A TIME OF CHANGE:

QUESTIONING THE ‘COLLAPSE’ OF
ANURADHAPURA, SRI LANKA

Keir Magalie Strickland

ARCHAEOPRESS ARCHAEOLOGY



ARCHAEOPRESS PUBLISHING LTD
Gordon House

276 Banbury Road
Oxford OX2 7ED

www.archaeopress.com

ISBN 978 1784916329
ISBN 978 1 78491 633 6(e-Pdf)

© Archaeopress and K M Strickland 2017

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced, in any form or
by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying or otherwise,
without the prior written permission of the copyright owners.

Printed in England by Holywell Press, Oxford

This book is available direct from Archaeopress or from our website www.archaeopress.com



Contents

Lo =] =T o TN vii
Chapter 1: INtrodUCHION .......iiiiiiiiiiiiinnrccerreeseeeee st seeesssesssssssssssssssssssasteeeessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnnnnssssssssssss 1
LT INEPOTUCTION ettt sttt e e st e s bt e st e s b e e sa b e e e abeesabeesaseesabeesabeesabeesneesabeesseenane 1
R AN 4o TSP PP P PSP OPPPOPPI 1
1.3 SignificanCe OFf The STUAY ....eeieeiiii et e et e e st e e s ate e e e sabaeeesseeeesnnneas 2
) 1 (U o] AU = PSP PP POPPPP PPN 3
Chapter 2: Anuradhapura: Geography, Environment and History of Research...........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiineeennnnensiiiiinnns 5
P2 R o o o (¥ ot T o KO TP PO SRTP USROS TOPRON 5
2.2 The GEographiCal CONTEXL .....cccciiiiiiciieecciiee e ettt s e tee et e e e e et e e s eee e e e s bt e e eeateeessseeeesstaeeseseeeesnsseeeesnseeennnes 5
0 2t T C=To ] o -V SR 5
D0 2 oY o oY - - o 1 |V AR 5
2.2.3: ClIMATE weeeiiiieeiieeiiiee ettt ettt e e e st e st e e sa bt e st e e s ab e e sabeesateesabeesabeesab e e sa bt e et e e e abee st eeeabeesbeeeabeesbaeeree s 6
2.2.4: The Pala@OENVIrONMENT ..coc.uiiiiieiiee ittt ettt ettt site e st e s bt e st e e sateesabeesaseesabeessbeesaeeeseeenaneens 7
2.3 A History of Research at ANUIradnapura......ccoccuiieicciiie ettt e e et e e e ee e e s e e e s ereeeesnaeaeesnnaeeens 8
P20 T8 Rl o 115 oY or=Y N [ o Yo =4 = o] VRSP 9
2.3.2: Research driven archa@olOZY ........cueeeiecuiiiiiciiee ettt e s et e e et e e e s aee e e seaaaeeesnraeaenns 12
PR 6o Lol [V o] o F OO TP PT O PTPTOPPO 13
Chapter 3: COllaPSE ...cuuuueeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeneeiiseeeesiitteessesssssssssssssssssssssssssteeeesssnssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnnnnsssssssnns 17
R 28 [ 4o o [¥ ot o T RO OO OO PO TP PPPOIUPPUPPRTRRNt 17
3.2 What is collapse & What COIIAPSES? ......uiiiiiieeiiiie ettt e e e s tae e e enne e e e sereeesnneeeeeennnes 17
I VAV o - 1 T oo | =T o LY I R 17
) LT 7o | = o 17 17
THE AFEEIMATN .ttt e s bt e st e e s bt esab e e sa b e e sate e s bt e e sabeesabeenaeeebeeenaeeenn 18
D12 oo 0 ol X 1= ot SR 18
3.2.2: WAt COllaPSES? eeeiiiiieieiiii e ettt e e sttt e e ettt e e ettt e e e st e e e e e teeeseneaaeesnseeeeanssaeesansaaeesnseeaaasseeesnnseaeesnsseanan 18

3.3 Collapse Theory
3.4 Collapse ThEOrY iN SOULN ASIa ....c.uiiiiiieiie ettt eee st e e et e e et e e et e e e s ba e e e esteeesnseeeesnseeeeaneeeesnnnes 20
3.5 Sri Lankan Collapse StUGIES .....ceeiiiiiiiciiie e ciee e ee et e e st e e et e e et e e e st e e eenteeesnreeeesnseeesansseeesnnnees 21
3.5 The “Collapse” of ANUrAdNAPUIA......cccuiii et e e e e e e e e st re e e e rta e e esnseeeesnsreeeesneeeesnnees 22
3.5.1: The INVASION IMOTEI ....iiiiiiiiiieieeet ettt ettt st e sat e e sabeesat e e sabeesabeesabeesabeesabeesnreenas 22
3.5.2: The Malarial MOGEl ....coouiiiiiieeee ettt e sate e st e e sabeesabeesabeesareenas 24
3.5.3: The IMPErial MOAEI .....oooeeiiee ettt et e et e e et e e s eaaae e e s baeeeesteeesenseaeesnneeeean 26
R X 6] [ol [V o F PP PO TP PPPOOUPPPPPRRRNt 28
Chapter 4: MethOdOIOBY .....cccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiiiieiesiiiiisteeseeessssssssssssssssssssteeeessnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnnnnnsssssnns 29
L INEFOTUCTION covtiiitie ettt ettt sh e ettt s sbt e et e s b e e e be e s bae sttt sabeesabeesaseesabeesaseesabaesnsaesabeesnsaenane 29
4.2 THE DaAtASES. .ueieiuieiiiierteeriie et ettt stt e ettt e st et e sbte e bt e e sbtesbe e e bee st et e baesabe e e bee s be e e bt e s be e s bee s beeebeesabeesneenane 29
L R oY 11T Y= V=T 1 = Yo = S 29
4.2.1.1: The CItadel DAtaset ......c.eeerieriiiieiieeite ettt sttt sttt e s e st esbe e saseesabeesabeesabeesabeesabeesaseenas 30
4.2.2: Defining the SACred CitY ...cccvviiieciiee et e e e et e e st e e e st e e e e rte e e snreeeesntaeeeenraeeennnes 30
4.2.3: Defining the HINTEIIANG .......ooiiieiee et e et e e et e e s naee e e st e e e eneeeeennns 31
4.2.4: THE Pali ChIONICIES ..eiiueiiiiiieiiecee ettt st sttt e st e s beesabeesabeesaseesabeesnreenas 33
70 B I YoN ol oY o] g Yo ] [oT oqTor: | IR Y=o U] o Yol R SSN 33
4.3.1: The ArchiteCtural SEQUENCE ....cceeeiie ettt e e et e e e st e e e srtae e e snnaeeesnsaeeeennseeeeannnes 33
4.3.2: Ceramics as Chronological INAICAtOrs ......c.eeiiiiiieieiiie et e e e et e e e e e nneeas 36
4.3.3: Other Chronological INAICATOIS ......ccccuiiiiiiieeeeee et e s eeaee e e e e e e eae e e enneeas 36
4.4 Methodological Approaches to Cultural Change.........ccuueeieiiii i s 36
4.4.1: The ANUradhapura CEIAMICS ...cccuiieiiieeeeeiieeeecteeeestreeestteeeseateeeessseeeeasreseanssseessnsneeesssnesenssenenansees 37
4.5 PopUlation ESTIMATIONS ...uviiiiciiieeiiiieeeciee sttt et e e e e e ee e e st e e e e sataeeeenteeesnaeaeesnsseeesnssneessnseeaasnssneeannes 39
4.6 Archaeologically characterising the MOdelS.........cueei i ee e s raee e 39
4.6.1: The INVASION IMOAE] .....oiiiiiiiieciie ettt st sttt sttt e st e e sabeesabeesabeesaseesabeesaseenas 40



Chapter 5: The CIAdel...... ..o ciiiieieeececcceerccceee s e e e e re s e eeeeens s s s s seesseeseseeeeeessnnnnsssssssssssssessseeessssnnnnnnnsnsnnnns 57

o3 A 1o o To [T o1 4T o OO OO PP OUUP TP PPROP PP 57
5.2 Population & Monumental CONSTIUCTION .........cccuiiiiiiiiiie e ettt e ettt etee e e e stte e e e aaeeesraeeeesareeeennes 57
5.2.1: The StrUCTUIAl SEQUENCE .....oeieeeiiieeeeetiee ettt e ettt e e ettt e e et e e e s ta e e e e tbeeeeeasaeeeeabasaeesbeeeeansaeeeenssneas 57
LT T I To [ TeTa =1 =1 114 PRSPPIt 67
Lo 0 U D (U VK=o o Yo L3P PUPRRN 69
D33 SUMIMIAIY i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaaeaaaaaaaaaaaeaaaaaaans 70
B INEW BT cuveiiiieiitieeste ettt et e s e st e st e e st e e sa b e e satee st e e s abeesabeeaabeesabeeaabeesabeeenseesabeeenseesabeeenaeennte 70
LR B I Vo] 1T Vo PO PTOPRRPRRIOE 70
5.5: Long distance trade, craft specialisation & Manufacturing.........ccccccviiieiiiii e 74
5.5.1: GlAZEA CEIAMICS .iuviiiiiiiiieeitit ettt estt sttt ettt e sae e sttt e st e e beeesateesteeessseessaeesabeesaseesaseessseesasaassseesnseasnsaens 75
5.5.2: MELAIWOIKING ..eeeiiietiie ettt e e ettt e e e et e e e e e abe e e eetbeeeeesbaeeesabasaeensresesnssaeeeanseeaaan 79
5.5.3: Glass artefacts (eXCIUding DEAAS) ........oeieuiiii ettt et e 80
R € T o 1= o OO RROUPTOPSOPRIOS 81
5.5.5: Worked and precious StONE artefacts ..........ccccueeiiiiieeeciiiee ettt et e e e tr e e e ate e e e earaeas 83
DD . SUMIMIAIY i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeeeeeeeeeaeaaeeeeeaeeaeaeaaaaaeaeaeasaaanans 86

LI ST 0o Tol [V 1 o TR UPRPPPRNt 86
Chapter 6: The SAcred City.....ccccccciiiiiriiiiiieirierireeeeesreeesseeseenasssessennsssssseennsssssesensssssseennssssssennsssssssnnnssssseenn 98
(S VoY o Yo [T o1 4T o HO OO OO PP P PP PPROPUPPRP 98
6.2: Population & monumental CONSEIUCTION.........iiiiiii i e e e e e s ebrrr e e e e e e seabareeeeaeeeeanns 98
6.2.1: The Structural Sequence of the Sacred City ......cccoocieeeeiiiiiecie e e et 99

(S 2 B T =T 4 o o [ OO PO O U TP PPN 99
6.2.1.2: Periods C,D&E ... 100
6.3 TraditioNal EHEE c...eveeieeee ettt e et e e sttt e e sttt e e e e e s e abe e e sabteeeebaeeennee 104
6.3.1: The Padhanaghara Parivena and the rise of ASCEtiCiISM .......ccccoeeiiiiiiiiiie e 105
6.3.2: The Pabbata Vihara & the rise of Mahayanism ...........ccccooeiiiiiiciiie e 105
6.1 INEW ElITE ittt e et e et e e e st e e e e a bt e e s abte e e s bt e e e e abe e e sttt e e sbbeeeeaabaeeenanee 106
(o RV AT} [T o ol ISP U PPP PRSPPI 106
6.4.2: A SOUth INIaN INFIUBNCET ..vviiieecee et e st s baesbe e sbaeenreas 107
6.5: Long distance trade, craft specialisation & manufacturing.........ccccccveeieiiiiiiciiie e 108
6.5.1: IMPOITEA ArtEIACS .....veiiieiiie ettt e et e e et e e e st e e e e e taae e e etbeeeesataeeeensreeeenrens 108
6.5.2: MANUFACTUIING ...vviiiiiiie ettt et e et e e et e e e e e tae e e s ta e e e e abeeeeentaeeestseeeeasteeeeenseaeesnseas 110
SN o T 1ol [V (o) o F U OO PPOR U P T OPPPPORPPPTRRIIR 112
Chapter 7:The HINterland ............ oo cerrttecccsrreeeee s reeee e e s s e nes s s e sennnssssseenssssssesenssssesennssssnesnnnssnnnnen 124
% R 14 o To [T o1 { [ o HS PP PTOTPPPURPUPPRRRIRE 124
A 2o T o101 F=1d o o PR PPURRRE 124
7.3 TraditioNal EIEE ..ueeeeieeiee et ettt e st e st e e e s b bt e e e aba e e s ettt e e sbbaeeeabaeeseanee 128
7.3.1: Late monastiC CONSEIUCTION ......eeeiiiiiiie ittt e e e ettt e e e e e s e ene et e e e e e e nereaeeeeeas 129

T A INEW BT oottt e e ettt sttt e e e s bt e e e e b be e e s sab b e e e aabb e e e e bbe e e s abaeeseabbaeeeaataeennaree 131
7.4.1: SOUth INAIaN INFIUBNCE ...eeeeeiiee ettt e e sat e e s aaeesaaeesaaeenseeas 131
T.4.2: ATEEI COllAaPSE ..neeiieeeiiee ettt ettt et e e e ettt e e et e e e eetbaeeeebaaeaeatbeeeeestaeaeetsaaeesteeeeensaeeeanrens 132
7.5: MonuMENTAl CONSEIUCTION ...eiiiiiiiiiieiiiei ettt ettt e sett e e e sttt e e srabe e e seabbee s sabbeeesnsbaeesnns 132
7.5.1: Monumental monastic architecture within the hinterland ............cccooiiiiiiiiinii e, 132
7.5.2: The Hydraulic LANGSCAPE ..oecieeiiiiiiee ettt ettt e e ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e s nbbareeeeeeeensasaeeaaaaean 132
7.6: Trade and ManUFACTUIING .......ccoiiiiiieiee ettt e ettt e e e ette e e e tee e e ebaeeeestbeeeeeasseeesataeaeensreeeenns 137
S o o Tl B 1S = [l I =T [P UP PP 137
7.6.2: Craft SPECIAISATION ....oviiieiiiie ettt e e et e e e et b e e eeate e e etbaeeeeataeeeeneaeeeneeas 137
A 3 e 1ol [V [ o F OO PPOOTUP T PTPPPORPUPPRRINt 137



Chapter 8: The DISCUSSION ....cccceeeiiiiiiieeiiiiieeeeeriieeeseesteenssseeesennssssesesnsssssssennsssssesnnssssssesnnsssssssnnsssssssnnnssssnsen 147

< I oY i o To [ U1 4 [ o O OO OO P R OTPUPOPPPRIIN 147
8.2 Does ANUradhapura COllapS? ... .uuiiiiiii ittt e e et e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e seeaatbaeeeaeseasnnsaaseaassessanses 147
D TUTg [oF - 6e] | Yo 1 TSR 147
ATEEE COllAPSE ..ttt ettt et e ettt e e e ettt e e e e ta e e e e baea e e tbeseeassaeeeanbasaeabaeeeessaeeeasteeeeantaeeeanreas 148
8.3 Testing the INVAasion IMOTE] ..........uuiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e s esaata e e e e e e sesastaeeeaeesenannens 150
8.3.1: The Invasion Model = The Citadel ........oouiiiiiiiiie et s 150
8.3.2: The Invasion Model — The Sacred City......cccuuiiieeiie it e e e e e sraare e e s 151
8.3.3: The Invasion Model = The hinterland ........cooo oo s 152
8.3.4: The INvasion Model — SUMMAIY ....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt et e e e e s et e e e e e e s esasbaeeeeeeeeennsbbaneaaens 153
8.4 Testing the Malarial MOAel............eeuiiiiiieee e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e neraaeeaaean 153
8.4.1: The Malarial Model = The Citadel ........coeiiiiiiiee et s 153
8.4.2: The Malarial Model — The SAcred City .....cccuviieeiiiicceeee e e e e aareee s 154
8.4.3: The Malarial Model = The hinterland ... e s 154
8.4.4: The Malarial Model — SUMMAIY .....ooiiiiiiiiieeee e et e e e e e e e nta e e e e e e e e e sasbaaneeaeas 155
8.5 Testing the IMPerial MO ..........uuiiiiiii e e e e et e e e e e s e saatb e e e e e e sesantaaeeeeesenaanees 155
8.5.1: The Imperial Model — The Citadel ......coooeiiiiieee e e e ra e s 155
8.5.2: The Imperial Model — The Sacred City ......ccuviiieiiiiiieee e e e e e rare e e s 156
8.5.3: The Imperial Model — The hinterland ... e 157
8.5.4: The Imperial Model — SUMMAIY .....ooiiiiiiieeee et e e e e e snta e e e e e e e e e snsraaneeae s 158
8.6: The Wider Early Mediaeval MIlI U .........cc.uuuiiiiieei e e e e e e e e e aaa e e e e e e enans 158
I o R Y =T - | PSSP PP POPPPPPPPOIN 158
8.6.2: NOrth and East Of Sri LANKA ...ccecueeiiiiiiiesiie ettt sttt e st e s ee et s e e et e ssbaeebesssaeenneas 159
8.6.3: POIONNAIUVA ..ciiiiiei ettt ettt e e ettt e e st e e e s bt e e e s aa bt e e s s abbeeesabbeeeenabeeeesanbeeesnres 160
R S [ 1o [T W O Tol=F 1 g T 2 (=T =1 To ] o FO SRR PP 161
8.7 ANUIradhapura’s CollapSe......uuuiieiiiiie ettt eette e e e et e e e et eeeeetbeeeeeabaeeesbbeaaeasbaeeeesseeessseaeeantaeaeanes 161
8.7.1: The Economic Power of the SANGNa ..........ueiiiiii it et 162
8.7.2: Royal power and legItimation .........cooii i e e s e e e e e raa e aa s 163
8.7.3: TheoretiCal PEISPECLIVES ...ccccii ittt e e e e sttt e e e e e e s bat e e e e e e e seaartaeeeeeeeesnsraaeeaaeas 164
I S @ g YoTo o= 48 o N @o] | - o 1Y I PP PP 164
A o T Tol (U1 (o o F OO P PP PP SPPUPPTPPRRRt 165
Chapter 9: CONCIUSION ...cceueciiiiicciereieeeerrreeeeesreeenseesreenssseessensssssesennssssssesnnssssseennssssssennsssssssennsssssssnnnssnnnnen 175
.1 INTFOAUCTION 1.ttt ettt ettt e st e e s st e e e s bt e e e s abaeesaasbeeesabbeeesaabaeeseasbaessasbaeesnnbaeesnnnee 175
9.2: The Expanded IMpPerial MOE] .........ooii et e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e nbbaaeeeeeeenanees 175
9.3 FUTUIE DiIr@CTIONS ettt ettt ettt et e e e e ettt e e e e e e st bbbt e e e e e e e abbbeeeeeae e e annsaeeeeeesaannseeaeeeeseaanrres 176
9.4 Problems ENCOUNTEIEU.....cciueiiiiiiiee ettt et e sttt e e sttt e s bt e e s sbbeeessabeeessabbeessabbeeesnsbaeesnans 178
9.5 SigNIfICANCE Of MESEAICN........eeiii et e et e et e e et e e e e stbe e e eetbeeestaeeeesstaeeenes 178
REFEIENCES ..cceiiiiiiiiiiiceineenrreeette e ee s isse e s s s sssssnnnseeeeesesessssssssssssssssnnnnseeeesesesessssssssssssssssnnnnneeeeessssssssssssssssnnnn 179
WEDSITES ACCESSEU: ...uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiinueiisiiiieetititnreesssassssssssssssssssssssntnreesssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssans 197



Figures

1.01: The ruins of Jetavana Vihara, Anuradhapura, 1896 (after Cave 1897: PLXXXII)....ccouvreeciirieeiiieeeiieeeenns 4
2.01: Sri Lanka within the Indian Ocean (after Coningham et al. 2006: 3)......cccccieeeeiiiiecciiiee e 14
2.02: Topographic map of Sri Lanka (after Coningham et al. 1999: 13) ....cccveeiiiiiee e 15
2.03: Schematic diagram of Anuradhapura soilscape with associated land-use and

archaeological features (after Simpson et al. 2008b: 30)......c.cecuieiiriirieieieee e s 16
2.04: H.C.P. Bell at Polonarruva (after Karunaratne 1990: 34) .....ccueieeeiiiie ettt e 16
4.01: Plan of Anuradhapura showing Citadel and three primary Buddhist fraternities

(after Coningham et al. 1999: 29) .....oi it e ettt e e e tte e e s etb e e e e s ttaeeeeabeeesbbeaeeastaeeeenaaaaeasreaaan 49
4.02: ASW2 plan of the Citadel (after Coningham et al. 1999: 32) ......ccooiiiiiiiiiii e e 50
4.03: Diagrammatic plan of Anuradhapura (after Coningham et al. 1999: 30) ......ccccceeeviieeeecciee e 51
4.04: Anuradhapura hinterland SUMVEY @r€a .........ooiueeriieiieeniie ettt ettt ettt eesae e e seneesaneens 52
4.05: Anuradhapura Hinterland survey results by site type (after Coningham and Gunawardhana 2013) ...53
4.06: Diagrammatic layout of pabbata viharas (after Bandaranayake 1974: 68) ........cccccccvveeevciveeeecieee e, 54
4.07: Diagrammatic layout of pancayatana parivena (after Bandaranayake 1974: 87).....ccccccceevevevcvveeeinvnennn. 55
4.08: Example of double-platform site (after Wijesuriya 1998: 59) .....ccccevveeriieeiieenieerreesee e e svee e 56
5.01: Southern section of ASW2 trench, with strata of structural periods displayed along the left axis

(after ConiNgham €1 al. 1999: 87) ..eiiiieeiie ettt rtee et e et e et e et e s be e s be e sbeeebeesabeeenseeenbaeenseeenseesnseesnses 88
5.02: Plan of structural period F (after Coningham 1999: 111)......ccuiiiiiiiiieeiiie e ettt et etree e e 89
5.03: Elevation of Period F pillared hall (after Coningham 1999: 113)........cccciiiiiiiiieeecieee et 90
5.04: Plan of structural phase D&E of ASW2 (after Coningham 1999: 116).........ccccveeevciieeiecreeecieee e 91
5.05: Plan of Building A (after Paranavitana 1936: 07) .....cccccveeiieeiieeiieeeieesteesieeesae e srreesreeesseeessnesnsaeensneenns 92
5.06: Plan of Gedige (after Bandaranayake 1974: 204) ......c.cociiiuieiinienieieeie ettt ettt e 93
5.07: Plan of Structural Phase B1 (after Coningham et al. 1999: 119) .......cooiiiiiiiiiiieeeciee e 94
5.08: Plan of Structural Phase B3 (after Coningham et al. 1999: 120) .......ccoociiieiiiieeeeiiee e ceree e e reriree s 95
5.09: Plan of period B street (after Ayrton 1924: 51)....cccuuiiieciiie e eeciee e eeree e sree e e e sire e s e eae e e snneeeesraeeeennes 96
5.10: ASW2 Faunal Assemblage by Class (after Young et al. 2006) .........ccccvieveeriiieiiieciee e sreeereee s sreeenee s 96
5.11: ASW2 metal artefacts by type (after Coningham & Harrison 2006: 27-76) .......cccceevuereenieneenennenneennes 97
6.01: The Sacred City, Anuradhapura (after Wijesuriya 1998: 172 & Bandaranayake 1974: 34) .................. 114
6.02: ASW?2 structural periods and Abhayagiri Vihara Project typological periods..........cccceeevvvievcieeeecineennn. 115
6.03: Anuradhapura’s Hydraulic Network (after Nicholas 1960; Seneviratna 1989: 94).......ccccccceecvveeevvnennn. 116

6.04: Example of double-platform monastery from the Western Monasteries (after Wijesuriya 1998: 56)....117
6.05: Example of a decorated urinal stone from the Western Monasteries (after Bell 1914d: Plates IV & V) ...... 118

6.06: Site plan of Puliyankulama (after Wijesuriya 1998: 54) .......ccccueeeeiieeeeiiieeeciieeeeeeireeeeereee e e eeaeeeeevaeeean 119
6.07: Bronze of Indra recovered from Puliyankulama (after Bell 1914c: Plate DD).....ccccvveeeeevveeeccveeeeiveenn, 120
6.08: 10th century Durga statue from Anuradhapura (€X SitU) ......cccceeeecieeeeeiiie e 121
6.09: Stucco heads from Building 21, Pankuliya & Building 11 of the “Hindu Ruins”

(after Bell 1914a: Plates XXIX, XXX; Bell 1914b: Plate XXXV)....cccieevieeeiieeiieeerreeeieeesieesieeesiee s ssveeeveeseneennee s 121
6.10: 10th century Sri Lankan bronze seated Buddha, found in Thailand (image ref. von Schroeder 1990: 206)......122
6.11: 9th and 10th century Sacred City ornamental pillar capitals (after Bandaranayake 1974: 349).......... 123
6.12: Evolution of balustrades and guardstones (after Bandaranayake 1974: 335).....cccccceeeecieeevcveeeeciveenn, 123
7.01: Map of Hinterland sites discussed in Chapter 7 (image by author) ........ccceevvveeeiieiieecie e 139
7.02: Site BO09 showing postholes of single structural phase (image by Anuradhapura Hinterland project)....... 140
7.03: Depth of cultural material @t FLO2 .........ccuiiiiiiiiieeeeiee ettt ettt e ee ettt e e e ettt e e e etveeeeeabeeeeebeeeeesreaeanns 140
7.04: SF1647 Polonnaruva style appliqué ware (image from Anuradhapura Hinterland project) ................ 141

7.05: Trench at A155 (Veheragala) showing structural sequence (image from Anuradhapura Hinterland project) .. 142



7.06: Map of padhanaghara parivena sites (after Wijesuriya 1998: 171) ....ccccoviieiiiieeeiiiiieeecreee et 143
7.07: Section showing tile collapse in moat of C112 (image from Anuradhapura Hinterland project)......... 144
7.08: Thirappane cascade system (after Jayatilaka et al. 2001: 02) ....cccccuveeeeeiieeeriiie e 145
7.09: Site Plan of Ritagala (after Wijesuriya 1998: 192) .......ccccuevierieniieienienienieeieeiesteeseeenee et eneesaeeseeeneees 146
8.01: Distribution of Epigraphia Zeylanica inscriptions (image ref: author)........ccccceeiiveeiiecvcieccccceeeee, 170
8.02: Distribution of Epigraphia Zeylanica inscriptions (image ref: author).........ccccooeeeciiiiecciic e, 171
8.03: Positive feedback loop of alienation of Royal POWEN .........ccooiiieiiiiieeeee e 172
8.04: Graphic visualisation of exchange between monarchy and sangha..........cccocoveeevciiicccc e, 172
8.05: The marginal product of increasing complexity in Greek agriculture (image ref. Tainter 1988: 97) ....172
8.06: Parenthetical flow chart of Anuradhapura’s collapse (after Phillips 1979;

Renfrew 1987; Tainter 1988; MoOrtazavi 2004) ........ccceccuueieeieieeeeieeeeeiieeeeeeeeeeesteeeeeereeeeetraeeesrseeeenareeesennenas 173
8.07: Mobility of Sri Lanka’s Capitals (Image by author) .......ccccviiiiiiie e 174



Tables

4.02: Anuradhapura Hinterland tranSeCt SUMVEY SITES ......cccuiiiieiiieeeiiieecctieeeeeie et e e e eeteeeeetae e e eeaaaeeeeaveeeean 32
4.03: Late chronologically significant ASW2 coarseware forms .........cceeeecveeeieiiieecciie e eeiree e e 36
4.04: Functions of diagnostic ceramic types from ethnographic parallels found in modern

Anuradhapura District, Sri Lanka (after Davis 2008: 35) .......cccccieieiiiieeeriieeeerieeeerrreeesiereeeeseee e e eneaeessnseeeeas 38
4.05: Coarse-wares ceramic types by function (after Davis 2008: 36) ......cccceeeveeriieeriieesiieesireesreesreesreeeseeeas 39
4.06: The Invasion Model’s Archaeological SIgNature ........c..eeviriiiiiiiiie e 46
4.07: The Malarial Model’s Archaeological SIZNAtUIE ...........eeiieciiiii et et 47
4.08: The Imperial Model’s Archaeological SIZNAtUIE ...........ceiieiiii i e e 48
5.01: ASW2 Faunal Assemblage (after Young et al. 2006: 592) ......ceeeeeeiiiiereiieeecieeeeeiee e eeeee e e evreeeesene e 63
5.02: Major exploited species (after Young et al. 2006: 592).......cccueriirierienieenieeienie e seeniee st see e 64
5.03: Other species identified in periods B through F (after Young et al. 2006: 593-595) ..........ccccvveeeevieenns 65
5.04: The functional groups of coarsewares at ASW2 by Structural Period (after Coningham et al. 2006)....68
5.05: Total weight and sherd count of coarsewares at ASW2 by period ........ccccevciieeeiciieiccee e 69
5.07: ASW2 Metal artefacts by type (after Coningham & Harrison 2006: 27-76) .....ccceecuveeevueerireeeiueesveenneenns 70
5.08: Human Remains at ASW2 (after Knusel et al. 2006) .......ccccueeeiuieiiieeeiieesiieesieecreeereeseeesveesaeesereesane e 71
5.09: Appliqué ware sherds from Alahana Parivena, POIONNArUVA .........c..eeceeiieiiiiiiie et e e 73
5.10: Appliqué ware sherds from ASW2, ANUradhapura ........cccueeiiiiieeiciiiie et e e eeee e e rae e e earee e 73
5.11: Origin of glazed ceramics at ASW2 by period (after Seely et al. 2006) .........cceeeeeciereecceee e 75
5.12: West Asian glazed wares at ASW2 (after Seely et al. 2006) .........cceeeveieieeeiiieeiee e e sree e 76
5.13: East Asian glazed wares at ASW2 (after Seely et al. 2006).........c.ceuerierieneineeie e 78
5.14: Evidence of late metalworking at ASW2 (after McDonnell et al. 2006) ........c.c.ceeeecieieecirieeeciiee e 79
5.15: Glass Artefacts recovered from ASW2 ........ooiiiiiiiieiie ettt sttt ssae e st sssveesbeesaeesabeesseesane 80
5.16: Geographical source of ASW2 glass vessel fragments (after Coningham 2006: 333-376) ........ccccvueu..ee 81
5.17: ASW2 glass bead assemblage (after Coningham 2006) .........cceeeceeeiieeiiieeeiieesiieeieesireeesreeereesreesaee e 82
5.19: Geographic source of ASW2 stone artefacts (after Coningham et al. 2006).........cccceevveervierceeerveenineenns 83
5.20: Stone artefact forms at ASW2 (after Coningham et al. 2006) ...........oeeeeiiieiiiiieeeiiee et e e 84
5.21: ASW2 stone types (after Coningham et al. 2006) ..........ccueriiiiiieeiiiie e et e e eerre e rre e e e areeeeees 85
6.01: The Bhojanasalas of Anuradhapura (after Bandaranayake 1974: 297) ....ccccoeeeeecieeeecieeeeceee e 101
6.02: The Major Urban Tanks of Anuradhapura (Modern State) ........ccecveciereereeneeieeieeie e 103
6.03: Clay “bullets” from Abhayagiri Vihara Project site one (after Wikramagamage 1984: 10).................. 107
6.04: Abhayagiri Vihara Project glazed ceramics (after Bouzek et al. 1993: 87) .....oeeeecviieieiiiee e 109
6.05: Jetavanaramaya Project Bead Assemblage (after Ratnayake 1984: 115-116)......ccccccccuveeevriieeeineeennns 111
6.06: The Sacred City’s Archaeological SigNatUre.........cccuiiiiciie i e e e e e srae e e eaees 113
7.01: Anuradhapura Hinterland Survey Ceramic SCatters .........eovuiiiiieriiieiieeniee e 125
7.02: Size and sherd density of Transect Survey Ceramic Scatter Sites ........ccccvuvieeiiiiieiiiiiieee e, 126
7.03: Late chronologically significant ASW2 coarseware fOrms .........ceceeciieeeeiiiieeeiiee e et e eeveee e evaee e 127
7.04: Monastic Sites identified 0N tranNSECT SUIVEY ......ccocuiiiiiciiie ettt e e e e e str e e enae e e eereeeeas 128
7.05: Yoda-elas of the North Central Province (after Seneviratna 1989: 92) .......cccvvvveveeveeeeeveereceeeee e 136
7.06: The Hinterland’s Archaeological SIgNatUre..........c.ueiuiiiiiiiiiiiiieete e 138
8.01: Anuradhapura’s Archaeological SIZNATUIE .........oooeiuiiii ettt e et e aae e e eeareeaen 166
8.02: The Invasion Model’s Archaeological SIgNAtUre..........cooccieeiiiiiee e et 167
8.03: The Malarial Model’s Archaeological SigNatUre ..........ooeecieeiiciiee e e e aree e 168
8.04: The Imperial Model’s Archaeological SIgNAtUre .........cooveciiiiiciiee e 169

vi



Preface

This book represents the publication of my doctoral thesis and while I have edited, nipped and tucked, and expanded
some sections, I have resisted the urge to extensively rewrite. Consequently, the structure of the original thesis remains,
with its data heavy chapters and a focus upon methodology. However, I believe this “showing of my workings” has
value, as I have written before (Strickland 2011) regarding the methodological challenges that archaeologists face in
studying societal transformation and “collapse”.

The text reassesses the Early Mediaeval “collapse” of Anuradhapura, Sri Lanka, through explicit reference to the
archaeological record. The study of Anuradhapura’s terminal period has been dominated by a reliance upon textual
sources, resulting in a monocausal and politically charged narrative depicting an eleventh century invasion by the
South Indian Cholas as resulting directly in the collapse of Anuradhapura (Codrington 1960), bringing to an end over
a millennium of rule from Sri Lanka’s first capital. Such is the dominance of this collapse narrative, few alternative
explanations for the abandonment of Anuradhapura have been posited, and just two alternative collapse models, a
“malarial” model (Nicholls 1921; Still 1930) and an “imperial” model (Spencer 1983; Indrapala 2005), have been
propounded. This book thus aims to test whether Anuradhapura truly “collapses”, and to test the established model
for this apparent collapse.

After archaeologically defining collapse, the three collapse models are synthesised and translated into archaeological
signatures (archaeologically visible characteristics and sequences). This book then presents and analyses data from
over a century of archaeological investigations at Anuradhapura, focussing upon the datasets of the ASW2 excavations
within its Citadel (Coningham et al. 1999 & 2006) and the recent Anuradhapura Hinterland Project (Coningham
& Gunawardana 2013) survey of the hinterland. The data is summarised and presented graphically, facilitating
comparison with the theoretical archaeological signatures of the three collapse models. The presence or absence
of the archaeological characteristics of collapse are identified in each zone, testing whether Anuradhapura actually
collapsed. The archaeological signatures of collapse for each of the three zones are then compared with the anticipated
signatures developed from the three collapse models, before, finally, the archaeological “collapse” of Anuradhapura is
related to collapse theory in an attempt to best understand the underlying dynamic processes
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Chapter 1:
Introduction

“Anuradhapura is emphatically a city of the dead.
Scarce a step can be taken, but they eye falls upon
some memorial of the past. The mounds one carelessly
passes are the sepulchres of Kings; the bricks that the
foot strikes the remains of palaces... Amidst a silence as
profound as that of the grave, rise the colossal remains
of a city whose walls were 64 miles in circumference,
once echoed with the merry voices of children, while
processions of kings and priests wound along the broad
pavements of the now deserted courts...”

(Liesching 1869: 193)

1.1 Introduction

The ancient city of Anuradhapura was the capital of
Sri Lanka for over a millennium; its massive stupas
rising over the jungle, its gigantic reservoirs turning
an arid land green and its Kings and Queens ruling
over the island of Sri Lanka. Pilgrims came all the way
from China (Hulagalle 2005: 14), envoys were sent to
Emperor Claudius in Rome (ibid.: 2), traders from all
across the Indian Ocean and the Near East (Coningham
1999 & 2006), and on several occasions rival kingdoms
sent soldiers to sack the city (Mvs; Cvs). After its 11th
century collapse, Anuradhapura lay undisturbed for
nearly a thousand years in ruins, drowning beneath the
roots and leaves of the jungle tide, until the nineteenth
century when the British began the active re-colonisation
of the island’s dry-zone and initiated more than a century
of archaeological research on Anuradhapura.

If the past truly is another country, then nowhere, and
nowhen, attracts as many visitors as the “lost” or “dead”
civilisations of the past; Ancient Rome, the Khmer,
the Maya, the Indus, Mesopotamia, Ancient Egypt,
Mycenae... These are names that resonate through
the ages, conjuring images of huge cities, majestic
monuments, and breathtaking feats of engineering and
architecture that still inspire us today.

Certainly in Sri Lanka the halcyonised era of
Anuradhapura has remained very much a part of the
public consciousness ( see Coningham & Lewer 1999
for a full discussion); appearing on stamps, bank-notes
as well as being a major centre of international Buddhist
pilgrimage and a UNESCO World Heritage Site.

In May 2009 the Sri Lankan government declared
victory over the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam
(LTTE), bringing to an end a civil insurgency lasting
three decades. However, while this insurgency officially
started in the 1980s, factions upon either side of the
conflict have long used archaeology to root this ethnic
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conflict in the events of the first millennium AD
(Tambiah 1986; Coningham & Lewer 1999 & 2000),
and a key aspect of this politically charged narrative is
the eleventh century collapse of Sri Lanka’s first capital,
Anuradhapura, recorded in the great Pali chronicles of
Sri Lanka (Mvs; Cvs; Geiger 1928 & 1934).

The capital of Sri Lanka for over a millennium,
Anuradhapura was a major Indian Ocean centre. Broadly
divided into a fortified Citadel, a surrounding monastic
zone (the Sacred City) and hinterland, it remains highly
politicised and idealised today (ibid.). A key element of this
public consciousness is the widely accepted explanation
for the city’s Early Mediaeval collapse, recorded in the
Culavamsa, one of the great Pali chronicles of Sri Lanka
(Geiger 1929 & 1934). This describes an eleventh-century
sacking by an invading Cola army, leaving Anuradhapura
“violently destroyed” (Cvs.Iv.21), bringing to an end nearly
1500 years of Buddhist rule from Anuradhapura, and
leaving the city in ruins (see Fig. 1.01).

This “sacking” has been integrated into the narrative of
the civil conflict, portrayed as a clash of religions and
ethnicities; the Saivite Tamils invading and destroying
the golden age of the Sinhalese Buddhists (Coningham
& Lewer 1999 & 2000). As an anonymous Tamil
historian wrote recently; “Archaeology has always been
political in Sri Lanka” (cited in Page 2010), and it is
sadly impossible for the archaeologist to control how
their findings are used, or who they are used by.

However, the “collapse” of Anuradhapura has never
been archaeologically investigated, let alone verified,
indeed this “collapse” could conceivably be argued to
be a transformation or transition resulting in a religious
and geographical shift (this, and other alternatives to
“collapse” will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter
Three). Instead the Pali chronicles have been awarded
great credibility within Sri Lankan archaeology and
history, in the words of one excavator; “to study the
history of Ancient Anuradhapura, the data available
in the Pali chronicles is invaluable” (Ratnayake 2008:
158). Although they are undoubtedly valuable resources,
the over-reliance and unquestioning acceptance of the
vamsas has had a huge, and arguably stultifying, effect

on the study of the “demise” of the Anuradhapura period.

1.2 Aims

The two core aims of this volume are to establish
whether or not Anuradhapura can actually be said to have
“collapsed”, and to test the propounded explanations
for this apparent collapse against the archacological
record. These aims will be achieved through analysing
the archacological data produced by over a century
of research at Anuradhapura, and utilising this data
to test the three existing models for Anuradhapura’s
collapse. These are the monocausal Invasion Model of



A TIME OF CHANGE: THE “COLLAPSE” OF ANURADHAPURA, SRI LANKA

the vamsas, as advocated for example by Geiger (1929)
or Codrington (1960), the Malarial Model advocated
by Nicholls (1921) and Still (1930), and the synthetic
Imperial Model as advocated by Spencer (1976 & 1983)
and Indrapala (2005). All three of these models are
based primarily upon textual studies of the vamsas and
epigraphic data, and all three models identify the Cola
invasion as the primary cause for the initial collapse
of Anuradhapura. They are thus representative of the
general consensus view that the eleventh century Cola
invasion ended “the golden era of Sri Lankan history”
(Dias 1990: 151).

1.3 Significance of the study

Geographically and culturally, Sri Lanka is a distinct
regional unit within South Asian archaeology, and one
that has been studied and investigated for over a century.
However, the collapse of Anuradhapura itself has
typically been confined to a postscript or footnote within
the island’s history. This is even more notable within the
archaeological literature, with almost all of the focus
formerly placed upon identifying sites mentioned in
the Pali chronicles (or vamsas) of the Island (Ayrton
1924; Hocart 1924; Paranavitana 1936), and latterly
upon the origins (Coningham 1999) or fluorescence of
Anuradhapura (Deraniyagala 1957; Deraniyagala 1972,
1986; Coningham et al. 2007). Consequently, analysis of
Anuradhapura’s final phase has been confined to brief
descriptive accounts of “squatter occupation” in the
city’s final structural phases; “ephemeral mud structures
in the foundations of which fragments of the older
buildings were freely used” (Paranavitana 1936: 03),
none of which were recorded in detail.

The study of Anuradhapura’s collapse has, therefore, been
dominated by historians, in turn leading to explanations
that are founded upon the vamsas. Such explanations do
not all presuppose the complete accuracy of the great Pali
chronicles, but they are guided by their dependency upon
the vamsas and their lack of alternative data sources. This
has resulted in a research environment where the most
detailed examinations of Early Mediaeval Sri Lanka are
to be found in studies of Cola warfare (Spencer 1976 &
1983) or Tamil ethnic identity (Indrapala 2005), works
written by scholars whose primary research interests are
external to Anuradhapura.

However, while these works are of good quality, it is a
reflection on the field that the most detailed accounts
of Anuradhapura’s collapse are within works focussed
externally, where the collapse is almost incidental. This
same lack of research focus can be seen in other examples of
hegemonic decline and urban collapse in Early Mediaeval
South Asia, such as the thirteenth century collapse of the
Colas (Heitzman 1987) or the fourteenth century collapse
of Polonnaruva (Seneviratna 1998).

The few studies that have paid attention to Anuradhapura’s
collapse were primarily carried out before the outbreak
of violence (e.g. Nicholls 1921; Still 1930; Codrington
1960; Spencer 1976 & 1983) and in the subsequent
years the disciplines of archaeology and collapse studies
have made great advances in both theory and practice
(e.g. scientific dating, geoarchaeology, geophysics etc.).
Furthermore, a huge quantity of new archaeological
data has been generated for Anuradhapura’s hinterland
by the Anuradhapura Hinterland survey (Coningham
& Gunawardhana 2013) within which I carried out five
seasons of transect- survey and excavation, as well as for
the Citadel by the ASW2 excavations (Coningham 1999
& 2006). Consequently, an archaeological re-evaluation
of Anuradhapura’s collapse has the potential to be
extremely rewarding, not to mention timely. Such a study
would be of significance to historians and archaeologists
in Sri Lanka, and indeed South Asia as a whole.

However, such a study has greater potential than simply
casting new light upon Anuradhapura’s collapse, it could
also greatly contribute to the archaeological study of
collapse, and the formulation of archacological collapse
theory. Scholars have discussed collapse for millennia,
unfortunately however, archacology has arguably never
fully engaged with the subject, and archaeological
collapse studies have become increasingly marginalised
over the past 50 years. Almost as if, as archacologists,
we have become so trained in the reconstruction of
ruins and the reading of debris that we now focus
automatically upon the mature form of any subject we
study. This has left the archaeological world focussed
upon the emergences, developments and golden-
ages of civilisations and their cities. For example, one
recent reprint of an archaeological textbook, Patterns
in Prehistory (Wenke 2006), devoted over 350 pages to
the origins and emergence of complex societies all over
the world, over a period of nearly 10,000 years, but less
than 10 pages to the theme of collapse. Fagan’s People of
the Earth (Fagan 2007) was little better and throughout
excavation reports, books on any past civilisation, city
or people; the focus seems again and again to be on
emergences, rather than endings.

Despite this imbalance of focus, there is still a credible
body of collapse theory examining how and why
civilisations collapsed but within archaeology it is
restricted to specific examples of societal collapse,
predominantly that of the Maya (e.g. Culbert 1973;
Sabloff 1973; Hammond 1977; Phillips 1979; Gill 2000;
Lucero 2002; Webster 2002; Haug et al. 2003). In turn,
the study of universal collapse theories has become
dominated by academics from disciplines such as
ecology, history, anthropology or sociology (e.g. Turchin
2003 or Diamond 2005, both primarily ecologists).
During my master’s thesis, back in 2005, I attempted to
test several global the collapse models of Tainter (1988),
Turchin (2003), and Diamond (2005) through explicit



reference to the archaeological record of six sites from
three world civilisations (Strickland 2011).

However, despite all being comprehensively examined,
excavated, and indeed published, there was simply
insufficient archaeological data from the periods in
question. In the conclusion I highlighted the need for
archaeological data generation for collapse theory
(Strickland 2011: 137). It is not enough to consider the
issue as an afterthought when writing up the site report.
The question must be there at the beginning of any
such project and must be incorporated into the research
design. This volume thus has the potential to act as an
exemplar for archaeological collapse studies, integrating
high level collapse theory (e.g. Tainter 1988) with the
archaeological record, thus enabling the formation of
archaeological collapse theory.

1.4 Structure

Having thus introduced the aims, content and
significance of the study, Chapter Two will now lay
the academic foundations for this volume by placing
Anuradhapura into an environmental, geographical
and academic context. Chapter Three will then define
“collapse” as well as establishing “what” collapses,
before setting out the history of collapse studies in
South Asia, and finally examining the three models
propounded for Anuradhapura’s collapse; Chapter
Four will set out the methodology to be used in testing
the three models against the archaeological record of
Anuradhapura, before Chapters Five, Six and Seven
present the archaeological data from Anuradhapura’s
Citadel, Sacred City, and hinterland respectively. Having
presented the data, Chapter Eight will attempt to answer
the twin aims of the thesis, first establishing whether
or not Anuradhapura collapses, before comparing the
data with each of the three models, as set out in Chapter
Four. Finally, Chapter Nine will conclude the volume by
relating the collapse of Anuradhapura to collapse theory,
and suggesting future research directions.
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FIG.1.01: THE RUINS OF JETAVANA VIHARA, ANURADHAPURA, 1896
(AFTER BELL 1914A: PLV.A)



