bulls’ heads, others of circular discs  Some of the short celts with splayed crescentic cutting-
edge are not unlihe certun specimens from Mohenjo-diro and Harapp1, but the type 1s too
common and widely diffused for any conclusions to be drawn from 1t On the other hand,
most of the other obje@s, vi7 the long bar celts, swords, and barbed harpoon-heads are quite
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pecuhar to the Jumna-Ganges basin and different from anything known to us esther from
the Indus Valley or anywhere else  Possibly these objects give us our firt ghmpse of Indo-
Aryan culture 1n the upper Gangetic Valley, but it may be that they represent some culture
yet unknown to us of Dravidian or Proto-Australoid origin and digtinét alike from both the
Indus and the later Indo-Aryan cultures Whatever their origin, the presence among them
of swords with developed mid-ribs—weapons which are entirely absent at Mohenjo-daro
and Harappi—Ileaves no doubt that they belong to a later age than that represented on
the latter sites, and, inasmuch as all these objets appertain to the Copper and Bronze Age,
1t seems fairly safe to infer that a considerable period of time muét have elapsed between the
disappearance of Mohenjo-daro and Harappa and the beginning of the Iron Age

¥ * #* * * *

From the date of the Indus culture we turn to the question of its authors  Were they
indigenous or were they immigrant 1n the Indus Valley, and, if the latter, from what dire¢tion
did they come ?  Various theories on the subject have already been launched ~ Some writers
have jumped hashly to the conclusion that they were Vedic-Aryans, and have sought to use
the highly developed Indus culture to prove the great antiquity of the Aryan domination
of India® Others, again, have endeavoured to dent:ify the Indus people w.th the Sumerians,
or at leaét to find between them an ethnic connection which might account for the common
elements 1n their respective cultures®  Let 1t be said at once that no evidence, anthropological
or other, has yet been found to support erther of these contentions  Of the human remains
found at Mohenjo-daro I have already given some account in Chapter VI, with special
reference to the circumstances 1n which they were buried, and 1 have shown there that, with
one exception, all the skeletons probably belong to the Chalcolithic (Late I or 1I) Period and
that there 1s no reason whatever for regarding them as other than representative of the aity’s
population  From the anthropological point of view these remains are fully discussed by
Colonel Sewell and Dr Guha in Chapter XXX  They comprise, in all, twenty-four skeletons
or portions of skeletons referable to the Chalcolithic Age  Among them Colonel Sewell and
Dr Guha identify four diin& ethnic types, viz the Proto-Augtraloid, Mediterranean,
Mongohan branch of the Alpine §tock, and the Alpine  The firt of these types 1s represented
by three markedly dolichocranal skulls (2 11 and M), which show a close affinity, on the one
hand, with certain skulls from Kish, Al ‘Ubaid, and Ur 1n Mesopotama and, on the other, with
shulls from the ancient cemetery at Adittanallur in the Madras Presidency as well as with
charaeri$tic skulls of the Veddahs of Ceylon The second or Mediterranean type of skull,
which 1s represented by six specimens (Nos 6, 7, 9, 10, 19, and 26), 15 also dolichocranial but
exhibits much less brain capacity than the Proto-Australoid  Te this type Colonel Sewell and
Dr Guha also refer the Nal skull,®another from Kish (No 4), two from Anau (Nos 1 and 2),
and the Sialkot and Bayana shulls Of the third or Mongohan branch of the Alpine §tock there
1s only one example, viz the mesaticranial skull (No 3) which Colonel Sewell and Dr Guha
consider to be typically Mongohan and with which they compare a charaéterigtic Naga skull 1n
the Calcutta colle€tion  Of the fourth or Alpine type there 1s also only one spectmen, namely,
the shull of a child (No 14), but though this 1s the only one which 1s unquestionably
brachycranial, Colonel Sewell and Dr Guha consider 1t probable that three other specimens

1 One Indman writer has sought to find m this civihization confirmation of lus theory that the Aryans emanated
from India tself, and had already reached the Iron Age while the Valley of the Indus was full submerged beneath the
sea! Such fantadtic theories refute themselves and do not claim serious consideration

2 Cf Gordon Childe, TAe Aryans, p 35 3Cf p 643 tnfra
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(Nos 8, 13, 1nd 20) may belong to the sime Alpinc group, one of these (No 13) being the
shull of a woman who, they suggest, may have been the mother of the child (No 14)

The conclusions reached by Colonel Sewell and Dr Guha accord well with what we might
naturally expetto findonthissite For, placed s Sind 1s on the western fringe of India, with
easy land and sea communications along the southern coasts of Weétern Asia, and with the great
mountun zonc 1ll but overshidowing 1t on the north, it can hardly have failed, even at this
early ge, to have been the meeting ground, as Mesopotimit also ws, of widely divergent
types of humanity —of Proto-Auétraloids from the Indian sub-continent, of Mediterrincans
from along the southern shores of Asia, aind of Alpines and Mongoloid-Alpines whose habitat
w1s 1n the mountain zones respehively of Wegtern and Eagtern Asin - And this crantological
evidence as to the minghng of diverse racial types at Mohenjo-daro finds some measure of
confirmation in the sculptured heads and figures unearthed on the site, one of which
(P XCVIII) appears to be mesaticrimal, two (Pls XCIX, 1-3, and C, 4-6) brachycramal,
and one (P! XCIX, 7-10) dolichocrnial, while the bronze §tatuette figured in PI XCIV, 6-8,
vividly calls to mind 1 Proto-Australod type $hll common in the jungles of Central India

But evidence of Ve should do well, however, not to attich overmuch weight at present to any of this evidence
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Human remains
at Harappa

So far 1s the sculptures are concerned, the artifts were not anthropologiéts, and are hardly
likely to have pud much attention to the shapes of the heads or to have given us very truthful
transcripts of the oniginals On the other hand, the skulls are far too few 1n number to
warrant any conclustons being drawn from them as to the composition of the civic population

The same remark applies also to the shulls from Harappa , for, though thc human
remains at that site are proving more plentiful than 1t Mohenjo-daro, only three shulls have
so far been examined and measured by Colonel Sewelland Dr Guha  Two of these (Nos 5440
C and D) come from the fra¢tional burial 1n Mound AB, which 1s referable to the Late III
Period or thereabouts! , the other (No 7435 B)1s from one of the jar-burials (also frachional)
in Cemetery H, which are posterior to the Indus period as represented at Mohenjo-daro®
The two former are of an adult male and female, and are said to be unmiétakably
brachycephalic, with comparatively high-pitched nose In Colonel Sewell’s opimon they
correspond with the brachycephalic type from Kish, and belong to the Alpine race—possibly
to the Armenoid subdivision of it The other skull 1s “ mesaticephalic, with low cramal
vault, medium nose and orbits, and marked alveolar prognathism , the frontal portion 1s
well developed but rather sloping and the supra-orbital ridges moderate *3 It 1s said to be
quite distinét 1n type from any of the other shulls (whether long-headed or broad-headed)
found at Mohenjo-daro or Harppi, and 1s regarded by Colonel Sewell and Dr Guha as pointing
to the presence of a different race at thelatter site  This view of Colonel Sewell’s and Dr Guha'’s
1s specially interesting, asit fits in with what the §trange mode of jar-bural at Harappa and the
pecultar decoration of the jars themsclves would naturally lead us to infer, viz that after the
echipse of the Indus avilization, some new race of people muét have eftablished 1tself here
Obviously, however, many more skulls from the same cemetery will have to be examined
before this tentative inference can be confirmed

So far, then, as our limited skeletal matenal 1s concerned, the only conclusion that can
be drawn from it 1s that during the Late Period the population of Mohenjo-daro included
at leat the four racial types enumerated above , but which, if any, of the four was indigenous
mn the Indus Valley and which, if any, was the prime author of the Indus civilization,
are questions that yet await solution It may be, nav 1t 1s more than likely, that this
cavilization was the offspring, not of any one race 1n particular, but of several—born, perhaps,

1Cf Chap VI, p 84 2 Ibd,p 84 3 Extra& from a note by Dr B § Guha
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rather of the soil 1tself and of the rivers than of the varied breeds of men which they suétained
For, as far back as 1ts hiftory can be traced, the population of Sind and the Pansab has been
a blend of many diverse elements, and there 1s no reason for assuming that it was other than
heterogeneous 1n the earlier age with which we are now concerned

To return to the supposed connetion between the Indus people and the Sumerians—
1t may be recalled that, before anything whatever had been discovered of the Indus crvilization,
Dr H R Hall proposed to locate the homeland of the Sumerians somewhere to the ea&t of
Mesopotamia, and suggested that they mught belong to the same ethnic type as the
Dravidians of India, who, though now re§trnifted to the South of India, are believed on
lingwstic and ethnological grounds to have once populated virtually the whole of the peninsula,
mcluding the Panjab, Sind, and Baliichi$tan, where, as 1s well known, the Dravidian speech
1s §ull preserved 1n the language of the Brihiiis  Following on the discoveries at
Mohenjo-daro and Harappa which revealed various points of resemblance between the materal
cultures of these places and of Sumer, 1t was natural that a fresh impetus should be given to
this theory and that the resemblances referred to should be interpreted as additional proof
of 1ts correftness Pending, however, the discovery of further evidence, 1t 1s well that we
should realize on what a very insecure basis this theory really refts  What, 1n effe&, 1s the
supposed simularity of type between these two races—the Sumerian and the Dravidian—which
1s coming to be accepted as an etabhished faét? Sir Arthur Keith says that the people
who spoke Sumerian were dolichocephalic, with large brain capacity, like a certain section
of the pre-dynashic Egyptians and like the present-day Mesopotimians ‘ They had,”
he writes, * big, long, and narrow heads , their affimties were with the peoples of the
Caucasian or European type, and we may regard South-western Asia as their cradle-land
until evidence leading to a different conclusion comes to hght” Mr Woolley also
ftates that, judging by their physical type, the Sumerians ““ were of the Indo-European
§tock, 1n appearance not unlike the modern Arab”! On the other hand, Professor
Langdon holds the view that the dolichocephalic skulls found at Kish were Semitic
and the brachycephalic ones Sumerian® If, however, we are uncertain about the
physical type of the Sumerians, we are just as unceitain about that of the ancient
Drawvidians, for the very good reason that we possess no remains whatever that can
be identiffied with them The modern Drawvidian tock 1s officially described as being
* of short §lature, complexion very dark, approaching black , hair plentiful, with an occasional
tendency to curl , eyes dark, head long, nose very broad, sometimes depressed at the root
but not so as to make the face appear flat” It would be absurd to assume that this represents
the Dravidian type of 5,000 years ago In the case of the Brahiil-speaking people of
Baliachistan we know that, though they have preserved the Dravidic speech of their ancestors,
they have entirely falled to preserve their racial charater, which thanks to continuous
recrmtment from without has now become mainly Iraman?, and we know, also, that the
Dravidian type 1n the south of the peninsula has been largely transformed by the free admixture
of aboriginal, 1 e Proto-Auétraloid, blood as well perhaps as of other elements  So shadowy,
indeed, 1s the ditinction between the Dravidians and many of the aboriginals, that in the
case of the Mundi-speaking people moét authorities inchine to doubt 1f any distinction at all

1 Cf Sir Arthur Kerth in Hall and Woolley, A/ ‘Ubard, vol 1, pp 216~40, and Woolley, The Sumersans, p 6

2 Langdon, Kish, pp 59~64, G A Barton m F4OS Sept, 1929, pp 263 £ I am gwven to understand,
however, that Professor Langdon’s view 1s not shared by Mr Dudley Buxton Irom the carhet times the population
of Kish, like that of Mohenjo daro, appears to have been a thoroughly mixed one, the racial types represented there
being the dolichocephalic Eurafrican and Mediterranean, and the brachycephalic Armenoid

3 Cf CHI p 42
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can bedriwn  Any attempt, therefore, to equate the Sumeriins with the ancient Dravidians
15 comphicated at the outset by the difficulty of defining either the Sumerian or the Dravidian
type! If, as most authorities on the subje® muntun, the Drividians came out of the wegt
and entered Indin s invaders, we mught suppose thit they were originally relited to the
Mediterraneins who are represented 1t Kish, Anau, Nil, .nd Mohenjo-dire (where the
largest proportion of shulls belong to this ty pe), and that the type was subsequently trinsformed
in Inda stself by intermarringe with proto-Austriloids and others  If, however, they were
indigenous, 1s others hold, in India, we must suppose that they were proto-Auétralod in
origin and developed their Dravidian charaéter by mtermingling with foreign elements and
by processes of naturil evolution  But, in whatever direction they m1y have moved, whether
from et to wet or wedt to eadt, 1t would obviously be very rash in the present uncertan
&ate of our knowledge to endeavour to identify s * Dravidinn ” either the skulls classed by
Colonel Sewell 1s Proto-Auétralold (Nos 2, 11 and M) or those classed 1s Mediterranean
(Nos 6, 7, 9, 10, 19, and 26) , rasher $tll to identify any of these skulls s ** Sumerian ™

It remains, finally, to consider if there are any grounds for identifying the authors of the
Indus civilization with the Indo-Aryans of Vedic literature  Here, agan, the ethnological
aspe&t of the problem 1s beset with difficulics The Indo-Aryan type of Northern Indn
1s described by ethnologifts s *“ gencrally tall of étature, with fur complexion, dark eyes,
plentiful hur on face, long head, narrow and prominent but not specially long nose ”  This
ty pe would accord well enough with what the Vedas tell us of the Indo-Aryans, whose features
and fair complenion were not infrequently contrasted with those of the darh-shinned, noseless
Dasyus, and 1n the case of the Indo-Aryins 1t 1s a pliusible supposition that the exclusiveness
of their caste syStem tended to heep their §tock more thin usually pure  Even so, however,
we cannot be sure that their type has not been greatly modified 1n the course of the centuries,
nor can we, without more precise data in the shape of contemporary human remains, detcrmine
to what rice or rices they were physically related It 1s hll debatable whether they avere
blonde Nordics, or brunette Meditermneans or broad-headed Alpines (though this 1s hardly
likely) or perhaps 1 mixture of 4ll three  But, although for this reason the human remains
at Mohenjo-daro afford no help 1n this question, 1 companison of the Indus and Vedic cultures
shows 1ncontestably that they were unrelited Thus, the pi&ure of Indo-Aryan society
portrayed 1n the Vedas 1s that of a partly pastoral, partly agriculturl people, who have not yet
emerged from the villige &ate, who hnwve no hnowledge of life 1n cities or of the complex
economic orginization which such hfe imphies, and whose houses are nondescript affairs
construéted largely of bamboo At Mohenjo-diro and Harippi, on the other hand, we
have densely populated cities with solid, commodious houses of brick equipped with adequate
simtation, bathrooms, wells, and other amenities  The metals which the Indo-Aryans used
in the time of the Rigveda are gold and copper or bronze , but 1 hittle later, 1n the time of
the Yajurveda and Atharvaveda, these metals are supplemented by silver and ron  Among
the Indus people silver 1s commoner than gold, and utensils and vessels are sometimes
made of §tone—a relic of the Neolithic Age—as well as of copper and bronze  Of 1ron there
15 no vestige For offensive weapons the Vedic-Aryans have the bow and arrow, spenr,
dagger, 1nd e, and for defensive armour the helmet and coat of mul  The Indus people
aso have the bow and arrow, spear, dagger, and awe, but, like the Mesopotimians 1nd
Egyptians, they have the mace as well, sometimes of §tone, sometimes of metal , while,

1 In the Carrébridge Hiftory of Irdia, vol 1, the similanity of the Sumenian and Dravidian ethnie types 1 <aid to be
“undoubted” Yeton p 85 we read with reference to the epithet ar7s24 that 1t 1s a clear indication that the aborigines
towhich 1t 1s applied were of the Dravidian ty pe, as we bnow 1t at the present day From this it might easily beinferred
that the Sumerians al<o were flat nosed  Could any infercnce be further from tne truth ?
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on the other hand, defensive armour 1s quite unknown to them—a faét which muét
have told agunét them in any contedts with mailed 1nd helmeted foes The Vedic-Aryans
1re 1 nation of meat-eaters, who appear to have had a general aversion to fish, since there
1s no dire€t mention of fishing in the Vedis With the Indus people fish 1s a common
article of diet, and so, too, are molluscs, turtles, and other aquatic creatures? In the hves
of the Vedic-Aryns the horse plays an important part, as 1t did in the lives of many
nations from the northern grasslinds To the people of Mohenjo-diro and Haiappi
the horse seems to have been unknown , 1t has no place, at any rate, among the many
ammals figured at these places, and, though some bones of a horse (Eguus caballus) were
found on the surface 1t the former site, 1t 1s more than probable that they belonged to a
later, maybe quite modern, period By the Vedic-Aryans the cow 1s prized above all other
animals and regarded with special veneration  Among the Indus people the cow 15 of no
articular account, 1ts place with them being taken by the bull, the populanty of whose
cult 1s atte§ted by the numerous figurines and other representations of this animal  Of the
tiger there 1s no mention 1n the Vedas, and of the elephant but httle, but both these
animals are famihar to the Indus people The Vedic religion 1s normally anicomc At
Mohenjo-daro and Harappa 1conism 1s everywhere apparent In the Vedic pantheon the
femnle element 15 1lmo&t wholly subordinate to the male, and neither the Mother Goddess
nor Siva (with whom, however, the Vedic Rudra was afterwards to be identified) has ny
place among 1ts members Among the Indus cults those of the Mother Goddess and Siva
are prominent, and the female elements appear to be co-equal with, if not to piedominate
over, the male Fire (Agn1) ranks among the foremoét deities of the Veda, and the domestic
hearth or firepit (agm-Runda) 1s 2 chara&eristic feature of every house In the houses of
Mohenjo-daro the firepit 1s conspicuously lacking2  To the Indo-Aryan phallic worship
was abhorrent Among the Indus people there 1s abundant evidence of 1ts existence
As times goes on, doubtless many other salient points of difference will be revealed,
but for the moment the 1bove will suffice to demonétrate how wide 1s the gulf between the
Indus and Vedic avilizations Now 1t may, perhaps, be argued that the difference between
them 1s 1 difference of time only , that the Vedic civilization was either the progenitor or
the lineal descendant of the Indus civilization Neither hypothesss, I fear, 1s tenable Let
us assume, in the fir place, that the Vedic avilization preceded and led up to the Indus
avihzation  On this hypothesis the progress from the village to the aty §tate and from
the nondescript houses of the Vedic period to the massive brick architeGture of Mohenjo-daro
and Harappa would find 1 logical explanation, though we should have to poétulate a long
interval of time 1n order to account for the evolution But what about other cultural
features ? If the Vedic culture antedated the Indus, how comes 1t that iron and
defensive armour and the horse, which are charalteri$tic of the former, are unknown
to the latter ?  Or how comes 1t that the bull replaces the cow as an objet of worship in the
Indus period, only to be displaced again by the cow 1n succeeding ages ?  Or, 1gain, how
comes 1t that the Indus culture betrays so many survivals of the Neolithic Age—in the
shape of stone implements and vessels—if the coppet or bronze and iron culture of the
Indo-Aryans intervened between the two ?  Clearly these considerations put out of court
any solution of the problem which potulates an earlier date for the Vedic than for the Indus
avihzation  But 1f 1t was not carlier, are there any grounds for supposing that 1t was evolved
out of the latter ? 1In other words, could the Indo-Aryans have been the authors of the

VCf supra, p 27
2 In HR Area, Sefhon B, Bloch 2, House IX, Room 83, there 15 a depression m the late® foor which might
concervably }ave been an agar kur da, but at beft 1t 15 a very doubtful example
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Indus as well as of the Vedic civilization ? Here, again, we are faced with a like dilemma
For, though on this assumption we could account for such phenomena as the introduchion
of 1ron, of the horse, and of body armour, all of which might have signalized merely a later
phase of the same culture, we are wholly at a loss to explain how the Indo-Aryans came to
relapse from the city to the village tate, or how, having once evolved excellent houses of brick,
they afterwards contented themselves with inferior trutures of bamboo, or how, having
once worshipped Siva and the linga and the Mother Goddess, they ceased to do so 1n the
Vedic Period, but returned to their worship Iater , or how, having once occupied Sind, they
subsequently lo§t all memory of that country and of the Lower Indus

We need not, however, labour the subjeét further Enough has been said to show that,
from whatever angle we view these civilizations, 1t 1s impossible to discover for them
a common source, or to explain their divergent charatters on any hypothesis other than that
the Vedic was not only the later of the two, but that it had an independent development

And this brings us to another question  Are we to assume that the Vedic followed
direétly after the Indus civihzation 1n the Panjib, or that there was an interval between
them? 1In Chapter XXIII Professor Langdon expresses the view that the Aryans in India are
far more ancient than hiftory has hitherto admitted  * Their mugration,” he wraites,
“across Anatolin, where traces of them are found in the inscriptions of the Hittite capital
as early as the seventeenth century B c, 1s an hypothesis entirely contradiftory to the new
sitnation revealed by the discoveries in the Indus Valley Far more likely 1s 1t that the
Aryans 1n Indin are the oldeét representatives of the Indo-Germanic race ” Professor Langdon
does not seek to identify the Indo-Aryans with the 1uthors of the Indus civilization, but he
15 led by his theory on the derivation of the Brahmi from the Indus script to infer that the
Aryans mu have been eftablished 1n India and in contat with those authors long before the
middle of the second millennium B ¢, when, according to the mnjority of Vedic scholars, they
first entered India  With this view of Professor Langdon’s I muét confess that I find 1t
mmpossible to agree  His derivation of early Brahmi from the Indus script may or may not
be subftantiated Granted, however, that 1t 1s well founded, and granted, too, that it was
the Indo-Aryans who evolved the Brihmi script out of the Indus piétographic signs, 1s there
any evidence that they did this before the latter half of the second millennium sc ? So far
as | am aware, not 1 shred The remains at Mohenjo-daro may not carry us later than the
first quarter of the third millennium B ¢, but we cannot suppose, because this particular city
ceased to exit then or because Harappa may have followed suit a few centuries afterwards,
that therefore the Indus civilization was totally eclipsed at that time On the contrary, the
remains at Jhukar only 1 score of miles or so from Mohenjo-daro seem to indicate that this
avilization lingered on long after the disappearance of both Mohenjo-daro and Harappa
The days of 1ts glory had doubtless passed , but, even so, there 1s no justification for supposing
that so all important n art as that of writing would have ceased to be prattised In my own
view nothing has yet been found either at Mohenjo-daro or Harappa that conflifts with the
orthodox theory that the Indo-Aryans entered the Panjab about the middle of the second
millennium B ¢ , but from the pi&ture we get in the Vedas of the pre-Aryan population, I incline
to think that the Indus civilization could then have been but a mere shadow of 1ts
former self



