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C/ Satakarni Succession and Marriage Rules.

By K. P. CHATTOPADHYAY.

In the latest edition of his work en early history of India,
Prof. Ray Chaudhuri has raised certain objections 1 to my theory
of Satakarni succession and marriage rules.2 The summary he
has given of my arguments is however extremely inadequate,
and in some places, wrong. I had argued from certain facts
that there were two lines of kings, who followed matrilineal
succession. Also, as the patrilineal kula was continued to be
transmitted, in spite of matrilineal descent, some form of kin-
marriage must have taken place. I postulated cross-cousin
marriage, the simplest type of such a marital rule; and indicated
a certain amount of evidence in support of this suggestion. I
pointed out that the metronymics  Vasisthiputra and
Gautamiputra alternated among the later Satakarnis and drew
up a genealogical table indicating how matrilineal succession and
cross-cousin marriage probably worked. It was of course
schematic, and did not indicate certain complexities which are
inevitable. Cross-cousin marriage may diagrammatically be
represented as follows, using V, G as symbols of two matrilineal
families, the capitals denoting men while minors stand for
women :—

l | |
Vo vo + Go g‘0+X

|
Vi vy vi + Gy gl1+V1

\72 Vo + GZ g2

If v, marries G,, or g, marries V,, it will be cross-cousin marriage.
If the families are of royal rulers and succession is matrilineal,
Vo will be succeeded by V; and then by V,. Similarly Gy
will be succeeded by Gy, and then G,. If the two types of cross-

1 Political History of Ancient India, by Hema Chandra Ray Chaudhuri,
(4th edition), Calcutta, 1938, footnote pages 341-2.

2 Soctal Organization of the Satakarris and Sungas, by K. P.
‘Chattopadhyay. Journ. and Proc. Asiat. Soc. Ben TTT Yne
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318 K. P. CHATTOPADHYAY [vor. ¥,
cousin marriage are both in operatior} Vg, Vo a5 f .Vwill be sons
of Go, Giovennnnn and Gy, Gg--- will e SODu.O - V'1 ....

n that a particular heiress v,

respectively. But it may happe . :
havsP no chi{dren or at least no daughter. Then the heiress will

be v;’ or her daughter. The princess v, may have‘mam-ied ina
different kula (of patrilineal descent) and the son will not be the
offspring of G,. Again, there may be no nearly related heiress
of the royal family of this gotra or mother’s social group. In
that case the succession may pass to another group of kin and
a new metronymic may be introduced. Similarly, G, may not
have a son and some other kinsman may marry g;,. Or g, may
not have a daughter; and a distant heiress may take her place.

My suggestions did not therefore go to the extent of stating
that all the predecessors of Vasisthiputra Pulumavi or all his
successors were of the same mother clan. T restricted my
observation to the next two generations and postulated cross-
cousin marriage to explain it. In actual fact, I pointed out a
big break in the line of the rulers of the northerly realm,
termed by me the Q kingdom, to avoid introducing implications
of exact limits to it. It is therefore not correct on the part of
Prof. Ray Chaudhuri to say that according to my views the
Matsya Purana contained the full list of Ga,uta-mjputms and
Vasigthiputras, but the revised list in the Vayu and Brahmanda
Puranas contain only the names of the Gautamiputras. What I
stated was that barring certain exceptions, explained separately,
the revised list contained only names of kings of the ancestral R
kingdom, among whom succession was matrilineal.

Again I made it clear in this connection that in matrilineal
inheritance and succession, it is often permissible and usual for
a father to hand over acquired property to a son. For a king,
acquisition of property usually means conquest of a kingdom or
obtaining it by political alliance. A king’s son can therefore
succeed to a conquered kingdom even among a matrilineal
people.  Thoe stress laid by the Satakarnis on their patrilineal
kula and its preservation shows that their social organisation,
though based on mother-right, was mixed with father-right in
certain respects. Such a mixed people generally result from the
union of two sets of people, one observing father-right and the
other, mother-right. The traditions of origin of the Satakarnis
point to mixed descent.l There would be nothing surprising in
the succession of a son to a kingdom (acquired kingdom) under

1 According to the Kathasaritsagara, claiming to be based on the
Brhat-katha, the first Satavahana was born of a Yaksa father and a
woman who was the daughtor of a Rsi. See verso 88 ff. (edition of
Durgéprasad, revised by Kasinath Sarma: Bombay Saka 1811-1889 A.D.)

A different and later tradition makes him the son of a Naga father
and Brahman mother. See Vikrama’s Advontures (Vikrama Carita)
edited by F. Edgerton, Oxford University Pross, 1926, page 18, otc.
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the circumstances noted, notwithstanding the rule of matrilineal
succession. This last rule would however apply even in that
acquired realm in the next generation, since the kingdom would
then have become inherited property. Again, by cross-cousin
marriage a son’s son is the same as the sister’s son of a sister’s
son; for the son marries the sister’s daughter. The occurrence of
succession of a grandson to the throne is therefore expected in
such a social group and does not form an exception. These
points have not been noted in the summary by my critic, and
several of the objections raised by Prof. Ray Chaudhuri have been
made overlooking these elucidations in my paper.
Prof. Ray Chaudhuri has also objected in general—

(@) that certain names of kings or connected facts which
have been stated by me as recorded in the Puranas,
in a certain way, are not so recorded in a few
versions (out of a large number); )

(b) that the association which I have indicated between
the use of metronymics and the regal title by kings,
in their inscriptions and coins have some exceptions.

Before discussing the objections in detail, it is desirable to
301‘2s1der certain general principles with regard to treatment of
ata.

In any scientific experiment or observation, readings may be
taken by different observers. These readings may be of different
degrees of accuracy for various reasons. Further, in every
observation certain corrections have to be applied. In general,
the observers who take the same precautions with the same
care will tend to arrive at closely agreeing results. Other
observers may not however take equal precaution or apply
necessary corrections. Their results will differ from those of the
first group, and generally also among themselves. Again even
among the careful observers, there will be a small number of
readings distributed at some distance from the central or approxi-
mately central reading. So long as the range of deviation is
not large compared to the total magnitude of the readings, the
observations may be treated as accurate. It is not permissible
however to consider together with such closely agreeing observa-
tions, records of other experimenters which diverge very widely,
or disclose internal evidence of oversight of some important
precaution or precautions. If it can be shown or presumed
that some precaution or correction has been overlooked, such
wide divergence may be held as not unexpected. Such data
cannot however be compared with other data noted with care.
If however it is held that it is not possible to ascertain in the
case of any of the different sets of readings whether proper
precautions were taken, the entire data should be rejected. A
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set of readings cannot be termed unreliable and at the same time
be used in opposition to reliable data.

These considerations are necessary, as the dynastic lists in
the different Purdnas with regard to the Sétakamis vary a good
deal, and introduce certain chronological difficulties. The
different Purdnas which furnish information with regard to this
dynasty were carefully examined by Pargiter,! using a large
number of manuscripts and editions. Pargiter examined twenty
or more versions each of the Matsya, Bhigavata, the Vayu,? the
Bombay edition of the Brahmanda which was based on several
MSS., and twelve versions of the Visnu Purdna. All these
seventy and more versions agree on certain points and disagree
on other matters.

Thus, the Matsya MSS., except one, state that the total
duration of the Andhras was 460 years. The Vayu, Bhiagavata,
Brahmanda, and Visnu agree that it was 456 years. The dis-
crepancy is negligible as being less than one per cent. The total
of the reigns of all Andhra kings is therefore a point on which all
the Purdnas agree. Prof. Ray Chaudhuri has stressed the solitary
exception in a Matsya MSS., but such stress is not justified.
He has also referred to a Vayu passage that the Andhras ruled
300 years. But the passage does not occur in any version with
reference to the Andhra kings considered here. It is used in
connection with the rule of their servants (tesim bhrtyanvaya
nrpah) who were also Andhras or descendants (vaméih) who
were not a dynasty of paramount kings.8 The Matsya calls them
Sriparvatiyah Andhrdh.  The reference to years does not
probably even mean 300 but is a misreading, as a comparison
with the closely similar line in Matsya, shows.

Next we may consider the number of kings said to have
ruled in this dynasty. The Vayu, Brahmanda, Vispu and
Bhagavata state that there were thirty kings. The Matsya
notes that there were only 19 kings but the different versions
name a number of kings varying from 20 to 30. The Vayu and
Brahminda name usually 18 or 17 kings.t The Visnu and
Bhagavata name usually 24 and 23 kings. The actual distribu-
tions are as follows (excluding versions which have no lists) :—

19131 The Purana Text of the dynasties of the Kali age, by F. E. Pargiter,
. 2 T have counted as Sep&l‘&tve versions only those MSS. which are
said to note variants. They represent independent opinions or observers.
8 Pargiter, 4bid,, p. 45. The references will be shown hereafter
merely as (P) and in the text. 3
hvuna 18 Printed on p. 36 that the Vayu incladed kings 6-8 but the
YPhon 18 a misprint for & comma, as the footnote No. 43, p. 39, shows.
Anothqr Tisprint is 20 for 30 in the group 15-20 in the statement of kings
shown in Bhagavata,
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Purana. No. of No. of kings.
Versions. named.
2 30
29
28
21
25
24

Matsya

s i

Vayu

[

Visnu
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Bhagavata ¢ -
Brahmanda - - e 17

The fact that the four Puranas in all their versions
(practically) agree that there were thirty kings proves that there
was a tradition of this number of kings. These four Puranas
agree about the total regnal period of this set of 30 kings.
The Matsya also agrees about the duration, thereby indirectly
st'lpportmg the .tradibion of thirty kings. It supports it also
directly by naming 30 kings in two versions. The wide variation
in number and names in the other versions shows that these
editors were of opinion that some of these thirty kings indicated by
exclusion, each in his own edition, were not entitled to have their
names preserved in the dymastic lists. The Matsya Puranas
generally, notwithstanding’ the divergence in number named,
have noted a tradition of only nineteen kings being entitled to
have their names included in the list (of paramount rulers).
"l‘h(’f diminished number in some manuscripts of the Matsya
indicates that an attempt was made to cut down the names to
near about nineteen. The Vayu and Brahmanda versions agree
very closely regarding the number and names of kings. The only
MSS. which deviates sharply shows a hopeless confusion in the
arrangement of names and may be rejected as pel_)l-esontmg
records of an inaccurate and careless observer. Pargiter states
that its diction is * rather illiterate’ (P- I1I). The only (hfferel_lcu
between the Vayu and Brahmanda versions i3 with regard to king
Cakora who is said to have ruled only si¥ months. Two Vayu
MSS. include his name. Clearly there was doubt whether this
short reign was of a kind to justify inclusion. There is therefore a
close agreement between the tradition of 19 kings in the Matsya
versions, and the 17 or 18 kings found in the Viyu and Brabmanda
in their numerous versions.
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The Visnu and Bhagavata agree about 30 kings and their
regnal period with the Viyu and Brahminda, but include, in
addition to the names in the two last-named records, six or
seven other kings. Obviously the number of kings does not fit
in with either of the'two traditions preserved. But the different
versions agree quite well. We may therefore conclude that there
must have been a certain uniform failure to apply a correction or
a uniform source of error in the case of these two Puranas.

From a study of the language, errors in spelling, and grammar
of the different versions, Pargiter has concluded ‘that the Sanskrit
account as it stands in the Matsya, Vayu, and Brahmanda is a
Sanskritized version of the older Prakrit §lokas’ . . . but the main
portions of the Bhagavata and Visnu are held to ‘consist almost
entirely of a condensed redaction’. The Visnu account is held
to have been composed on the basis of the same sources as the
Matsya, Vayu, and Brahmianda. But ‘the Bhigavata account
.......... is evidently a later redaction’, and was probably
composed several centuries after the other accounts. There are
indications that ‘it must have been composed directly in Sanskrit P
(APP., I, P). We know that the writers of the Puranas were
definitely patrilineal, and they were looking for patrilineal
genealogies. Let us imagine such editors of dynastic lists with
the Matsya, and Viyu or Brahmanda versions or the records
which led to the drawing up of those editions before them. The
Matsya, version may be imagined to have been one with the full
list of thirty names and the Vayu the usual version with 18 names.
In other words we consider our imaginary editor of Visnu for
example as examining the two distinct traditions of thirty kings
and nineteen kings, with practically their full lists. He may try
to supplement the list with references from literature and other
tradition current in his time. If he finds that certain names
not noted in the revised Vayu list are of sons of kings shown in it,
or of their father, he will conclude that they ought to come in, for
he will be expecting them to occur there in patrilineal succession.
Let us see how far we can explain the intermediate number of
kings in the Visnu and Bhiagavata on such a view.

The thil‘t-y klngs in the order in which they are named
generally, on the basis of the different versions, are as follows:—

1. Simuka. 11. Skandasvati.
2. Krsna. 12. Mrgendra.
3. Sii éitakami. 13. Kuntala.
4. Puarnotsanga. 14. Svativ (= K)arna.
5. Skandhastambhi. 15. Pulomavi.
6. Satakarni. 16. Aristakarna.
. Lambodara. 17. Hala.
8. Apilaka. 18. Mantalaka.
9. Meghasviti. 19. Purindrasena.

10, Svati. 20. Sundara Satakarni.
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21. Cakora. 96. Sivaskandha.
22. Sivasviti. 27. Yajiiaéri.

23. Gautamiputra. 28. Vijaya.

24. Puloma. 29. Candasrl.

25. Sivadri. 30. Pulomavi.

The Viyu list of 18 names include kings 1-3, 6, 8, 15-23,
and 27-30. The Brahmanda leaves out 21, which iS_eXCh]ded "
11 Vayu MSS., while two other Vayu MSS. exclude Apilaka and
onc also No. 30, Pulomavi. The Visnu mentions 1-4, 6-9, 15-30
generally ; but one MSS. leaves out 4, 6, another 21 and a thl.l'd
2.8, 29. We may neglect these cases as minor accidental varia-
tions. The Bhagavata names 1-4, 7-9 and 15-30 (wrongly
printed as 15-20 in Pargiter’s book). ~As it is a later redaction,
clearly it is following the Visnu or at least the original version on
which the Visnu was based.

A comparison of the Vignu list with the Vayu list shows that
the former includes the following additional kings:—

4,7, 9, 24, 25, 26.

As No. 4 was successor to No. 3 who was a son of No. 2,
a.l_ld the lz}tter an agnatic kin of No. 1, the editor might include
lm.n, considering it possible to treat him as also an agnate. But
this wopld not apply to No. 5 who was not succeeded or preceded
by & king known definitely to be a son or brother of a king.
Again Lambodara No. 7 is said to have been a son of Satakarni
No. 6, and Apilaka No. 8, of Lambodara No. 7. The Visnu
editor may therefore have left out No. 5, considering that Nos. 1,
2, 3, 4 are related or likely to be related according to his known
ideas of patrilineal kinship and after them also 6, 7, 8. This
would seem to justify our editor in such revision. Again, the
king immediately after Apilaka may justly be included, as he
might be an agnatic kin after all, but other unrelated names
further down will be considered doubtful. No other Kings before
15 are noted as sons or brothers in any version. Since all our
editor’s predecessors including those with longer a2 well as
shorter lists agree in naming kings 15-23, the Visnu editor will
accept these names. King No. 24 is however & famous king,
and noted as a son of No. 23 in the longer list- S0 his HEFE i
be added; No. 26 is said to be a son of a king and will the_l-efore
be held as worthy of inclusion. But this cannot be done without
including his father No. 25 "The rest 27-30 are again given in
all the earlier Puranas. W;e can therefore explain the Z\ddlt_lon
of six kings to the Viyu list on the view that our later Plu‘@na,
editors had a patrilineal bias and were seeking to fit the lists
into patrilineal succession. The Bhagavata which follows the
Visnu revision has one obvious weakness. The king Lambodara
is said to be the son of Sitakarni and not of Piarnotsanga. But
the revision makes Lambodara son of Piirnotsanga as the
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Bhagavata leaves out sﬁtakargi altogether. But it adds tat-
sutah and similar phrases in a number of new cases not found
in any of the other Puranas. Such an extension of patrilineal
Succession is logical to the Bhigavata editor. For, if sons were
following fathers as kings, there was no harm in mentioning this
relationship even in cases where earlier versions did not mention
it. Thus he adds tat-sutah to the successor of Sivaskandha
No. 26 and also to the next king Yajfiaéri, and his successor
Vijaya, obtaining a patrilineal succession in this way for five
generations. Similar additions are made for Piirnotsanga and also
Hala. None of the other Purinas support these relationships.

Although it is not possible to offer any direct proof of the
reagons for the Vispu and Bhagavata versions in the absence of
any explanatory notes left by the editors of those versions, it
can be shown that the Bhagavata is wrong in its addition of the
relationship clause in the solitary case where there is an inscription
of such a king. It has also wrongly shown the relationship of
Lambodara.

The Nanaghat cave inscription? of the lord of daksindpatha
identified with Sri Satakarni of the Puranas (No. 8) and Sirs
Satakani of the legend under the relievos in the same cave
definitely stated that he (or his queen) had two sons Vedisri
and Saktisri. Sri Satakarni was already dead at thec time:
but there is no mention of any king Parnotsanga among his sons,
or in any inscription under any image. Some scholars have
expressed the opinion that this difficulty is not serious as
Pirnotsanga may have been a biruda. But a comparison of
the names of kings in the Purdnas and the inscriptions and
coins does not permit this assumption. If we allow for changes
due to conversion of a spelling in Prakrit to Sanskrit, the two
sets of names agree extremely well. The deviations that occur
are obvious misreadings and do not support a biruda hypotbesis.

Name in Purana (with Name in inscription or
recognisable variants). coin 2.
Sisuka .
Sindhuka } o -+ Simuka.
Krsna .. .. Kanha.
Sri Satakarni .. .. Siri Satakani.
Gautamiputra ~ .. Gotamiputa.
Puloma .. .. Pulumavi.
Yajfiaéri .. .. Siri Yaifia.
Sivagi .. .. Siva Siri.
Candaéri or Candraéri .. Siri Cada, or Siri Cada.

1 Archaeological Survey of Western India;\ Vol. V, London, 1883,
Chap. XII. The Nanaghat Inscriptions, by Prof. G. Biihler.
i 2 Most of these will be found noted in the Catalogue of Indian Coins
wn the British Museun.,, by E. J. Rapson, London, 1908. Detailed
referencos will be found in my earlier paper. Rapson’s work will be
referred to as BMC in future,
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assuming that Pirpotsanga

from
Suoh a close agreoment dopare iR BR-EY Bp ler suggests, it is

uranas was really Vedisr.
gfo:}al (;)rf;ba,ble that the two princes never came to tlfle throne but
died before succession. A reference to my table o Cross-co%
marriage and matrilineal succession in mLy previous pa,pexl'l
show that this is expected from the Puréna list. I have shown
in the list that the sister’s son of Satakarni No. 6 never came to
the throne; but this king was succeeded by the nexs heir, the
sister’s daughter’s son, who was also the son’s son, Apilaka. But
Satakarni (No. 6) is shown in my table as sister’s son of Simuka
and Krsna and therefore a cross-cousin, of No. 3 Sri-Satakarni,
father of Vediérl. The sister of No. 6 would therefore be wife of
No. 3, Sri Satakarni, while No. 6 would marry the sister of No. 3
and have Lambodara as son.

|
Simuka Krsna @ +Maharathi Tranakayiro

. l |
Sri Satakarni 4+ @ Devi Nayanika Satakarni
(No. 3) ' (No. 6)

Vedidri Salktisri

Therefore the sons of No. 3 Sri s&ta,karm', i.e. Vediéri and Saktiéri,
would be the heirs of No. 6 Satakarni. But I concluded from
the relationship of the successor of No. 6 (Satakarni) to the same
king, that they had died before the end of his reign (which was
very long) and hence been succeeded by the heir of next genera-
tion. The evidence of the inscription and of the Purdnas
therefore fit in and verify my genealogical and successional
table unexpectedly.! The regency of queen Nayanika suggested
by Biihler supports my hypothesis of matrilineal succession
indirectly. Her son was going to rule over her kingdom, which
had been managed, i.e. ruled by her brother according to the
usual practice among mother-right people. This case is com-
parable to Gavtami Bélasri’s mention of making gifts in her own
royal right. It further proves my conclusion with regard to
the Bhigavata revision and addition of spurious kinship notes.
Tt is established therefore, as far as historical facts can be estab-
lished, that a new factor, i.e. bias towards patrilineal succession,
in these records—satisfactorily explains the odd revision resulting
in a total of kings definite in number but intermediate between

, 1 Prof. Ray Chaudhury has for unknown reasons held that Sri
Satakarni and Devi Nayanikd were not cross-cousins. I have discussed
this point later. The genealogy postulated here by me is subject to the:
limitations regarding cross-cousins previously noted.
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19 and 30. Ve may therefore consider the curious Visnu and
Bhagavata versions as satisfactorily accounted for. Also, the
kinship between one king and another as noted in Visnu and
Bhagavata cannot be accepted unless at least some reliable
version of Matsya, Vayu or Brahmanda corroborates it.l We
may now proceed with the hypothesis, which satisfactorily fits
into the traditions of all the Purdnas, that there were 30 kings
who ruled for 456-60 years; but that only 19 were entitled to
have their names shown in the list of paramount kings.

In my previous paper I have discussed this point and
considered thereafter the reasons for inclusion or exclusion of
names of kings in the dynastic lists in the Purdanas. The Andhra
list, like that of the Sungas and the Mauryas is of a sovereign
power, acknowledged to be such in their time. The evidence that
such supreme position was the reason for inclusion of particular
dynasties in separate lists in succession to one another, was
noted. A single great king in a dynasty, followed by failure
to maintain the supremacy later on, against the challenge of a
rival dynasty did not entitle a line of kings to a separate place
in such order. Such dynasties which gave an occasional great
king are generally shown in the Puranas together with their rivals
as contemporary rulers. Such an era, when no single dynasty
could claim continued supremacy, occurred after the fall of the
Satakarni emperors and is so indicated in the Purénas.

According to the statement, which occurs in the Puranas
along with certain lists of sovereign powers that ‘in this connec-
tion, the genealogical verse was sung by ancient Brahmanas’,2
it follows that the thirty Andhra kings were held to be related,
as well as bound by succession. As pointed out here and in my
earlier paper, the principal dynastic lists appear to have been
drawn up showing the genealogy as well as succession of sovereign
kings. The kings retained in the revised list therefore fitted
into the genealogy as well as succession, while those excluded
must have failed to satisfy at least one of these conditions. As
the versions at first included all the kings (to get the total of 30),
it is probable that the genealogical connection was present. But
the exclusion shows that the other factor, succession, was pro-
bably absent. Since genealogy to the Purdna writers implied
patrilineal descent, it suggests that the succession did not agree
with such descent. In other words it was probably matrilineal.
I have discussed this point in detail in my earlier paper which
may be consulted in this connection.

1 The differont Matsya versions disagree among themselves too greatly
to permit of any attempt at finding out the possible reason for error. Even
the 7 versions with 27 names disagree among themselves. The different
MSS. hetween them exclude Nos. 1, 2, 5, 7-13, 15, 18-25 and 29. We
can only conclude that difforent editors proceeded on different principles
and none hit on the right explanation

2 Pargiter, ibid., Toxt pages 8, 12 and also 66 and 67.
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Let us examine the lists to see what kings actually have
their kinship stated with regard to other kings in the earlier
reliable versions, and how they fare under the Vayu and
Brahménda revision. I have already noted reasons for not
considering kinship statements (of patrilineal descent) in the
Bhagavata when not corroborated by the earlier versions. 1
shall therefore treat as later and unsupported the addition of
kinship relations in the cases of Piirnotsanga (No. 4), Mantalaka
(No. 18), Yajiiaéri (No. 27), and Vijaya (No. 28). The Bhagavata
makes No. 3, No. 17, No. 26 and No. 27, the respective fathers
of these kings. At least three of them, Nos. 3, 17 and 27, were
famous rulers, known as great kings; and if any of them had
really been succeeded by sons or if Yajfiasri had succeeded his
father that fact would have been recorded in the earlier versions
which were composed within two centuries of Sitakarni rule
and one of which was probably composed in Yajfiaéri’s time.
This is not however the case. As noted before, the Bhagavata
was composed much later; and it has carried forward the
extension of patrilineal succession under a bias in its version.

The instances of kinship, noted in the earlier versions, or
corroborated by two Puranas are as follows:—

Serial Name. Kinship. To king. No.
No.
2 Kgsna, .. Brother Simuka 1
3 Sr éétak&mi .. Son Krsna . 2
7 Lal_nbodara, .. Son Satakarni .. 6
8 Aplla.k?, .. Son Lambodara .. 7
24 Pploma .. Son Gautamiputra 23
26 ivaskandha . . Son Sivagri . 2
29 Canda§ri ..  Son Vijaya .. 28

T}_1e line which refers to No. 26 as the son of No. 25 is not
found in a large number of Matsya MSS. in that form.

The succession of Krsna to Simuka is not debarred on
patrilineal succession but fits in equally well or better in
matrilineal succession. Sri Satakarni was a great king who
carved out a kingdom for himself and .performed the asvamedha
ceremony. He was therefore entitled to mention in the Purana
lists as he was a paramount ruler and also genealogically con-
nected to his predecessor. He is however merely mentioned as
a great king, and no regnal period is given in the Vayu a.n.d
Brahranda, although this is clearly stated in the Matsya. This
may be held as partial exclusion. _

The king Lambodara is not shown in the revised list. Apilaka
as the son’s son of Satakarni is entitled to rule over the ancestral
kingdom as already explained in the preliminary note on cross-
cousin marriage and matrilineal succession. Agreeable to this
fact, we find that his name is not exeluded in the revised version.
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Puloma was a great king and son of Gautamiputra who was even
Esﬁtex‘ known. But he is nevertheless excluded from the revised

) So far the exclusions and inclusions of kings related as sons
ﬁt'v in excellently with matrilineal succession and do not agree
_\Vlth patrilineal succession. After the successor of Pulomavi,
Le. after Sivaéri, the son of the latter succeeded according to the
Matsya versions; this is’ followed by Bhagavata and Visnu.
The revised version excludes both, thereby confirming that
Sivaskandha did not succeed to the later Q kingdom. I have
pointed out that regular succession of a son of a king of one
kingdom to the throne of the other kingdom depends on cross-
cousin marriage. . The exclusion of No. 26 from the Vayu and
Brahrhanda lists therefore suggests that Sivaéri did not marry
hig cross-cousin, the heiress of the older kingdom. If we can
show that this probably occurred, then the apparent exception
would turn out to be an additional support of my hypothesis.
We know from inscriptions! that a daughter of a Mahaksatrapa
R wivein , probably Rudradaman, was the queen (devi) of a
Vasigthiputra gﬁtakarm'; and that Rudradaman has referred to a
Satakarni, lord of daksindpatha, who cannot be other than
Pulumayvi, referring to non-remoteness of his relationship with
him. The expression used by the Mahaksatrapa shows that the
lord of daksinapatha was not his son-in-law. Further, Pulumavi
has styled himself as Siri Pulumavi and never ag Sa.ta,ka,mi in
any of his coins or inscriptions. Tt is not reasonable to think
that his queen of all persons should name him wrongly, although
Rudradaman might refer to him as Satakarni on account of his
dynastic name. The probability is that the Saka princess was
married to his heir apparent Sivasri who is styled in Visnu
Purana as Sivaéri Satakarni, a designation supported by coins.
The Nanaghat cistern inscription may also refer to him. The
use of the term chatarpana would suggest that he was under
Saka influence. The son of this Saka queen of Sivaéri would
not in any case succeed to the R kingdom as I have termed the
ancestral kingdom of Gautamiputra. We do not know where
he ruled, as there are no coins or undoubted inscriptions. The
Satakarnis would not support him against a rightful heir. The
powerful Saks Mahiksatrapas may however have put him on
the throne of the Q kingdom as I have styled the other realm,
where he is said to have ruled & year, or if the emendation of
Pargiter is accepted, three years. Normally, according to my
simplified diagram of cross-cousin marriage, Vijaya would be the
son of Pulumavi or classed as such, and Candaéri would come
into the class of Pulumavi’s patrilineal grandson. He ought to

1 Archaeological Survey of Western India, Vol. V. See also Ebigmphica
Indica, Vol X. TLudor’s list of Brahmi inscriptions : No. 994. This list will
in future be reforred to as L only, in the toxt.

epea .
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succeed to the Q realm, after Sivaéri No. 25, who would
stand to him in the relation of a mother’s brother (actual or
classificatory near kin). But if the son of Sivasri, backed by his
Saka relations, occupied these dominions, Candasri might lose his
ancestral (maternal) throne. As this Vasisthiputra was the heir
of Siva&, his rule would fall within the long reign of Yajfiasri.
This king, Yajfiaéri apparently, reconquered from akas,
Aparanta and adjacent areas. He ruled also in Andhradesa.
Candaéri must therefore have lost his ancestral throne, but the
dominions were reconquered as, they are found ruled over by
Yajfiagri. The short reigns of Sivaskandha (1 or 3 years) and
Candasri (2 years) agree with their rule in very difficult circum-
stances and fit in with this view. In my earlier paper I was not
able to explain why the revised versions did not exclude the
name qf jﬁhe .king Candari from their list. I fell into the error
of ascribing it to oversight on the part of the editors. Bub the
close agreement of the revised versions precludes such an explana-
tion. A detailed examination of the coins of this king in addition
to the data of the Purdnas however throws some light on this
%l?t't?ﬁ' The (éOl:DS of the king Gautamiputra, and those of
' 331$V}P}1tr3: r1 lgu_lumaw, Vasisthiputra Sivagri Satakarni
an asmphlpqtl'a ri Canda of fabric A resemble closely in
t}l’lpe- The coins of Nahapdna restruck by Gautamiputra,
all bear on the obve.rse a Caitya of three arches, having in
some cases & pellet within each or a crescent above the Caitya,
and a waved line below it all. On the reverse is the Ujjain
symbol surmounted by a crescent (BMC 253-258). The
coins of Pulumévi in the Andhra de$a show on the obverse &
Caitya of three arches, with a waved line below; and on the
feversel,sthe Ujjain symbol (BMC 88, 89). The coins of Sivast
/i.Canda (BMC 117- . 115 18 also the case with the coll [
coins are al(l of lead, sui‘fl)a thmh el The
Rapson concluded that th; ylshapgd anc G tho samb ) fqbz‘lfg
to close succession of the thcr::ela,sgtl;]}rlll:;;gﬁ ll?int;: C?QESIE%EVZr
the Pu_!_‘a.x.la.s put the. third of them, Candaéri after Yajiiasrl
ar}d Vijaya, while 1vadii came after Pulumavi he was faced
with a difficulty. It is obvious that this discrepancy disappears
on my l}ypotyeSIS, and the coins uphold my view that all the
three Vasigthiputras followed each other on the same throne.
The cl_osp ) relationship in rule between Gautamiputra and
Pulumévi is revealed in the coin symbol of the former. The
successor of Gautamiputra, the powerful king Yajfiadri, had the
earlier part of his rule in the ancestral R kingdom concurrent
(according to the chronology based on my hypothesis) with

1 The comparison is legitimate as the types menti
Gautamiputra and not of Nahapina. i foned are of
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Pulumavi’s rule jn the Q kingdom, while the middle of Yajiiasri’s
reign was covered by the rules of Sivaéri, Candasi, and

ivaskandha in the same Q realm. Some of the coins of Yajfiaéri,
of fabric A, made of lead, have the same symbols as those just
described (BMC 135-38). There are other coins with different
symbols. One variant has a Caitya of six arches with a crescent
above it and a waved line below. The reverse is as in the
other coins previously described (BMC 139-145). Rapson has
concluded from a study of these coins that they are of later
date than the first type. There is another class of coins of
Yajfiaéri, of a different fabric termed B by Rapson, and these
have the elephant symbol (BMC 164). Rapson (_3on51fl~ers,
that they belong to ‘the latter part of the reign of Sri Yajfia
(BMC lxxiv). Again Yajfiaéri had issued coins of Fabric B,
with the symbol of a horse standing, on the obverse, and the
usual Ujjain symbol on the reverse (BMC 148-63). There are
coins of Candadri with the legend Rafio Siri-Cada-Satisa, without
the metronymic but with the regal title (BMC 125-131). They
have the symbol ‘horse standing r, in front of an altar’, on the
obverse. The reverse shows the usual Ujjain symbol of this
group of kings. These coins of Candagri or Sri Candra show
that he ruled in the latter part of or even after the reign of
Yajfiaéri. Now the Puranas agree in all their versions that
Candasri ruled in the old ancestral kingdom after Vijaya. Again,
according to my hypothesis, based on data of the Puranas, this
king should come after Sivagriin the Q kingdom. Also if any coins
were issued by him when ruling over this Q kingdom which was
his by inheritance they should bear the metronymic and regal
title together. The earlier coins of Candadri, with the legend
Vasisthiputra and rafio, strongly support by their fabric, symbol,
and execution the view of his succession to this kingdom after
Sivasdrl. Hence this part of my hypothesis regarding Canda-
§r1 may be said to be proved. But it is necessary to explain the
issue of the other coins and the evidence of the Puranas about
succession to the R kingdom. The old ancestral kingdom could
not come to Candasii through his mother. If it came to him as
stated in the revised versions, it must have come from his father
Vijaya or by conquest. In such a case we cannot expect to
find his mother’s name on his coins with the regal titlg. These
coins of later times in faét do not show the metronymic. They
support the view that this king ruled twice, once in mzbtr}lllleal
succession in the Q kingdom, and again much later on, in the
father’s ancestral (matrilineal in the case of the father) kingdom.
There is one bit of evidence in the Puranas which support such a
view and therefore the evidence of the coins. The king Candaériis
said to have ruled ten years in the Matsya Purdna but only three
years in the revised version. In other words his rule over the
ancestral kingdom of Yajfiaéri was only three years. Hence he
must have ruled for seven years elsowhere as a paramount king.
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We know from the coins that he ruled in the Q kingdom after
Sivagri. This rule of seven years was therefore in the Q kingdom.
The objection that there are other instances of discrepancies of
regnal periods in the two versions is not valid. Most of them
are obvious misreadings, as for example saumyo bhavigyati
for so’pyekavimgati, (P. 41) ’smad dasa for astadasa (P. 39)
and ekonavimséati for ekonatrimgéati. The remaining discre-
pancies are only two and cannot be explained in this way. They
represent genuine difference of opinion about the regnal period.
None of them however occur in the case of a king succeeding
patrilineally, i.e. anomalously like Candasri.

This discussion of the succession of Candaéri has brought
9ut one point which in a sense weakens my hypothesis, but
is really not inconsistent with it. The traditional origin of the
Sﬁtav&har'la-s shows that they were of mixed origin. One element
was definitely patrilineal, as the stress on the Kula indicates.
The matrilineal inheritance is therefore to be ascribed to the
other Gleme_nt, which apparently held the dominant position, in
as much as it was able to impose its institutions on the patrilineal
group. OH_CB the practices were accepted, vested interests
would continue them. But the patrilineal traditions were not
a,bapdqlled; on the contrary, they were sought to be maintained
(as indicated) even in the midst of matrilineal customs. Hence
we may safely assume that in the original home land of the
patrilineal group, they did not observe matrilineal practices.
If any coins or inscriptions are found of these people in that
Aret, o Sho‘}ld,eXPeCt to find the regal title without the metro-
nymic. Again if the factors and circumstances which supported
the dominance of the matrilineal element, and thus brought
about the matrilineal succession to kingdoms, disappeared; or
greatly changed, the submerged patrilineal customs might come
to the top and replace them. I would suggest that this, 1n
fact, is what occurred in the case of Ca-ndaérifv As soon as the
ompn-e’wwh the dual ki“gdomsbwas broken up, and matrilineal
succession rendered inoperative, the alternative ngticv of
patrilineal succession took its plnc’e The successors of Candasri
may on this view be expected not to use the metronymic in
qssoqmtgon with the regal title, cither in their coins or in th_eu:
inscriptions. The Puranas mention only one King Pulomavi
after Candadii, in the imperial line. But there were other
Andhras who continued to rule in outlying areas. \? e are
acquainted with the names of kings &i-Rudra (BMC 179),
sl'i-KI‘f}n‘d, II (BMC 180) &1 S{Lt-uk-ﬂﬂli (17]—4:), and others
from coins found in the Chanda district. The types of the
entire series are almost identical, and the metals used_ are the
same. All the coins show on the obverse an (\lcphap‘t .\\'1th trunk
upraised, standing r, and on the reverse the Ujjain symb.o],
each orb of which is represented by a pellet with a surrounding
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circle. Two kings—Pulumavi (BMC Nos. 90-93) and Sri-
Yajiia (BMC Nos. 165-70)—have also a crescent surmounting this
symbol. None of these kings use the metronymic. It may be
that the home land of the patrilineal element was in the neigh-
hbourhood where these kings ruled. Two widely separated areas
have been suggested as the original home of the Satavdhanas.!
Both views may be reconciled if the two areas are held to be
the homes of the two distinct elements which merged to form the
mixed group.

I may note here an objection which has been raised by
Prof. Ray Chaudhuri regarding the revised list of 18 kings. He
states that since three Matsya MSS. leave out actually the great
‘Gautamiputra (No. 23) in their revised list, the hypothesis of
revision put forward by me is contradicted. It has been pointed
out by me in a footnote on p. 326 that the Matsya MSS. exclude
among themselves 20 kings. Three editions exclude 2, 5, 15;
four MSS. exclude 5, 15 ; one 9, 20, 22 ; another, 2, 5, 20 ; a third
2,5, 20, 23, 24 ; a fourth 24, 25, 29 ; a fifth 5, 7, 8, 18, 19, 29;
a sixth 5, 9-11, 20-23 and 29 ; a seventh 2, 5, 9, 12, 13, 20-24 ;
aneighth 1, 2, 5; and a ninth, 20. Such a remarkable variability
in the number as well as names excluded point clearly to the
fact that the observations were extremely inaccurate. The
editors were clearly fumbling in the dark, and proceeding on
different principles in a haphazard manner. Even the three
versions which exclude No. 23, Gautamiputra, show totals of
25, 21, and 20 names, and do not agree also in excluding five
common names among themselves. The value of the lists in
such versiong is therefore nil so far as the factor involved, i.e.
revision is concerned. The exclusion of the name of Gautami-
putra in these three Matsya MSS. cannot be seriously cone
sidered as evidence against numerous and closely agreeing versions
of the Vayu, and Brahmanda or the Visnu and Bhigavata.
The fundamental canons for discrimination of statistical data
do not permit of such use of these three Matsya versions.

Before passing on to other objections, it is necessary to
dispose of an alternative hypothesis put forward by Prof.
Ray Chaudhuri to explain the discrepancies in the dynastic lists.
He has stated that the evidence of inscriptions and references in
literature point to the existence of lines of subordinate Sﬁ,takar'ni
kings in Kuntala, and three of the names of kings in the Purana
list, according to him, are found to be associated with Kuntala.
Therefore, he states, it is ‘fair to conclude that the Matsya MSS.
which mention 30 Satavahana kings include not only the main
group of kings but also the Kuntala kings’, In support of his
hypothesis, he refers to the following pieces of evidence :—

1 For a discussion of thedifferent views,see Prof. H. C. Ray Chaudhury’s
book on Political History of Ancient India, pp. 842-3, referred to before.
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(@) Theinscriptions of the Bapavasi Satakarnis which consist
of two inscriptions of Hariti-putra Visnukada-cutu-Kuld-nanda
Satakarni and his daughter. (L. 1186), (L. 1195).

A prince Skanda-niga Sataka mentioned in one of these
inscriptions is identified with Skandsvati of the Puranas. No
reasons are ascribed by Prof. Ray Chaudhury for this identifica-
tion beyond the resemblance in name. There is no evidence
that Skandaniga Sitaka ever even came to the throne. Prof.
Ray Chaudhuri himself has (rightly) rejected Rapson’s identifica-
tion of this prince with the Haritiputra Sivaskandavarman
referred to in the Malavalli pillar inscription of the Kadamba king
who succeeded the Cutu Kula Satakarnis. Again the Sé.ta,ka,rngs
of the Purdnas, so far as we know, were Satavahanas. ‘Th{s
prince was not stated to be of that Kula. The identification 18
therefore not based on facts. If such identifications on mere
resemblance of names were permissible the Krsna Satakarni of
the coins (BMC No. 180) obviously of later date would have to
be identified with the king of this name, the brother of Simuka ;
and the Purénas condemned for placing his name SO early.
Fortunately the inscription of the time of Krsna Satavahana ab
Kanheri (L. 1144) has prevented such a conclusion. It is true
P.l:Of.l Ray Ctlautglhuri has sulll)ported a similar view of alleged
misplacement of names in the dynastic lists, relying on Rao
Bahadur K. N. Dikshit’s identiﬁ(Z:Zion ofh:,tioppey;-1 c%in found
recently, as that of Apilaka.l But, the metal shape, stamping as
well as n}sqmptlon of the coin all disagree u;it-h known coins of
Satakarnis in the area where it was found and the identification
is not justified. The coin is of copper, round in shape, and
shows an elephant standing right on the obverse, with the
insoription Réno Sivasirisapilakasa. The reverse is blank. As
Mr. Dikshit himself states, the only copper coins of the Andhras
are the square coins found in Wostern India (BMC 7, 8, 87)-
They are insglribeg tl(;l.l both sides. The only round copper
coins apparently o 18 period ata Ksatrapa
Bhiimaka (BMC 237—42).p But tal’;‘:yoaf,‘l:g emfs gali?rll‘g in Western
India; nor are they stamped on one face only. Mr. Dikshit
tries to got over these difficulties by stating that ‘ Apilaka must
have followed some local prototype’. No such local prototype
is known or indicated by Mr. Dikshit.

Mr. Dikshit has laid great stress on the elephant symbol
on the coin. But this type of symbol is found also on certain
copper coins of Jaydaman, son of Castana (BMC 269), and also
in the potin coins of Saka era 131 (=209 A.C.), probably
issued by Mahaksatrapa Rudra Simha, and also a later king
(BMC 374-6 and 402-18). It may be conceded that there are
additional symbols in the last-mentioned group of coins. This

1 A New Andhra Coin, by K. N. Dikshit. Journ. Royal Asiat. Soc.
Bengal, Vol. III, 1937, issued October, 1938.
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however agrees with their later date. Let us now examine the
legend. The coins of Andhra kings always have the regal title
spelt rafio, but here it is spelt rano. Again the name of a
king never has the form ‘Sirisa’ before it, in the Andhra coins.
It is always in the form Siri-Yafia, Siri-Cada, and so forth.

The entire evidence furnished by the coin is therefore
definitely against its identification as of Apilaka of the Andhra
dynasty of the Puranas. Its obvious later date, therefore, does
not on that account require any revision in the list of Andhra
kings in the Puranas.

(6) Kuntala Satakarni is stated by the commentator of th'e
Kamasiitra of Vatsyayana to have been so nfm_lgd from his
birth in Kuntala country.! Apart from the possibility that the
explanation may have been a speculative guess on the part of the
commentator who wrote several centuries later, does it prove that
this king was of ‘the Kuntala lines’? If we accept the derivation
as correct we can logically infer only that his mother was in the
Kuntala country when the prince was born. We can further
conjecture that the Kuntala country probably formed part of
the domains of his father, or mother’s father, or mother’s brother,
or some such close relation. We know from one of the inscrip-
tions of Gautamiputra (L. 1125) that Kuntala or strictly speaking
Banaviasi was included in his dominions and administered by a
royal officer. I may note that according to my hypothesis,
Kuntala ruled over the Q kingdom. Hence his father should
be a king or prince of the older kingdom which in later times
was ruled over by the Gautamiputra and his successors. Kuntala
could therefore have been born in the place after which he is
said to be named. This bit of evidence of a Kuntala line brought
out by Prof. Ray Chaudhuri does not therefore support his
hypothesis at all, but fits in easily with my views.

(c) Hala is associated with Kuntala in a verse quoted from
the introduction to Gathasapta-Sati. But if Hila were a king
of the subsidiary Kuntala line postulated by Prof. Ray Chaudhuri,
his name should be excluded from the final revised list. But
none of the Purdnas except one MSS. exclude his name. The
solitary exception is one Vayu manuscript (the ‘e’ Vayu) which
begins the dynastic list with 11, 18, 21, comes back to 12-15,
adds a Satakarni here and then goes on to 25-30. Finally
it records 1-4 and 6-10. "The extraordinary confusion in the
order of names and the total which is neither thirty nor near
nineteen shows this version to be untrustworthy. It is on this
solitary version that Prof. Ray Chaudhury relies for support of
his theory ignoring the unanimous inclusion of Hala’s name in
all other versions and Puranas. _

Prof. Ray Chaudhuri’s inference that the Matsya versions
include in their list the Kuntala (more appropriately Banavasi)
1 Kamastitra: Note on II-7-28 (Benares, Chowkhamba Series, 1912).

9B
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Satakarnis is therefore untenable. A far more important point
to be noted in this connection is that the Kuntala hypothesis
would place the excluded kings in succession to the included line
as Prof. Ray Chaudhuri does not agree with the view of two
kingdoms with matrilineal succession and cross-cousin marriage.
The impossibility of conjoint rule of father and son combined
with patrilineal succession has already been pointed out in
my previous paper. Prof. Ray Chaudhuri’s view would therefore
make the arrangement of the Andhras in the dynastic list wholly
wrong except perhapsin a few cases. But if in such an important
matter as the arrangement of successions, over seventy out of
seventy-five versions of Purdnas are unreliable, how can Wwe
trust the lists with regard to any order at all? So far as inscrip-
tions show, the order of kings is not wrong in the Puranas. Is
it then permissible to characterize the Puranas wrong to support
a theory which is not supported by facts and which does not fit
in with the traditional data ? Prof. Ray Chaudhuri may reply
as he has done in another connection that the Purinas are not
always right, and they state Krsna (No. 2) to be the father of
(No. 3) Sri Satakarni, but this he considers erroneous in View
of the records in the Nanaghat cave (p. 7 of Prof, Ray Chaudhuri’s
})ook‘rei_'erred to before). An examination of the Nanaghat caye
inscription however does not reveal a single line stating Sri

it.:akarni to be the son of Simuka. There are a number of
relievos which have been broken and have Practicallydisappeared.
Under some of these there are inscriptions. One is said to be
of ‘ Raya Simuka Satavahano Sirimdto’ gnd another of ¢ Devi
Nayanikaya Rano Cha Siri Satakanine’,

It is an inference of Bihler and ot imuka was
father of the Sri S@takarni of this inscriptlilgf t%[laifagénslzégesmd
that Sri Sataka:rm carved out a kingdom for himself and
founded a new line. It may be that his father’s brother Simuka
had no son and placed his nephew in charge of his distant and
conquered dominions as a ruler owing to his military talents.
(The Puranas mention that Simuka wag helped by his Y olk.)
It was not in the line of succession to the ancestral kingdom.
This went in fact to Krsna the brother of Simuka and then to
the matrilineal heir. A record of combined genealogical and
royal succession may therefore validly leave out Krsna’s name
in the case of Sri Satakarni. The inferences of Biihler and
others would have been justified only for a patrilineal people
recording patrilineal succession.

(d) There is a reference to a king Satavahana of Kuntala
in the Kavya Mimamsa.l It does not prove that the king

1 Kavyamimamsa of Rijagekhara: Gaekwad’s Oriental Series: Baroda
1934: pp. 50 and 55. The notes in pages 197 and 205 quote other verses
referring to Satavihanas, including Hala. The date of Kavyamimamsa
18 said to lie between the 9th and 10th centuries A.D.
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ruled only over Kuntala but that it was his headquartor, for
there are other kingy referred to in this work, similarly men-
tioning only the well-known parts of their dominions. Also, it
throws no light on any identification of the kings named in the
Puranas. Kuntala, as stated, was in the Satavahana dominion.
It is also not impossible that it may have formed the stronghold
of the Satakarnis and an important province of the ancestral
kingdom, since some Satakarni kings kept hold over it even after
the overthrow of the paramount Andhra kings. A reference to
my earlier paper will show that my views lead to a chronology
according to which the king Hala ruled in the ancestral kingdom
about 77 A.C., when the Saka Ksatrapas were overthrowing
Satakarni rule in Daksinapatha. Prof. Ray Chaudhury has
suggested that the reference to king Satavahana in Kuntala may
be to Hala. Such an identification does not go against my
hypothesis. When the imperial domains of the Sitakamis had
shrunk for the time being, the reference to the stronghold or
headquarters would become apposite. The tradition of that time
may have been preserved in later records.

I may now consider the other objections raised by Prof.
Ray Chaudhuri to my views.

I have stated in the earlier paper that in the inscriptions
of the $étakarm kings, the regal title and the metronymic occurs
and disappears together, except among the earlier kings who
founded the kingdoms and did not inherit them through the
mothers. Prof. Ray Chudhurirefers to the Myakdoni inscription 1
and states that it furnishes an exception. He has overlooked
the fact that the inscription is not by any royal ruler, nor any
royal officer. It is by a villager who himself does not use any
metronymic. Further the regal title is not here used in relation
to the king as in other cases. If the inscription had run as
rafio Pulumavisa ¢ of King Pulumavi’ it might have been called
an exception to the usual practice, though it would not have
gone against my hypothesis for the reasons stated. Actually it
runs Raiio Satavahananam S(3) ri Pulum(d)visa sava 8, ete.

In the eighth year of Siri Puluméavi king of the Satavahanas’.
he term rafio ‘is here used, not as a form of royal address but
as a deseriptive word. Hence his objection is not valid.
th regard to coins the eXceptions are Sri $5,ta,karni
W_ho pmlt up his own title to royal dignity and did not inherit
his kingdom from the mother; Candasri (No. 29) ; and certain
later kings. T haye already disposed of these objections.

Prof, Ray Chaudhuri has also stated that my hypothesis of

Cross-cousin marriage is disproved by the known fact that:—

(@) Sri Satakarni’s wife was Devi Nayanika.
(b) A Vasisthiputra Satakarni married a Saka Pprincess.

1 Epigraphica Indica, Vol. X1V.
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Prof. Ray Chaudhuri has not given any proof that Devi
Nayanika was not a cross-cousin of her husbanc_l. All that we
know is that her father was a Maharathi, of Amgiya Kula. The
husband of Nayanika did not inherit his kingdom through his
mother, nor was he managing it on behalf of his wife. Hence
no metronymic could be mentioned when the husband’s name
of his queen was recorded. Earlier in this note I have sta,t(?’d
that very probably her father married the sister of Satakarni’s
father. There is absolutely no evidence proving that this was
not the case. As regards the marriage of a king Vasisthiputra
Sata,karni to a Saka princess, Prof. Ray Chaudhuri has failed to
realize that marriage to a cross-cousin does not exclude marriages
for political or other purposes with princesses of other realms.
As I have pointed out matrilineal succession cannot be combined
with continuity of patrilineal kule unless there is cross-cousin
marriage. As a number of the Satakarni kings, named in the
Puranas, are Satavahanas, I concluded that they must have
practised this type of marriage. It does not mean however that
all queens of all kings were cross-cousins. Nor that all the royal
princes and princesses married cross-cousins. Kings are poly-
gamous and there may have been other queens besides the cross-
cousin. Again a cross-cousin may have been lacking through
death, or there having been no children of a brother or a sister.
I have discussed some of the complications which may arise,
earlier in this note and shall not repeat them.

In support of the various possibilities which I have referred
to, I shall note some facts from a set of inscriptions of patrilineal
kings of the same area whose ruling period followed that of the

atakarnis very closely in time. The inscriptions at Nagarjuni
Konda ! show that the king Madhariputa Siri Vira Purisadata
married the daughters of the sister or sisters (actual sister) ©
his father king Vasithiputa Siri Chamtamiila, who performed an
a§vamedha sacrifice. He had also other queens apart from two
of his cross-cousins, who are named as his Mahidevis in inserip-
tions of the same date. One of these other queens Mahadevi
Bhatideva was the mother of the royal heir, Vasethiputra Siri
Ehuvala Chatamila. She may or may not have been & cross-
cousin, although the particular metronymic and the fact that
another paternal aunt (father’s sister) who is a Vasisthi calls the
king Sirivira-Purisadata as her son-in-law (after stating he is
her brother’s son) suggests it. There is a fourth Mahadevi,
Rudradhara-bhatirika, who is a Maharaja’s daughter from Ujjent.
As the inscription was in the reign of Siri Vira Purisadata and
the queen was associated with the aunt of the king in a work
of piety, and is called mahadevi, her husband must have been

1 Epigraphica Indica, Vol. XX, (Delhi 1933). Prakrit Inscriptions
from . . . Nagirjunikonda, by Prof. J. Vogel.
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the reigning king.’ So we have definite evidence of cross-
cousin marriage and polygyny including marriage with an
unrelated princess in a royal dynasty that followed closely upon
the Satakarnis, in their rule of the Andhra country. I have not
been able to give such a direct proof for the matriliny of the
Satakarnis. But Prof. Ray Chaudhuri has ignored the Pabhosa
inscriptions (L. 904 and 905) which show that royal dynasties
closely related to Sungas followed matrilineal descent. The
inscription shows that a patrilineal royal ancestor had a different
gotra, and that a mother and sister in that line had the same
gotra. I have pointed this out in my earlier paper and also the
fact that the Sungas use metronymics like Satakarnis. The
evidence quoted is incontrovertible. I may further note that
matrilineal descent and succession to royalty can be proved to
have been prevalent in later times in the area where the
Satakarnis had their headquarters. A king who ruled in Tulu,
Konkan, and adjacent areas in the sixteenth century 2 was suc-
ceeded first by his younger brothers and then by his sister’s son
Devaraya. The same mode of succession to sister’s son was
followed in the case of Deva Rédya. Even now, matrilineal
descent is common in this area, and there are ruling princes a
little further south in Cochin, who follow matrilineal succession.
1 had also mentioned in my earlier paper the fact that the
prevalence of cross-cousin marriage in this area shortly before
the time of Satakarnis and shortly after it, is noted in authorita-
tive works of these periods. It is a matter of surprise to me that
80 many definite pieces of evidences should be disregarded and
two instances of royal marriage which do not at all go against
the hypothesis of cross-cousin marriage seriously put forward
as evidence of its non-existence. Imay note that even the expros-
sion ‘prevalence of cross-cousin marriage’ among a people does
not mean that a hundrod marriagos out of a hundred are between
cross-cousing. Thus the Hill Marias of Bastar practise this
form of marriage. Actual statistics collected for a certain area
by Grigson showed that ‘such unions formed 54 per cent of the
Hill Maria marriages’ into which he enquired.3 This is in fact
quite a high frequency.

Another objection which has been raised by Prof.
Ray Chaudhuri is that it is not correct to speak of separate king-
doms for the two lines. Thus, according to him, Gautamiputra

1 Another point of interest in these inscriptions is that these patrilineal
kings have their mother’s gotra stated as an indication of the individual
meant; but often in the same inscription the regal title Meharaja is later
used without the metronymic, showing that the two were not associated
as among étak‘?r;,us‘.] i

2 EpCar, (Vol. » Part II), Sagar Taluq Inscription 55 (page 190
text), Bz‘a)ngalore, 1904. ) Sag % P fpee

Inscription No. 163 refers to *descent in the female line’, i.e. matri-
lineal descent (p. 123, translation).

3 Tho Maria Gonds of Bastar, by W. V. Grigson, 1938.



1939]  $ATAKARNI SUCOESSION AND MARRIAGE RULES 339

is stated to have been king over provinces or places quite close to
Paithan and over areas which fell in Daksindpatha. He forgets
that the Daksinipatha kingdom had earlier ceased to exist
under the onslaught of the Sakas, and it was Gautamiputra
who reconquered the territory. His son may have helped him,
and succeeded to this kingdom as much by ancestral right through
the mother as by favour of his royal father. It may be noted
that the place names are set out in a panegyric of the victories
of Gautamiputra, set out by his mother in the reign of his son.
‘Gautamiputra is termed the king of kings, and it may even be
that the son, king Pulumavi, acknowledged his suzerainty during
his father’s life time. The fact that these kings of the Q realm
were excluded from the Puranas in spite of their genealogical
connection, shows that the ancestral line was looked upon as the
suzerain or paramount power which alone could find place in the
dynasticlist. A Qking however who could claim to be paramount
might find mention. One such case was of Sri-Satakarni (No. 3).
An examination of the inscriptions show that both Gautamiputra
and Sri Yajfia Gautamiputra had to reconquer the lost
Daksinapatha dominions; and Puluméavi was the last really
powerful lord of the Q line.

My conclusions are not affected by reconquests of a lost
dominion and fresh rights acquired by military prowess. They
apply to inherited realms.
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