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. fhe Dates of Skandagupta and his-Siiceessors.
By Mr. PANNA LALL, M.A., B. Sc., LL. B., (Cantab.) L C. S.

A bb:;em'atz'm. ;

_A,GC, ... Allaw's catalogue of the Gupta coins in the British Museum 1914.
“ F.GL v Fleet's Corpus Inscriptionum Indicarum, Volume III, Gupta
Inscriptions.

" G. E. ... Gupta Era. .
ZE. A, «.. Indian Antiquary. R‘: "‘"t ‘ga C
J.A. 8. B. ... Jowrnal of Asiatic Society Bengal. ““M ¥ E
J.R. A.S. ... Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society.

) K. G. ... Kumara Gupta.

M. E. ... Malava Era.
VS. EHI. ... Vincent Smith’s Early History of India, 1914 Edition.

MONGST the early Gupta Emperors there were two of the
% name of Kumiaragupta ; according to the accepted genea-
Apparent logies one the son of Chandragupta Vikramiditya,
2’,‘,2‘2;&:%‘;:35 the other of Narasimhagupta Biladitya ; their dates
gathid oy oing 414 A. D.—455 A. D, for the first, and 530
A. D.—¢. 550 A. D. for the second. The existence of a third is
however conjectured now by scholars. In his presidential address
at the 1917 annual meeting of the Numismatic Society of Indis,
Mr. R. Burn said that evidence was aecumulating pointing pos-
sibly to the existence of a third Kumira. This view seems to be
definitely accepted by Professor K. B. Pathak of Poona who,
writing on the Gupta Era in the Sir Ram Krishna Gopal Bhan-
darkar Commemoration Volume®, gives on page 213 a genea-
logieal table in which three Kumdraguptas-are shown.

The chief reason for thinking that there were three early
f,’;gﬁh&s%?fﬁ. emperors of this name is the discoveryt, two or
tions. three years ago, of some Buddha images at Sarnath
(4 miles from Benares). They have dated inseriptions and
mention Kuméiragupta and Budhagupta as rulers of the time,
giving their dates as 154 and 157 Gupta Era (expired, corresfond-

ing to 474 and 477 A. D,). Portions of'these inscriptions have

* Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, 1917.
+ Report of the Supdt, Budghist monuments, Northern Circle for 191418,
pages 6-7,
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& THE DATES OF SKANDAGUPTA AND HIS SUCCESSORS.

been given in the article by Professor Pathak referred to above.
The complete reading is

Sdrndth Eumdragupta inscription.
1. qEYR A aIgUSIgE i (1)
i AR AR A8 fgaarng, |
12, W AERNaRAET afear qErdmEfeig (1)
sferrtaferrer TOcatay, wiaT Tg: |
13 AEAIQTES: T@AMA SasEEd (1)

N S

TAAHTAATIITTTEC - ven cevven sne wenene (1)

-

Translation.

1. When one hundred and fifty-four years of the Guptas had passed, when

Kumaragupta was protecting the Earth, during the™month of Jyesktha on the
second day.

2. The ascetic Abhayamitra, with his mind full of devotion, caused to be

made this other image of the Lord (Buddha) of unparalleled merits for the purpose
of worship.

3. By virtue of this merit, may this person, 7. e.,, myself with my body compos-
ed of Satva together with mother, father, teachers and others acquire from day te
day the esteemed virtus of tranqnuillity.

Sdrnath Budhagupta inscription.

1. yamt grfowid gRdEmEER (1)

:g% gt gt e ey ()
TIMEAE T g T (F77)

1.2, It (l)
- FamEfisg w&mﬂfmﬁ@m )
WIgsEE sgATma Aty (1)
EEREEn]

s  fefremafet ()

Translation, ’
{11—2. When one hundred and fifty-seven years of the Guptas had passed
away, when Budhagupta was ruling over the Earth, on the seventh of the month
of Vaishakh, in the dark half, on Miila nakshatra, I, Abhayamitra, a monk of (the
order of) Sikya (i. ¢, the Buddha) caused this image to be made—this fmage of
one to®whom the gods were sons (. e., the Buddha), with an uplifted hand, and
a lotus seat, and embellished by various designs.

1.3, Whatever mex‘it- accrues to me as the endower of the image, may it
tend to the eternal tranquillity of my mother, father, and preceptors, and the
whole world,

1 .



THE DATES OF SKANDAGUPTA AND HIS SUCCESSORS. 3

The date 157 G. E. for Budhagupta fits in sufficiently well
with the previously known dates 165 G. E*. and 175 G. Ef.
of that monarch, and from its seript also the inscription should be
assigned to that period. There is no reason therefore to doubt its
genuineness. As the images with Kumaragupta inscriptions were
found in the same place and very near those with Budhagupta
inseriptions, relate to the same period and have similar seript,
the accuracy of their record is equally probable. It follows then
that & Kumaragupta was ruling at or near Sirnith in Northern
India in 154 G. E.=474 A, D. (For the sake of brevity this
Kumiragupta will be called in the rest of this paper the Sarnath
Kumiéragupta).

* The genealogy of the early emperors based on the inserip-
tions on the Bhitri pillar, and the Bhitri seal, and the dates -
assigned to them are :— ’

Gupta 275—300 A, D.

Ghltotkacha. 300—:320 A.D.

Chila.ndragupta 1320—325 A, D.
Sm!nudragupta 335—380 A. D.

Ch:‘mdragupta II Vikramiditya 380—414 A. D,
Kulmira.guptn I, 414—455 A. D,

I

l
Skandagupta Puragupta
455—480 A. D, 480—485 A. D.

l
Narasimhagupta Biladitya
485 -¢. 535 A, D.

|
Kumiragupta II
¢. 535—¢. 550 A. D,

If the above given dates be correct, the Sarnith Kumira-
gupta must be a third emperor of that name; but

Objections to
E!E{:exis%euce there are difficulties in accepting this suggestiony, (1)
of three B

Knmaras. It would make him not only a contemporary of

Skandagupta, but also acknowledged as king in the heart of
his empire. Knowing as we do from his many and widely

—

L
* * Eran insoription F, GIL, p. 88,
¥ Ooins, vide A, GO.y P Ixii.
B



THF DATES OF SKANDAGUPTA AND HIS SUCCESSORS.

i

fgiui_d inseriptions .the nature and the extent of Skandagupta’s
rﬁie, this is not probahle. (2) It would also follow that a power-
ful “ruler like Budhagupta (477-494 A. D.) whose inscriptions
are found at Eran in the Saugor distriet of the Central Provinces
in thé v;ve.st,p,pd at Dindjpur in Bengal in the east, and at Sarnath,
had in the centre of his empire two other kings like Puragupta
aﬁﬁ Narasimha ruling at the same time as himself. (3) It would
fui:th_er put Kumiragupta son of Narasimhagupta Baladitya more
tﬁﬂﬁ half a century later than the Sirndth Kumiragupta, where-
as a comparison of the seript of the former’s seal in the Lueknow '
Musqum with that of the Sarnith inseriptions gives a contrary
inéic‘étion. (4) Moreover there is no other evidence whatever
(coins, inscriptions®, or references in contemporary writings)e
of any king of this name besides the two hitherto known and
deseribed.

Before therefore deciding that the Sirnith Kumiragupta is
& new king, it appears reasonable to examine the possibility of

his being identical with either of the known monarchs of that
name, ‘

Can the Sarndth Kuméragupta be Kumdragupta son of Chandra
Gupta 11 Vikramaditya ?—This question is easily answered. In the
Junigadh inseription (F. GI. page 56) of Skandagupta of the year
136 Gupta Era (=455 A. D.) we have the following passage :—

fraft gr sfas seagee qwAT

Trans. When his father by his own power had attained“the
a friend of the gods, 7. e., “had died”.

This establishes conclusively that Skanda’s father Kumira-
gupta was already dead in 455 Gupta Era and he therefore can-
not be identical with the Sarnith Kumiragupta who is deseribed'
in the inseription as ruling in 474 A, D.

position of being

Can the S& nath Kumdragupta be Kumdragupta son of Nursimha-
gupta Balidiya ? This is what the present writer proposes to
establish.

The date of accession of Kumiragupta son of Nara.six,nhagupta
Baladitya is supposed to be . 535 A. D. (VS. EHI. page 312) and
* A Kumarrgupta is named as a ruler in Magadhain tte A

(F.GI. page 200) but he is obviously quite different.
local chieftain,

phsad inscription
He ruled much later, was only a
and was followed by Damodargupta while the Sarnath Kumiaragupta
(iudging from the fact that Abhayamitra was alive at the time of both the Sirnath ins

seriptions) seems to have keen succeeded by Budhagtipta. See also Hoernle J. A, S;B-, 5
b 1| i LA : ' e e s
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THE DATES OF SKANDAGUPTA AND HIS SUCCESSORS. &

his rule to have lasted till about 550 A. D, (Hoernle, J. A, S. B,,
1889, page 95). If these dates be correct the two cannot be
identical, but as is well known there are no inseriptions or dated
coins toestablish these dates. So far asone can ascertain, thedate
of accession of Kumiragupta son of Narasimhagupta Biladitya is
based upon the identification of his father Narasimhagupta with
, & king named Biliditya of Magadha of whom the Chinese
traveller Hiuen Tsang related a tradition which he had heard
more than a hundred years afterwards in the Punjab. As an
ingeription of Yashodharman’s found at Mandasor is irreconeil-
able with this account of Hiuen Tsany, experts have begun to
disbelieve Hiuen Tsang. * Now that a definite inseription has
» been found giving an undoubted date for Kumiragupta, which
date is reconcilable with the rest of the known evidence, no.
apology is needed for suggesting that the dates for the Kumaira-
gupta son of Narasimhagupta Biliditya based upon the identifica=
tion of his father with Hiuen Tsang’s hero need modification,
The present writer has come to the conclusion that the Sirnath
Kumiaragupta cannot be any other than Kumaragupta son of
Narasimhagupta Baladitya and that therefore the dates of his
reign are not 535—550 A.D. but ¢ 474. This would involve
alterations in the dates of his predecessors which are at present

believed to be

Chandragupta II Vikramaditya ... 380—414
Kumaragupta o 414—455
& 470 t
Skandagupta 450—{480 +
470 =
Puragupta 480 —485
Narasimhagupta ... ... 485—535
Kuméragupta oo «. B535-550

- If the hypothesis now put forward, viz. that Kum.z'mragupta
son of Narsimhagupta Bailaditya is identical with the Sarnith
Kumiragupta and therefore ruled about 474, is to be accepted,
it must be shown (i) that there is no positive evidence of the
existence of Skandagupta, Pura, or Narasimha after tlse year
474 and (if) that the available evidence points to these three’
kings having lived and died before 474. '

* A.GC,, page Ix. Also Hoemle in the J. R. A, S. 1909 pages, 90—10%
+ Hoernle J, A. S, B, 1889, pnge 96.
) ; V8, EHI,? page 3}1;
o . : 2
.




6 ' THE DATES OF SKANDAGUPTA AND HIS SUCCESSORS.

The original documents on which the chronology of these
kings is based are mentioned below. Only the earliest and the
latest records naming a particular ruler are given, the inter-
mediate ones being omitted.

Name of document. " Year. King named.
Junagadh stone inscription ... | 136 G. E.=455 A.D. | Skanda.
Kauham » 5 ... | 141 G\ E,=460. ,, i
Coins 55 - | 148, =467 3
Bhitri seal o - Nl Pauragupta.
Bhitri seal Nl Narasimhagupta.
Sarnath stone inscription w. | 1534 G.E.=474 A.D. | Kumira,
Mandasor ,, 5 ... | 520 M.E.=473 , % ©)
Sarpath i ... | 187G. E.=477 ,, | Budhagupta.
Eran » s .| 165, =484 ! "
Coins » . " e | 176, =494 % »
Eran stone inscription ... | 181 G. E.—510 - ,, tl Bhanugupta.

(N. B.—The Mandasor inseription is No. 18in F. Gl and is
interpreted by Fleet incorrectly, it is submitted. It is examined
and discussed at length in a note at the end of this paper.)

It will be seen at once that so far as coins and inseriptions
go there is no evidence that Skanda, Pura or Nsarasimha were
in existence after the year 474. Let us take each king separate-
ly and examine the whole of the evidence available about him.

Skandagupta’s dates.—There can be no doubt, as we have
Thelatestre. 21T@ady shown, that he had come to the throne by
%’%ﬁ&dﬁﬁé’g 455, but about the end of his reign we can only say

) with eertainty that he lived up to 467. Hoernle
originally proposed 470 as the date of Skanda’s deatﬁ, but gave

no reasons for his opinion. (J. A. 8. B. 1889, page 96.)

The date 480 seems to have been fixed upon afterwards be-
cause a eqin of his was read, doubtfully, as being of the year 160
G. E. * (=479-480 A. D.) This reading has now, however,
been definitely rejected and the coin which is in the British Museum
is assigned by Mr. Allan in his recent catalogue of Gupta coins,
p- 133, to the year 145 G.E. Thys the ondy piece of evidence in

® V, ngith inJ. R, A, 8,

!8397 Page 133, The coin is figured in Pl, IV, 4,



i ..
"HE DATES OF SKANDAGUPTA AND HIS SUCCESSORS. 7
support of the date 480 A, D. disappears. On the other hand
we have reasons for thinking that the date 480 A. D. is wrong.
The three Sarnath inseriptions hold undoubtable proof that other
kings (Kumiragupta and Budhagupta) were ruling there—the
very heart of the Gupta Empire—in the years 474 and 477 A, D,
The coins of the latter had been found only at Benares (which
practically adjoins Sarnath). This fact had been explained away
at the time * by saying that they had been carried there by
pilgrims—he being supposed to be only a minor ruler in the West
(Milva). But thirty years have elapsed, and still it cannot be
said that Budhagupta’s coins are found more abundantly else-
where. And we have now stone images with inseriptions also
found there. These obviously cannot be explained away as easily
as the numismatic evidence. Further, Budhagupta’s inscriptions
have now been found very far East, viz. at Dinajpur in Bengal.
So far then from being a petty chief in the Western regions of
the Gupta Empire, Budhagupta appears to have been acknow-
ledged as ruler from Eran in the West to Sirnith and Benares
in the centre and on to Dinidjpur in Bengal. It seems unbelievable
that Skandagupta should have been ruling the same territories
at the same time. As we have already shown there is nothing
to suggest to us the adoption of such an improbable theory., It
can therefore be asserted with some confidence that Skanda-
gupta’s rule came to an end about 467 A. D,

Puragupta and Narasimhagupta’s dates.—Positive evidence of
the existence of these monarchs after 474 is nil. There are no
contemporary inseriptions or dated coins. f ~Their dates seem to
have been fixed with reference to the supposed defeat of the Hun
ruler Mihirakulaby Narasimhagupta, which event is conjectured
to have oceurred about 530 A, D. This would give these two
rulers a sway of at least 50 years. But this conflicts with the
numismatic evidence. The number of their known coins is parti-
cularly small when compared with those of others who ruled a
Reasons for Shorter time. Allan’s catalogue describes only four
:’lfalt‘tie";f coins of Pura and twelve of Narasimha. This by
short Telgns.  jtgelf would indicate that they had short ruleg. -And
when we remember that it was at about this time (c. 475 A, D.)
that the Gupta Empire was weakening in its hold; when rulers

* V. Smith in J. R, A, S, 1889, pagae 135, Vide also A,GO., p. Lxii,
1 L. A, 1902, page 266, ¥
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of Magadha * were estab]ishing a geparate dynasty in the east;
and another dynasty in the south of the Empire was strong °
enough to make grantst; and the Barbaric Huns were bes:_,ting
at the western } gates, it would be surprising if these two
monarchs of eircumseribed powers § managed to keep their
erowns intact for more than half a ecentury (480—. 535), as con-
temporaries and rivals of the Sirnath Kumiragupta and Budha-
gupta, who seems to have been the most powerful Gupta Emperor
after Skandagupta, having had a long and widely extended rule.
These considerations together with the numismatic evidence seem
to show that these two kings can hardly have ruled for very

long after Skanda’s death, which as we have shown occurred
about 467. ||

This would be compatible with the Mandasor inscription *
(F. GI. No. 18) which recording the restoration in 473 A. D, of
a temple built in 436 A. D, describes the interval in the following

words:—
TEAE AT TR QTR
Translation.—After a long time having been passed by many a king.........,
As both the local kings of Mandasor and their overiords
the Gupta Emperors are mentioned in the record it is not quite
clear which of the above two is referred to in this passage, if
the former then it is irrelevant to our enquiry; but if the latter
are intended then its meaning ecan only be intelligible if we accept
ag is now suggested that five kings
Kumiragupta I,
Skandagupta,
Puragupta,
Narasimhagupta,
Kumiragupta,
held sway in this period 486—473. It would be meaningless if
we had the second king Skanda going up to and beyond 473.
Against all these arguments there is but one in support of
Hinen Trang's D® dates accepted now viz.y that Narasimhagupta is
testimony- supposed tohave defeated Mihirakula about 530 A.D,,
-and that therefore the long interval hebtween Skanda’s last

* F. &1 int, P- 14, puts the first Magadha ruler-about 475.

t The Pravrdjak maharijas, F, GI., page 93. The first grant is dated 4765,
1 V8, EHL, p.

§ V8. EHIL, page 312,

| Even if Puragupta did not eo.

ma to the throne bef: Y
is some reason for thinking that he s Fg o Skandad ddarh: Wi thirg

may have done, £, GOy p. 1y,
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known date and 530 must be filied up by the two rulers Pura
It is submitted that this date 580 has been

and Narasimha.
It is in

assigned to Narasimha son of Pura an insufficient data.
fact based upon the following three assumptions :—

i» That Narasimhagupta, son of Puragupta, mentioned in
the genealogy given in the Bhitri seal ig identical with
Narsimha Baladitya of the coins,

That they are identical with Baladitya Raja of Magadha
who is mentioned by Hiuen Tsang.

iii. That this latter Baladitya defeated Mihirakula the Hun

chief {¢. 530 A. D.)
There is little that can be said against the first supposition
*but the other two are highly improbable as will now be shown,

tie

To start with, there is no evidence of this Emperor Nara-
simha, son of Pura, being Baladitya the Raja of Magadha men-
tioned by Hiuen Tsang. None of the many undoubted rajis of
Magadha had coins of the imperial type whereas Narasimha-
gupta’s coins are like those of the other Emperors. One cannot
help thinking that this supposition has no foundation beyond
the mere coineidence of the name Baladitya.

Next, the supposition that Mihirak ulawas ever defeated by

Bepsons, for  any Baladitya, (son of Pura, or Hiuen Tsang’s raja
HinenTsang. of Magadha) has even less to recommend itself. There
are several Buddhist and, as Professor Pathak has shown, Jaina
accounts of the tyrant Mihirakula, It is strange that none ex-
cept that of Hiuen Tsang ascribes his defeat to Biliditya. There
are many reasons for believing that Hiuen Tsang made & mis-
take. Hoernle who originally put forward the suggestion that
Narasimha biladitya defeated Mihirakula (J. A. S. B. 1889, page
96) later on withdrew it completely. In J. R. A.S. 1909 he
discusses this theory at great length and rejects it. It is
unnecessary to repeat those arguments here ; but certain other
considerations numismatic as well as inscriptional which conflict
with Hiuen Tsang will now be put forward.

Numismatically—(1) Narasimha Biliditya’s defeating l.uihira-
kula would bring him to ¢. 530 A. D. and thus give him and his
father Pura a reign of about 70 years. On the other hand, as
already mentioned, the number of known coins of Pura and
Narasimha is exceptionally small. This would be difficult to
#xplain if they had ruled down to 530,
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(2) If Narasimha ruled up to 530 A. D. his son Kumira .
must come later, and therefore must be different from the
Sirnath Kuméragupta. We should thus have three Kumaras.
Now the early emperors up to Skandagupta had their coins of
a weight fluctuating near 124 grains, Skanda introduced a
heavier stardard of about 144 grains. His successors kept to
this type. The known coins aseribable to the Kumaraguptas
fall into these two types and not mcre. The lighter ones have
so far, naturally, been assigned to Kumiragupta I, father of
Skanda; the heavier type, of which there are only a few known,

must belong to the later Kumiras. In these not more than one
type can be distinguished.

The evidence of coins is thus if anything in favour of identi-
fying the Sarnith Kumiragupta with Kumiragupta son of

Narasimhagupta Baladitya, though of course it cannot be said to
be conclusive.

Inscriptionally.—The Aphsad inseription* gives in great de-
tails the genealogy of the rulers of Magadha for nine generations
ranging from ¢. 475 to 672 A, D, Baladitya is not mentioned. Had
he been one of this lineage and a powerful king such as could
defeat and afford to set free a dreaded Hun warrior like Mihira-

kula, it is hardly likely that he would have been left unnamed
and his exploits unrecorded.

Next, Hiuen Tsang’s account is irreconcilable with the
Mandasor inseription mentioned already which makes it probable
that there had been several kings between 436 and 478 A. D.

Then, there is another ruler named Yashodharman who in
his inseriptions claims to have done what is attributed to Bali-
ditya by Hiuen Tsang. Obviously both these men could not have
done the same thing. Hoernle therefore firstf propounded
the hypothesis that Yashodharman might be a lieutenant of
Baladitya, and Vincent Smithi suggested that these princes had
formed a confederacy against the Huns. For neither supposi-
tion is there the slightest evidence. Had Yashodharman defeated
Mihirakula only as a general or an ally of Baladitya, it is in-
conceivable that Baladitya would have left no record of his own
achievements, even if Yashodharman was selfish enough to omit

* F. GI., page 200.
_t J. A.S. B.1889, page 96,
{ V8. EHI, page 318, *
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all reference to him in his version of the story. InJ. R. A. S,

1909 Hoernle gives up the theory first suggested by him and
shows that Hiuen Tsang must be wrong.

There is nothing to show that Mihirakula (or any other of
the Hun chiefs) ever penetrated as far east as Magadha. Their
kingdom was in the North-West of India; and their ravages' '
geem to have extended only to the western portions of the
Gupta Empire. Their known inseriptions in this part of India
are found in the following places :—

Eran, Saugor Distriet, Central Provinces (F. GI., page 158).

Gwalior (F. GL, page 151).

Mandasor (F. GI., pages 148—150)
all in the west, none in the centre or the east of the Gupta
kingdom. ‘

Again, Hiuen Tsang is admittedly wrong in some of his
facts, e. g., he puts Mihirakula several centuries before his time
(630 A, D). This conflicts with the accounts given by Yashodhar-
man by Jaina writers* and others.

Lastly there are palaeographic considerations. We have in
the Lucknow Museum a seal of Narasimha’s son Kumira. Ifit
was Narasimha who defeated Mihirakula about 530—535, this seal
must necessarily be of a later date. But the nature of the seript
indicates the contrary.

Even in the very first papert{ describing this seal which
gave to the world the name of Kumiragupta son of Narasimha-
gupta, Hoernle said that theseript of the seal was almost indenti-
cal with that of the Bhitri pillar inseription of Skandagupta
whose reign was supposed to have commenced about (¢. 535 minus
455) eighty years before. This must have attracted some notice,
for in 1902 Vincent Smith writing in the Indian Antiquaryt
after discussing the accepted date of this Kumaragupta son of
Narasimhagupta felt it necessary to add that the characters
of the inseription on the seal looked rather earlier.

The above considerations would seem to be enough to
dispose of any pretensions of the story related by Hiugn Tsang
to historical accuracy. It is probably an incorrect version of

* Prof. Pathak in the Bhandarkar Com, Vol,, p. 217,
+ J. A. 8, B, 1889,
1 1. A. 1903, page 364,
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the défeat of Mihirakula by Yashodarman. It is not eurpri.sing
that the aecount should be inaccurate ; Hiuen Tsang was given
this story whea he was in the Punjab ; and it is underst.a.n.dabl.e
that the men there did not remember the exact names and terri-
tories of kings in distant lands with whom their for.efa.thers had
fought. " The gurprising thing, on the other ha.n.d, is 'that for s_o
many years scholars should have pinned t}:_neu- faith to this
story, the reason doubtless being that up till now no other .
record had come to light to give us a different date for the later
emperors. In 1900, however, Hoernle refu.sed tor &cc.ept any
longer ‘* the late hearsay account of a foreigner against the
direct testimony of a contemporary Indian ”” (J. R. A. 8. 1909,
page 96). Again, Allan in his catalogue * says ‘¢ Whe-n the.re
appears to be a disecrepancy between contemporary inserip-°
tional evidence and that of a writer a century later with
strong Buddhistic bias it is clearly the latter’s statement that
must be doubted.”

As has been shown above there is not one but many in-
seriptions, (besides the Sirnith ones), and much other matter,
which are dificult to reconcile with Hiuen Tsang,

Hiuen Tsang’s story has been examined at some length
because that is the only record on which scholars have based
the dates of Pura, Narasimha and Kumira II

Kumara’s datee—There are no inscriptions or dated coins
known. We have only the palaeographic evidence of his seal.
Asg has been stated above (1) its seript is identical with that of
Skanda’s pillar (455—467) ; (2) it also does not appesr to be
later than that of the Saranath Inscriptions (474—477 A. D.);
(3) Budhagupta certainly commenced his reign in 477. We have
seen that he had an extensive kingdom ; it is not likely that he
would have rival kings in his territories like Pura, Narasimha
or Kumiri ; (4) Mandasor inseriptions (F. GI. No. 18) men-
tion the Emperor Kumaragupta. Fleet construes the document
80 a8 to get the date 493 M. E. for him. It is submitted that his
interpretation is wrong and the document gives the date 529
M. E. (=473 A. D.) for Kumiragupta. Full reasons are given
in a sbparate note at the end of this paper for this view
Kumira son of Narasimha, therefore, seems to have reigned
between the years 467 and 477 »

2 Bdition 1914, psge Ix,
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The conclusions at which we have arrived so far may be
Becspitula-  gummed up thus.
(1) The date ¢. 530 for Narasimha (based upon Hiuen Tsang)

should be discarded.
(2) No other certain dates are available for Pura, Narasimha

or Kumira son of Narasimha,
(3) Numismatic, inseriptional, and palaeographic evidence
indicates that
(a) The reigns of Pura and Narasimha were short.
(b) Narasimha’s son Kumiri was not far removed from
Skunda who died ¢. 467 A. D., and that he must have
ruled just before Budhagupta, 477 A. D.

It follows then that this Kumaragupta son of Narasimha-
gupta Biladitya was ruling the same country, and at the same
time as the Sirnith Kuméaragupta whose inscription of 474
has been discovered by Hargreaves ; and the question whether
they were different or identical is not difficult to answer. It is
improbable that they should be different. It has been shown
that known genealogies deseribe omly two Kumaiaras. Coins
also give only two distinet kinds. It seems probable therefore
that the Sarnath Kumaragupta and Kumaragupta son of
Narasimhagupta Baliditya are identical, a conclusion which is
also supported by a comparison of the seript of the Bhitri
record and the Sarnith inseriptions,

We are now able to give the limits of the reigns of these
three kings. Skanda died in 467, and was followed successively
by Pura and Narasimha and Kuméira. The last named was
ruling in 474 and Budhagupta in 477.

The proximity of these two dates renders it likely that
Budha succeeded Kumara. He therefore falls in the more natural
place of a successor of the Imperial Guptas, than that of a con-
temporary and a rival of theirs *. Before the Bhitri seal was
discovered and the names of Pura and his descendents known,
Fleet t suspected that Budhagupta and Bhanugupta were of
the same lineage as the Gupta emperors though perhaps fot in .
direct descent and accordingly he showed them in the genealogi-

® The three emperors Praka-aditya, Dvadasaditya and Ghntotﬁoohnguptn mens
tioned in A.GO,, pp. L Iv., must hu’o lived and died before Budbagupte,
T Iy qu page 1,
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cal table on page 17 just below Skandagupta. It was the dis-
covery of the Bhitri seal that upset everything Three new
Emperors Pura, Narasimha and Kumira were discovered and
dates had to be found for them. There was nodata. In the
circumstances Hiuen Tsang’s story was accepted and the year
¢. 530 assigned to Narasimha and the intervening period appor-
tioned among his predecessors.. Budhagupta’s dates however
had been fixed by undoubtable inseriptions and ecould not be
modified. He and his successor Bhinugupta had thus to be
relegated to the secondary position of minor contemporary
chiefs in Malva and the presence of his coins at Benares explain-
ed away by saying that pilgrims might have taken them there.
Now his inscriptions are found at Sarnath and in Bengal, It
cannot be said that they also were taken there by pilgrims Tt

seems more reasonable to reject Hiuen Tsang and the date 530
obtained from him. '

Budhagupta comes in then as a successor of Kumiragupta
son of Narasimhagupta Baladitya. His earliest date is 477 A. D,
(Sarndth) and the latest known from coins 494 A, D,

Allan discusses the case of three other Gupta kings—Pra-
kashiditya, Dvadashaditya,and Ghatotkochagupta—on pages I—
lv of his catalogue and concludes that they were contemporaries
of Pura and Narasimha and that therefore perhaps the (hitherto
unknown) descendants of Skanda. There is similarly the case
of Visnugupta, who is supposed to be a successor of Kumira
son of Narasimha. Unfortunately we have' no materials yet
for establishing their dates with any certainty, bu: from what
has been shown above it follows that they ecan only lie between

Skanda and Buddha. They cannot have co-existed with either
of these. ‘

Bhanugupta's date.—After Budhagupta we come across
Bhinugupta waging mighty wars*® in the west in the year 510

A.D.—perhaps against the Hunst. It cannot be said how he
stood towards Budhagupta,

Toramina and Mihirakula.—Toramana has left an inseription
at Eran { of the first year of his reign. It is not dated, but is
supposed to be not much later than 484 A. D. because in Budha-

* F. GL, p. 91,

1 A. GO, p. Ixii.
} ¥, G1,, p. 188, *
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'gupta’s inseription* of that year two brothers Matrivisnu
and Dhyéanivisnu are mentioned, and in Toramina’s the former
is said to have been dead while the latter was still alive. This,
however, would not tell us how soon after 484 Toromipa reck-.
oned his first year, and whether he ruled simultaneously with
or after Bhanugupta. Prof. Pathakt relying upon some Jaina
authorities assigns Toramana’s first year in Malva to 500 A, D.
and Mihirakula’s accession to 502 A. D. It would seem as if the
Huns had established . themselves in Malva even during Bhinu-
gupta’s lifetime and it was in the attempt to oust them that
he lost his life and the Gupta empire came to an end. Mihira-
kula then became the sole lord only to be crushed in his turn by

Yashodharman.

Asg there are more coins found of Narasimha than of Pura,
gﬁggg{ggy. it seems likely that he ruled a little longer. We may
therefore suggest tentatively the following dates : —

Kumiragupta 414—455 A.D.
Skandagupta 455—467

Puragupta 467—469
Narasimhagupta ... 469—473
Kumaiaragupta} 473—477
Prakashiditya ]

Dvadashaditya

Ghatotkocha;upt& Eisbyeoen. 46T and 477
Visnugupta . .

Budhagupta i 477—c. 494
Bhanugupta ¢ 510

Toramina ¢. 500

Mihirakula ¢. 502—530 (in Malva).

NoTE oN THE MANDASOR INSCRIPTION OF KUMARAGUPTA,
The Mélava years 493 and 529,
This inseription was discovered by some copyists of Dr.
Fleet and was published by him first in the Indian Antiquary and

*F.GIL, p. 88. .

1 Bhand. comm. vol., p. 217. e s

1 It might be asked if Kumaragupta's great grands~n Kumira II could come
to the throne within 18 years of the former. There is nothing improbable in this. The
reigns of Kumira I and his predecessors ha:l been all unusually long so that he must
bave been fairly aged when he died If parallel were needed, I would mention
Aurangzeb whose great grandson Farcukhsiyar came to the throne within six years of
his death, ‘ ' ' ' y

w 2
D
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later in his Corpus Inseriptionum Indicarum, vol. III, page 79.
He interprets it to mean that Kumiragupta was ruling in the
first mentioned year (493 M. E). But it seems-more probable
that it is with the date 529 M. E. that the context connects
this king.

-

The eulogy begins with an account of a guild of silk weavers
who migrated from Lita to Dashapur having been attracted -
by the virtues of the kings of the latter country. It describes
how this place became the ‘‘ forehead-decoration’ of the Earth,
(Jines 3-8).

These men on settling down in Dashapur adopted various
professions in which they excelled, but the old occupation of
silk weaving seems to have remained their firte. In spite of
their worldly prosperity, however, they realised that the world

was transitory and became possessed of a virtuous and stable
understanding, (lines 9-12).

fFramadefrtrmastrEaiatfaat afafaeeg |
mgwq&mamﬁmmm afecrz=raaatg | k2 1
SgEanIFatTaaAEai gwﬁa&‘raﬁ‘mﬁmm |

AT raEgTgeRtfaddt Farae gt amafy 1 k3
SEIEPIRNETE EES IRERN) mma? gfa qrfdamng |

@ Qe atErat T St aqfyzaasat 1 e 0
HAFTHIAGT: Wm-arwm&wzz@mwu I

FAEH: AYAAATE 972 WA ANFAIGEITIIUAGE N 9

TR TR AN TYA qegfirt angRaustany |

Teafieal quargTet feraeageda: I % i

mﬁﬁgmmﬁwﬁwm TeRETgTg AR AT

mmﬁﬂ‘mﬁﬁ«&mu FEATT I fyata: Qs
ITARTAT T TP THATARG AT, |

IR TAIARE AT Seaai I HT SRR 1 ] 1)

afmmafafaafag? agaaiogr
Wmﬁn

W‘ﬁ’ﬁm TR SeaTmid: 1180

frefitgstiras Fﬂ;r&“wratﬁwmmﬁm
TEfarfageafafyy Twfaafas °
st m:;‘—'% wa-nﬁm TELT

Wmﬁgmm 3{
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QuftmrraergaarmggstaTy Rarwarie? |
mﬁmm%mﬁaammﬁmﬁw&m nWRN
EACTIMATAIATHANAT  (ATATRIAANA G ST ATI AR
frifaagfafmmd @

ATAT TARTAT ATX JITFED |

Rragafirdsgtal gat T ¥
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Fra AR AR ATy, 38
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xRty dEwTraEnTa: fafrg |
Partial Translation.
Having reflected that the world is very unsteady being biown about by the
wind like the charming ear ornaments (made of sprigs) of the women of the Vidya-

dharas, and similarly the estate of man and accumulations of wealth, large though
they may be they became possessed of a virtuous and stable understsndmg

In the time of Kumiragupta's rule over the (whole) Earth (havmg the verge
of the four oceans for its girdle, and Sumeru_and Kailas mounmins for its large

breasts)—
There was a ruler Vishvagarman who was equal in intellect to Shukra and
Bnhsapau who became the most eminent of princes on the Earth ; whose deeds in
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war were equal to those of Partha ; ............His son (was) Ring Bandhuverman
possessed of firmness and statesmanship........ccvniuinin

In the tige of the rule of this very Bandhuvarman the high shouldered one
and the best among kings, over Dashapura which had been brought to a stite of
great prosperity, a noble (and) unequalled temple of the bright rayed (sun) was
caused to be built by the silk-cloth weavers, as a guild, with the stores of wealth
acquired by the exercise of their craft ;......

In that season which unites men with (their) lovely mistresses..,...when, by
(the reckoning from) the tribal constitution of the Malavas, four centuries of years
creased by ninety-three had elapsed ; in that season when the low thunder
of the muttering of the clouds is to be weleomed, on the excellent thirteenth day
of the bright fortnight of the mouth Suhasya,—this temple was established, with °
the ceremony of auspicious benediction.

In the course of a long time, passed by many kings, a part of this temple fell
into decay.

So now, in order to increase their own glory, the whole of this most noble
house of the sun has been repaired again by the munificent guild......Thus when
five centuries of years increased by twenty and nine years had elapsed on the

charming second lunar day of the bright fortuight of the month Tapasya...the
whole of this city was decorated with (this) best of temples

By command of the guild and from devotion this temple of the Sun was
caused to be built, and this (BEulogy) that precedes, was with particular
care, composed by Vatsabhatti. Hail to the composer and the writer and those
who read or listen Lo it. Let there be success.

This inseription therefore was ecomposed and set up on the
occasion of the repair of the temple which had been built pre-
viously and had fallen into disrepair. For the sake of clearness
the chief stages in the description may be set forth again.

(i) The guild is prosperous and inclined to virtue,

(ii) Inthe reign of Rumiragupta over the whole of the
Earth.

(iii) There was a raja named Vishvavarman at Dashapur,

(iv) His son Bandhuvarman excels in all "good qualities
and in the time of this very king the guild built the
temple in 493 M. E,

(v) The temple having fallen down, now therefore the
guild repairs it in 529 M. E.

The construction which strikes one first is
c

(A) That during the suzerainty of Kuméragupta, there
was & local ruler named Vishvavarman. That the

latter’s son was Bandhu in whosge time the ¢

: emple
was built (493 M, E.) . )



THE DATES OF SKANDAGUPTA AND HIS SUCCESSORS. 19

This will give no date for Kumaragupta.

(B) But Fleet does not interpret the inseription in this
way. He says that a parenthesis begins at (ii) In the reign of
K. G.... and that a second parenthesis begins at (iii) about
Visvarman;, Thus according to him the context of (ii) Kuma-
ragupta is with (iv) the passage about Bandhuvarman., He

. therefore gets the date 493 M. E. for Kumiragupta.

It might be mentioned that Fleet was anxious to find the
date of a known Gupta king in some era other than the Gupta
era in order to establish the date of its commencement. Till
the time of his writing only one Kumiragupta (son of Chandra
II) was known and the date 529 M. E. would not have fitted him

*at all. On the other hand the date 493 M. E. fell in the middle
of the reign of Kumara, son of Chandra, and was thus suitable in
every way. Fleet therefore does not appear to have taken the
trouble of discussing any alternative interpretation.]

Both these constructions are open to the grave objection
that the eulogy does not give the name of the ruler at the time
when it was composed, inscribed, and set up ; whereas it gives
the name of a king (Bandhuvarman) who ruled 36 years before,
and also of his father, and of their overlord (Kumiragupta).
This seems so strange and is so opposed to general practice
that the following analysis of the inseriptions in Fleet’s book
will not be out of place.

Leaving this inscription (No. 18), there are in this book
eighty others, of which no less than 65 record the name of the
king. Of these sixty-five, 2 are posthumous, 2 fragmentary,
9 have no incident narrated being merely seals and the like.
The remaining 52 gave the name of the king ruling at the
time when the main incident recorded took place : there is mot
a single inscription similar to what Fleet would have us believe
this one, viz :—naming past kings but omitting the name of the
reigning-monarch.

It seems therefore permissible to try and find out if some
other valid interpretation free from this objeotion is not .poseible.

(C.) It is suggested that it is unnecessary to.suppose that
there is a parenthesis within parenthesis as Fleet did ; and that
the passage (ii) In the reign of Kumdragupta is the usual form of
giving the name of thd.ruler of the:time-at :¥he head of the i.n-
soription ; and:that the passagas (iii) .and-(iv):that follow form
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a single parenthesis describing the origin of the temple, and
" leading to the main statement in passage (v) about its repair in
529 M. E. The context of Kumaragupta is thus with this Iatter
statement about the repair in 529 M. E,

I submitted this interpretation first to Mr. R. Burn and
then at his suggestion to Dr. A. Venis, who gave a great deal
of his time and attention to the subject and finally said that -
the interpretation offered did not offend any ruie or usage of
Sanskrit composition, and was not less probable then the others.
One of Dr. Venis’ pupils who was also consulted gve hig opinion
in favour of the interpretation put forward by we. Maha-
mahopadhyaya Dr. Ganga Nath Jha, Professor of Sanskrit at the
Muir Central College, Allahubad, also prefers wy interpretation”
to Fleet’s. Hesays ‘‘l am not a trained epigraphist and so can-
not express any opinion on the historical aspect of the matter.
Speaking as a grammarian, I consider construction A to be
the most natural. Of the other two, (U) is preferable to (B),
which to me seems forced. If there is to be a break in the econ-
tinuity of the composition, it seems hetter grammatically to

connect FHIT X qfi‘:a‘h"\ autEfa with a";am&aq\ than with

anything in between.”’

The only eriticism that can be made against my reading is
that there is FLFEY i €., a rather long parenthesis. Bugt it is sub-
mitted (1) that this objection appliee doubly to Fleet’s reading
which assumes a longer parenthesis and one parenthesis within
another. (2) That there are other examples in which the name
of the ruling king is given at the beginning, and is followed by a
piece of old history leading up to the statement of the main

event ¢. g. F. GI. No. 15 :—
faga
TR e naaaE
AN T wfqgaagaass qaaiaws ; |
T TR fafaggagy: AT R
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quIER T 9% SNiEFAlaE SEgteT Hat
St sTaaT R T fmmaamgarmﬁ'aea T
gegreaTataean "R a"aarazaaum{
Jaeav-ganefifadgaunion: sidsatnzn

Translation.

; Perfection has been attained ! In the tranquil reign of Skanda-

. gupti whose hall of audieace is shaken by the wind caused by
the falling down (in the act of pe-forming obeisance) of the
heads of a hundred kings, who isborn iu the lineage of the Guptas;
whose fame, is spread far and wide; who excels all others is pros-
perity ; who resembles the good Sakra; and who is the lord of a
sundred kings ; in the one hundredth year, increased by thirty
and ten and one, the month of Jyeshtha having arrived.

In this jewel of a village which is known by people under

the name of Kakubha which is pure from association with holy

men, there was the highwminded Bhattisoma who was the soun

of Somila the receptacle of many good qualities.

His son (was) Rudrasoma of great intellect and fame, and
who had the ot..er appeilation of Vyaghra.

His son was Madra who was specially full of affection for
Brahmans and religious preceptors and ascetics. He being
alarmed when he observed the whole of this world passing
through a succesgjon of changes acq uired himself a large mass of
religious werit. (Aud by hiw), - haviug set up for tie sake of
finul beatitude, and for the weifure of all existing being, tive
excellent lmages made of stone, of these who led the way in the
path of the Arhats who practice religious observances,—there
was then planted if the ground this most beautiful pillar of
stone which resemble the tip of the summit of the best moun-
tains, and which confers fame (upon him.)

It will be seen that the context of the first line ‘“In the reign
of Skandagupta’ is with the passage in the last dine ‘¢ there was
planted this pilury et )’ —the intervening passages being ong long
parenthesis, Our mscuptxon (No. 18) should, it is submitted,
be comstrued similarly.

Rules of syntax being thus at least equally in favour of
the constructions (A) (B)'n.nd (C) given above, the consideration
about the extreme improbability of putting up an inseription
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without naming the ruling king should incline us to accept the
last interpretation.*

Had it been the building of the temple that was the main
event recorded, and the repair only shortly afterwards and in
the reign of the same king, one could have imagined the kind of
construction (A) or (B). But here there is an express statement
that after the building of the temple there was a distinet interval
in whieb many kings ruled; and the temple fell into decay and
“‘now therefore the guild restores .it.”’ There can thus be no
doubt that it was the restoration that was the occasion of the
setting up of this inseription, its raicon dsire, and the king ruling
at the time was several degrees removed from the one reigning
when it was built. ‘ .

The inseription thus gives us two facts : —

(;) Kumiragupta was ruling in 529 M, E. =473 A, D,

(ii) There were several kings between 437 and 473 A. D.

The date 473 A. D. for Kumiaragupta agrees surprisingly
with 474 A, D. given by the Sirnith inseriptions. The two
records thus support each other, and strengthen the case for
believing that Kumiragupta, son of Narasimhagupta, ruled
¢. 473 and not ¢ 530-550.

® Assuming this conclusion to be true, if we go back to the inscription and
try to im-ge the poet composing it we see that he would naturally write in the order
given in the text, He had to describe (1) the glory of the guild (2) the res.
toration by it of a temple. Before describing the repairs h% should of conrse give
an account of how the temple came to be atall, Hence. when he came to the passage
ﬁaﬂ'l'( ‘I% .{f\ﬂa'h{ SI![ITG’% he had to check himself and to say ‘now I must go
back and state how in the time of such and such king this temple cam- into being
and subsequently decayed.' Having done that be would take up the thread of his
previous narrative and go on aa}gg:ﬂ the guild repairs it. It is difficult to image
the working of the mind of the compose: of Fleet’s version of this-inscription,

-



