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The chronology of Gandhāran sculptures is one of the most important subjects in South Asian studies and 
has long been discussed by scholars. However, despite the amount of interest shown in the subject, we still 
have not achieved a clear understanding or consensus about the chronology. This is because of the difficulty 
in determining the date of Gandhāran sculptures since most of the prominent objects were excavated, 
sometimes even illegally, without sufficient attention to procedures such as detailed reports. This does not 
mean to say, however, that we should leave aside this subject, as the chronology of Gandhāran sculptures is 
an issue fundamental to the research of the history and religion of the north-western Indian subcontinent 
(Fig. 1).1 Indeed, if we want to understand the historical or religious backgrounds of Gandhāran sculptures, 
first we need to determine when they were made. 

In aiming to construct a chronological overview of Gandhāran sculptures, chronological benchmarks 
from archaeological data were sought.2 Archaeological objects discovered in excavations are a reliable 
source of information having been obtained through scientific methods.

During the course of previous research, the author has encountered some helpful clues concerning the 
dates of Gandhāran sculptures which will be useful in discussing the chronology. In this paper, we will 
focus on one of the most controversial issues in the chronological studies of Gandhāran sculptures: when 
Gandhāran sculptures with inscriptions including years were made. 

Five Sculptures with Inscriptions Including Years
Precisely dated sculptures would be terrifically helpful in constructing a chronology. In fact, such objects, 
namely sculptures with inscriptions including years, do exist in the northwest of the Indian subcontinent, 
but they are not particularly helpful for the reason that none of these inscriptions include references to 
calendars. To date, we know of five Gandhāran sculptures with such inscriptions. Namely, a ‘meditating 
Buddha in the Indrasāra cave’ relief found at Mamāne Dherī (Figs. 2 and 3);3 a standing Buddha statue 
found at Loriyan Tangai (Figs. 4 and 5);4 a standing Buddha statue found at Pālātū Dherī (Figs. 6 and 7);5 a 
standing Hāritī statue found at Skārah Dherī (Figs. 8 and 9);6 and a Buddhist triad in a private collection 
(Fig. 10).7 In comparison, forty-three sculptures with inscriptions including years have been found in the 
Mathura region of North India, belonging to the same time period as the Gandhāran sculptures. The rarity 
of Gandhāran sculptures bearing year inscriptions is one of the reasons why it has not been possible to 
establish a chronology. The five inscribed sculptures will be discussed below.

A ‘Meditating Buddha in the Indrasāra Cave’ Relief Found  
at Mamāne Dherī
The first sculpture with a year inscription is a relief depicting ‘a meditating Buddha in the Indrasāra cave’ 
found in Mamāne Dherī, which is a Buddhist site located in the Chārsadda district. In 1928, the Peshawar 
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Figure 1: Map of the north-western Indian subcontinent.

Museum obtained a relief that was found at this site with a Kharoshṭhī inscription including the number 
89 (Fig. 2 and 3). Ludwig Bachhofer placed this relief a little later than ‘the classic Gandhāran style’ seen 
in sculptures from Takht-i-Bahi and Sahri Bahlol.8 On the other hand, Hugo Buchthal claimed that it was a 
comparatively early work of ‘the Gandhāra School’.9 Meanwhile, John Marshall asserted that the relief was 
one of the latest Gandhāran sculptures known to us.10 Johanna van Lohuizen-de Leeuw regarded the relief as 
one made in a flourishing period of Gandhāran art, and calculated its date by counting from the beginning of 
the Kaniṣka era11 whose inauguration she believed took place in 78 CE, concluding that the relief was made 
in 167 CE (78+89).12 Walton Dobbins agreed with Lohuizen-de Leeuw’s opinion on dating, but regarded the 
relief as one made in the early period of ‘Gandhāran art’.13 Benjamin Rowland and Alexander Soper also 
used the Kaniṣka era to count the year, but they believed that Kaniṣka began his reign in 127/8 CE, which 
meant the relief was made in 216 CE (127+89). Rowland focused on the similarity between the relief and a 
later work in Afghanistan.14 Soper reckoned that the relief was made in a period when classicism had lost 
its freshness.15  
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In contrast, Harald Ingholt used the Vikrama era, which began in 57 BCE. He assumed that ‘the dropped-
hundred theory’ had been used16 whereby the digit for hundreds was omitted in the inscription ‘89’, and 
that it represented ‘489’. This meant the relief was made in 432 CE (489-57), the latest period of Gandhāran 
sculptures.17 

Adrian Bivar did not use the Kaniṣka era, either. According to him, 216 CE counted from the beginning 
of the Kaniṣka era (128+89–1),18 had to be too late in view of the accomplished features of the relief. He read 
the year as ‘289’, also adopting the dropped-hundred theory, but using the old Śaka era which began in 155 
BCE. He maintained that the relief was made in 134 CE (289–155).19 

Figure 2: The ‘meditating Buddha in the Indrasāra cave’ relief found at Mamāne Dherī (After Tokyo National Museum, 
2002, fig. 27).
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Recently, Christian Luczanits estimated that 
this relief was made in 216 CE (127+89) or 316 CE 
(127+100+89) by counting from the Kaniṣka era.20 

As demonstrated above, there have been many 
opinions on the date of the Mamāne Dherī relief, 
ranging from 134 CE to 432 CE – a time span of almost 
three-hundred years.

Standing Buddha Statues 
from Loriyan Tangai  
and Pālātū Dherī
There are two standing Buddha statues which bear 
inscriptions including years. One was found in 
Loriyan Tangai, which is located near the village Piyalāna in the Malakand district. It was excavated by 
Alexander Caddy in 1896 (Fig. 4). The statue found on this site has a pedestal with an inscription including 
the year ‘318’ (Fig. 5).21 Another was found in Pālātū Dherī, located in the north of the Rājar village in 
Hashtnagar (Chārsadda district).22 The site was excavated by John Marshall and Jean Vogel in 1903.23 Prior to 
their excavation, a local villager had found a standing Buddha statue (Fig. 6).24 Its pedestal with Kharoshṭhī 
inscription was sawn off by White King in 1883 and sent to the British Museum (Fig. 7). The pedestal is 
known as ‘the Hashtnagar pedestal’.25 Although there are different opinions about what year is inscribed, 
the number ‘384’ is widely accepted.26

In discussions on chronology, these two Buddha sculptures bearing inscriptions of years have always 
been dealt with together. However, opinions on their dating have varied depending on which era each 
scholar used to calculate them. Alfred Foucher and Bachhofer used the Seleucid era, which began in 312 
BCE, to date the two Buddhas. They believe that they were made respectively in 6 CE (318–312) and 72 CE 
(384-312).27 Sten Konow, Rowland, and Soper used the old Śaka era beginning around 150 BCE. They believe 
the two Buddhas were made around 168 CE (318-150) and 234 CE (384–150).28 Soper, however, later revised 
his idea, claiming that they were made in 234 CE (318–84) and 300 CE (384–84), again by using the old Śaka 
era, but this time adopting the idea that the era began in 84 BCE as claimed in a theory propounded by 
Konow in 1929.29 Lohuizen-de Leeuw also used the old Śaka era, beginning in 129 BCE as she believed, and 
estimated that the Buddhas were made in 189 CE (318–129) and 255 CE (384–129).30 Dobbins located the 
inauguration of the era between 200 BCE and 145 BCE, and estimated that the Buddhas were made between 
118 CE and 173 CE (318–200/ 318–145) and between 184 CE and 239 CE (384–200/ 384–145).31 Stanislaw Czuma 
believed the old Śaka era started in 122 BCE, and that the Buddhas were made in 196 CE (318–122) and 262 
CE (384–122).32 

Nani Majumdar, Roman Ghirshman and Ingholt used the Vikrama era to count the years. They posit that 
the Buddhas were made in 261 CE (318–57) and 327 CE (384–57).33  

Recently, Luczanits adopted the Yona era which was inaugurated in 185 BCE and estimated that the 
Buddhas were made in 133 CE (318–185) and 199 CE (384–185).34 

While most scholars interpreted the year on the Pālātū Dherī Buddha as ‘384’, Bivar insisted that it should 
be ‘284’. He then used the old Śaka era to calculate the years and suggested that the Buddhas were made in 
163 CE (318–155) and 129 CE (284–155).35

Figure 3: The inscription of the Mamāne Dherī relief (After 
Konow, 1929, pl. XXXIV-1).
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Putting in Order Sculptures 
with Inscriptions  
Including Years
Although there have been several ideas concerning 
the dates of the two Buddhas, most scholars have 
shared the opinion that the two years can be counted 
using the same era. This means that the Loriyan 
Tangai Buddha (year 318) is older than the Pālātū 
Dherī Buddha (year 384), and on this basis, they 
estimated where the Mamāne Dherī relief fits in the 
chronology.

Lohuizen-de Leeuw and Soper placed the relief 
before the two Buddhas.36 Lohuizen-de Leeuw 
focused on how the Buddha’s draperies changed from 
thick and heavy as seen in the Mamāne Dherī relief, 
to thin and delicate in the Loriyan Tangai Buddha.37 

Rowland and Dobbins, on the other hand, situated 
the relief between the two Buddhas. Rowland 
claimed that the Mamāne Dherī relief and the 
Pālātū Dherī Buddha were carved around the same 
period because of their draperies with many folds.38 
In contrast, Dobbins claimed that the carving date 
of the Mamāne Dherī relief was close to that of the 
Loriyan Tangai Buddha and remote from that of the 
Pālātū Dherī Buddha, because the draperies of the 
attendant figures seen in the Mamāne Dherī relief 
were similar to those of the Bodhisattva rendered 
on the pedestal of the Loriyan Tangai Buddha, while 
those of the Bodhisattva seen on the pedestal of the 
Pālātū Dherī Buddha were rendered differently.39

Meanwhile, Ingholt considered the Mamāne 
Dherī relief more recent than the two Buddhas. According to him, the folds rendered with parallel lines that 
can be seen on the legs of the Buddha and on the draperies of the attendant figures depicted on the relief 
are characteristic of later sculptures.40 

Arguments about the order of these three sculptures became even more complicated when Bivar 
suggested that there had been a serious error concerning the interpretation of the year included in the 
Pālātū Dherī inscription. He insisted that a line which had been believed to be a cipher representing ‘one 
hundred’ was actually not a cipher, but just a scratch. He interpreted the date not as ‘384’, but as ‘284’.41 Bivar 
had a point, since this line is shallower than the other letters in the inscription and longer than other ciphers 
next to it.42 Similar scratches can be detected in other parts of the inscription. The fact that the earliest 
interpretation of this year was ‘274’ or ‘284’ also supports his suggestion.43 The first scholar who interpreted 

Figure 4: The standing Buddha statue found at Loriyan 
Tangai (After Ingholt, 1957, fig. II-1).
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the year as ‘384’ was Émile Senart.44 Bivar criticised 
Senart’s argument as cursory. If it is possible to count 
the two years using the same era, the Pālātū Dherī 
Buddha (year 284) should be older than the Loriyan 
Tangai Buddha (year 318).

A Hāritī Statue Found at 
Skārah Dherī
The fourth sculpture with an inscription of a year is a 
standing Hāritī statue found in Skārah Dherī, located 
near the Spinvali village in the north of Chārsadda 
(Fig. 8).45 There are three different interpretations 
concerning the inscription seen under her left arm 
(Fig. 9). John Fleet interpreted it as ‘399’, Majumdar 
as ‘291’, and Alfred Stratton as ‘179’.46 Discussions on 
this topic have not yet been resolved.

Bachhofer and Ingholt adopted the interpretation 
‘399’. Bachhofer used the Seleucid era to calculate 
the year and insisted that the Hāritī was made in 87 
CE (399–312).47 Ingholt used the Vikrama era and 
believed that the Hāritī was made in 342 CE (399–57).48 
Muhammad Waliullah Khan, Bivar and Luczanits, 
on the other hand, adopted the interpretation ‘291’. 
Khan used the Śaka era inaugurated in 78 CE and 
believed the Hāritī was made in 369 CE (291+78).49 
Luczanits used the Yona era and believed the Hāritī 
was made in 106 CE (291–185).50 

Bivar used the old Śaka era starting in 155 BCE and 
dated the Hāritī to 136 CE (291–155). He supposed that 
there was a relationship between the Hāritī motif 
and the smallpox outbreak in the Roman Empire 
in 166 CE. The Hāritī was listed as a god that heals 
diseases in ‘A Record of Buddhist Practices Sent Home 
from the Southern Sea (南海寄帰内法伝)’ written by 
the Chinese traveler, Yi-jing (義浄 ). Bivar assumed 
that smallpox was rampant in India and many Hāritī 
statues were made during the period before 166 CE, 
when the outbreak in the Roman Empire happened.51  

Anna Quagliotti researched the date of the 
sculpture by employing archaeological data. She 
showed us that the renderings seen on the Skārah 
Dherī Hāritī are similar to those of Hāritī statues 

Figure 5: The pedestal of the Loriyan Tangai Buddha 
(After Ingholt 1957, I-2).

Figure 6: The standing Buddha statue found at Pālātū 
Dherī (After Errington, 2000, fig. 78).
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belonging to ‘the drawing group’ found in Butkara I in the Uddiyāna region. From this evidence, she 
assigned the Skārah Dherī Hāritī to the first century CE. Her research marked the first attempt to employ 
archaeological data in considering the dates of sculptures with years inscribed on them.52 Opinions on the 
dating of the Hāritī range widely from the first to the fourth century CE.

A Buddhist Triad whose Provenance is Unknown
The fifth sculpture is a Buddhist triad with an inscription that says ‘year 5’ (Fig. 10). Unfortunately, belonging 
to a private collection, its provenance is unknown. The dating of the triad has been associated with that of 
the inauguration of the Kaniṣka era. In 1974, James Harle and Gérard Fussman calculated its date by using 
the Kaniṣka era.53 Their opinion was that the Kaniṣka era was equal to the Śaka era which was inaugurated 
in 78 CE. Hence, they dated the triad to 83 CE (78+5). Following in their footsteps, many scholars have tried 
to convert the year using the Kaniṣka era.

Joe Cribb suggested the use of ‘the second Kushan era’.54 Lohuizen-de Leeuw too was convinced that 
the sculpture was made in the reign of Kaniṣka II.55 That is, they both assumed that the dropped-hundred 
theory had been used. Czuma agreed with Lohuizen-de Leeuw and converted the year to 182 CE (78+99+5).56 

In recent years, many scholars have agreed with the idea that the Kaniṣka era was inaugurated in 127 CE. 
Based on this theory, Luczanitz assumed that the dropped-hundred theory was used and that the triad was 
made in either 232 CE (127+100+5) or 332 CE (127+200+5).57 

Other eras were also adopted in calculating the year. Karl Khandalavala used the Gupta era starting in 
319 CE, and dated the triad to 324 CE (319+5).58 Gritli von Mitterwallner adopted the era of the Sita-Hūṇa 
king Khiṅgila starting in 448 CE, and assigned the triad to the fifth century CE.59 As above, assumptions on 
the date of the triad range from the first to fifth century CE.

Figure 7: The pedestal of the Pālātū Dherī Buddha (After Ingholt, 1957, I-3).
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Figure 9: The inscription of the Skārah Dherī Hāritī (After 
Quagliotti, 2000, fig. 2).

Figure 8: The standing Hāritī statue found at Skārah 
Dherī (After Bhattacharyya, 2002: front cover).
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Problems and Solutions
Having taken a look at discussions concerning the 
dates of Gandhāran sculptures bearing years, we 
can now point out three main issues which make 
the dating troublesome. The first issue is that there 
are several interpretations concerning the years 
included in the inscriptions. Take the Pālātū Dherī 
Buddha and the Skārah Dherī Hāritī; differences in 
interpretation have caused a one-hundred to two-
hundred-year gap. The second issue is that there 
are several eras which scholars have adopted in 
calculating the years. In many cases, each scholar has 
selected an era suitable for their own chronological 
view on the sculptures. The point is that these eras 
were not selected objectively. The third issue is that 
there are several opinions on the inauguration year 
of each era. The inauguration years of the Kaniṣka 
era and the old Śaka era differ depending on the 
scholar.

As already explored, there are multiple issues concerning the dating of sculptures with years. Having 
seen how scholars have dated these sculptures subjectively according to their own stylistic views, we have 
to say that it is almost impossible to date them using conventional methods. 

Given this stagnant situation, one approach that deserves attention is that of Quagliotti who assessed 
the date of the Skārah Dherī Hāritī based on archaeological data obtained through excavations at Butkara 
I. She dealt only with the Hāritī, but other sculptures with inscriptions of years should also be dealt with 
using the same method. 

Chronological Clues in Gandhāran Sculptures from an  
Archaeological Perspective
In this section, we will discuss the dating of sculptures with inscriptions including years utilising archaeo-
logical information. In a former paper, the author attempted to extract chronological clues concerning 
Gandhāran sculptures from archaeological data obtained in excavations conducted in the Uddiyāna and 
Gandhāra regions.60 The summary is as follows:61 in the Uddiyāna region, the Italian Mission has conducted 
a series of excavations. Data obtained in Butkara I, Saidu Sharif I and Bīr-koṭ-ghwaṇḍai gave us useful clues 
concerning the chronology of stylistic features of sculptures. According to the result, sculptures in the 
Uddiyāna region can be divided into three stylistic groups. 1. The drawing group with delicate renderings 
such as draperies with multi-parallel lines; 2. the naturalistic group with realistic renderings; and 3. the 
stereometric group with stereotyped renderings such as draperies with pair parallel lines. These groups can 
be put into order chronologically. The first group – the drawing group – had already appeared in the first 
half of the first century CE, and the third group – the stereometric group – had already appeared in the third 
century CE.

Figure 10: The Buddhist triad in a private collection (After 
Miyaji, 2007, fig. 26).
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The sculptures with inscriptions including years that we are dealing with now were all found in the 
Gandhāra region. We need to check in further detail the chronological clues included in archaeological 
information obtained from the Gandhāra region. 

The first archaeological site to be addressed here is Ranigat – a Buddhist site in the Gandhāran region 
excavated by the Japanese Mission led by Koji Nishikawa. From the lower layer of this site, a few sculptures 
were unearthed. The characteristics of these sculptures, such as wide-open eyes and draperies rendered with 
multi-parallel lines are similar to those of the drawing group sculptures in the Uddiyāna region. Although 
this layer cannot be dated clearly, these sculptures with primitive renderings may be dated back around the 
second half of the first century CE when a Buddhist temple was founded there. 

This assumption is supported by data obtained from Sirkap in the Taxila region excavated by the 
Archaeological Survey of India under the directorship of John Marshall. From this site, several schist 
sculptures were found that were named by the excavator as ‘proto-Gandhāran sculptures’. They have the 
same characteristics as the sculptures found in the lower layer in Ranigat. Schist sculptures found in the 
Taxila region are said to have been imported from Gandhāra because there are no schist quarries in the 
Taxila region. These sculptures with primitive renderings can be assumed to have already been made when 
religious buildings were constructed there. According to Shoshin Kuwayama, the buildings were built in the 
middle of the first century CE.

The next site is Bālā Hisār in the Gandhāra region excavated stratigraphically by the Pakistani Mission 
led by Mortimer Wheeler. From the fourteenth layer of the trench Ch.I, a few Gandhāran sculptures with 
stereotyped renderings such as draperies with pair parallel lines were unearthed. According to Yozo Namba, 
who constructed a chronology of pottery in the region of Gandhāra based on artefacts found in Ranigat, this 
layer can be dated to later than the middle of the sixth century CE.

The last site is Shaikhān Dherī excavated by Peshawar University led by Ahumad Hasan Dani. Although 
his approach to the excavation has sometimes been heavily criticised, we can learn from numismatic 
evidence obtained in his excavation that this site was abandoned in around the first half of the third century 
CE. From this site, a few schist sculptures were unearthed as well. While most sculptures were rendered 
naturalistically, there was only one sculpture which had stereotyped renderings with pair parallel lines. 
Judging from the ratio, mainly sculptures rendered naturalistically were made in the city, and around the 
time the city was abandoned in the first half of the third century CE, stereotyped renderings appeared.

Thus, sculptures with primitive renderings are likely to have appeared in the middle of the first century 
CE, while stereotyped renderings started to be used in the first half of the third century CE. Similar stylistic 
changes can be seen in the Uddiyāna and Gandhāra regions.

Stylistic Features of Gandhāran Sculptures with  
Inscriptions Including Years
Now let us return to our discussion on the date of sculptures with inscriptions including years. Since the 
heads of the Buddhas found in Pālātū Dherī and Loriyan Tangai were lost, draperies are the only part which 
can be seen on all the sculptures and analysed on an equal footing. On observing them, we notice that on 
all four Buddhas, the draperies were rendered with an alternative repetition of large and small folds. This 
arrangement is often seen combined with draperies with pair parallel lines,62 which means it is one of the 
stereotyped renderings. Hence, on the basis of archaeological data, the four Buddhas bearing this rendering 
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can be assigned to around the first half of the third century CE, when stereotyped renderings appeared in 
the region, or later.

Exploring the draperies in further detail, we find that while the folds of the Pālātū Dherī Buddha are 
not placed at equal intervals, those of the other Buddhas are. Also, the folds of the Mamāne Dherī Buddha 
and the Buddhist triad are rendered with contrast, while those of the Loriyan Tangai Buddha are not. By 
focusing on these renderings, we can trace how the style of draperies changed from naturalistic as seen on 
the Pālātū Dherī Buddha to stereotyped as seen on the Loriyan Tangai Buddha.

Although it is not easy to determine the chronological order of the Mamāne Dherī relief and the Buddhist 
triad because their sizes are different, other aspects of the images are worth observing since neither of them 
are heavily damaged. Wavy hair can be seen on the head of the Buddha in the Mamāne Dherī relief, but not 
on the Buddha in the triad. Also, attendant figures on the Mamāne Dherī relief were rendered more freely 
than those on the triad. We can assume that the Mamāne Dherī relief, with more naturalistic and freer 
renderings, was made earlier than the triad.

The next problem is that neither the Mamāne Dherī relief (year 89) nor the triad (year 5) can be assigned 
numerically between the two standing Buddhas (year 284 and 318). However, if we read the Mamāne Dherī 
inscription as ‘289’ and the triad inscription as ‘305’ by assuming that the dropped-hundred theory was 
adopted and ciphers meaning one-hundred were omitted in the inscriptions, we can assign them between 
the two standing Buddhas.

As already mentioned, Quagliotti insisted that the stylistic feature of the Skārah Dherī Hāritī is similar 
to that of the drawing group sculptures in the Uddiyāna region. And we now know that the primitive 
renderings were also used in sculptures in the Gandhāra region. The Hāritī, then, can safely be assigned to 
the second half of the first century CE or later.

Although the dispute concerning the interpretation of the Skārah Dherī Hāritī inscription has not been 
solved, Fussman insists that there is no cipher which indicates ‘4’ in the inscription, which was the basis of 
reading the year as 399. His reading ‘179’ is adopted here.63 

Now we can say that the sculptures were made in the following order: the Skārah Dherī Hāritī (year 179), 
the Pālātū Dherī Buddha (year 284), the Mamāne Dherī relief (year (2)89), the Buddhist triad (year (30) 5), 
and the Loriyan Tangai Buddha (year 318).

The Dates of Gandhāran Sculptures with Inscriptions  
Including Years
The final question is with which era we should calculate these years. Each scholar so far has arbitrarily 
adopted an era which was suitable for his or her chronological stance on Gandhāran sculptures, but we 
should choose the era more objectively. Next, therefore, we will try to find an era which was mainly used in 
the Gandhāra region at the time by collecting Kharoshṭhī inscriptions including years found in the north-
western Indian subcontinent.

Forty or more pieces bearing inscriptions with years are known. Among them, thirteen inscriptions 
have the names of kings in addition to the years. Of these, eight inscriptions have the name of Azes,64 one of 
Kaniṣka,65 one of Maues,66 and one of Gondophares.67 The Azes era, inaugurated by Azes I of the Indo-Śaka 
kingdom, was used the most often.

The Azes era was used continuously after the death of Azes I, and even after the decline of his kingdom. 
In an inscription found in Takht-i-Bahi, two years, 26 and 103, and the name of Gondophares beside the 
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former year, can be identified. Gondophares of the Indo-Parthian kingdom was the king who reigned in the 
middle of the first century CE, so the second date 103 is likely to be counted from the Azes era. The Azes era 
was also used in the Kushan period. The Taxila silver scroll inscription shows us a year 136 with the name of 
Azes and king ‘Khushana’ in a following text. The king ‘Khushana’ also appears in the Panjtār inscription of 
year 122.68 These inscriptions attest that the Azes era was also used in the Kushan period. 

On the other hand, inscriptions with the name of Kaniṣka beside the years are very scarce in the north-
western Indian subcontinent. The famous inscription on the Shah-jī-kī-Dherī relic casket had previously 
been read as ‘the first year of Kaniṣka’, but this reading has been dismissed by the British Museum team.69 

As already mentioned, the era used mainly in the north-western Indian subcontinent in ancient times 
was the Azes era. This era had been identified with the Vikrama era for a long time, but the recent study by 
Harry Falk and Chris Bennett demonstrated that these eras were separate. According to them, the year in 
which the Azes era was inaugurated was 47 or 46 BCE.70 

Now we can calculate dates of Gandhāran sculptures with inscriptions including years by using the Azes 
era. The Skārah Dherī Hāritī (year 179) can be dated to 132/133 CE (179-47/46), the Pālātū Dherī Buddha (year 
284) to 237/238 CE (284-47/46), the Mamāne Dherī relief (year 89) to 242/243 CE (289-47/46), the Buddhist 
triad (year 5) to 258/259 CE (305-47/46), and the Loriyan Tangai Buddha (year 318) to 271/272 CE (318-47/46). 

To conclude, these dates based on epigraphical data corroborate the chronology that was asserted based 
on archaeological data.
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