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ABSTRACT: A fairly viable restoration of the abysmally lacerated and immensely contentious epigraph of the
reign of Maharaja Bhadramagha dated in year 86 discloses information pertaining to a structural endowment
which appears to be a ‘temple’. A disquisition on this adjunct to the narrative of the architectural progression of
shrines to its culmination in stone temples displaying the conventional structural form is the purpose of this
paper.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A mutilated inscription of year 86, depicting the transitional character of the language employed in the
Kosam inscriptions characterised by the tendency of progressive Sanskritisation without altogether eliminating
Prakrit,!! was discovered by Daya Ram Sahni.”) The script displaying an interesting melange of Kushana and
Gupta alphabets of the eastern variety belongs to the Brahmi alphabet of the later Kushana period.! The task of
decipherment was effectuated by its discoverer and his readings along with a facsimile appeared in Epigraphia
Indica Vol. XVIII, p. 160."! DC Sircar altered some readings and published it along with annotations in his
Select Inscriptions, Vol 1, p. 163.) Sten Konow!®, while editing the year 87 inscription of the reign of
Bhadramagha for the twenty third volume of Epigraphia Indica, suggested that the two epigraphs were
practically identical and restored many defaced aksharas of the year 86 inscription by comparing it with the year
87 epigraph. Albeit, Sten Konow was nearer to the solution than both Sahni and Sircar, still many alterations
suggested by him are unacceptable.”” We had earlier suggested a conjectural restoration of the year 86
epigraph®, which, though risking repetition, we wish to reproduce here.

Text

1 [Siddham] Maharajasya $r1 Bhadramal™

2 [ghasya savatsare] 80 (+) 6! varsha paksha 3 divasa 5

3 [etayarh puruvayari pallanakara]sya Saparasya putrehi Madgali

4 [putrehi Sanikaya Sandhakena cha bhaga]vatya aryaya devadara"
5 [sthapita |* Punyar vardhatu ||*]"'!

It can be inferred from the phrase ‘bhagavatya aryaya devadara’, which should be rendered as
‘bhagavatyah aryayah devadvaram’, that the inscription is alluding to a ‘temple’™! of a Goddess. The
information at our disposal pertaining to the architectural progression of shrines to its culmination in structural
temples made from stone provides no hindrance in concluding the existence of some sort of a ‘temple’ in 164
AD!M, for structural temples belonging to the Kushana period are already known to us.!'! Whether this temple
was a structural temple made from stone as is found in the Gupta period, or its superstructure was constructed
using perishable materials, or it was a $aila or brick shrine like the ones we find in the pre-Kushana and Kushana
times remains to be seen.l'®! Nonetheless, this temple, dedicated to the Goddess, adds a new chapter to the
narrative of the antiquity of temples in ancient India.
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NOTES AND REFERENCES:

Sten Konow as cited in Jagannath and J.N. Banerjea, ‘The Rise and Fall of the Kushana Power’ in A Comprehensive history of
India, Vol. II, ed. by K.A.N. Sastri, Orient Longmans Pvt. Ltd., Calcutta, 1957, p. 260, fn. 3).
Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XVIIIL, p. 158
While the signs used for representing the medial vowels- a and e by horizontal side strokes, i by a curve to left on top of the
consonant; ga and $a with rounded tops; ja, pa and va with flat angular forms are typical of Kushana writing, the characters for bha,
sa and ma show an advanced form from the ones found in most Kushana documents. We find the characteristic ha of the eastern
variety of Gupta Brahmf.
DR Sahni’s (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XVIII, p. 160) reading of the Text:

1 .. Maharajasya $r1 Bhadram[&ghasya]

2 [Sarhvatsa]ré 80 8 varsha paksha 3 divasa 5

3o sya Samarasya(?) puttra Him[i]ngana

4 .....ayayadavadara.
DC Sircar’s (Select Inscriptions, Vol. 1, University of Calcutta, Calcutta, 1942, p. 365) reading of the Text:

1 [Svasti] Maharajasya $1T Bhadrama[ghasya]

2 [Sarhvatsar€] 80 (+*) 6 varsha-paksha 3 divasa 5

3 * * * kasya Sama(pa)rasya puttra-Hemangana

4 * * * * [datta] ayaya devadara.
Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXIII, pp. 245-248.
What was read by DR Sahni as 8 was amended by Sten Konow to the letter da (Ibid., p. 247). Sten Konow also rejected the
possibility of the second line showing the numeral 80 read by DR Sahni and read it as t&€ (Ibid.). Furthermore, the epigraph
deciphered by DR Sahni is not exactly identical with the inscription dealt by Sten Konow (Ibid., p. 247). Unlike the year 86
epigraph, the purpose of the year 87 inscription deciphered by Sten Konow was to set up two slabs intended to form a seat for an
image of Devi (Ibid., p. 246). Furthermore, we do not concur with Konow’s assertion that the slab (containing the inscription
deciphered by DR Sahni) was discarded because the engraver had made some serious mistakes in copying the draft (Ibid., p. 247).
J Oberoi ‘A Conjectural Restoration of the Year 86 Epigraph of Mahardja Bhadramagha’, in International Journal of Current
Research, 9, (05), 2017, p. 50865.
DR Sahni (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XVIII, p. 160) and Sten Konow (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXIII, p. 247) take the name of the
reigning king to be Bhadramegha. The year 81 inscription of the same king puts it beyond doubt that the name of the monarch was
Bhadramagha (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXIV, p. 256).
DR Sahni read the date as 88 (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XVIII, p. 160). It was corrected to 86 by KP Jayaswal (History of India, 150
A.D. to 350 A.D., Motilal Banarsi Dass, Lahore, 1933, p. 230, note 3) and the same was followed was DC Sircar (Select
Inscriptions, Vol. 1, University of Calcutta, Calcutta, 1942, p. 365).
DR Sahni (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XVIII, p. 160, fn. 1) read ayayadavadara in the fourth line and interpreted the compound as
arya-yadava-darah, the wife of the noble Yadava. Sircar (Select Inscriptions, Vol. 1, University of Calcutta, Calcutta, 1942, p. 365)
is correct in taking the intended reading as aryayah devadvarar.
It is extremely difficult to discern where one line ends and where the following line begins. DR Sahni (Epigraphia Indica, Vol.
XVIIL, p. 160) noticed traces of aksharas which had survived in the rest of the defaced surface of the slab. The epigraph must have
continued after ‘devadara’, probably, running into the fifth line.
G Bailey (trans. The Ganesa-Purana, Part-I, Upasana Khanda, Motilal Banarsidass, New Delhi, 2015, p. 246) takes the term
‘devadvara’ in the Upasana Khanda of the Gane$a-Purana to denote a temple.
We have inscriptions dated from the year 51 (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXXI, pp. 177) to 139 (JF Fleet, Corpus Inscriptionum
Indicarum, III, 1888, pp. 266-267) of the Magha dynasty. The controversy here is apropos the attribution of these dates to a known
samvat. A Cunningham, (Archaeological Survey of India Reports, Vol. I, Superintendent of Government Printing, Calcutta, 1885,
pp. 119-120) while discussing the date of the Ginja inscription of year 52 of Maharaja Bhimasena, referred the date to either to the
era of the Seleukidae (which he thought to have been used by the Kushanas) or of the Guptas. “In the former case”, he writes, “it
must be taken as the year 452 of the era, the hundreds being omitted, and would correspond with 140 AD while in the latter case it
would correspond with the year 166 + 52=AD 221" (according to Cunningham's reckoning of the Gupta era). He noted that while
the characters of the inscription were of the earliest Gupta forms, the opening was worded in the well-known style of all the shorter
Indo-Scythian inscriptions because of which he felt constrained to assign the record to the earlier period. Fleet (Corpus
Inscriptionum Indicarum, III, 1888, p. 266) while publishing a Kosam Inscription of Bhimavarman of year 139 referred the year to
the Gupta era and took Bhimavarman to be a feudatory of King Skandagupta. DR Sahni (Op.cit.), who read 88 in the inscription
under discussion, referred the era to that of the Guptas and placed the record in 407 AD. KP Jayaswal (History of India, 150 A.D. to
350 A.D., Motilal Banarsi Dass, Lahore, 1933, pp. 108-109), taking the Maghas as feudatories of the Vakatakas and the
Kalachuri-Chedi era of 248 AD marking the foundation of the Vakataka power, posited that the Maghas used the samvat of their
overlords. DR Bhandarkar (A List of Inscriptions of Northern India, p. 173, note 3), NG Majumdar (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXIV,
p. 147) and Krishna Deva (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXIV, p. 256) designated the Kalachuri-Chedi era of AD 248-49 to be the
samvat employed by the Maghas in their records. A Ghosh (Indian Culture, Vol. 1, No. 4, p. 716) had suggested that the possibility
of some local era, connected with the dynasty, being used in the Magha inscriptions cannot be overlooked. AS Altekar (AS Altekar
& RC Majumdar, eds., The Vakataka-Gupta Age, Motilal Banarsi Dass, Banaras, 1954, p. 38, note 2) rejected the likelihood of the
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Kalachuri-Chedi or Gupta era being used by the Maghas to date their inscriptions. He pointed out that the Kalachuri era was never
employed in the region under Magha hegemony. “The most fatal objection”, he writes, “against referring the dates to the Chedi or
the Gupta era is the contemporaneity of some of these rulers with the Imperial Guptas, which it renders inevitable” (Ibid.). It is
almost unlikely that the Guptas would have allowed a feudatory family ruling in the heart of their dominions to mint coins and issue
inscriptions without mentioning their overlords (B Lahiri, Indigenous States of Northern India; ¢.200BC to 320AD, University of
Calcutta, Calcutta, 1974, p. 129). The omission of any reference to Gupta sovereignty, observe JN Banerjea and Jagannath
(Jagannath and JN Banerjea, “The Rise and Fall of the Kushana Power” in A Comprehensive history of India, Vol. II, ed. by K.AN.
Sastri, Orient Longmans Pvt. Ltd., Calcutta, 1957, p. 260, note 3), in the Magha inscriptions shows that they were not Gupta
feudatories. They cogently remark that as the Maghas were originally the subordinates of the Kushanas, it is only natural that they
should adopt the era used by their overlords. Furthermore, the Kanishka era must have been well known in Kausambi region for
three inscriptions of the years 2 (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXIV, pp. 210-212), 5 (GR Sharma, Kushana Studies, University of
Allahabad, Allahabad, 1968, p. 44) and 6 (Ibid.) of Kanishka’s reckoning have been found from Kosam. Kanishka’s rule over
Kausambi has also been alluded to in his Rabatak inscription (B.N. Mukherjee, Kushana Studies: New Perspectives, Firma KLM,
Calcutta, 2004, pp. 100-101). Thus we can assign the inscription under discussion, like all Magha records, to the Kanishka/Saka era
of 78 AD. It must be pointed out that many scholars like NP Chakravarti (Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXXI, pp. 173-176), VV Mirashi
(Epigraphia Indica, Vol. XXVI, pp. 304), AS Altekar (Op.cit.), DC Sircar (Op.cit., note 1), Bela Lahiri (Indigenous States of
Northern India, ¢.200BC to 320AD, University of Calcutta, Calcutta, 1974, pp. 129-130), Jagannath (Jagannath and JN Banerjea,
“The Rise and Fall of the Kushana Power” in A Comprehensive history of India, Vol. II, ed. by K.A.N. Sastri, Orient Longmans
Pvt. Ltd., Calcutta, 1957, p. 260, note 3), JN Banerjea (Ibid.), A Agrawal (“Inscriptions, ¢.200BC-AD750”, in History of Ancient
India Vol. IV: Political History and Administration, c.200BC-Ad750, ed. by D.K. Chakrabarti & M Lal, Vivekananda International
Foundation in assc. with Aryan Books International, New Delhi, 2014, p. 333), AM Sastri (Early history of the Deccan: Problems
and Perspectives, Sundeep Prakashan, Delhi, 1987, p. 142) refer the dates of Magha epigraphs to the era of 78 AD. Thusly, referring
the dates of the Magha records to the era of 78 AD, the epigraph under discussion can be placed in 164 AD.

German excavations conducted at the extensive mound of Sonkh near Mathura revealed an apsidal temple, possibly dedicated to the
Mother-Goddess (PK Agrawala, Gupta Temple Architecture, Prithvi Prakashan, Varanasi, 1981, p. 18). A terracotta plaque from
Kumrahar, which has a buddhist inscription in the Kharosthi script dated in the second century AD, depicts the image of a temple
(LH Phuoc, Buddhist Architecture, Grafikol, United States of America, 2010, p. 242).

PK Agrawala, Gupta Temple Architecture, Prithvi Prakashan, Varanasi, 1981, pp. 20-21. Stella Kramrisch, The Hindu Temple, Vol.
1, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 2007, p. 109, fn. 39.
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