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A Simple Two Mint Model for Western Kshatrapa Coinage

Pankaj Tandon'

The coinage of the Western Kshatraffeeyeafter WKs)s one of the most well
understood series of Indian coins. Thanks to the facts that the coinslyyparak not
only the issuer but also his father and that many of the coins, from Rudrasimha |
onwards, are dated, numismatists have been able to construct a very coherent chronology
for both the rulers and their coins. Tvery well constructed series hasen ably
presented in two excellent recent catalogue&/Kfcoins, those of Jha and Rajgor
(hereafter J&R)and Senior.Nevertheless, problems and open questions remain.

One of the standard tools that numismatsigloyto study coin series and
therebyuse them to shed light on history is to analyze and organize the coins by their
mint of issue. Surprisingly, no one hag taken this approach to improviogr
understanding of WK coins. In a recent pabehavesuggestethat such an approach
can helpus to solvesomevery old problems in WK historyAccordingly, in this paper |
aim to flesh out my suggestion in greater detail and to look more deeply into a possible
division ofthe silverWK coinage over a fairly long periadto the product of two mis.
| recognize that this is a highly simplified, probably overly simplistic, model of the actual
mint structure of the coinage. But | wish to look at whether we might improve our
understanding of Western Kshatrapa history by making this simplenintoasumption.
| also use the opportunity to publish for the first time many unlisted WK coin types from
my collection.

Let me state at the outset that | have no specific geographic information that
would allow me to separate WK coins by mint. We normallyri¢hat any given issue
was from a particular mint by the geographic distribution of finds. If there is a
concentration of one particular type, distinguished by a mintmark or other such
distinguishing feature, from one particular region, we conclude tagpérticular type
wasprobablyissued from a mint in that particular region. | have no such informftion
WK coins What | do know is that it is possible to divide many of the coin series among
the early Western Kshatrapa rulers into two distinct sénegsseparate the coins
naturally into two distinct groups. And what | am proposing in this paper is a hypothesis
that these two groups may have been the products of at least two different mints. Making
this assignment of the two groups tatdistinct Iacations then pras useful in
explaining several of the known anomalies in the WK coin&gehe reader should think
of this-id®d a@&xfewlcatse. I n what foll ows, I
were at least two official WK mints, differgated by certain characteristics of the
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coinage, and smg whether this assumption leads us to an improved understanding of
WK history.

My gereral impression is thatilver WK coins are found mostly in Gujarat and
were probably minted there. J&R providdist of hoard and stray finds of WK coins and
| have compiled their information in Table 1. Apart from one very large hoard (the
Jogelthambi hoard of 13,250 coins) which was found in Maharashtra, the table shows
clearly that the bulk of the finds are@ujarat, and it is reasonable to suppose that the
coins were minted in that state. Unfortunately, J&R do not provide a breakdown of the
finds by the key criterion that | suggest can beduseallocate the coins by mirtheir
legends, so it is not possiilo see if there is grpattern in the finds. But that getting
ahead of the story.

Table 1: Finds of WK coins, by state

# of . # of . Total

State hoards # Coins finds # Coins # Coins
Andhra Pradesh 2 259 2 10 269
Bihar 1 1 1
Gujarat 26 23,350 18 355 23,705
Karnataka 1 61 1 ? 61
MadhyaPradesh 5 1,010 11 14 1,024
Maharashtra 8 15,168 19 3P 15,202
Rajasthan 2 2,762 4 glo 2,770

Source: Compiled from J&R, Appendixpp. 6877.

| was lal to the idea of different mints not by any observatmmshe geographic
distribution of finds, but rather as a solution to a problem: the identities of the rulers
known asDUnajadasri | andd U ma g hll§1andrg/ earlier paper, | argued that these
two rulers were one and the same, a king nameédm a z $bdetime summarize the
argument here in order to show how the idea of different mints arodeuarttis idea
helps us to better understand the WK coinage.

TheruerDUmaz Ud a i
The problem starts with RudradUman.
R u d r andadlthedr father: OnajadasriD U ma g hasdaRddrasimha. In his catalogue

® Includes coins from only 23 of the hoards as the number of coins in the remaining 3 hoards was not
recorded.

® No information was available on the number ofsdiound in 5 of the stray finds.

" No information was available on the number of coins found in 4 of the stray finds.

8 Includes coins from only 4 of the hoards as the number of coins in the remaining 4 hoards was not
recorded.

° No information was availde on the number of coins found in 2 of the stray finds.

% Includes information on only 2 of the finds.

11 J&R, as did earlier authors, listed only one ruler nabétima g hs ad s on o f
Robert Senior has argued that Chastana had aebmigo name® Uma g h s and& i ng
DUmaghls ada

Ther e

RudradUman. H
RudradUmanos



of WK coins at the British Museum,E. J. Rapson had suggested thénBjadasri and
D U ma g haera cha and the same person. At the nub of the problem was the
compound Breftaghsainithe hame ob U ma g hRapsdnahought this
letter might represent the Persian leigrso that the second syllable of the name would
readz UdParsianfofis on of . 0 Rapson t hmeasterssaftgggest ed t ha
representing theame aD U ma g hiitidllg, @ecided to Indianize it, changing the
letterghsato a simplga to represent the souzdand adding the syllabki at the end
to complete the I ndianizatiDddmagThlswEshai n Rapso
i Dmajld asriinds cwer e sequential in that order anc
name were explained as a conscious decision made at a particular point Motiengaat
| have changed the spelling of the two names by adding a second londchehging
D U aghsad#o D U ma g hasdWDdnajadasri to Dnajllasri in order to reflect the
nameD U ma z Nbdeaof the londJdiacritical marks are visible on the WK coins and
therefore have to benposed on the basis of the codte
Part of Rapson0 semmaeadanrthe fadt that the Bdtshu bt s
Mu s e uDnibnsa g hceirls dtahe time all named the ruler as kshatrapa only, while the
DUnajltasri coins named him as kshatrapa on some and mahakshatrapa on others. It was
natural therefore fdRapsorto have presumedssuming the coins were all issued by the
same rulerthattheD U ma g hceirls dere earlier. But, pointing out that we now know
of DU ma g hesires daming the rulerasmatk s hat r apa, J&R pronounce
argument as A ab'8J&R ignoretheypossihility that the latt@hdal]
might represent anything else, appearing to take it at face value, and arguing therefore
that the names najadasri an®® U ma g hase aaddiferent that they must be the names
of two different rulers.
However, therdnas been a long held view that thecadled letteghsashould not
be taken at face value, that it in fact represents a foreign sasifithpson had suggested
Indeed, there is also a long held view that the letter is not meangttsaat all, butysa
The Br Uhghgandyaate diffiaulsto distinguish, so there has always been a
debate about which letter was intended h&he debate is reviewed in detail in my
earlierpaper. Authors such as N. B. DivatfaRapson, J&R and Senior opted to see th
letter agghsa Except for Rapson, these authpeshapgreferghsabecause this mak
the name more pronounceableydu are reading the names as writtéis much easier
to sayD U ma g hitmreDdJanysada even easier to say Ghsamotika (the name of
Chastanabés father, where the compound | etter
On the other hand, authors suctGaBiihler'® H. Liiders!® and, more recently,
experts on the Arapacana syllabary such as R. Saldfinawe read the letter gsaand

12E_J. RapsorCatalogue of the Coins of the Andhra Dynasty, the Western Ksatrapas, the Traikutaka
Dynasty and the Bodhi Dynastyondon, British Museum, 1908.

13J&R, ibid., p. 8.
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hawe been quitsurethat it is meant to represent the foreign sozadClearly scribes in
|l ndi a, whether writing in Kharoshthi or Br Uh
names that contained the lett@r since neither of the Indian scripts had a letter for this
sound. On bilingual GreeKharoshthi coins, we see vaus solutions to this problem.
The IndeGreek kings Zoilos had their nartranscribed ashoila, the IndeScythian
nameAzes was written a8ya, Azilises was transcribed Agilishaand Zeionises
appeared as Jihunia. Thus Kharosfihjha andyawere allused asepresentaties for
the soundza I n BrUhmo we have the one instance, s
Piroysaon certain late Kushan or Kidarite gold dinars that has been understood to
represent the name Piroz. So here we have an instaBce &f lysagpparently being
used to represe za

A key new piece of evidence has now appeared that seems to settle any remaining
doubts. There exist certain rare copper bildi
recently for the first time by Harry Falf that have the namoysiyai n B roJthem o
obverse andojhiyain Kharoshthi on the reverse, presumably representing the name of a
king Koziya. Of courssomemight insist that the obverse legend might r€adhsiya
but | believe the evidence at thisie is overwhelming that the letter question is
intended to bgsa But that is beside the point. The more important point is that the
Koziya coins show incontr ove whethdnlsapr t hat t he
ghsg is not to be read as written butilgended to represent the sowadWe know that
Kharoshthijhais sometimes used to represeatind that must be what it is doing in this
name. | f t h e gekuinelyKgjlsya, asaoppesediaKkeziyé,could have
been written as such in t htisw8mdaldored transl it e
demonstrads that the letter is serving a different function: it is represemnting

Of course if this ligature represerttain the name Koziya, it no doubt represents
the same sound in the nani2&) ma zabddZamotikaThus the name read as
D U nghsala, which shouldb e r e a d Undseepiedemsathe sanieU ma z Thd a
final piece of evidence, that should dispel any lingering doubts, is that the name
DUmazhlthdsa a perfectly intell iNgbodyhasyemeani ng:
proposed a meabDihegbhsald @r t he name A

Having est Dbighsal@e ¢ htoludtd ft eBAUmyz beaveead a:
return to the question of whetharnotthis D U ma zwddgtlee same king as
AbDnajlasri .o Rapsonds argument that the name
certain dée was shown by J&R to be untenaltiterther, J&R pointed out that the
i Dnaj a daadid W mhsaladc oi ns treat the nameTheof Rudr ac
patronymic on the Omajadasri coins read®u d r aapudrasa while on the
D U nghsalacoins it readRud r a dpltrasa J&R therefore concludithat
i Dnaj a deans® Uihsalad wer e di fferent kings.

All inconsistencies and problensthe face of the one Kiryypothesican,
however, be resol veadWiafsawé® UsiysUldtawc d ihras maay AL
have been issued at different mints. In fact, there may have been more than just two
mints. There may have bearany mintsAll we need is that the mintould be divided

"Richard Salomon: fANew Evidence for Aaourglbhtdeh Or g Or i gi n
American Oriental Sociefyol. 110, No. 2 (AptJun 1990), pp. 25373.

BHarry Fal k:f fitThe mMaGmetsaroUj as | ssui nNgmi€@mticns wi t h Khar
Chronicle167, 2007, pp. 1#178.



into two groupsone of which followed one convention and the otbbowed a diffeent
convention.Sofor convenience will refer to just two mints, A and B. Mint A, in my
hypothesisspelledD UmadEda a rUnaJLdas;l and used the patronymic

Ru d r aapulrasag while mint B spelled Uma D 8 d & a rheaydalaandused the
patronymicR u d r aplttheaa Under this hypothesis, we no
notion of a consgi DaJSnadoddaiasainoen atto af Ipnadritai c u l
time, and we can account for the different patronymics simply as different conventions

being followed at the different mints. Indeed, as | will show, the mints followed different
conventions both before andexfthe ruleoDUma z Ud & u s  tUnagtha samigo fi D
ADUmsU dda s i mp | y rendeings offthe samename seems eminently
plausibleThere is further support f obnmmataddis hypott
will consider this laterinthe ont ext of that kingds coins.

The two mintsin the coinage oRu d r ad Uma n
If we can separate the coins@fU ma zirltodwao groups, which | am callintpe
products of two different mints, perhaps we can do the same for other hubetsat
follows, | amgoing to refer to the different groups as belonging to different mints, even
though | have not proved that they were indeed issued at different mints. Think of this as
a Awhat ifo exercise é do we get a plausi bl e
different mints? i i .
Going back one generatiom D U ma z Wkchave the coins & u d r and U ma
whose coins exhibédtwo different legends also. One set of coins, which J&R refer to as
Variety A, carried the legend: ) )
RUjno kshatrapasa JayadUmasaputr.asa RUjno
The other set, whicB&R call variety B reads ) )
RUjno kshatrapasa JayadUmaputrasa RUjno n
The difference between the two is that variety B drops the kztfeom the patronymic.
By referring to the styles of the two sets of coins, | would likerépse that
coins of vaiety A should be grouped witlhe DUmajliasri coinswhile coins of
Ru dr and@Usmav ashoule e grouped witthe D U nysU dcains Under the
assumption that the different groups were struck at different mints, this would sthetha
variety A coins were issued at mint A and the variety B coins at mint Bable 2, |
haveplaced side by side in two columns ttensof the different groups, what | am
referring to as the issuesmints A and B. When seen in this way, we seq e&arly
that the styles of the coins produced in the different mints were quite distinct, while the
styles at the same mint but between different rulers were quite similar. Coins of
Rudr and Ufntaom mi nt A c | oseUnaJLbIraessrelmbol ewhtihhee coi n
Rudr amdd@Jsmami nt B coins Doy daeaoi nma.gust fl i ke ttdi
coins 5A and 5B oR u d r andahdneains 6A and 6B @ U ma zabiddréed to attribute
them on thébasis of the portrait alone (that is, without reading the reverse legends), |
contend we would classify 5R u d r anjdoadres\( filDajll a s asibélonging to
one king and 58R u d r anjdodB( fAlUDajlll a s asib&longing to another, such is
the similarty of portrait style across rulers but within the same mint.
A similar phenomenon is visible on the reverses, althdaviglperhaps not as
pronounced. We will see a consistency in legend conventions across different rulers as
we look atD U ma D 4 d ssors, tutefas now,in comparing the coins@® u d r and Uma



andD U ma z lét ds@ust look at the devices. One notable difference betweerpthe

of the differentmints is that the three hills of tlehaityaare more rounded in the mint A

coins, which alsoleow a small pellet inside each hill. The hills in tteaityain the mint

B coins are not as rounded and they do not show the péllets. t her , t he fAbaseo
chaitya( not t he frathertheebottom of thé tavanqwer hills) on the mint B

coinsis longer than the bottom of the hiled sometimes is not even in contact with the

hills themselves. These stylistic differences also seem to unite coins from the two

different mints across the coinsRfu d r andabdb & ma z Ud a

In noticing the differences in the coin legends, Rapson had sought to explain them
as a chronological sequence. He noted that coins with legend A (which he referred to as
variety a) seemed to feature a younger looking portrait tbans with legend B (which
he referred to as variety Bt is not clear whether this subjective judgment of which
portrait looks younger or older is borne out in the larger sample of coins presented here.
To me, some of the legend A coins seem to logg¥e an oldlooking portrait.In any
case, the differences in portraits are so great that they do not appear to be of the same
face; the quality of portraiture is simply not tliae. Sol prefer the explanation that the
portraits reflect different styteat the two mintsather than age

Before moving on, | wish to make a couple of points about the coins in the table.
All coins are from my own collectioor have passed through my hands at one time or
anotherand, in general, | have chosen the best eXesrgf any given type. In the cases of
the coins oR u d r andabdid & ma z tbedcains are not dated so | have attempted to
select a few coins each to illustrate differences in style aplhte theecoins in an
order that seems reasonable from a chronological point of view. For example, the first
twoconsofRudr and Unmaom mi nt A show a quite | egible
beginning of the word for king. So these seem to be early coins of the reign, before the
Greek legend became completely blundered. The first coin from mint B has a portrait that
seeans most akin to the portraits on coins of Chastana andUagad It also has a
remarkable feature: the blundered Greek legend runs all the way around the portrait. |
have never seen this on any other WK coins, where the Greek legend normally runs only
fromabout 8 wo®cl Beykdthese seemingly early coins, the coins have
been arranged in a manner that shows a progression to the cDitsmofa z Dethits of
the coins, including the weights, diameters, etc. are presented in Table 3.

Ideally, the chronological arrangement of the coins should be based on die studies
that link successive coins. This may prove a daunting task. Despite having looked at
hundreds of WK coins, | have rarely found any die matches. When | have found the
occasional matg, it tends to be a match for both obverse and reverse, thus not providing
any kind of link for successive coin generations. Nevertheless, | hope in future it may
become possible to undertake a serious die analysis of WK coinage.

DUmaz Uda i i

| have already discussed the coin®dl ma z huidfa the sake of completeness
| explicitly state the characteristics of his coins from the two different mints. While he
was kshatrapa, coins from mint A carried the legend

Y Rapsonpp. cit, pp.cxxic x x i i . There is actually an inconsistency
explanatory text (pp. cx@xxii), he calls the vaety with theJ a y a d U ma degendivarietsa ana the
one with thel a y a d U madegend as sasiedly; in the catalogue (pp. 789) he reverses this.



RUjno mahURstbaadBmaaputr as dURGjjiya) aksshatr a

while coins from mint B had the legend o )
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa RudrBUOnysibasaut r asa RU

After D U ma ztdokitae title of na h U k s h kistmina4pcains read ) )
RUjno mahUkshadUapapat Rasa RUjno mahUkshe
DUmaj Wajasr i

and his mint B coins carried the legend ) )
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa RudradUmaputrasa RU
D U nystlasa

Classifying the coins to the different mints according to the legends they feature, we a

able to then see very clearly the stylistic characteristics of each mint and the consistency

of these styles with the coinsRfu d r and U ma ) .
There is one other interesting difference that arises in the coinfglofia z Ud a

between coins of the differentimbs. This is visible in Table 3, where the details of all the

coins are presented. The table shows that, in the coin&ye af r ardtblenmteptlon of

the reverse |legend was al ways atDUmrazddaund 1

coins from mim A. But the mint B coins o U ma zaté djuite different, as the legend

incept on these coins varies between 4 and 6

Rudrasimhaand t he problem of his temporary fidemo
D U ma zwdgsacceeded by his brother Rudrasimha I, who initially issoee

undated coins as kshatrapa. They carried the legend i
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa RudradUmnaputrasa F

The use of the patronymRu d r ad Um nnaagksuthisrlegencas belonging to mint A

as this was the form used for the pattmiyonD Uma 2 dd ani ntThusitc oi n's

appears that Rudrasimha issued hisskapa coins from mint A onl\gs no coins are

known tocarrywhat would behe logical mint B legend
RUOjno mahUkshatrapasa RudradUmaputrasa RC

Thestyle of the kshatrapa coins also fits with the stylBdfma dddani nt A coi ns.

Looking at coins 10A and 11A, we see the portraits on the Rudrasimha coins closely

resemble the portraits on the mint A coin©df) ma z Alsd,ahe hills on the reverse

chaitya have the characteristic rounded shape with pellets inside and the foundation line

below is not longer than the hills themselvBisus the mint A coins show full

consistency between the coinsbf) ma zabiddthe undated kshatrapa coins of

RudrasimhaFurther, Rudrasimha did issue coins as mahakshatrapa with the

Rudr ad Utegepdudas well astieu d r a d U mome), saihe dicheventil

issue coins from mint B. The difference in legebdsomes the distinguishing feature for

the mahakshatrapa coinftbe two mints. Coins from mint A carry the legend:
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa RudradUmnaputrasa F
Rudrasihasa

while coins from mint B read: _ )
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa RudradUmaputrasa RLU
Rudrasihasa

2| their text (pp. 3384), J&R say that the undated kshatrapa coins actually carry this (mirgeBidlebut
this is not borne out by their catalogue, where all undated kshatrapa coins do in fact carry the mint A
legend.



It appears that Rudrasha started dating his coins at the same time as he assumed
the title of mahakshatrapa, as there are no undated coins listing him with th@hétle.
first dated coins carry the date SdkK (= 178 CE assuming the Saka era started in the
year 78 CEpndare known from both mints. So mint B appears to have started issuing
coins of Rudrasimha at this time. In the table, | report for the first time five coins from
mint A, carrying legend A, with dates that were previously unknown?4i010, 113,

117 and 119These coins therefore fdkeveralgaps in the series sequence, although a
few still remain.

With the Rudrasimha mahakshatrapa coins, the stylistic differences between the
coins of different mints start @iminish The portraits are no longer as distifrom one
another. Also, the hills of thehaityaon the mint A coins are no longer as rounded and
the pellets start to di s appe anityaalsorstarise ar 107,
to exceed the length of the hill bases. After this timegfoee, it becomes more difficult
to separate the coins by mint on stylistic grounds. Of course the legend difference
persists.

Arrangi ng Rudr as sheub red@ kght onathe issuetdé ge mi n t
called Ademoti ono of iddeiofdisteignindis Britsh k shatr apa
Museum catalogu& Rapson had observed that he had coins of Rudrasimha that named
him as kshatrapa and were dated 110 and 112! Since he also had coins naming
Rudrasimha as mahakshatrapa dated 103, 106, 109, 11016H58d 118, the dated
kshetrapa coins seemed to indicate that this king suffered some sort of demotion to
kshatrapa in the year 110 and then recovered his position as mahakshatrapa in the year
113.

In their catalogue, J&R were able to add to the corpus efidatins a kshatrapa
coin dated 111 and mahakshatrapa coins dated 100, 112 and 119 (among others). It
appeared from J&R6s data that Rudrasi mha bec
remained so until some time in the year 110, when he was reduced topalagaan,
and then regained the position of mahakshatrapa in the year 112.

Various theories were proposed to explain this seeming demotidheswlhave
been discussed in detail by J&R. Rapson had suggestdd that a zhadcbaen
succeeded notby histtirdrer Rudr asi mhaUraHebdsgdhisi s son JQv
argumentom coi nUwr iJndg vtahde Br i ti sh Museumobés coll e
Museum owned five coins of this ruléour of which(coins 2892292)carried the mint
B legend (see the next sectifor details) and had dates 1190 and the fiftrof which
(coin 288)carried the mint A legend and had a date 1xx. Since Rapson was convinced
that differences in legend marked different time periods, he guessed that the fifth coin
must be earlier than ®@land speculated that it might be dated-108 or 116113, since
these were dates that woul d Hisipreféredilagiegp s 0 i n t
was to 100103. Thatsuggestdth a t Wnyaacaudlly succeeded his fati2lU ma z Ud a
but was overthrown by his cousin Rudrasi mha
fidemot i-way tmhdough his reign rimpdeizingt hen be e

2| have some doubts concerning the authenticity of the coin dated 101. The style is a bit odd. Also, it

features a sun where the raymsist of dots rather than lines, a design that starts to appear consistently

only in the coinage of Rudrasena | . Finally, the | ege
position for coins from this mint.

“2 Rapsonpp. cit, pp. 8993.



power once again for a brief period. Altetnevel y, i f the Museumds fi
110113, it might simply mdmiookpowemastraggle dur i ng
with Rudrasi mha. So this would stildl provi de

Ademotion. O
Rapsonds t heorigantblanswheheans df Rualrassmhagas i f
mahakshtrapa, dated 100, were found. In presenting mahakshtrapa Rudrasimha coins
dated 100 and 102, J&R point out that this n
[ JoOvmaadl bef or e R BudheraXR présented coid(number 358) that
was fivery similarodo to RapsonO6Thiscoiopravided nd was
further evi dence probaly notdiedplemO8 dand suggestedthainita s
was probably dated 119. However, the number9wbsnconcl usi vely vi si bl
coin and so the possibility that Rapsonbds <co
not be ruled out. In particular, J&R had not even attempted to explain the differences in
legends on the two coin types.
The two mint modl, however, explains the differences in coin legends and
thereby erases the fAineedo to find an early d
yet to explain Rudrasimhaodos fdemdi3i ono to ks
Having rejected theiddgh at it was caused by dmpandwer str uoq
Rudrasimha, J&R considered other proposals and rejected all of them. These included the
possibility that the usurper Isvaradatta took power briefly, that the Rudrasimha kshatrapa
coins from 110112 wer e di e eaorthat they waredmleseJ&R @ cogent
arguments against each of these suggestirishey acknowledgkthey hado
satisfactory explanation for Rudr @sdedmhads ap
that it probablyoccurredat the hands of an outside dynasty, perhapSttavahanas, as a
familial struggle could b&nnefomhangeadyut wi th th
reigns.
A major change to the chronology occurred when Senior published his catalogue,
as he now had a coin naming Rudrasimha as mahakshatrapa tdateca$11! There
was therefore no longer a neat and convenient gap in the mahakshatrapa issues into which
the kshatrapa issues could be placed chronologid&ynow had coins naming
Rudrasimha as kshatrapa as well as coins naming him as mahakshatesgéa fofrthe
years 110, 111 and 112, a seemingly irreconcilable situ&emior summed up the
problem in a footnote, where he suggested th
dated satrap issues®were die engravers error
Allocating the coindy mint, however, reveals an important new aspect of this
problem. All the dated kshatrapa coins of S.-11@ are from mint A and all the known
dated mahakshatrapa coins of the same years, including three presented here for the first
time, are from minB. It would appear, therefore, that there could have been a

Ademoti ono of Rudrasimha that took hold in t
he maintained the position of mahakshatrapa in the area around mimidBwe are back
to the situationthgtr evai | ed bef ore Seniordés S. 111 coi

published, only with the geographic detail created by the two mint theory.
Senior also published another coin that could perhaps bear on this problem and to
which he referred in his footnote dmetS. 111 coin: a coin of Rudrasena dated 112

B J&R, op. cit, p. 9.
% Senior,op. cit, p. 203, fn 1.
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(Senior 339.60AD). The coin names Rudrasena as mahakshatrapa and carries a legend
that would locate it at mint A (see the section on Rudrasena below for the details). Thus if
the date on this coin is corredtwould suggest that it was possibly Rudrasena who
replaced his father as mahakshatrapa at mint A during the yealdd 21Dwill discuss

this possibility further in connection with the coins of Rudrasena.

J 0 v a d &hohhisnmultiple reigns

Rudrasimha rd until S. 119, the last date for which we have coins of his, and
was succeeded iyUma D8 d & obinrel. ¢ Wibpwe@sl coins also fall |
varieties characterized by variations in the legend. One vaisesD U ma jsriyalaa

thespelllngforDUmudJas name, reading: ) i
RUjno mahUb8majsdpgapatrasa RUjno mahUksh:
JoveadUm

This varietyseems to belong to the group that | am hypothesizing was strorskt A,
whereD Uma 28d @ ame h a @ Umaagsriyaleap & mb & & d aod n
where the patronymibad been spelleld u d r a d U mn Bhp athtenvaristyauses the
genitive caseJ Q v a d)Umaamdi spells DBeag &dheros name as
RUjno mahUb8majsigpmpasasa RUjno mahUkshatr
JogvadUmasa ) )
Under my hypothesishése coins must have been struck at minwBereD Uma 54 d a
name had been spell&U nysU d (a slight variation fronD U ma j, Whera the
compound conjunatsainstead ofa had been used to represent the saaénd the
patronymichad been spelleBudradd maput r as a
~Organi zUmgod s) gcvoaidns by mint completes the
iDUndagda and fAbBdmwgheain fact Dlimfafz&mnteant spel |
there has never been any question that there was only one ruler by the name of
JoVWaditrenai ned to understand why hedao®smeti mes
and sometimeB U ma j J&R did not attempt an explanation. But now we have a full
explanation, given the different conventions being followed at the two mints.
The portr aadnmsadsylceosi nesconsis@atwithtthe pobtrait
style differences we observed on coinfRafdrad) nreandD U rald d @o my eye,
JoWa@dés mint B coins display the finer and m
coins, while the mint A coins ara little cruder and more variabléere are no
di scernible differences in the style of the
disappeared in year 107 when Rudrasimha was in power.
| have already di s duméedmuthei pRraepbstoenndgso § J
ideawast h a t U dramayhdve succeed&U ma zabiddhad a reign around S. 100
103, or may have attempted to overthrow Rudrasimha during SL121.0rhe multiple
mint theory dispels t hea mmandtbderefore acbimlogyear |l y r e
that has him ascending to the throne in S. 119 is all we need. Coin 34A presented below
further supports J&R6s argument that Rapsono
Like J&Rdds coi n 35 8tyleverypsimiartBthattofRpeslonvd si 2 8aBf, a
and shows a date of 11x, with a 9 as the last digit quite probable. Unfatiuthe date
is not definitive, however. But perhaps more convincingly, the last two coins of
Rudrasimha from mint A, coins 32A (dated S. 118) and 33A (dated Sdal@ve clear
dates and exhi bit Uneoins. Ipesticutat, the beindered t he J Qv a
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Greek |l egend in front of the kingds face | oo
beli eve these coins make aon2&mwsgs indactrdatdadnci ng c
119.

_ Finally, note that coin 36B is dated 121, a date previously unknown for
J 0 Wama Since the earliest known coin of Rudraserass dateds. 121, this coin
removes any doubt about the vwwaamtoi n which po
Rudrasena, since now 120 is no longer a viable candidate.

SatyadUman
Al t h o u ¢ mawag suaekded by his cousin Rudrasecansidemext the
coins of his brothe® a t y a dnlbrder to conform with the order of rulers in J&R
and Senidd s ¢ a¢ R didgnotdave a dated coin®fa t y a @rd soaitrseemed
natural to list his coins immediately after those of his brother. But Senior reported a coin
that showed a clear date of 124. Coins 37A and 38A reported below also carry this date.
Coin 38A in fact shares a reverse die with &
to read a full date, so this coin confirms the date of 124 for that coinSTaus y a @ £ ma n
coins are known only from that year and carry the legend ) .
RUjno mapathb 8 majsid y aputrasa RUaddankshatr ay
or its Sanskrit version i ) i i
RUj no mah UkDsUneatjstadpgasspytat r asya RUjno kshatr
Satya d Wan i .
Since the nae of thefather is spelle® U ma j (@adahe name of the king istine
nominativecaseasS a t y a gtHése ansvere probablyssued at mint AAt that time,
Rudrasena | was issuing coins as mahakshatrapa from both asints see belownd
soS at y a dnustrhave served as kshatrapa under his cousin RudrBseiitzappears
he was gen this title only in the localized area of mint A, as no coins of his from mint B
are knownAnother possibilityistha8at yad & maoi ns were not i ssuec
official mints, but in an entirely different mint that happened to follow the same
convention as mint A. In this case, it could be possibleShatt y a dvasimaebellion
against Rudrasena |.

Rudrasenaand his possible two reigns
The coins of Rudrasena | should perhaps have been presented before those of
Sat yaddltwasthewhovwa t he s uc cUersadhe earliest knaivip ooin d
for Rudrasena is dated 121 (J&R 366 and Senior 339.10D) and carries the legend
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa Rudrasi hasaputrasa
The presence of the lettsain the patronymic sggests that this coin was struck at mint
A,whereRudrd Umiasn coins also featured this |letter
known coins of Rudrasena as kshatrapa carry this legend and include the additional dates
122 and 124, suggesting that Rudragsr&iaps served as kshatrapa in the area of mint A
only for the period 12124. However, presented below are five previously unlisted types
for Rudrasena as kshatrapa. C4iA is the first known coin of Rudrasena dated 123; it
is a mint A coin since it lsathe mint A legend. There are then four coins that feature
whatis probablythe mint B legend: )
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa Rudrasi haputrasa RLU
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The lettersahas here been omitted from the patronymic. Coin 39B is dated 121, 40B is

dated 122, and then there are two coins dated 124: coin 42B with a Sanskrit legend to

correspond téhe known mint A coin of year 124 (Senior 339.14D) and coin 43B with a

Prakrit legend, previously unreported for this year. These coins therefore fill in many

gaps and indicate that Rudrasena held the title of kshatrapa in the areas of both mint A

and min B during the period S. 12124.
Given this history, we would expect to find the first Rudrasena issues naming him

as mahakshatrapa to be dated 124, and this is indeed what J&R report. However, Senior

reports a coin with legend A dated 112 (!) and anpthigh unreported legend, dated

1222° And, in the table below, | report two new coin types: sdiA and 47A are

Rudrasena mahakshatrapa coins dated 121 and 123 respéétivelg.thas as in the

case of the kshatrapa coitise mints are being distingained on the basis of the presence

or absence of the letteain the patronymic. Thus, mint A coins read:
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa Rudrasi hasaputrasa
Rudrasenasa

while mint B coins feature: )
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa Rudrasi haputrasa RLU
| will discuss the S. 112 coin later, but the other coins clearly indicate tha

Rudrasena took the title of mahakshatrapa as early as S. 121. These coins all carry the

l egend A (assuming that Seniordéds coin does a

assumption of full power. Indeed, the fact that Rudrasena was issuing cois both

kshatrapa and mahakshatrapa during the yeard 223uggests to me that the tyint

model is insufficiently detailed to analyze
coins were in fact produced in more than one mint and that Rudrasena assutitled the
of mahakshatrapa in Aimint A10 while continui

After year 123, many coins are known for Rudrasena, covering the period 124
144, but there are many gaps in the listed sequences. In the table, | am publishing for the
first time coins withthe fdlowing dates:

mint A: 128, 131, 143, and

mint B: 126, 127, 129, 130, 131, 134, 136, 137, 138, 139, and 140.
These coins greatly expand the number of Kkno
remaining gaps are indicated in the table.

Now let me turn to the coin dated S. 112. As | mentioned in the discussion of
Rudrasi mhaés possible demotion 11611k théhat r apa
S. 112coin of Rudrasena might serve as an important piece of information to solve this
conundrum. Assuming this coin is not an error of some sort, it tells us that Rudrasena |
served as mahakshatrapa at mint A in the year S. 112. This is precisely during the time
when Ru dsrcains fromhihatininthaild e mot edo him to kshatrap:
Rudrasena have attempted an early overthrow of his faitet?s possible, butthink it
is unlikely. If such an overthrow had been successful, why would Rudrasena permit his

% Unfortunately, Senior identifies the coin only as 339.22R, indicating that the sun and moon are in
reversed positions from the normal, but does not specify if the legend is A or B and also dibestrate i

the coin.

% There is a chance that coin 47A is actually a kshatrapa issue as thetatteam mahakshatrapare

mostly off the flan. But the spacing and angles of the visible letters suggest the presence of those letters on
the original die.
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father to keep issuing coins as kshatrapa? Surely he would have forced bamdo c
issuing coins altogether. And if the attempted overthrow were not successful, surely
Rudrasimha would have kept issuing coins as mahakshaBajeseems to me that a
hypothesis that Rudrasena attempted to usurp the throne from his fatherag/not
consistent with the outcome we observe, that Rudrasimha continued to issue coins but as
kshatrapa, and that Rudrasenads mahakshatrap
kshatrapa coinage.

| would like to propose an alternative hypothesis, that Rudrasiroluntarily
reduced his status to kshatrapa and advanced his son Rudrasena to mahakshatrapa in an
attempt to either reduce his own responsibil
probable successor. We can assumelHdtma zhlthdda been Rudr asi mhaods o
since he had succeeded their father Rudnarh ThereforeD U ma ©2dd & onma o v a d
must have had a fairly powerful claim to the throne occupiédt er hi s by at her 0 s
his uncle Rudrasimha. Indeed, thiegwumed cl ai m i s what prompted
specul at i Wmmahadndatt sutcged@®@ d ma z and ked continued to wage
a power struggle with Rudrasimtaven if, as | have argued the coin evidence indicates,
thispowerstruggd di d not adhnmeiactuelly taking powed and striking
coins in his name, it may well have lain close below the surface. At a minimum,
JoWam probably had prior claim to the throne
In the face of these circumstances, perhapsRué i mha attempted to incr
status and chances for succession by his unorthodox withdrawal to kshatrapa status. The
fact that Rudrasimhaés kshatrapa coins are n
Rudrasenads c¢ oi n gnightmdicate thabhissinageiwasenorp er i o d

copiousandhece t hat real power continued to | ie i
Of course, the Rudrasena S. 112 ¢oin may
e v en i,the hypothasis Imhéve proposed is pur@lgailative. So for now we must

continue to wonder what in fact transpired in the Western Kshatrapa kingdom during the
years S. 11.12.The two mint hypothesis has added richness to this problem but has not
eliminated it.

The previously @af&mamlwn prince JQvVv
Although this coin is not illustrated, | mention here a coin reported by P.D.
Chumble of a previouslzy unknown prince whose name is not entirely cleavhimin
appear s t o.”Bhecoihbasadbh ofd2y andrthis some confusion ahbt
thelegend I n his note, Chumble mentions that t he
he writes down the legend he writes:
Rajno mahakshatrapa Rudrasi haputrasa Rajn
indicating that the father is Rudrasimhaoking at the phtm as best as | can, it appears
to me the legend actually reads
Rajno mahakshatrapa Rudrasep ut r asa Raj na kshatrapasa .

indicating that the father iIis indeed Rudrase
examining the coin closely, | feel able to say at which mint it may have been struck. If

thsJQvadaman was indeed Rudrasenads son, it m
P. D. Chumble: fiSome New and Rare Western Ksatrapa Si

p.3. | am indebted to Shailendra Bhandare for pointing out this coin to me and to Amiteshwar Jha for
furnishing me with a copy of the publication.
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be given the title of kshatrapa as preparation for an eventual succession. But he probably
died young as he disapgrs from the record.

The previously unknownprinceQs var adev a

| havealreadydiscusse® at y ad & maai n age evendutingough it
the reign of RudrasenaHerel discuss the coin of a new kinQ,s v a r, @hicle \have
published recentflandwhi ch was al so i ssue@iné6uring Rudr a

illustrates this coin. The legend reads:

Rajno mahakshatrapa Rudrasihaputrasa Rajno kshatra@esay a rsa d e v a
Although parts of the legend are off the flan, | have shown in my paper that thiggreadin
is most probably theorrectone ThusQ s v a r waslamoth@r son of Rudrasimha, like
the king Rudrasena himself. The question is, was he a rebel attempting to seize power, or
did he issue his coins under the suzerainty of his brother?

Attempting to asgn the coin to a mint suggests an answer. Since the legend does
not include the syllablsain the patronymic, it is tempting to assign it to mint B.
However, the coin has a feature seen previously only in mint A coins: the hills in the
chaityaon the reerse are rounded and contain small pellets within them. This was one of
the characteristic features of the mint A coinage during the reigns ofRubdmaand
DU nwhtlaand had never been seen on a coin of mint B. So on this grou@dbsthea r ad e v a
coin shouldbe assigned to mint A. There is a further complication. The particular form of
thechaityaseen on this coin, while previously a characteristic of mint A ¢cbiad

di sappeared from the official coinages. [t W
kshatrapaoinage (see coins 10A and 11A), after which the pellets ceased to appear.
ThusQsvardbsdewa n seems to |ie outside the norm
suggesting to me that he was a rebel. The fact that his coinage is so rare and presumably
hadavery short issue period supports this the

quickly brought to an end by firm action on the part of Rudrasena.
It seems to me also that tes v a r cainl alds aupport for the idea that
Sat yadUman elagainsteRudsasenaa Hig ceils do not fit very neatly into the
mint structure and he, likbs var,acheawda a very short freign. o T
likely that he was a rebel whose rebellion was quickly brought to an end.

DUmasena andc st togd rSebmglhlaidddman and DUmaj Udasr
After Rudrasena I, no ruler issuedins with the different style legends as
previous rulers did and so it is possible that mint differences may be harder to identify.
However, it may be that we can exploit the two tntiteory some more and to this end | i )
wish to make some observations about the coinagBssomg had Uman and DUmaj L
in opposition tdD U rsena.
DUmaena became kshatrapa in S. 144, the | .
This may have happened waikRudrasena was still alive or, more likely, after he had
died.J&R actually do not repoetny coin ofD U nsena as kshatrapa, but Senior does
(type 346.10) and | have two such coins in my collection also. The legend on these coins
reads
RUj no mamBks Rautdrraapsi hasaputrasa RUjno ksh:

BgeePankaf and®evafiadeva: a new,WestudmitkKehat oapdg@®ONISi.ng
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The presence of the extittersain the patronymicRudrasihasaputraseather than
Rudrasih@utrasg suggests that these coinereprobally struckatmint A.
The same is true of the vast majoritypf) sae na6s mahakshatrapa ¢
known dates cover all years from S. 145 to 158 and the legend reads
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa Rudrasi hasaputrasa
DUmasenasa
Once again, the patronymic features the extra Istfenarking these cos as issues of
mint A. The only exceptiaito this norm are the rare coins of unknown date featwaring
Sanskrit legend: . ) )
RUj no mah YkRudrasihapurggea SRUj no maWaUkshatrapas
DUma syanas
which omit the extra letter in the patronymic. Whethes theans these coins were issued
at mint B is unclear. Why no Prakrit coins were issued from that mint would be very
puzzling; | prefer to think that the Sanskrit legend coins were also issued at oriat A
different mint entirely
In addition to theseoins, there existthesoa | | ed fABomb3@ipthd abr i co
name ofD U nsana that, assuming thexere official issues, were prodsilithe product of
an entirely different mint, since their fabric, design and weight standard are so different
from the otler coins. | will not consider these coins in detail here as they faunte
separate phenomenon. Hopefully | will be able to study these coins in some future work.
As mentioned earlieD U rsena held the position of mahakshatrapa from S. 145
to 158 andt appears thate was succeeded hyi s s dJmraWigorstardd issuing
coins as kshatrapa in S. 156 and continued to do so until the year 160. His coin legend
reac:
RUjno mahUkshatr apas ahkBhdtapasa qprlandhp ut r asa F
Once again, tisse coins include the lettssin the patronymic, which | am treating as the
marker for mint A. Thu@ appears tha¥ ¢ rUandhwas issuing these coins under the
suzeranty, as it were, of his fathand the transition from father to son was orderly
V @ dUarenever seemed to become mahakshatrapa as we do not know any coins
of his naming him such. Perhaps he died early. His brother Vasoal started to issue
coins as kshatrapa in the year S. 160 and quickly seemed to ascend to mahakshatrapa, as
coins nanmg him as such are known for the years 160 and 161. Vasoadd s coi ns al s o
seenmto havebeenstruckin mint A as the legend includése marker lettesas
RUj no mahUkshatr apas ahkBhdtapasaéasaisnahp ut r as a F
and RUj no mahUk maastmapapahnDdhsUk shlhjtmr apasa
YasaU mah.
So this transition seems to have been quite orderly as well.
ButYasodd mme6s rei gn was also short and he was
another brother Vijayasena. Presumably when Yidsadassumed the titlef
mahakshatrapa Vijayasena became kshatrapa, as we have coins of his dated 160 and 161.
And then when Yasddlmmads rei gn ended, Vijayasena assum
mahakshatrapa. We have his mahakshatrapa coins dated5.7181. Agai n, Vi j aya
coins havehe marker lettesain the patronymic: .
RUjno mahUkshat r apas ahkBhdtrapasadjayasesnasaut r as a F

' See J&R types 42932 and Senior 346.80D. Several later kings also issued coins in this fabric, many of
which remain unpublished.
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and RUjno mahUkshatrapasaoambbdasbaasapasmasa F
Vijayasenasa
Soonce again the transition seems to have et orderly™
‘Against this backdrop of orderly transitions at mintMth three sons
( V oU naedYasod) nreand Vijayasena) following their fathBrU nsena in quick
successioove have t he c asadrother oDJasamphissuing comnas
mahakshatrapa wlk his brother was ruling. These rare coins are dated in only one year
as far as we know, S. 149. As J&R point out,
against his brother f or *fothimiacall himggii nst t he n
mahakshatrapwhile his brother was already ruling as mahakshatképaeceive further

confirmation of this speculation by Il ooking
RUj no mah URuwias@ p watprassasa hRAkjsnhyat r ap as
Saghal mah.

The marker lettesais absent from the patronymic, indicating that this coin was struck at

mint B. It therefore provides a geographic separation bethbeerng h ad Umanoés spher

influence and that of his brother. Presumdbly nsena put an end to the rebellion

quickly,asweha no coins of SamghadUman after 149.
Another likely rebellion againgd U nsena may have taken place in the years S.

154155.D00Umsae nads DiVg@asw o0, the son of Rudrasena

those years. As he named himself only kshatrapa oa tuess, and as the dates of his

coinsseemtodoveai | nicely with the #dAflbnrdl owi ngd ksh

DUmUzIas rodos rul e has been-shiparde the suzeraibtyeof a nor me

D U sena®*However DUl asr 06s coihms ed iolfrireatd hisado m t

successors in an important way: they do not carry the markerdattadicating they

were struck at mint BThey read: . i )
RUjno mahUkshatrapasa RudrDabnean aymhatsrrasa RLU

To me, the fact that these coinere issued at mint B, like those of the rebel

SamghadUman, s e erpdtacs rion dvacsa tad stohat rebel , t |

claim to the throne by setting ings authorityat a location away from the central power.

It is true that he took the titlef kshatrapa onl§? possibly in an attempt to appease

D U msena and reduce his incentive to act militarily. But it appears that this strategy did

not work.His rebellion appears to have been stigdd, as coins are known only for

those two years 15855,and mint B appears to have besmsequentighut down as we

have no coins with the tefhle legend after that time.

Conclusion

In this paper, | have suggested that WK coinage may have been produced at
several mints and have proposed a very simplasidiviof some of that coinage into two
mint classes based on differences in the forms of the reverse legends. This division has
been shown to be consistent with stylistic differences also. The reallocation of coins into

®¥When | say fAorderl yodo dceafoulnloy. MeQeisslars ugc eanesaino My eo f
me that the brothers used assassination as a method to hasten their rise to power.

3LJ&R, op. cit, p. 11.

%2 35ee J&Rjbid., p. 12.

¥ Recall that this was wh) s v a r diddhilsov a
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these two mint classes was then showvbe extremely useful in solving many old
problems from WK history. | believe that | was able to show that:
1. The multiple mint structure is possible to discern at least as early as the reign

ofRudr adUman i
2. Rudr aé¥ maboUnsaa da s rjngda s aerd one and the same
person, whose name wasU nzidla.
asi mhaos

3. Rudr

5. Satyad) nraheld power in only a local area (the area of mint A).
6. Rudrasena may have briefly held the title of mahakshatrapa in the area of mint
A around S. 112, thereby accounting

Afdemotiono t
was confined only to a local area (the area of mint A); he retained the full title
of mahakshatrapa in the area of mint B.
4, J § \haadhad only one reign, S. 11121,

o kslt?atrapa,

7. Rudrasena ay have faced several rebellions, from Satyama nJHmredl d
Qsvaradeva.

and

8. BothSamghadUman

only from mint A.

This wide arrayf conclusions shows the usefulness and power of the simple two
mint model. Now more work is neededftwther confirm the veracity of this

hypothesis, tadentify just how many mints there were aweddiscovetthe actual

locations of theemints This coud help clarify and deepen our understanding of the
Western Kshatrapas and their history. Notably, | feel we may be able to begin to
understand the complex relationship between kshatrapas and mahakshatrapas, which |

t a n dhayDaverzeen tebeds agaigst | |
D U ms@na, as their coins are local products of mirld Bl nsana issued coins

have shown may have had a geographirakdsion which so far has not been

examined at all.

Table 2: Coins from the Different Mints

Mint A

Mint B

radUman

f

w

or
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19

10

11

No coins known

No coins known

Rudrasimha |

(dated coins)

as mahakshatrapa

12

Year
100

Sen 333.30A

13

Year
101

14

Year
102

No coin known
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Year
103

20

16

Year
104

No coin known

17

Year
105

No coin known

18

Year
106

No coin known

19

Year
107

20

Year
108

21

Year
109

No coin known

No coin known

No coin known




22

Year
110

21

See next coin

23

Year
110

24

Year
111

25

Year
112

26

Year
112

27

Year
113

écont i nuahakghatam

écontinuing




28

Year
114

29

Year
115

Sen 333.45A

30

Year
116

31

Year
117

32

Year
118

33

Year
119

No coin known

22

No coin known

Sen 33.49B

34

Year
119




35

Year
120

36

Year
121

No coin known

37

Year
124

23

38

Year
124

No coin known

No coin known

39

Year
121

40

Year
122

Sen 339.11D
J&R 369

as kshatrapa




