| Kautalya’s Pind_akai'a — Reéonsidered

I. The Arthashastrc contains a list of

various types of ‘revepues from . the
countryside’ ( 2.15.3) which is opeped
by the term that ferms the topic of

this paper. Its elucidation is hindered by
the fact that this levy in the
the Arthashastra occurs

entire
" text of but in
this. single

not accompanied

instance where the term is

by

and

an explanation.
commentators
on except for the word
offered all
from the meaning Pinda - hasin

that deal with
total, amount’ etc.: we

like
“lump assessment” ( Ghoshal),
- Bausch und
( eines Dorfes )”

" Hence, translators
had littleto go
itself.

The glosses so far

depart
contexts arithmetics:
‘sum, find expre-
ssions “aggregate tax’ ( Kangle)!,
“die in
Gesamts-
“Pa-

All
gloss,

Bogen auferlegte
! ( Meyer ),
uschalsteuer, Gesamtumlage” (Breloer).

back

which runs:

teucr

this goes to Bhattusvamin’s

(@) muna gramenaitavad dhanyadikam pra-
tivarshem dzyam

‘The village N. has to give a certain
fixed quantity of grain per year’.

“Evidently”, says Ghoshal (p. 47), “this
refers to the lump assessment upon villages

- Prof. Dr. Bernhard Kolver

. as distinguished from the king’s gra,_i_n;ghai:é-‘
. agsessed upon the individual cultivators.”

This is very close to Breloer, in. whose opi-
nion this payment had one essential feature
to set it off from taxes collected from indivi
dual producers: it was due from a group,
taken coll‘ccfively. s

As it stands, this explanation of course:
immediately raises the question of who it
was that actually had to pay the levy.
Obviously, the sum in the last resort had to
come from the iadividual cultivator; a term
like ‘lump assessment’ makes sense only on
the supposition of an intermediary agency
which, for whichever reason, was obliged to-
pay. If there was an agent or agency laiblé to
pay this fixed amount, we hear nothing about.
it — nor about the legal grounds this lia-
bility rested upon. This silence is all .the
more peculiar since, raised.
from land, Kautalya mentions his pinduka-
the

proportional tax on the

among taxes
ra-prior to all others, prior even to
sadbhaga-, the
produce of land which formed the backbone

of royal finances.

The only things, then, we can say - with
any certainty,-are these: in Kautalya’s ti-
mes, the pindi- tax was levied side by side

with the most commun taX uponland, the




shaddhaga-, and thus must needs be different

from it. Second, it is not a levy that

stems from ceown lands for these are listed
by separate entry.?

9. There have been occasional attempts

to relate this pindakara- to  .an
-cxpr'css'ir‘m which occurs in certain
land grants - and to go by the context
#lone,  'this is by no  means an unli-
kely hypothesis. ~ The glosses so  far
suggested, however, do not appear
compatible, nor have inscriptions on
the one hand, and Kautalya on the

-dt"her, really been shown to -elucidate
each other-which is why the identification has
been suggested with some ‘difidence.* With
the  assistance, though, ‘of  materials
ti be presented below (137, the diffe-
be reconciled. Hence, it -is

rences can

useful to look at inscriptional texts.

9.1. First, the word pinda- is met with in

the phrase vishayad — uddhritapindah,
which  is attested in  line 11  of the
Madhuban plate of ‘Harshavardhana,’
and line 21 of -the Randukeshvar plate
of Lalitasuradeva.® Both are records
of donations. The  phrase itself is -a
bahuvrihi compound, referring to yill-
ages’. Kielthorn had rendered it by the
words 7. as pieces taken out of the
“Jistrict  (to  which  they belong )77 :
pindu- appacently being understood  in
jts  usuals sense of ‘lump’ etc, and thus
not related to the levy mentioned in

the Arthashasira.

29 1t was again Kielhorn whe noted this
‘the wording gocs,
similarity to a passage
of Dhar-
this plate,

phrase,  as far as
Bears a certain
the Khalimpur
lines

from plate

m'a.paladeva‘.a'In 55f. of

we read.
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“prativasibhih kshetrakaraish cajoashra-
vanavidheyair bhutva samucitakarapin-

dakadisarvvapratyayopanayah karya iti”?

which Kielhorn translates thus:
“and the resident cultivators, being rea-
dy to obey our commands, should make
over (to the donees) the wuskomary
taxes, means, of subsistence, and all
other kinds or revenue.”

+Means of subsistence’ he understood to
mean ‘payment in kind’, and took the term
pindaka- to stand for ‘the ordinary bhagabho-
ga’- the king’s share of grain, i.e, the pro-
portional tax which :Kautalya has .named.
shadbhaga-. On this reading, ‘it ‘is dodeed
difficult to recencile pindaka-, as-used:in-the -
inscription, with Kautalya’s pinda- tax. -

Kielhorn’s solution, however has sincé
become doubtful because of a passagein
the Adinarayana inscription from Thankot
{(Nepal) which, in Dhanavajra Vajracharya’s
edition, runs as. follows {11.22 ff.): ’

«“hhavadbhir
ndakadanadibhir upakurvvadbhir ajnashra-

. samucitabhrgat hagakarapi-

vanavidheyaih sukham prativastavyam”
‘Being-ready
you ‘should live
donees ) with
the -pindaka-, gifts. ete.’

to obey our commands,
happily,
the customary grain

furnishing {-the

share,

Here we have bhagabhozakara—~ and
pindaka- side by side - hrnce, it is impossi-
ble one of them sould stand for the other.
On the other hand, the wordings both of the
Thankot . :

plate are very close toeach other and pla-

inscription and the Khalimpir
inly stem from the same tradition. There
is no justicfication, then, to ignore one
witness when interpreting the other:'in all
likelihood, the Khalimpur pindaka- :is not
identical with blagabhoga—, either.

On the. strength both of Kautalya
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2iid of the Thankot inscription, ‘ene:would
terd ~to take pindakadi +in the Khalimpur
plate to specify- samucitokara. The list -of
‘customaty taxes’ is thus opened by pinddaka-,
and the initial item-of this list is practically
jdentical -with the ‘tax" that stands first in

Kautalya®. The solution, ‘then, which all-.

ows. us to reconcile the facts so far conside-
red is. to take pinduka- (khalimpur) in
the sense of Kautalya’s pinda~, while the

bhogabhoa (plus-other levies) are summarized

by ‘means of adi.

This allows us to connect the Madhu-

ban and Pandukeshvar plates with the pre-
ceding, and thus to dispense with Kielhorn’s
divergent interpretation. Villages vishuyad
uddh:tapindah -on this reading are villages
¢the pind1 (-levy) of which had been romoved
from the district’- removed, that is from the
list ¢ places which owed the pinda- pay-
ment to government, this payment being
part of  the benefits transferred 1o the

gramees‘

The.question of course is which type of
Jevy lies hidden behind the term.
3. It now appears a collection of Nepal-
ese sale and morigage documents rece-
ntly found by Pt. Hem Raj Shakya of
Patan (Nepal) is of considerable assis-
camce in  the solution  of this puzzle.
The documents in question  stem  from
‘the Buddhist monastery in Patan which is
called Rudravarna-Mahavihara in  Sa-
nskrit and Oku Bahal in Newari. ‘They
are of the timsuk type, written on ob-
long sirips  of palm leaf, in the fami-
liar style. Alnsost all - of them  are
written  in Samskrit, though  the lan-
guage is often faulty. ‘What makes the
collcctlon more, valuable then any other that
has so far seen the light of the day is its

age: the oldest (fragmemary) specimen is
dated (Nepal) Samvat 103, i.e. A. D- 983; the

fiost complete text stemﬁj-.i?rom-:N_S 121 .

These deeds usually .Cfd'ilté_i'h .a Phrasq
- : . R AR

like the following:

tasya mulapinda... Sh”'-Yamthala ” 3/1avz-"'f

he ravestit d ya“’ tim -maVl’

“Its (i.e. thatof ithe ﬁeld) chlef\jbamcs‘
pinda- is to be given -as property i6f - the -
- Great Monastery -named- 'ESh-ri"—Yﬂ'arkith'—a'lrdﬂ.‘

(viz.) 1 manika of rice™?

Another document is slightly more

explicit. No. 20, dated from NS 272, hus
tatal® Kshetrisya Pinda deva varshika ,.ékddasha-
ma- wikam 11 <Of this field, eleven tﬁa ni,k_vas.
per year (monsoon ?) is to be given as pinda.'"’:

What is being paid wusually, though’
pot invariably, 1is a -quantity of grain::

among Licchavi Inscription', there is . one
where we find a Pindaka - consisting of
dnanya ma 14 pu 7. where pu most
probably stands for (pana) pu (rand); this-is
a payment, them mixed of kind and cash.
Ghoshal was of opinionpinda- was always:

paid in cash; we now see the mode of
payment is not essential to the nature of°

the levy.

The documents from Nepal, then, con-

tain one piece of additional infromation -

which in my opinion is crucial for the
understanding ‘of the levy: This is. the fact
that it was.a fixed -quintity with the pinda
levy consisted of. And this quantity.appa-~

rently was fixed (a) for each plot, and (b)"
fixed for longish pericds of timejasfar.gs,

mortgages are concerned, the texts very clea-
rly tell us so. For mortgage documents
invariably mention the period thata .given
plot of land is mortgaged for., (This is of
course to conform to theusual rule which
allows the lender to foreclose a fortnight after
the period had expired; lands pledged with~

M b




<out the duration being expressly stated per-
petually remained the property of their
owner.) ‘The mortgage documents again
-employ the mulapinda formula, including
the note that determines the quantity of
- grain. This means the quaptity was fixed
for the entire duration of the agreement.
"“The pinda levy, we have to conclude, was
due independent from the harvest a parti-
cular plot yielded: it did not fluctuate, as
the shadbhaga- and its variations did which
were calculated on a percentage basis.

The levy apprently had to be paid
yearly.® It was fixed separately for plots,
ficlds, houses, and gardens. The amounts
usually vary within rather wide limits:

between one third and two manikas per

repani. Since the volume of the manika has .

not yet been determined, we can only form
an approximate idea of the values invo.
ived. This does not appear to have been
very high: the first item in Dhanavajra’s
collection of Licchavi Inscription, undated,
réecords a donation of two fields, the first
of them vyielding 45 moanikas of grain, the
second, 28, which are destined “for feeding
the Samgha aod for worshipping Maha-
muni”t® The Anantalingeshvara inscription,
which dates from the eighties of the Ma-
padeva aera and thus is not too far dis-
tant in time from the Rudravarna documen-
ts, among many payments assiens 40 manik s
of grain for the ritual that is to purify
the Venerable Lord Lekapala, 140 manikas
of food grain to the ten servants of the god,
300 (or 360) to the female slaves, of which
there are twenty.'” If a servant of a god
gets " 14 manikas, or 40 manikas are annua-
lly spent on a purification ritual, then the
sums which the monastery collected as
mulapinda were not very high. There are, ther,
at least two types of land tax, which - were ca-
Iculated according to principlees fundament-
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ally different from each other. ©Oné was the
well known percentage of the harvest: the se-
cond consisted of a-fixed amount levied from
a plot irréspectivc of ifs annual yield. The
latter is called pinda— in the Nepalese sources.
It would seem this division is again met
with in the S3tavihana inscription of Va-
sithipﬁta, which distinguishes between two
types of levy to be paid to the king.8
The second of them is called meya— “to

be measured”: and there can be nodoubt

Sircar’s explanation is correct: This is share
(bhaga-) due to the royal court. Since this
was calculated on a percentage basis, the
produce of the land had to be measured.

Prior to. this, the inscription speaks
of a levy which is deya- “to be given”,
which, in Sircar’s opinion, means “what has
to be offered or paid in cash”. I failto sece
why the mode of pavment should be the
salient point: when opposed to meya-, as

‘it is in this inscription, deya~ most pro-

bably again was the fixed amount which
the king obtained from each settlement.

Taken in this meaning, the deya-jmeyg-

sequence repeats Kautalya’s pinda karg-
shadbh aga-1

4. “And if we take the pindu tax to cop-
sist of a fixed sum then an apparent inco--
ngruity in the sources we have so far

considered will resolve  itself, The~

Nepalese documents give us pinda  levies
plot by plot. Bhattasvamin tells us the
pinda was levied per settlement; the Pandu.
kehvar and Madhuban plates finally imply

lists of pinds income drawn up district by

district. The various facts are of course ea-.

sily reconciled with each other: the differe-
nce consists in nothing but various units be-

ing added up. Government can of course

compile lists referring to areas of various
sizes?). Their totals— if the fixed amounts.




£3

Kautulya’s ......

that the Rudravarna documents testify to
are anything to - go by - will be constant
sums; Once itéms contained “in ‘such lists’

are . granted to -donees, there’ revenue - if’
" included in the.grant - passes from govern-

ment property. In this case, totals have to
adjusted accordingly, and government 1lsts
have to he modified.2!

" This maens Kangle’s ‘or Ghoshal’s versi-
on of Kautalya’s term (‘aggregate tax’,lump
assessment’), though in themselves perfectly
feasible glosses for pindakara-, probably do
not convey the meaning intended.

“Fo sum up what can be gathered about the
pinda tax.

1., It was different from the proportional tax
upon harvests.

9. It consisted of a fixed quantity of grain,
or a fixed sum in cash, or either, and was
levied from individual plots.

3. It could be included in regal grants to
persons or institutions. Land thus exe-
mpt could be sold with the exmption
apparently persisting unimpaired-which
means the exemption was not necessarily
confined to the original grantee, but could
eccasionally ‘be passed on.Such was the
case in 10th and ]!th century Nepal.

4. 1Inthatit consisted of fixed amounts,
government, in some regions at least, kept
lists of the fixed income accraing. These
lists, the inscriptions tell us, were kept on
district level - from which fact it seems

no risk to infer they. were compiled on
the basis of lists covering smaller terri-~
torial units; Bhattasvamin’s note tallies

with this coaclusion.

5. In Kautalya’s times,this levy did not
come from royal domains.

. The meaning which hitherto had been
attributed to pinda thus does not fit the caabc‘
in a crucial point: ‘aggregation’ or- caddi-
tion’ is in on sense a material t_"caturé, but.
at best an adminstrative by-product. We -
thus have to look elsewhere for the signifi-
cance of the word, and the legal grounds.
the tax rested upon. '

As to the latter topic, it is peculiar to-
note the apparent silence of Dharmashastra.
texts on this point.Forif we go by the evide-
nce sketched in the preceding paragraph, the
tax iteself was not all that rare; nor does
it appear to have been restricted to very
narrow limitations in space and time. An &
after all there is Kautaya’s summary refe.
roce, which does show the levy formed
part of regdgnized Indian administative
tradition.

Now, there is a note in the Manavadhar-
mashastra which in opinion both contains a-
reference to this levy —although in a form
somewhat obscured - and allows us to re-
late it to very old administrative practizes..
When dealing with local administration
and the types of revenue that are to be
used to pay for it, Maau says (7.118):

yani rajapradevani pratyaham gremavasi-
bhil: | annapanendhanaaini  gramikas tany
avap wyat [/

‘What the inhabitants of a village daily
have to offer to the king, the headman
of a village should receive: food, drink,
firewood etc.’

This is levy, than, which was meant to:
finance government on the local level. What
was important in our present context is
that Manu tells us in ptain words these le-
vies in kind are (or were) *“t0 be given to




the king (rajapradeyani)” - in other words,
they were originally. meant to support the
king, and were at some later stage diver-

ted to pay the village headman, home in-

a certain sense one might regard as the

docum tenens of the ruler.

. Commentaries are slightly more explicit:

yany annupanendhanadini gramavasibhih
pratyaham rajnez deyani na tv abdakaram
sdhgnyanam ashtamo bhagah” (Manu
7.130)

ityadikam, tani gramadhipatir vrtty artham
grihniyat,

_ Says Kulluka, ‘those (levies:) food,
drink, firewood etc, which the villagers sho-
uld daily give to the king - but not the
yearly tex (ordained in 7.130:)’ the eighth
'bart of grain etc.” -, the village headman
should take for (his) subsistence.’

In Kulluka’s opinion, then, this wasa
tax due to the king over and above his
usual share of the crops — which is precisely
the state of things we had suggested to
account for Kautalya 2,15,3 where the pindg-
kara - is side by side with the
shadbhaga -, the percentage of the harvest.
This op{nion, though, was not universally
held. Medhatithi apparently thinks such
administrative expenses should be paid out

levied

of the usual income of the state: annadini
tu dhanyad»n shashtashtamabhagadih ‘But food
etc. are the sixth (or) eighth partetc. of
grain etc.’ There were regions, we haveto
conclude, where this ““subsistence levy” had
been abolished and where this contribution
to the costs of local administration was no lo-
nger raised separate from, and in addition

to, normal taxation, but was apparently met
from the general income of the state.

We thus have a chain of stages follo-

wing one upon the other. Taking Kautalya’s

Ancien:: Nepal

term at its face value - which is ‘not say-
ing this wasthe state of things at the time
when Kautalya wrote -~ we ¢an equate hia
pindakara - with Manu’s annapanendhgnadips
rqjapradeyani: the king obtained his livelihood
in addition to his usual share in the

hé.-l'!.
vest. .

The ManDhS verse testifies to the next
stage: with the emergence of more compre-
hensive ‘political wunits, presumably, this
subsistence levy went to thc local repre-
sentative of regal authority and was used
to finance local administration.22 This me-
thod was not unknow in Brahmana times
where the relation between a ruler and hig
subjects could be described by means of
the image of ‘food’ {adyu- or anna-, i.e. the
people) ‘eater’
\attr-, i.e. the king)23 the very wording seems
to have persisted. And if the Rudravarna
documents show us the king transferring
his mulapinda rights to a menastery, they
demonstrate a

being consumed by an

technique in  one respect

both

similar toe Manu: the income is in
cases used on the local level.

The Harsavardhana and Lalitasura-
deva grants imply a further step towards
centralization: the reised,
had been compiled in centralized lists cov-
Lands that had
non-government  institu-
tions or individuals had to be removed
from such lists, which means government

levies, locally

ering an entire district,
been granted to

was careful to-have ths lists kept up to date.

The final stage is the one attested by
Medhatithi.
regort is

lase
tantamount to declaring Mnnu’s
rule obsolete.

His explanation in the
It shows finances centrally
administered, and local administration app-
arently paid out of the general income of the
state. There must have been regions where
this development took place fairly: Manu’s
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rule does aot seem to have parallels in other

smrhtis, 2% and again, if our explanation ‘of”

Kautalya's pindakara- iscorrect, both. term
and tax seem to have passed into oblivion.
Again: this is a conclusion which is but
of regional validity. In Silahara Inscrip-
tions, we find levies apparently meant to
defray the expenses of royal officials while
on tour; these had to be raised locally
(cf. padanaka-, and, possibly, denaka?-).
And land grants from the same reéion occ-
asionally note a village is given “toghter
with grass, wood, and watet” (satrinakash-
thodakopeta®-) - which provision would not
make sense unless these were riglits that
normally rested with the royal donor, 50
that a separate stipulation was necessary
if they were to be waived. In the present
state of our knowledge, one would hardly
be jnstified in asserting there definitely was
a hustorical coanection between such stipu-
lations and those that form the subject of
the present enquiry. Still, there is the simila-
rity to Manu’s annapanendhqnani.

- With Manu recording a type of levy
which in its earliest stage clearly was to pay
for the day-to-day subsistencc of the king
-~ for this is what ‘food, drink, firewood
etc.’ amountsg to ~ it is no longer difficult to
identifiy the meaning of pinda that is attested
in Kautalya’s pindu tax.

For in the sense of ‘subsistence’ the
word is attested from old. “A woman who
has transgressed (is to be) guarded, but
should obtain (her) subsistence” (stri yatica-
rini gupta pindam tu labheta) as
has i127 — and there can bec little doubt this
subsistence is to consist but of the barest

essentials of life. Elsewhere, wnen describ-

Gautama

ing the way of life ordained for a man
under heavy liabilities, Guatama says:

“Beyond clothes and subsistence lis

property should. be taken away. For

(his) cattle and: (his)ifire, he shiould: take’

grass, fuel, and the flowers of croepers:

and trees as his property, and fruits
. from unattended (creepers and trees)?

This is the same context again: the
offender is reduced to the most modest of
circumstances - and in listing what he is
to be allowed, the enumeration givesa
very precise picture of the scope of this

pinda-. The tenor of this injunctien ef -

-Gautama’s, then, and that of Manu appear

sufficiently close to each other to warrant
their connection. What is due to the king by
virtue of manDhs 7.118 is-devoid of any of the
luxuries one would attribute to the royal
court, and hence could fittingly be called
pinda - in the
which 1is, of course, the meaning so often
found in Buddhist texts (pinda-, pindapata-
etc.).

sense attested by Gautama—

The pindakara-, then, in all proba—
bility wasa tax meantto support the king.
In Manu’s times, it was. collected. by, and
the. jatakas. so
aptly call the gamabhojaka-, he who.enjoys
the village. The wording employed by
Manu leads us back to Brahmana times
when relations between the lord and his
subjects could be understood and formalized
by means of attri- | adya- (anna-) metap-
hor, the idea of the eater and the food2?

transferred to, him whom,

_ The pinda tax would appear to carey
on this metaphor at a reduced level, as it
were - and it is surely net fortuitoys that
Kautalya, the earliest of sources that speak
of the ‘subsistence levy’, at the same t,imé
acquaints us with the proportional tax of

one sixth. Diodorus Siculus, whose data on
India are taken to stem from Megasthenes,
after all dose attest to both these types

of




land revenue: -

Xwpig 6&. 1i¢ jiodewg Letkpiny
&g 1O pxrcAMV Lerobou

—

8 , Ancient Nepal

But apart from they pay - one
fourth to the royal treasury’.3® Possibly it
was with the introcduction of theé king’s’
share in the harvest that his right to be-
‘fed’ dwindled to a mere subsistence. -

. rent,

FOOT NOTES

1. This is Kangle’s per1phras1s of “Kautal-
ya’s rashram.

2. Breloer p. 319: Trotzdem scheint der Ton

nicht so sehr auf der festgelegten Summe
" zu liegen, als auf der Tatsache, dab in di-
" esem Falle eine Gesamtheit von Haften-

" den dem Fiskus gegenubersteht, wahrend '

bei der Teilabgabe der Fiskus sich and
" den einzelnen Produzenten halt.

3. See 2.6.3 and 2.15.2 on sita.
4. Niyogi, p. 186;. Sircar, Glossary, s. v.
5. Ep. Ind. 1,73,

6. IA. 25,1771, =
fI.

7. IA. 25, 183 = KI. Schr. p. 386.
8. Ep. Ind. 4, 243 ff. == KI. Schr. 1, 368 ff,

9, In the present state of our knowledge, the
~ relation between

Kielhorn KI. Schr. 1,380

the terms pinda — and
pindaka— has to remain conjectural. Given
~ the date of our sources, it is quite possi-

" ble they are synonvyms. On the other

hand, the derivation might well reflect the
alteration of purpuse that Manu atests to
(vide sub,1T). In that case, pindaka-could be:
taken as ‘Revenue derived from the pinda-
levy®. -The shilahara inscriptions provide
us with the names of two more pairs of
levies differentiated the same way: pudang--
|apadanaka—<a cess for the accom modation
of royal servants’(Mirashi, p. 114, note 3);.
dena-|dencka- (ibid., p. 108, )

10. The visarga is always missing.

11. Quoted from Hem Raj Shakya’s
dated NS 158.

No. 3.

12. T take tam to stand for tandula-. Usually,.
the documents have dha, for dhanya—,

13. em. t1t.

14. No.125 (Dhanavajra Vajracharya=Gnoli.
No. 65), dated from samvat 69,

15. varsham = prati in Doc. No. 12, from NS
240. - Others have payment per monsoon..
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16 sanghasya bhakiaritham: pujarithan: ca; ma-

hamueh kshetran dattin, Dhanavajra, p. 2.

17. Thinis: how. Dhanavajra takes ekatah-¢ka-

18

B (valrur.a-ka‘ lenasa sakarukaro)

19.

tah,and indeed the amount seems yery

“high if taken as the remuneration of every

single individual. - Dhanavajra No. 129,
pp- 485 ff.: Kriyakaranam bhagavato
lokapalasvaminah pavanarthan dhanya-
manikah 40 .. devabhrtyanan dashanam
ekato bhuktika dhanyamanika 140 dasi-
pam vimshatinam ekato manika shata-

trayam.

Sircar Sel. Inscr. 202, Karle Inscr. of Vas-
ithiputa (Burgess/Bubler, Arch. Surv. We-
stern Iudia IV, p. 107, No. 17; Senart;
Ep. Ind. 7,61 f.).... vasithiputena soma-
valurakasamghasa
sadeya-

devena gamo dato

meyo “by Somadeva Vasithiputa, the
village was given to the Convent of Valu-
raka, of the Valuraka cave, .. together
with what isto be given and what is to

be: measured.”

‘There is a picce of evidence which looks
as if deya- has been on the way to turn
into a fiscal term. This is contained in a
grant made by the very Dharmapala-
deva to whom we owe the Khalimpur
grant (vide supra, 1,2.2). His Nalanda
copper plate (Ep. Tnd. 23, pp. 290-292)
unfortunately is but imferfectly preserved.
In the passage crucial to our argument,
P. N. Bhattacharya reads [/ [prativa] sib-
hish=c=ajna-shravana—yi [dheyair=>bhutva]
sqmucita-deya-bha [ga-bnogal ~kara-hirany-
adif/. Fhis is very close to the Khalimpur
text, which runs : samucitakarapindakadi-
sarvvapratyd }Opanayah_. In view of this
parallel and of the Vasithiputa grant, the
‘Nalanda text might well mean ‘the cus-

tomary taxes, (namely: both) those to be
given (i.e. the pindaka-) and the propor-

20. shatshashtikarne CIH'Vi p. 199

22. It is hard to say whether it was

24. There is no entry in Jha,

97. Anandashr ama-samskrita-gronthavali

tional tex (which is measured); (further-
more,) gold etc.™ '
(Cintra
Stone Inscription of Aparaditya I, shaka:
1059} possibly-refens to.a district seeretari-
at where such records were kcf)t (see Mira:
shi, loc. 130): shatshashti is  a
customary designation for a Shilahara.
district (vishaya—-). On this reading, tho-
ugh, karana- has to ‘be taken in the sense
of what these insciptions usually
shrikarana—, ‘adminisiration’.

cit., p.

call

21. The implications are very clear from

CiI V1, No. 30, where one Vyomasham-
bhu donates a field t¢ Shiva Vyomeshva~
radeva ‘with
Apraditya

the permission of King
(shri-aparadityadevanumatya,
lines 7-8). His assent was of course of
necessary if subject to-

status of

land formerly
taxation was te achieve the

religious property exempt from tax.

this.
and purpose
which effected the change in terminology
observed in pinda--pindaka:- see note 9:

alteration in technique

23. Rau 39, p.58.

Manu-Smriti =
Notes, pt. 3: comparative (Galcutta, 1929),

95, See CII VI Index, for ceferences.

96. See e.g., Plates of Mummuniraja, shaka

971, Mirashi No. 15, tine 75; Grant of
Aparaditya I,shaka 1049, Mirashi No.
90, line 67, etc.

61 -
3,4,35.

28. Gautama 2,3, 24-25 caitupindad wrdhvam.

svaharanam| gognvrarthe trinam edhan virud-

vanaspa'inam  ca pushpani  svavad adadita
phalani caparivritanam|




29. Rau 25, p 34 f.
30. Quoted by Fick, p. 78. - Though the mo-
tive of thelevy was quite different from

‘rent’,

];MO"S(OO‘LQ |

is a gloss not .

Ancient Nepal

" altogether misleading if we consider the

implications — and the practical realiza-

tion ~ of (grama) vishayad uddhritapindah.

~
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