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but still more often, they are the result of external pressure on 
the village resources. In the first place, after the co-sharers 
had gone through a certain term of practical experience of 
working their separate shares, it must often have proved that 
two portions designed to represent perfectly equal fractional- 
shares are by no means equal in working value; at least, they 
are not equally productive in the bands of the actual holders. 
When this inequality is general, the co-sharers will, probably 
not alter the holdings, but will give up the attempt to distribute 
the charges according to the proper (corresponding) fractions, 
and will agree to a hack (as it is called), which will re-distribute 
the burdens in a more equitable manner. And then the hold
ings themselves rarely remain unaltered in extent: one man 
finds hnnself able to cultivate more waste land and increases 
his holding ; another sells a part of his share to his neighbour, 
or becomes poor and leaves the village, in which case his holding 
is distributed perhaps between not more than two who are willing 
to undertake to pay the revenue ; or it is absorbed by the head
man, &e. This goes on till a great many sharers have more or 
less than their true fraction. But a still more fruitful cause of 
change is the heavy lump-assessment laid on the village by 
some former rapacious native governor; all the holders had 
then to pay what they could and to cultivate what they could 
to make up the total and avoid being ruined or ejected from 
their ancestral home. Possibly, too, they would have to call in. 
outsiders to help; and these may have needed to he coaxed by 
promises of admission as co-sharers or as tenants with special 
privileges—such as paying nothing beyond the Government 
assessment on their land. Case after case occurs in our records 
where this has actually happened. In the .Panjab it was indeed 
the normal state of things under successive Sikh governments; 
with them it was the regular plan to take everything that could 
be got, from everyone—no matter whether he was owner or 
tenant—who held land. Shares then ceased to have much 
practical value ; and it is not surprising that the correct scale 
was often forgotten or voluntarily abandoned or altered, while 
the village body were unwilling to give up their ancestral lands
Henco division by fractious was always a roughly and clumsily per 
formed operation. Cf. p. 263, ante.



en bloc if they possibly could help it. After some years, or 
perhaps a generation or two, it is too late to rectify the shares, 
when better times come round; the larger holders will stand 
out for their de facto holding on the ground of their larger pay
ments ; the weaker ones will have to subm it; and the only relief 
is that the existing revenue assessment can, by law, be distri
buted in accordance with the actual holdings, or at rates per 
acre, of the different kinds of soil.

I  expect also that irregularity must frequently have arisen 
from the mode in which the land was held before formal parti
tion.' Each co-sharer gets possession of a certain home-farm, 
or sir land; and this he continues to hold on the understanding 
that when a regular partition is demanded he' will have to sub
mit to give or take as the case may be ; for the land held by 
each in this way may be more or may be less than the proper 
fractional share of the whole village, or of any section of it.
When at last a partition is made, there is a struggle, in which 
each sharer hopes to keep what he has previously been enjoying; 
and it is quite possible that some irregularity is submitted to by 
the weaker members, and that the stronger come oft' the gainers.
But, whatever the cause of the inequality, it is first made 
tolerable by dropping the fractions, as far as revenue payment is 
concerned, and making the charges correspond to the area 
actually held. In  the end the villages frequently consent to 
remain ‘ as they are.’ Sometimes they will allow the de fado  
holdings to he recorded, and then, of course, the change is 
stereotyped. Sometimes they will desire to haye the proper 
list of shares recorded, but the possession does not, in fact, 
correspond; this means that there is some lingering idea that 
one day or other the correct shares will be restored. But it 
must be remembered that there is in most communities con
siderable pride taken in the pattidan form, as being intimately 
connected with the maintenance of the family dignity; and I  
have given an instance of at least one district where the co
sharers agreed to correct the existing holdings either by sur
render of excess lands, or by making up to those whose holding 
was deficient, by means of a special allotment out of the 
culturable common waste.2

1 See p o s t , p. 847. * A n te , p. 823.
Z
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I t  is also frequently observed that, while de facto holding 

has been acquiesced in as regards the old cultivated land, the 
‘ m anorial’ profits of the waste lands, or from fruits, grass, 
grazing fees, house-dues, and other miscellaneous sources, are 
still divided on ancestral shares, and that the eulturabte waste 
will he partitioned on the ancestral shares also. In  such cases 
we have estates partly  held on shares and partly on de facto 
possession. This is one of the reasons why the official classi
fication provides a separate heading for ‘ imperfect pattidari 
villages,’ which means that part of the land is undivided, and 
possibly also that the divided and undivided portions are shared 
on different principles. I t  may he added that for the  same reason 
an * imperfect bhaidchdrd ’ may e x is t; part of the land may be 
retained in  common ; and there may be cases where a different 
principle has been introduced in the two portions. (I do not, 
however, know of any such, at least in the real ‘ customary 
share’ class of village.)

I f  we tabulate the variations of the ancestrnlly-shared villages, 
we have :
1. H eld on fairly correct shares ;

a t least the principle is acknow
ledged throughout..1

2. Held partly de f a c to  (home farms I a. Separate (existing) pos-
out of proportion to  the correct session has become un-
share) ; and the rest (common alterable by record in the
land, profits of a miscellaneous Papers of Settlement, 
kind, <fcc.) divided on the correct b. Separate possession has 
ancestral shares. ( not been recorded.

a. Existing possession fixed 
by record.

3. Ancestral shares have become coni- J b. Only a list of shareholders
pletely lost or upset and disused. recorded, and cultiva

tion arranged for each 
n year.2

1 These occur where the land is partitioned, and also where the whole 
land is held by tenants, and managed by one man on behalf of an 
undivided body, who share the profits ancestrally.

5 Mr. Whiteway, author of the M a th u ra  S .lt., informs me that such 
cases do exist, but are very rare.
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The efthct of heavy revenue-assessments in producing tenure 
modifications is not confined to patlidwn villages; it may be 
observed in any class; it may break down whatever system of 
shares existed. I t was doubtless this oppression that led to the 
hhejbanir custom, which prevailed at one time, especially in tho 
districts of Banda, Allahabad, &C.1 Here, quite irrespective of 
any original or theoretical distribution of burdens, the revenue 
charge w as.in former days periodically redistributed so as to 
suit the actual cultivation of each member ; and the liability of 
an insolvent member was distributed rateably among the others.
This was done, not because they held the land .in common, which 
they never did, but because they were still one clan or one 
‘ wide-kindred,’ as the case might be, and this was the most 
feasible mode of preserving their united existence as land
holders. Over-assessment, too, must have led to various arrange
ments for admitting new cultivators; and especially to the 
absconding or withdrawal of some of the co-sharers, who some 
years later would seek to be readmitted, but most probably 
would be allowed a smaller holding than they had once enjoyed, 
and perhaps an inferior position.

In the GUJRlT district, of the Panjab, Mr. Tapper2 notices 
how oppression under Ahmad Shah Durfmi led various sections 
of different tribes or families to club together and effect ‘ a 
much greater concentration of the village communities’ tha 
had existed before. We have seen how, in distant Kaohftr,3 the 
settlers formed joint-stock communities, doubtless to enable 
them unitedly to meet the revenue charge, and to ward off 
internal interference with their affairs. And so they did under 
the vls&badi system in North Madras. In some of these cases 
we observe the effect of a sense of strength given by voluntary , 
combination; but in others, as in the (Iujuat district, the 
elements combining were already tribal, or at least kindred 
groups, and the natural sense of tribal-union maintained the 
combination ; but each group kept to itself, and formed a distinct

1 This custom is fully described in A. S.B . I. ii. 143. It was cert ainly, 
while it lasted, an expression of the solidarity of the village ; as all 
consented to a periodical readjustment of their proportionate payments, 
and in some cases to a correction of holdings.

1 Cust. Law, ii. 81. 3 Ante, p. 140.
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turf, or section of the village. In  most cases, too, the result of 
heavy exactions, was to confuse the co-sharers with their tenants 
and cultivators : ‘ responsibilities were imposed on the founder’s 
hin, or immigrant outsiders indifferently.’ Naturally, in after 
times, the outsiders, who had borne the burden equally with 
the nominal ‘ owners,’ claimed their just privilege, and the 
modern Revenue Law cut the knot by creating for them a 
special status of m&lik maqlnlm,- or ‘ proprietors of the holding,’ 
without any interest in the general management of the village or 
share in the common lands or miscellaneous profits of the whole.1

There is also a curious feature connected with the pnttiilOv 
principle of sharing which is observed in Oudh and the North - 
West Provinces and possibly elsewhere. It will be found in cases 
where the existing proprietors are groups of families which had 
established their over-lordship over a number of village-areas 
already existing; and they have declined to accept the existing 
villages as the ‘ shell ’ into which the growing communities will 
fit. As the landlord family multiplied, it partitioned, and then 
the sections partitioned again. Such a partition might have 
given, say, a single village to each branch of the kindred, and 
that would be subdivided into pattl, Ac., for the lesser branches ; 
then we should have a number of separate and compact, village- 
estates, each owned by the descendants of the particular head 
to whom the village was allotted. But very often, actuated 
by a desire to secure a more equitable division of the property, 
the heads of groups who were to receive the separate major- 
shares got part of their allotment in one geographical village, 
and part, in another, or in several others; so that here the

1 This is only one way in which such cases of limited cr secondary 
proprietary-right to plots of land within the village estate come to exist.
In other cases such persons have beon recognised in view of the fact that 
originally they were fall proprietors, but their rights had been overborne 
by the growth of a new general proprietary body over their heads as, e.g., 
in the case of the miiUh maqbuza in Central Provinces villages, or with 
the ‘amzidar and mushakhsidnr in parts of the North West-Provinces.

I t  must be remembered that in the old dajs the village ‘ solidarity ’ 
was much more felt than it is now, and that there were many cases (even 
in the North-West Provinces) where tenants were welcomed to help 
cultivate, and no one thought o f taking rent f  ram them. The burdens 
were distributed rateably over the whole, and all paid alike.
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estate, or -maJitil (group of lands held under one title), has to 
be gathered together on paper, and cannot be a compact area 
on the ground. In  the ‘A zamgauh district, for example, to 
which I  have so often referred for illustrations from its 
curiously subdivided villages, ‘ one pattl may hold its land 
in  one or two mcvuzas (geographical or survey village), another 
pattl in another mauza or two, and a third pattl in a third, 
while all. the patMs hold in the rem aining m aim # ; but gener
ally all the patils have shares in all the m m izas ' 1 As the 
families are much attached to certain places of residence, 
which are also divided, it happens that many groups of land 
belonging to one section of a family, have no village site: the 
owners continue to reside at some other centre. Such areas 
are technically said to be be-cirdgld, or 1 without a lamp.’ 2 I t  is 
often only the larger and important villages that are finally .sub
divided down to the household shares ; in others the lands for the 
whole pattl have long ago been defined, but the families within 
th efeh it manage their holding jointly—-very probably collecting 
and dividing the rents obtained from the tenants. This pecu
liarity, it will be observed, affects the lan d ; it  does not alter 
the ancestral shares or the constitution of the groups of fami
lies. Such groups m aybe subject to the loss of their correct 
share-system and so forth, just as if they were enjoying a com
pact area of land.

( i)  I have made this head—for the remaining villages, 
sometimes colonist groups and sometimes of other origins, in 
which neither the tribal nor the pattkidn  methods of division 
are followed. Colonist villages-—known to have had that origin— 
have been described as a well-known feature of the South-eastern 
Panjab. But when we have taken note of those known origins 
which we can classify, there are still a large number of villages 
found here and there with local, special, or apparently exceptional 
methods of sharing, of which the origin is not always known.
Any small tribal or family group may locally adopt some method 
cl sharing which is peculiar. Thus, among the tthakar clans of 
the Northern Panjab, in an HlCt-ja or tribal territory called Sohan, 
the allotment of lands was made with reference to military

1 A ztm g c trh  8. It. ‘ Government Review,’ § 2.
2 I b i d .  55 826-8, pp. 82, 98,
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rank, as horseman, or foot-soldier, or at&rm (ordinary person). 
Tlie share for the former was one-third aa'ranch again as the 
latter. For family purposes the ■ horseman ’ share was divided 

• into four sum (=hoof). And so in a village in the Hazara, 
district 1 have noticed shares (called dorp) each subdivided into 
four pan  (safest), and each pair into four kharsmdi (or toes).*
'I heee are some of the exceptional and local cases.

A much more widely spread mode of sharing is found in 
the Panjab, and occasionally in the North-West Provinces * we 
are led to suppose that the villages adopting it are frequently 
groups of voluntary associates. I t  is observed when cultivation 
ia carried on by means of irrigation-wells. The settlers have 
combined to sink the number necessary, and shares in the village 
are reckoned by shares in the wells which water, or a t least 
partially protect, the whole arable portion. One well, with the 
area nominally attached to it, will he divided among three sharers, 
another among six, and so on. The actual watering is managed 
by each sharer taking possession of the well apparatus, attaching 
his own bullocks, and working if. (letting.the Water run into 
ids own channels) for so many hours in the working day, or on so : 
many days in the week. In the J hassi district, North-West Pro
vinces, there are whole villages (called knuhadi villages) worked 
in f his way ; but there is a peculiarity in the management, as all 
the fields are not always irrigable, nor the same fields under crop ; 
so the revenue is assessed in a lump sum per ‘well,’ covering 
both the laud regularly watered and the outlying fields, which 
can only occasionally in favourable seasons get irrigated.2

In  villages of uniform soil, another common mode of sharing 
is to divide the land into lots (of varying number of acres), 
called ‘ ploughs,’ the unit being the quantity of land which it is 
supposed one pair of oxen can plough. If  necessary, the 1 plough ’ 
is subdivided into ‘ bullocks,’ and each ‘ bullock ’ into Megs.’ 3 
Sometimes the division is effected by counting the cattle and 
allotting the area into so many portions representing each ‘ one 
bullock’—one family will hold two, another ten, and so on. 
Here the only ‘jo in t’ element in the village is the ‘common

1 L. S. B. I. ii. 089. ‘ N o r th -W e s t Provinces Gazetteer, ii. 281.
'1 See L .S .B .  I. ii. 143.
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waste-’ allulled to the village, and recorded as their joint- 
property, and the common responsibility for the land revenue; 
the actual holdings are, and always have been, separate.

I t is hardly necessary to specify separately, as cases of 
modification, the change of a joint-village of one form into a 
village of another form, by sale, or grant, or by some voluntary 
adoption, of a new plan of holding. Yet such cases do occur.
I have elsewhere given an account of a village in the Tirohan 
jm rg a n a  (Banda district) where a bh aidclu lrd  village became 
granted to three Brahman proprietors, and so technically became 
a p a U id u r l village. A village called TurS was another case in 
which part became held under one principle and part under 
another.* The largest class of transformation cases is where 
the old const itQtion has been lost completely, without any 
apparent or traceable grant, purchase, or usurpation of over-lord 
rights—where, indeed, no definite explanation can be given.

(5) And this will serve to remind us that after enumerating 
the varieties and /m o w n  modifications of the several forms of 
village, it is necessary to take account of the many villages 
which, having made no objection to the joint liability under the 
North-west Land-revenue system, and having accepted the 
common area of waste attached to their group, are reckoned as 
‘joint-villages,' and yet there is no trace of any particular 
foundation, or of any share-system; the cultivated land is 
held simply on the basis of d e -fa c to  p o ssess io n — i.e . every 
member of the community has come to hold a certain area of 
land—how, he does not know.

Each holding is enjoyed in complete severalty, but the 
whole village admits its joint responsibility for the revenue.
Should it happen that there is a waste area to be divided, the 
division will take place h a sh -ra sa d -h h e w c l—according to the 
proportion of land held in the arable, or to the amount of revenue 
paid. Even if this ‘ possession ’ is believed to represent a 
modification of a n  e a r lie r  sys tem  o f  reg u la r  a n c e s tra l or o ther  
sh ares, still it is now irrevocable. But very often nothing is  
remembered ; and the holders say that their holding was always

1 Both the cases are given in detail in L. S. B. 1. ii. 147, .148, and 
need not be further described here.
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merely according to what they wanted or could manage (kds/U 
lias!) maqdur), or that their holding was what ‘Providence gave 
them ’ (dad illtihi).

In some such cases, possession is now the sole measure of 
right in the arable lan d ; but the existence of ancestral 
or other shares is acknowledged as regards the waste and the 
manorial profits. These cases have been already alluded to. ,

There is, however, one class of cases in which * de-facto 
possession ’ is the sole measure of right throughout, in which it 
is highly probable that original shares are unknown because 
there never were any ; the villages were originally rahjatwdrl, 
and no landlord family happened to have acquired them. Such 
villages merely became1 jo in t’ by the example of the neighbour
ing estates and the application of the prevalent Land-revenue 
system.

In  some districts such a change has been artificially effected.
For example, in the little province of A jmer (the only .British 
possession in Rajputana), the villages were miyadu'dri, but were 
brought under the North-West Provinces Settlement, and made 
‘jo in t’ by the grant in common of the adjacent waste; but the 
joint responsibility was so little adapted to the circumstances of 
the communities that at the later Settlements it has been 
virtually abrogated.

In the Central P rovinces the same thing happened, only 
in a peculiar form ; for there the whole village was not treated 
as the joint proprietary body, but the headman, or more fre
quently the Maratha Revenue manager, or mdl-guzdr (as he was 
afterwards called), was made sole proprietor, only with large 
reservations of the rights of the original cultivators ; so that 
there we have the peculiar feature of landlord-villages, only that 
the landlords have no power of interference with the rent- 
payments. or with the management of a considerable portion of 
their tenants.1

Then, again, there are the districts, like KangrS and Kum.ton, 
where, as we have seen, there were no villages, but the hamlets 
have been aggregated into circles, and certain areas of common 
waste and forest given to each, and so the circles have been

1 The Ajmer and the Central Provinces svgtems are fully described in 
L. S. B. I. vol. ii.
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formed into villages. The same thing happened with the 
isolated 1 2 wells ’ in the South-western Panjab. Here the land 
has practically come to be a bond of union, as the separate farms 
formed into groups have accepted the joint constitution ; they 
have even adopted the custom of pre-emption, basing it, as 
might be expected, on the principle of mere contiguity or 
vicinage. ‘ Individuals,’ writes Mr. Roe,1 ‘ have sunk wells in 
the waste, receiving a grant from Government of from sixteen 
to fifty acres of land ; and where such grants lie near together 
they have been formed into a village and the intervening waste 
thrown in as common land.. I  myself as Settlement Officer, 
have created several such villages in the Montgomery and 
Multan “ Bar ” dry tract. More were so erected under native 
rule, and very probably in some cases the families have come 
together of their own accord.’ In  these isolated and afterwards 
artificially aggregated holdings, some curious customs of right- 
have sprung up. In  the first place, in many cases, families of 
some pretension have gained the over-lordship over such villages, 
or, may be, over a considerable tract of country, and have been 
able to exact a kind of over-lord fee.1 Sometimes the landlord 
also settled a cultivator under what is known as the adldapi 
custom, by which the cultivator who sinks the well (without which 
tillage would be impossible) becomes customary owner of half 
the land, and the landlord of the other half; very frequently 
the well-sinker would also permanently occupy the landlord - 
half, paying him rent for it. Under this state of things also 
appears another custom, the Tcasilr Tthwar («= eater of fractions), 
where the owner of the land employs someone with capital to 
sink the well, and the latter receives certain ■ dues (kamlr-sil-cah) 
or portion of the produce 1 for the bricks of the well.’ In  Sikh 
days, the local governors often ignored the over-lord, and assumed 
their own right to locate settlers on calc, or allotments of waste.
These settlers were then able to sink wells and bold on what is 
called a f«M<m tenure. I t  might be that, the grantee (jalahlr) 
was unable himself to sink the well, and put in a tenant who

1 Tribal Law in the Panjal, p. 8, and note.
2 See L. S. B. I. ii. 661, and iii., chapter on Sindh. It was in this 

way that the ‘ zammditrl ’ rights in Sindh grew up over aggregates of scat
tered settlements which answered to villages.
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did so ; in such a case the tenant became irremovable, and is 
now recorded as ‘ inferior proprietor; ’ lie is entitled to take tin* 
produce after paying the revenue, the over-lord’s haq, or fee, if 
there is one, and certain clues (in kind and called kasilr) to the 
ealcdtvr.

While time and circumstances have thus produced many 
varieties in the holding of village lands, there has been one 
thing that has perhaps tended to preserve the constitution to 
some extent, and that is the facility with which the revenue and 
other burdens can be specially distributed over the holdings by 
a lack, or scheme in which (without altering the extent and 
< haracter of the holdings themselves) earlier methods of fractional 
or artifical-lot valuation are given up and the revenue is dis
tributed over the actual holding, either by an all-round acreage- 
rate sufficient to cover the total sum, or by different acreage rates, 
which vary with the value of the soil, or by some other method.
Mr. D. 6 . Barkley enumerates eight such methods, used in the 
Panjab ; 1 but this includes the methods which are normal, viz. 
where the payment is according to the proper or theoretical shares. 
Omitting these, the other methods adopted are— (1) to pay by a 
rate on each whole well Qcithgari), (2) by a rate on theactual ploughs 
possessed by each co-sliarer (halsdri), (8) by an all-round acreage 
rate, (4>) by rates varying with reference to the land being 
irrigated or unirrigated—i.e. dependent on rain-fall, (5) by rates 
on the several, descriptions of soil, (6) by a rate on the houses or 
families {garli sari) proportionate to the number and ability of 
each, (7) by a rate according to the cattle possessed (dum sari 
—i.e. counting ‘ tails.’) Whatever general method is in force, 
there may be different ways of applying it. I t  may be, for 
instance, that rents of the tenant lands, and rents, usually 
light, applied to the lands in the. possession of the several co
sharers, are all levied and collected, or, at any rate, brought to 
account, at contract or customary rates. This sum, together 
with all miscellaneous and ‘ manorial ’ income added, is first 
applied to pay the revenue and rates and the common expenses of 
the village—entertainment of guests, repairs of village public 
buildings, and, I fear, wo must add, bribes to officials, and cost

1 See his Panjiib edition of Thomason's Directions to Revenue Officers, 
p. 44.
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of supplying tree rations to man ami beast, as shown in the 
shop-books of the grocer, the grain dealer, the money-lender, or 
the headman, who disbursed them in the first instance, arid 
then the surplus is distributed according to shares. Otherwise 
the proceeds of tenant-rents on the undivided land, and other 
items of general income, go to pay the revenue and expenses, 
and, if they do not suffice, a rate js levied on the co-sharers’ 
holdings, according to one or other of the above methods, just 
sufficient to make up the total charges. There are no profits, 
of course, under this latter system.

It follows almost naturally, from this, to pass on to explain 
what is usually meant by holding a village ‘ in common.’ 1 do 
not here speak of the mere leaving to the common use and 
enjoyment a certain area of waste and gracing ground. Such 
hmd is often left undivided, not because o f  any inherent idea of 
community of goods of which this is a relic, but for reasons 
already stated. I  refer to the areas where the whole village m 
held fin common ’ by the proprietors themselves. This usually 
happens in villages where the community are the coheirs of one 
founder; they are jealous of each other, and regard partition as 
likely to give an undue start to some one or more members, 
which will give him or them an advantage over the rest. More, 
rarely it happens, when there is some peculiarity in the soil, or 
some other circumstances which make it desirable for the body 
either to cultivate the land, and, after paying the revenue anil 
expenses, to divide the surplus on known shares, or else to 
manage the cultivation by an arrangement effected year by year ; 
each co-sharer takes up, for the year, such a plot as is assigned 
to him, without calling it his own; in that case each takes the 
produce of what he has actually cultivated; this is the most 
usual plan.

In the Panjab, for example, I may quote Mr. Hoe’s descrip
tion ; and I believe that it correctly represents what happens in 
other places where there are undivided villages cultivated by 
the proprietors. Each co-sharer actually takes as his ‘ home- 
farm ’—i.e, some area which lie holds in possession, though as yet 
there has been no partition—and he enjoys the whole produce of 
that, either paying a light rent for it to the common fund or 
otherwise. After observing that there is no such thing as a

" ; ’ ■ ; ' ' '' '. ■ -■ •’ ■ ' V''’



common house or common table, and that each family has its 
own ‘ house with its surroundings, the privacy of which is 
strictly guarded,’ Mr. Roe continues:

‘Nor do we find . . , even in joint (i.e. undivided) villages, or 
even in joint holdings, that the produce of the cultivated lands is ever 
really brought to a common stock, and then distributed. What 
happens in practice is that- each cultivating proprietor takes the 
wit ole of the produce of whatever portion of the joint land he actually 
cultivates, and pays the land revenue assessed on it, and pc chaps a 
light rent in addition, This rent, and ail rents paid by tenants, and 
all income derived from the waste, go to the common fund or 
malba' . , . If  there is any surplus, it is not distributed in cash, but 
the headmen with whom the administration of the common fund 
rests, if they do not embezzle it themselves, apply it to payment of 
the land revenue, thus reducing the amount to be paid by each 
shareholder.’2

From these considerations we shall now be able to summarise 
the actual varieties ot the different kinds of village, as we have 
already summarised the various origins from which the bodies of 
owners sprang. A reference to the Appendix will then show 
how the official vernacular terms come into use, and how the 
classification adopted in all general returns is valueless as far as 
the real tenure distinction is concerned.

(i.) The raiyalwdri village, which has remained as such in all 
those provinces where no attempt has been made to establish 
middle-men, or to aggregate the separate holdings artificially, 
i.c. to make a general estate by including a portion of waste, 
which may be partitioned, and imposing a joint responsi
bility for a lump sum of revenue assessed on the estate as a 
unit.

(ii.) The zam inddri M aiis, or ‘sole landlord’ village, where 
one single person copccmtrates in himself the right to all the 
land and all the rents, &e., in the village.

(Hi.) The zaniindarl mushtarka, or jointly held, undivided 
village, where the body of nearly related agnates, descendants 
of one original landlord, own the village, and have not

1 T h is te rm  has been explained above.
“ Tribal Law in the Panjdb, p. 9.
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divided it at all— i .n. by any formal partition. In rare cases, 
a joint-holding, as I have remarked, may result from other 
causes.

(iv.) The village partitioned and held on a n cestra l shares—the 
legal, or fractional shares of the law or custom of inheritance 
pure and simple. Rarely these shares are correct or perfect; 
but if the principle is acknowledged over the whole of the 
land, the village is rightly put in this class. We have in 
this case either the result of a formal partition made recently, 
or at all events subsequently to a known period of previous 
undivided holding ; but very often a state of division has 
iminemorially existed. In most cases, however, it does result 
from the antecedent holding of some founder, or a small 
number of such founders whose names still adhere to the 
p a t t i , or main sections. In certain cases it may be that a 
sufficiently numerous family has conquered or gained an 
estate, and has divided it out, on settling down, in a ncestra l 
fractional shares throughout.

(v.) The purely tribal village, usually held in shares on some 
plan of equal holding, such as we see in the definitely tribal 
eases of Biluchi and Pathan frontier villages, and in some 
large tribal villages in the Nort h Panjab and elsewhere.

(vi.) But we also include the ‘cultivating fraternities’ of 
‘ democratic ’ or non-monarchical clans, exhibiting many of 
the same features of connected groups of hamlets, occupying 
a large and continuous area. The shares are usually equalised 
lots made up of different soils, and subject to a peculiar mode 
of calculating value. These villages ought to be called (and 
only these) b ha idchdrd .

(vii.) All villages held on ‘ploughs,’ ‘ well-shares,’ and other 
‘ fancy’ methods of allotment, always divided, which may be 
colonist-associations voluntarily formed out of more or less 
miscellaneous elements ; or they may be tribal or family 
groups, which have adopted this particular method for reasons 
which are not now discoverable,

(viii.) We have also to add villages now retaining something of 
the corporate feeling, the relics of a family or a tribal union, 
but who have lost or never possessed any calculated share 
of the unit-estate, and have separate holdings, of which all 
that can be said is that possession is now the sole measure of 
interest.

(ix.) Lastly, we may make a class, or rather two sub-classes,
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for what are officially termed the ‘ imperfect ’ forms of parti
tioned village estates. If a portion of the estate is left 
undivided, this fact alone puts the village, for official pur
poses, into the 1 imperfect ’ class, whether of p a t t id a n  or 
other. From a tenure point of view, this partial indivision 
is only interesting when it involves the fact that one method 
of sharing is applied to the divided cultivated land, and 
another, very prob a b ly  the old or o r ig in a l scheme of the 
estate, to sharing the waste, or dividing the common profits.
So that really this class gives us the ‘ transition ’ village, 
where the loss of the ancestral or some other kind of share 
is not quite complete—the village is not yet wholly relegated 
to the eighth head, where dr.-facto possession is alone recog
nised. This head, then, includes the ‘imperfect’ p a H id a r l 
and the imperfect b/u iidchdrd , or any other kind of shwrt d  
estate.

With these nine heads of real difference and variety, it will 
now be easy to compare the heads of classification which were 
indicated in Mr. Thomason’s Directions to -Revenue Officers in the 
forties ; these have, with singular infelicity, been adopted ever 
since for official purposes, the terms getting slightly, or some
times completely, misused in different places.

The headings of the statistical tables' a re : 1—
(i.) ' 1 Zcminddri ’ generally employed to mean either a sole 

landlord or an undivided body. I suppose because it was 
troublesome to write the distinguishing vernacular additions 
khtili& (sole), mushtarha (joint), which alone give any sense to 
the term.

(ii.) Pattldclrl, divided on legal or ancestral shares, often, 
however, allowed to include other settled schemes of shares 
besides.

(iii.) Imperfect paMidari, partly so divided, and including 
the large class where the two portions are shared in different 
ways.

(iv.) Rha-i/lchdrd, which, in the Panjab has been strangely 
appropriated 2 to mean villages held an possession only, hut .which

1 The ra iy a tw a r l village is acknowledged, bat it does not appear in 
Mr. Thomason's list, as such villages are not recognised under the North- 
West.system.

1 See Barkley’s edition of the D irections, p. 44.
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is, in practice, used to include also any kino’,. 0P ‘ equal-lot.,’
‘ plough,’ 1 well,’ or other kind of shares which are 'iWjt * legal ’ or 
‘ ancestral.’ 1

(v.) There is the ‘ imperfect ’ form of No. 4, either w JJere 
there is merely part of the land undivided, or where part ir 
undivided, and also enjoyed on a different principle.

If  the ‘ imperfect ’ class is held to refer mainly to the fan 
that two'parts o f a village estate cm  M l  ml different principles, 
than, of course, 1 imperfect ’ pattiddrl and imperfect hhaidc/iura 
can be, and very often are, lumped together in official returns.

In the light of our present knowledge of custom and our 
general interest in tenure-forms, such .a classification is worse 
than none at all. When it was first invented, it served us a 
rough and ready moans of distinguishing villages for office and 
administrative purposes. I t  had, and was intended to have, no 
other use or value.

In conclusion, it may be well to remark tha t there is con
siderable practical difference betwern joint-villages held In 
owners of a completely non-agricultural caste and those held by 
data and other agricultural communities. The distinction is not. 
however, formal, nor does it give rise to actual variations of I enure.

In the Punjab, it will he remembered that by far the larger 
number of villages are cultivated by the co-sharing families 
themselves; even the women take a large share in the work, 
When there are tenants, it is because the Co-sharers have more 
land than they can manage, and are able to call in ‘ tenants at 
w ill; '  or because in the old days a tenant class was associated to 
help in ‘ the founding,’ or were called in to help cultivate more 
land to make up the heavy demands of the State Officers. 
Sometimes such tenants (or, may be, ‘ inferior-proprietors ’) are 
reduced members of earlier, once proprietary, families, or of 
grantees or other families who have gained a footing in other ways.
In  such cases it is quite common to find ‘.tenants* paying no 
rent—they are, in fact, only cultivators, just like the proprietors, 
with the exception that they have no concern in the profits of 
the estate and no voice in its management. But the revenue and

1 E.g., the artificial villages of Ajmer and Kangri are so classed, and 
most of the Panjib tribal villages, which are really a class apart,
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cesses are distributed rateably over the whole of the cultivated 
land—sliaiydra and tenants alike.*

In  'the .North-West Provinces, again, it  is much more 
cornimon to find the village co-sharers non-agricnltural; and 
then either the whole land is managed by tenants who may or 
may not have been located by the owners, or, which is very 
common indeed, a large portion of the land is held by tenants 
who represent the original cultivating body over whom, the 
‘ community ’ of proprietors grew up. In  such a case the whole 
estate may be simply managed by one man, who collects the 
rents and divides them, after paying revenue and expenses. Or, 
more commonly, each co-sharer will have taken a certain holding, 
called his sir, or home-farm. This farm he cultivates by his own 
personal tenants and farm-labourers, while all the rest of the 
‘ tenant ’-land is held by cultivators regarded as the tenants of the 
whole body. Frequently this area is not divided, for why should 
i t be ? I t  is much easier to divide the rents collected by the head
man or other manager; or perhaps these rents go en bloc to pay 
the revenue, and the surplus only is divided. In the Panjab we 
rarely hear anyone speak of sir lands, because the co-sharers 
generally work the whole of their share themselves, and such, 
tenants as there are naturally appear as bolding land under this 
or that co-sharer.

In  the Punjab the co-proprietors generally look for cultivating 
profits only. In the North-W est Provinces they expect an 
income from rents, besides the yield of the home-farm. A t least, 
that is the case with the largest class of villages. I  believe the 
true bhaidchdni or cultivating fraternities are oftener cultivat
ing bodies of agricultural caste, or of one that has taken to 
cultivation. Contract-rents based on competition are much 
commoner in the North-West Provinces than they are in the 
Panjab. In  the former, they are so common as to form the 
normal standard of the value of land for assessment purposes ; in 
the latter, they are neither sufficiently common nor really based 
on competition to furnish such a standard; they can only be 
referred to as a supplementary means of checking rates calculated 
in other ways.

1 Mr. Whiteway tells me that a few such eases may be found in parts 
of the North-West Provinces ; and were formerly common.

*
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T H E  D E F E C T S  OF TH E O F F IC IA L S Y S T E M  OF C L A S S !!  U N G  
V IL L A G E S  IN  TH E  A G R IC U L T U R A L  R E T U R N S

I t will readily be understood that the remarks made in this note 
are not intended to criticise the published Agricultural Tenure 
•Returns as they are in themselves, and for the p u r e ly  official or 
a d m in is tr a tiv e  purpose,-, for which they were alone designed. \V hat 
I  have to point out is <i.) that these returns are not only quite useless, 
but distinctly misleading, f o r  a n y  pu rposes connected w ith  the h is to ry  
o f  in s titu tio n s , and as regards the interesting question of the sui - 
vival of the d iffe ren t tr ib a l a n d  f a m i l y  o r ig in s  of the villages.

The British Government has done much to preserve the Archaeo
logical' treasures of British India, Old buildings and inscribed 
monuments have been protected, repaired, and strengthened ; 
elaborate drawings have been made, photographs taken, and 
measurements and sections placed on record m the invaluable 
Technic,at A r t  S e r ie s  of the Imperial Survey Department. My 
plea is that something of the same interest should be shown by an 
attempt to preserve the archaeology of Indian institutions which o 
not exist in stone or in material, monuments, but in customs am 
forms of tenure. I  do not think it would be an impossible task, 
gradually, and after such modification of detail as must necessarily 
be made in any plan submitted, to take a kind of census of the 
‘ joint '-villages of the Panjab, North-West Provinces, and Oudh, and 
to improve the general returns as regards the r a iy a tw d r i  provinces.

(I) As to these last-named provinces : in Madras we wish to  
know the number, and if possible the population, whether mis
cellaneous or of chiefly one or two castes or tribes, of the purely 
r m y a tw a n  villages ; the number of villages included under Zarnm- 
dkris or other great landlord estates ; and it might be possible to 
wive for each district the number of villages in which rm re m  
rights are in any degree of survival, carefully noting that m ir a s i u  
used only to mean relics of o ld  shares in the village land, and is 
n o t to include the hereditary e x - o f e io  remuneration of village 
headmen, officers, artisans or servants, and the like, which have never 
decayed, and are part of the natural constitution of r a iy a tw & n  i

i Though it must be admitted that the obscurity or diversity of mean - 
itm which has been allowed to attach to the vernacular terms Used must 
have a tendency to produce error even for the purposes mentioned.
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villages. The usual official record of villages held in Ini d m— i.e. free 
of revenue, or liable to a fixed reduced payment consolidated by 
‘enfranchisement,’ would conveniently be added, though they are 
of less interest from the tenure point of view.1

In Bombay i t  would surely be possible5 to show the narwd and 
bhagdari villages, which represent local survivals of the co-shared 
village, and the number of villages in the kasbdfi estates.

(ii.) But it is in the provinces of Upper I ndia that the returns 
fail to preserve any information regarding the real nature of the 
joint-villages which are there tho prevailing form.

I t  is necessary to explain that in the official classification used in 
the local returns 1 * 3 * for the North-West Provinces and in the Imper ial 
returns for Oudh and the Panjab (where the classification is added) 
tho heads are derived from §§ 85 ff. of Thomason’s Direction* to 
Revenue Officers. I t  must be admitted that these paragraphs, afford
ing an explanation of the system, are very obscure. In the Panjab 
edition of the work (1875) the attempt was made to elucidate them 
by adding explanatory matter in square brackets, but the result is 
not satisfactory. The whole classification was only intended to be 
provisional, and to suggest a few * obvious distinctions ’ which 
would assist the Settlement Officer in his attempts to understand 
the constitution of the villages. The degree of separation between 
the several properties, a matter of no interest to the tenure student 
except as already explained, is taken as a matter of distinction, which 
no doubt from the Collector’s point of view is really important.

The heads adopted are :—
,(i.) Communal -zamindari, i.e. zamindari-mushtarka(where there 

is hut one landlord it is z. Jchdlis ($ 87 of the Directions).
(ii.) Pat/ dan—held in complete severalty (§ 88).
(iii.) BhaiachWra—which the Directions does not define : the 

term is only mentioned afterwards in §§ 89, 93. The term is 
explained in the Punjab edition, in an added par. (§ 104); but in 
this case the word is given a sense which is only partially 
adopted in the North-West Provinces and in direct contradiction 
to what is sometimes there meant. Bhaidchara thus appears to

1 In Form I. (E 8), Madras is fairly complete; but it might be
possible to add the number of villages in which mirim right is still 
recognised.

3 In the same Form I. (E. 8).
3 In the Imperial form for the North-West Provinces, all details of

villages-fovms are omitted.- and the vicious mode of recording the villages 
twice over under different heads increases the difficulty.
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include everything that is not paUidari, but especially to signify 
villages held ‘ on possession ’ as the only measure of right.

(iv.) Imperfect pattlduri—where part of the village estate is held 
undivided, and  where very frequently the two parts are shared on 
different principles—only one retaining the original shares,

(v.) Imperfect bhmdchard -ditto, ditto in bhaiach&ra villages.

Now, considering that most of these terms are obscure, and th a t 
probably in no two District Reports are they used in exactly the 
same sense, i t  is quite intolerable tha t they should continue to serve 
as headings.

A  few remarks on each term will make the difficulty more evident.
>Zam indari' This term implies simply th a t the land is 

held by a landlord or a proprietor. The owner or co-sharing owners 
of the village are in fact peasant proprietors of the whole, arable 
and waste together. The term in itself lias nothing whatever to do 
with ‘jo in t’ or ‘several,’ ‘ communal’ or ‘individual.’ I t  only 
acquires these meanings when another word is added. Zamindari, 
khBlis means that there is one landlord, a sole surviving sharer, or 
a sole owner, whose family has not yet branched out into a 
number of co-sharers. Zamindari mushtarka, again, means the 
‘ communal,’ or joint holding of a number of co-sharing proprietors 
whose interest is not separated by the several allotment of shares 
on the ground.1 There are villages of this kind almost always 
held by a body of co-heirs succeeding to a previous single owner ; 
and in this case they have their defined shares, though the holdings 
are not partitioned. Hence from a tenure point of view they are 
not distinguishable from paHkldn  in the true sense of the word.
Rarely there may be village estates held by a voluntary associa
tion ‘ in common.’

Pattidarl was originally employed (and so Mr. Thomason seems 
sometimes, but not uniformly, to have employed it) to mean any kind

1 Whether the whole phrase in the vernacular was too long or what I 
do not know, but quite early they began to use za m in d a r i as if it meant 
‘ communal.' Thus in an old law (Reg. xix. of 1814, sec. 30) zuimecndary  
was used to mean ‘joint-estates held in common tenancy, where all the 
sharers have a common right and interest in the whole estate without any 
separate title to distinct lands forming part of the estate.’ Strictly speak
ing, this definition ie somewhat defective, as it omits the important 
qualification that every “ tenant ’ has a defined share, most commonly a 
legal fractional share, on which the profits and burdens, though not the 
land itself, are in theory divided. Property is only held in  com m on  when 
there are no  fixed shares and each takes what ho needt .

A A 2
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of village, so long as it was divided out on the ground into distinct 
shares or lots,1 But it soon came to mean, and now ought always 
to be restricted to, pure patfiddrl -i.e. where only the nnee.st.ral or 
fractional shares o f the law of inheritance, are recognised. In  this 
sense I  have uniformly employed the term in this book ; nor is it 
necessary that the shares should be strictly accurate, as long as the 
principle is Accepted throughout the village estate.

In the .Panjab, Some District Reports use the word as including 
either ancestral or customary shares, which is fatal.8

‘ Bhaiaehdrd.’ This term is the most unfortunate of all, since it has 
now lost all definite meaning ; and a column so headed in the returns 
is a veritable statistical melting-pot In which all sorts of interesting 
origins and varieties are confused together. Properly, in its original 
sense (as used in Duncan’s early Report of 1796 on the Benares 
oo-slurred villages), it means held on the custom of the brotherhood— 
i.e. by the association of families, usually a clan grown up out of 
one single family on a largo available area which fortune preserved 
for them till they had tilled it all. I t  implies that peculiar method 
of equal allotment of which the type is best illustrated by the oft- 
quoted Mathura Ja t villages,2 and Mr. Whiteway correctly uses the 
term accordingly'. Holdings made up o f specimens of each kind 
of soil are the characteristic. This is the true (1) sense.

But the term has also got to be used (2) for all kinds of share 
systems, viz. by ‘ wells,’ ‘ ploughs,’&c., other than the legal or ancestral 
fpaltidari) shares, and (3) to include also all villages in which shares 
have become wholly extinct or never existed, and where de-facto 
possession is now the sole measure of right. In the P av.fah the 
term is officially provided to be used for the cases where the shares 
‘ have become quite extinct, and each man’s holding is or has become 
the sole measure of his right ’ (Barkley’s edition of the Directions,
§ 101). But even in the Punjab this use is not uniformly kept to ;
e.g, the artificial Kangra villages are shown as ‘ bhaiachara,’ and 
so are many of the tribal-frontier villages, where the shares are not

; It is so used, e.g., in an old Act (I. of 1841). It is evident that 
in 5 88 Mr. Thomason so uses it, while in § 93 he clearly uses it in the 
restricted sense.

3 In practice, the Panjab returns have the effect of ignoring all tenure 
distincHvns except—

1. U ndivided or sole.
•2. Divided on ai!y kind of s,ml-es-

t ii. on no shares, but possession only.
8 Ante, p 282 II.
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in the least extinct, but perfectly definite, o* hr that they are not 
ancestral —«.</. are per-capita shares. In  the ’ W est P rovinces 
the term is variously used in different districts, sometimes to mean 
the de-facto possession and extinct-share class, sometimes to mean the 
real old custom of t he 1 democratic ’ cultivating fraternity.

The resulting confusion is easily understood ; the Imperial com
piler of Provincial tables cannot know in exactly what sense the 
term has been used ; nor can the Provincial compiler know exactly 
in what sense each District officer has used the word.

Under any general head of this kind, in the tables, we therefore 
find thrown together indiscriminately the following varieties :

(i.) Real bhaidehdra villages of the * cultivating-fraternity ’ type 
(Mathura .Tats, Ac.).

(ii.) Punjab tribal-villages where the ancestral scale is not fol
lowed throughout.

fiii.) Pattidari villages which have acquiesced in the complete, 
or virtually complete, loss of the share-scale, and are held ‘ on posses
sion. ’

(iv.) Villages held on shares in ‘wells,’ on ‘ploughs,’ shares of 
• bullocks,’ &c., Ac.

(v.) All kinds of villages held on de-facto possession of holdings.
(vi.) Artificial aggregates of individual holdings, i.e. villages 

converted under the revenue-system (Kftngra, Kumaon, Jhfinsi,
Ajmer, Ac.).

The student of village-tenures who calls to mind the distinctions 
I have endeavoured to explain and illustrate in this book by exam 
pies taken from ‘ real life ’ will regret the confusion of so many 
interesting varieties in one undistinguished heap. The ‘ imperfect 
classes, (of pattidari and hhindchdra) are, as I  have remarked, some
times lumped together ; in which case, since a majority of she red- 
villages have some land still in common, the result is that a large 
proportion of the whole number escape any distinctive classification 
whatever.

I think that any final list of new heads to he adopted will 
naturally require local consideration; and a writer a t a distance 
cannot satisfactorily produce one offhand. Rut I venture to think 
that some principles may be suggested which may usefully be borne 
in mind. Vernacular terms will perhaps have to be retained because 
of the local compilers who do not use English. I t  might be possible 
to distinguish :—

(I.) (zamindari khdlis) Villages where there is one landlord—

' Go^ X
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■whether paying revenue or holding revenue free ...will naturally be
distinguished. I t is for consideration whether it would be advisable 
to confine the term to villages of native origin, and not apply it to 
mere plots of granted land, or to leases under the waste-land rules. 
The head of ‘ undivided villages ’ (a. 'mushktrka) also calls for no 
alteration ; except that Surely we might distinguish between cases of 
co-heirship, and the rarer cases of a joint-holding for some local con
venience or by some voluntary association.

(II.) Pattidari should be uniformly and solely used for the 
village divided on the legal of ancestral shares throughout, and as 
long as the principle is acted on, even though the shares of land are 
not quite correct, and though the revenue-assessment is not. paid in 
correspond ing fractions.

(HI.) ‘ Villages on a mixed system ’ should, for a tenure study, 
he separately recorded, meaning those in which there is a different 
mode of sharing recognised in different portions of the whole village 
e.f/. where in the divided lauds the ancestral shares have been lost 
and de-facto possession is recognised, but where in the common or un
divided land, and for miscellaneous profits, the ancestral shares are 
still followed.

■ The term hhainchara as a heading should be abolished, or 
confined strictly to the old ‘equal lot’ or artificial (bhaiwadi-higho, 
tauxi-bigte, &c. &c.) system. The Panjab use should be altogether 
abandoned, as there is really no excuse for it, since villages held on 
possession only can much better be called Qabzewdr. IV hatever is 
done, however, with regard to terms, it would surely he possible to 
distinguish..

(IY.) Frontier tribal-villages, noting the number that are held 
on the ancestral shares throughout, and not merely as regards the 
principal divisions, while the interior shares are khulftvesh.

(V.) Villages held by clans grown up on the spot;, or old ‘eulti 
vating fraternities,' having some form of equal allotment or artificial 
measures made up of specimens of each kind of soil. Some means 
may be adopted to indicate clusters of villages that are simply ofl- 
shoots or divisions of a single parent estate as in liohtak, Karnal, <fce.

(VI.) Villages held on special shares, such as ‘wells,’ ‘ploughs, 
‘bullocks,’ &c., not being either ancestral shares nor those under V

(VII.) Villages now held on de-facto possession, which are 
known to have had shares of any kind and lost them completely.1

1 The rare cases where de-facto possession is not recorded, under the 
vague idea that one day the real shares will be restored, can easily be 
noted,



(V III.) Villages held on de-facto possession as the measure of 
right, where either no recollection of any shares can be traced ; or 
where they never existed, as in artificial villages, or those converted, 
as in Ajmer ; and possibly some colonist villages, where each man 
took what land he pleased without any idea of share or allot
ment.

There will be no occasion (for a tenure return) to notice any 
‘ imperfect’ class in the sense that merely a part of the estate is 
held undivided : the only case where notice is called for, is when 
each portion is governed by a different plan (see under head III .)
I t  would be quite possible to note under the general heads that so 
many villages had waste undivided (for the whole estate), and so 
many had part of the arable undivided.

I t  will be observed tha t heads I. and II. are really sub 
heads of the same principle ; so long as the amestrai rule has been 
observed by the family, or will be so, i t  is immaterial whether one 
owner is holding, or a number of co-heirs, or whether they have 
actually made a partition.

So with reference to heads V. and VI., it would be of less im
portance if they were conjoined, provided we could know, in a 
column of remarks, &c., how many of the old true bhaiacharat 
‘ democratic,’ and usually clan-forming villages (always, I  believe, in 
local groups) e x is t; and in the Punjab, how many of the purely 
1 colonist-associations ’ in the south-eastern districts.

So also it would be no great loss if it were held more convenient 
to  club the cases VII. and V III. together.

This is necessarily only a suggestion of a preliminary nature ; 
but I  think it is quite clear tha t if all knowledge of the approxi
mate numbers, and relative importance locally, of the different kinds 
of joint-village are not to be rapidly lost beyond recovery,1 something 1

1 It will he no doubt a question how far the village can he separated 
as a defined group. In the tribal-areas of the Panjab, for instance, the 
kh e l is rather a considerable area of land with scattered hamlets over the 
whole; in Malabar there are no ‘ villages,’ &c. But as in the compilation of 
district statistics (and it is these separately that will most interest the 
student) the compiler will add his notes and remarks, such difficulties will 
be got over. In some cases the Revenue Administration has already 
made and recorded separate villages, and these will be accepted; in 
others, the artificial circle, amisham, mdgane, and what not, will serve, with 
explanatory notes. This difficulty will not be found insuperable, and the 
very effort to meet it will result in the most interesting statistical facts.
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that will obviate the confusion of the official p a tt id a r i and lh a ia r /ta ra  
is urgently called for.

Let me only add a reminder that our students at home rejoice in 
the existence of a ! Domesday Book,’ or the ‘ Extenta ’ of Wales, 
which have furnished ns with the basis for the most valuable his 
torical research. May we not hope, before it is too late, for a table 
of village statistics for India that will be an historical and economic 
record worthy to bo placed beside the other splendid records that 
i he Government of India has produced in the more tangible and 
material, but not necessarily more instructive, departments of 
urehieological and historic art and architecture 2

There is only one more point to be added. Would it not he 
possible to collect information as to the origins of villages of the 
joint-form wherever it is known or fairly inferred 1 Even a very 
loose classification would he useful. Villages originating directly in 
tribal occupation would probably be confined to the Panjab frontier ; 
but village groups formed by expansion on clan principles could be 
noted, colonist, villages in South-eastern Panjab and others similar ; 
so, too, villages which are the vestiges of an earlier Rajaship or terri
torial rule ; villages founded by individual ancestors, royal grantees,
Ac., and lhiter by revenue-farmers and auction-purchasers. Even 
some such general classification, and if it were followed by an un
fortunately large group (‘origin not discoverable ’), would be of great 
i nterest.
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CHAPTER IX

THE TWO TYPES OF VILLAGE IN JVXTA POSITION 
LOCALLY

We have been latterly so much occupied in discussing the joint
er landlord- village, its origins, and the variety which may be 
found to mark its internal constitution, that the first chapter 
may have been forgotten, as well «s the contrast in which its was 
attempted to delineate both the r a iy a tm lr i  type of village and 
the common features of the joint type. I t  will, now serve to 
emphasise the distinction if we proceed to consider the cases in 
which we can trace these two types or forms growing up, or 
existing, side by side iti the same locality.

I will dispose first of two cases of the early appearance of 
joint-villages, in Madras and in the Bombay JDakhan, for they 
are of historic importance, and must be kept separate from the 
later and still existing instances to be found also in parts of 
Bombay and in Rajputana.

In  one of the cases now alluded to—that of the Dakhan—the 
tenure of villages by co-sharing families can hardly be said to 
have had any actual existence at the time when the inquiry was 
first made about them ; hut there were certain local traces of 
claims to village rights, certain surviving terms in use, and a 
few written records preserved; and it was a matter of historic 
probability and of just inference to determine what these traces 
meant. In the other case, that of Southern India, there 
certainly were some distinctly shared villages still in existence 
in 1790-1814; but their status had been much impaired, even 
in the districts where they were most clearly in evidence; while 
in other districts it was only traces of this form of tenure that 
could be found,

' G° i * X  '



S ection I.—-Joint-V illages in M adras

I will deal first with the most important question of the 
ancient joint-village in Madras. This must be examined in 
detail, for- some writers have built on the existence of these 
villages a theory that anciently ‘ a tenure in common ’ prevailed 
over the whole Presidency. Yet no complete examination of 
the facts has been placed on record, as far as I  am aware, in any 
one book or report. Briefly stated, the facts were these: Among 
the earliest territories to be acquired in the Madras Presidency 
was a, district near the city of Madras now known as Chingleput, 
but in 1765 called ‘ t ie  Jaghire.’ 1 I t  had passed under 
the rule of the Nuwabs of Areofc; and, besides being cruelly 
misgoverned by them, it was ravaged by an incursion of the 
Mysore Sultans. Even after its acquisition by the British 
Government, pursuant to an Imperial grant, it was much 
mismanaged owing to lack of experience in the earlier British 
authorities. But at the close of the last century, Air. Lionel 
Place was made Collector; and he found that throughout the 
district, and indeed in a considerable area round it, there was 
in most, if not in all the villages, a class of persona who claimed 
to be owners of the entire area of village-lands in shares. As we 
have so often found to he the case elsewhere, they claimed this 
right as their hlruadsl, which in Tamil means ‘ inheritance,’ 
and which the Muhammadan officials had rendered by the 
usually employed Persian term nurdsh having the same 
meaning. By making his Revenue Settlements with these 
co-sharers as a body, Mr. Place obtained considerable success, 
although time and misgovernment had already done much 
to limit and to confuse the rights actually enjoyed. When, 
some years later, the Madras Government were anxiously 
considering what would he the best Reven ue system to adopt, 
a general inquiry into village tenures was m ade; and then it 
appeared that the existence of co-sharing bodies claiming right 
over the villages was not confined to Chingleput.3 In the course

■ 1 Properly Chengalpat. For the history of it, see L. S. B. I. iii. 6, 14.
a The cause of this general inquiry should, perhaps, be briefly stated.

The Indian Government at Calcutta, fresh from the completion of the
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of this inquiry, Mr. Ellis, of Madras, produced a valuable Memoir 
full of information about tire villages in the Tamil country ; 
some, more or less, distinct evidence was also obtained from 
other d istric ts; but a number of other reports left the matter 
very uncertain, owing to a cause I will presently notice ; while 
others again either distinctly negatived the existence of such 

' villages or returned no answer, an omission only partially 
supplied from other sources.’

The importance of the question to the historian is consider
able, for the reason above stated.

I t  in ay be as well to say at once that the universal' preva
lence of these mirasi villages* is certainly not proved. On the 
other hand, their existence, in certain specified localities, is proved 
as well as anythingof such early date can be. And it is remarkable 
that they existed just in those districts where they would most 
naturally grow up, supposing them to be, as I  believe they were, 
privileged tenures by the grants of early Princes, apparently by 
that time ‘ Hindu,’ or else the result, in their most important 
centre, of a privileged colonising enterprise undertaken, and 
after several failures successfully accomplished, under the 
patronage of one of the Cola princes.

Permanent Settlement of Bengal, anil guided doubtless by the fact that 
in the northern part of Madras there were native chiefs in the position ot 
‘ Zamlndars,’ conceived that the Bengal system might be applied to tho 
whole of Madras, and peremptorily insisted on such a Settlement being 
made. The attempt, of course, proved (except in the northern Z  am tndiirt*  
and a few similar estates in other parts) a complete failure. The Madras 
itevenue authorities then directed their attention to the village-tenures.
If it was true that a class of co-sharing hereditary proprietors could be 
found over the several villages in each district, such a fact, if only partly 
01 locally true, might be an important factor in facilitating the working 
of a plan which the Board of Itevenue then regarded with favour—namely, 
that of dealing with each village-group as a unit, and thus avoiding what 
was in those days thought the difficult task of dealing direct with each 
separate land-holder or raiijat.

1 A selection from the evidence thus collected has been republished tn 
the form of a reprint of the more important papers in a volume called 
Papers on Mirasi Bights, printed at Madras by Messrs. Pharaoh in 1862,

* For the sake of brevity I will continue to speak of Mirasi villages, 
always moaning those which were at one time possessed by co-sharing 
bodies, exactly, in fact, like seme varieties of the joint-village of Upper 
India.
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One preliminary point must be mentioned as concerning the 
gen era l prevalence of such a right, and as regards several of the 
reports which deal with the subject in an extremely vague 
manner. The idea of the joint-village, so readily seized by the 
resident of Upper India, was not at all easy of comprehension 
to the Madras officials of eighty years ago, accustomed as they 
were to the r a iy a h m r l  tenure, and to the then firmly established 
custom that the sovereign was sole land-owner. The village 
owned a s  a  whole, in shares, by a body of m ir d s i o r  hereditary 
proprietors, was quite a strange idea. When, therefore, various 
other hereditary rights and privileges appeared which were 
commonly described by the same name—i.e. as m ir d s i rights 
- -there was a not unnatural confusion. Very often it will be 
noticed that, when the reporters asserted m ird s i right to exist 
in the villages of this or that district, they did not really mean 
the right to a share in the village as a whole, but some special 
privilege, which has nothing to do with the question at issue, 
such as the hereditary rndniyam , or free-holding of village head
man (which is essentially a mark of the ancient r a iy a tv d r i  
village), or the hereditary grain fee (n v a ia n tra m , or mer&i)' of 
the village artisans and servants (which equally exists in tux-  
y a im ir i villages.2

In  order, then, to do justice to the question of the former 1

1 It ought hardly to be necessary to point out that tlie Tamil m erit i 
has no connection whatever with the Perso-Arabic m ir d s i ; but I  
have seen the mistake m ade. Moreover, the term m ird s i  became current, 
just as other Persian or Arabic words did, from the Moslem Revenue 
Administration—the only one that was in any degree systematic or had 
regular official terms. I t  was not intended by the use of the word to 
imply any depreciation of the right. On the contrary, 'm irdsi was always 
used in the Dakhan kingdoms, where it originated, to indicate the highest 
type of direct right in the soil.

* This confusion is often made in the early Government Minutes, e.r/. 
Board of Revenue, 1796, § 28 (M irdsi P a pers, p. 85); in the report on 

■Dindigal (p. I ll) , where the h ea d m a n ’s  privilege is spoken of, and in 
many other places. Cf. the North Arcot letter at p. 894 land especially 
p. 896), where the confusion is very evident. And so at p. 408, where 
there is a hopeless mixture of the two things. The d is t in c t io n  if? noticed 
by Mr. Ellis (pp. 180, 181), and clearly by the Board of Revenue Minute,
§§ 67, 68, p. 373.
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existence of co-sharing villages, it is necessary that we should 
completely exclude all evidence referring only to such- ordinary 
hereditary holdings and privileges. W e must confine, our 
attention to the traces of co-sharivicj bodies ekiifliing the whole 
village as their minlsi. I t  is obvious that the claim originally 
included, and necessarily so, the right to the entire area of the 
grant, or of the land on which a village was established — , the 
waste and arable together.1 Naturally the co-sharers would claim 
a rent or ‘ landlord's share ’ (called iundu-varam, or in Brahman 
villages sualiivi-bh6gwm== landlord’s or owner’s share) from such 
lands as were held by tenants of whatever class, not being co
sharers. In  short, there cannot be the smallest donbt that if  the 
mirdsi village claims were anything at all, they were claims 
which, originally at any rate, constituted the holders jointly, 
according to their shares, the proprietors of the villages exactly 
as such co-sharers were in other parts of India. Lists of the 
shares (called pangu-malai) very often existed. Each village 
had its own pm cayat, or managing body, and consequently, as 
always in such a form of village, there was only an official 
headman, or mcmegdr, with no power nor hereditary land-holding 
(as headman), nor privilege (as there would have been in raiyat- 1

1 There was some little doubt caused on the subject of the claim to 
the waste which was admitted by Mr. Ellis. But this is easily under
stood. I t  was very probable that in the days of encroachment and 
exaction the Revenue Agents of the local Governor would bogin to assert 
a, right to put in tenants on cultivable waste where the m ir a s d d r  did not 
or could not provide for it himself (this was the case, e.g., in some places 
under the Sikh Governors in the Panjabi, and in this way it would come 
to appear doubtful whether the m ir a s d a r  had a right to the waste. But 
even if this is not so, it is quite possible that there may have been some 
internal village custom affecting the waste. For example, the waste 
{t&riau) was classified into shefoU harambu (cultivable waste) and anUdi 
karambu (permanent ‘ immemorial’ waste). The latter included road
ways, land occupied by trees wanted for the general convenience, and so 
forth. I t is easily conceivable that village custom may have early im 
posed on the co-sharers themselves a prohibition against cutting down 
such trees, stopping such roads by making them into fields, and the like.
Such acts would be resented in the co-shared villages of the Upper 
provinces, but no one would think that such a restriction militated against 
the general proprietary right over tho whole village.
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v-ari villages).1 It is necessary to emphasise this character of 
the m ir a ii as a. claim of genera! village-tenure, because some of 
the documents relating to these cases speak as if  they thought 
the m in ln  right to be merely some kind of superior status as 
regards a particular field or holding.

Naturally enough, in the early years of the nineteenth cen
tury, the mirdsi claims having been continually overborne in the 
past, the right was not, in most cases, complete or intact. As 
time went on and rapacious local officers under the Nawab 
began to oppress the people, these pri vileges would be gradually 
broken down,; heavy assessments might cause some eo-sharers 
to give up the attempt to hold the lands, and their co-partners 
might be unable to relieve them. Then holdings would begin to 
lie waste and the revenue to be in arrears. The Governor would 
accordingly assume the right to locate new cultivators and to 
take revenue from them direct. Such persons would naturally 
resent any attempt of the mirdsdar class to demand landlord's fees 
from them ; and thus the co-sharing proprietors’ superior right 
to the whole estate, and especially to those parts of it not in 
their direct possession, would come to look more and more 
doubtful, especially to observers whose previous experience had 
not taught them to look for anything of the kind, and to whose 
ideas of expediency it was opposed

I t  is impossible, however, not to perceive that the institution 
was really unknown in some parts, and that in others it had 
existed but. was fallen into decay. I t  was in a limited area that 
there was clear evideuee of its survival, though whether, even 
there, it could have been restored in .its integrity, as a working 
tenure, is problematical.

When, in the light of modern experience, we sum up the 
evidence, the conclusion, I  venture to think, is irresistible that 
these villages, owned by co-sharing families or groups of fami
lies, were the growth of special circumstances, and certainly 
did not represent any universal custom of land-holding. Still

1 For a clear exposition of this, see Chingleput D. M. p. ‘204. It is 
necessary carefully to distinguish the old headman’s hereditary (and 
sometimes revenue-free) holding in virtue of his office, and the partial 
revenue-free grant allowed in the Tondai country to encourage the 
colonist villages generally.
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Jess is there any evidence, or even tradition of origin, that lends 
any countenance to the idea that they represent survivals of a 
primeval communal land-tenure, which indeed nothing that we 
know of old Dravidian customs would lead us to expect.

Such.villages in fact consisted •

(L) Largely of agrahdrcm, or villages held on hereditary 
grants (in this case free of revenue payment)1 to Brahmans.
They are especially numerous in districts which had been the 
demesne of the ancient kingdoms of Cold and Pwndyd. These 
Brahman communities held villages sometimes scmudmjdm (or 
undivided), sometimes (and more usually) divided (:patticldn as 
would be said in the North, or arux/i-l-orai in Tamil).2

(ii.) A certain number of other villages, held by secular 
castemen, appear in the districts of Tanjore, Trichinopoly, and 
Tmnevelly, and probably Madura.

(iii.) The largest and most important group is found in part 
of the country formerly' known as Ttmdcrl-rmnJahtm, which, 
roughly speaking, embraced the country between the north and 
south rivers, both known by the name of Pennai.3 I t  does not 
follow that villages of this kind covered the entire country, hut 
they were found surviving chiefly in Chingleput and the adjoin
ing districts of Arcot.4

Ad  (i.). The existence of the Brahman villages and their origin 
in a religious grant will not be disputed by anyone, As they 
were also revenue-free, they did not excite that administrative 
interest which, others did, and therefore it is not so readily and 
at first sight apparent that they were minlsi villages, with ju st

1 Ab we shall presently see, Brahman mirdsi villages (agruharam) 
were revenue-free. Others held By secular castemen (Qudraj were not.
In the Tondai country (Chingleput, &c.), the mirdsi' villages were observed 
uniformly to claim the exemption of a part of their land from the revenue 
share, the reason of which is traditionally explained.

2 Sarnudayam  is Sanskrit, and so may properly be applied to Brahman, 
villages. I  doubt the correctness of its use in the Tondai country among 
the Vellalar. Mr. Ellis says the Brahman villages were generally 
divided. (Mirdsi Papers, p. 295.)

3 On maps shown as Penar, Pennaur, and Penne.r, The Southern 
river runs into the sea between Pondicherry and Cuddalore.

4 See D. M. North Arcot, chapter iii. p, 89.
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same sort of proprietary right as that claimed in others— 
and just as much held in f a m i l y  shares.

A d  (ii.)f When we have once ascertained that Madura was the 
capital of Pandys, and that Tanjore and the adjacent districts 
were the demesne of the C old  king, it will not surprise us that 
many privileged tenures or grants should have existed.1 In 
Takjork, Colonel Blackbume’s evidence is definite; he saw that 
such villages arose out of g ra n ts , though too long ago, he 
thought, for him to trace their beginning. But it will be 
recollected that no attempt appears to have been made to ask 
the people themselves for their traditions, or for their genealogy , 
or for lists of co-sharers preserved in villages, such as in the 
North of India can readily be obtained, and actually were 
obtained in Chmglepnt. The State spoken of had then for 
some time been under the foreign domination of a Marathi! 
prince, whose position was due to a recent and unqualified act of 
seizure and marauding, The State officials were not likely to 
trouble themselves about existing titles and tenures, which it 
was their object to tax to the utmost, at least in those cases 
which were not due to their own grants. But the Tanjore 
figures show quite sufficiently what the general type of village 
was. The total number o f villages is reported 2 to be 5,783. 
But. this must be at once reduced to 0,976, as the difference 
represents 1,807 so called eh ibhogam  villages—mere hamlets or 
parts of villages of which the sing le ov:ners with pretensions to 
rank, and who had given their names to the places, got per
mission to have recorded as separate possessions; this has 
obviously nothing to do with primitive or even ancient custom. 
But out of the balance, as many as 2,202 are a ru d i-lca ra i (or

1 It is, nevertheless, remarkable that the D. M. Trichinopoly contains 
no notice whatever of the existence of m ira si villagos, and the allusions in 
the Mvfum Papers are vague and general. Before 1805, Trichinopoly 
and Tanjore were united in one collectorate, after the lapse of Tanjore to 
the British Government.

1 MirAd Papert, p. 95. D. M, Tanjore, p. 400, mentions 62,000 
persons as having mirasi claims ; of these, 16,000 were Brahman grantees 
and 48,000 (I give round numbers), Qudra. But these numbers appear 
evidently to include holders of all sorts o f < imam ’ and, hereditary rights 
and privileges.
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pMLl-hhogam ») held in severalty ; and there is nothing to show 
that many of these were not ordinary m iija t'tvdri villages, .in 
which the cultivators had combined to share the revenue. That 
possibility, however, is not very material, as I  do not think it 
can be doubted that, besides the Brahmans, Vellalar settlers, 
being energetic agricultural castomen, had been encouraged to 
hold villages on the superior tenure. I t  is worth while noticing 
that while in the Tondai country, as we shall see, it was 
necessary further to encourage such grantees by allowing a part 
of the villages they created to be held free of revenue, such a 
concession was not necessary in the rich delta land of Tanjore, 
where there was hardly any waste, and a mirtisi (enure was 
quite sufficient inducement of itself.2 Of the remaining villages,
1,774 were samudayum (or in Tamil pawn-hand— i.e. held 
in some form of undivided holding) ; a considerable part of 
these would certainly be Brahman villages, where the Sanskrit 
term would be most naturally used. And, as the Brahmans 
would be non-agriculturists, it is quite likely that some fami
lies would hold jointly—i.e. dividing the income, while family 
quarrels and jealousies would lead others to divide the land 
itself.

In  all these village lands we may notice first the same plan 
of division of the produce and payment of revenue in kind which 
we know to have been originally universal all over India. The 
lands yielding produce, as distinguished from the waste and the 
revenue-free lands, are generically called vdrampat. The pro
duce, if  there is no mirasi class, is simply divided into the mel- 
vdram, the State share, and the kudi-varam, or occupant’s share : 
that is to sa.y, after the fees ([mend) of the village servants, watch
men, &c., &c., have been satisfied out of the grain-heaps. When 
there is a body of mirasi proprietors, then there are three 
instead of two to share: mel-vdram, as before, is the royal share; 1

1 Tanjoro being ruled by Marathas, the prevalence of Mfarutha terms 
is explained. Such are ehibhogam (single owner); phaUibhogam (in 
separate lo ts); and so kunbhava is the equivalent for hmiadsi, or m ira si.
(D. M. Tanjore, pp, 403, 409.) Phxld bhogam is sometimes said to be a 
half Sanskrit compound with the Tamil paid — ‘ many.’ I  think it much 
more likely that it is the Marathi plidla, a share.

- This is clearly put in the Z>. M. Tanjore, § 10, p. 403.
B B
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iuml-w-vdrwm is the ̂ -hmcHord’s (mimscldr’s) share; and kvdi- 
vT-ram, the cultivating occupant’s, as before.

Turning to ,tile other ryyal demesne of M adura and Tjnne- 
v eijj, the-evidence is much less satisfactory; but we can 
hardly’ help believing that the kings’ and chiefs’ courtiers and 
relations, and others, would gradually acquire the mirdsi right 
in certain villages; and hence we find it  reported that, at any 
rate in the Tinnevelli 4 pollams ’ or chiefs territories, mirdsi 
villages were found. In. the early report,,’ the existence of 
Brahman mirdsi villages (agmh&ram vadagai) is noticed in the 
TiNNfiVELLl district, and it is stated that other villages held by 
Qudras were also mirdsi and held on shares, and that these 
latter are called •pmd,6ra-ntdagai. I t  is noteworthy, however, 
that these words merely moan that the villages are on the list 
of those paying revenue to the treasury (which the agrahiimm 
are not) ; or, in other words, that they are what elsewhere 
would be called kkalsu,, or revenue-paying, villages. Nothing 
appears about the origin or the nature of the tenure; the 
details given refer solely to the Brahman grantee villages; 3 still, 
it is certainty intended that both Brahman and (ludra villages were 
held on the same sort of superior title, and were divided into 
pangu and Icami — major and individual shares. But further, 
it is added (and this is important), that, beside the shared villages, 
there were others held by non-proprietary (payakdn) holders, 
who had no system of shares.3

As to M adura, h e  author of the District Manual expressly 
states that certain villages in which karai-lalran, or 1 persons 
holding shares,’ were stated to exist, there was no privileged or 
superior tenure, but the term merely indicated a method by 
which the cultivators formed a voluntary association for the

1 M irdti P a pers, pp. 77, 105, ‘283. The two latter Reports are long- 
winded disquisitions on property in general, giving ho facts of any kind, 
and showing that the waiter was confusing in his mind all sorts of 
rights, including the special holding of the headman, which is certainly 
not existent in m ird s i  villages under any circumstances whatever.

2 M irS-si P a pers, p. 79 (Mr. Lushington). Whon the writer comes to 
the piidra villages, he only makes some unimportant remarks about the 
caste, and gives a deed of sale with nothing to show to what class of 
village it refers. He says nothing as to how the Qudra. tenures originated.

3 See this clearly seated by Mr. Ellis (Mirdsi Papers) p. 386.
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purpose of meeting the revenue demand. Mr. Ellis, on the 
other hand, evidently thought that joint-villages ouce existed 
in Madura ; and it must be admitted that in the demesne territory 
of an ancient kingdom it is likely enough. No great import
ance, however, attaches to the question ; but it is evident that 
throughout these districts there is no single incident or feature 
in the evidence which does not coincide with the supposition, in 
itself so very probable when judged by the experience of other 
‘ H in d u ’ kingdoms—viz. that, the co-sharing or proprietary 
villages were the superior or privileged tenures resulting from 
royal grants to Brahmans, or to other (secular) grantees for 
various purposes, including-, very possibly, the direct revenue 
management or the extension of cultivation to new lands. As 
Such they may date back several hundred years ; and they may 
have been held by the descendants of the original grantees 
acting on the usual custom.of joint-succession.

Ad  (iii.). When we come.to the Ghingleput district, which is 
the. centre of the larger gfoup of Tamil miriid villages, we find 
the evidence much.more complete, and the whole subject studied 

.with great- care and with an amount of detail that is quite 
remarkable for the period. The evidence mainly consists of 
surviving share-lists in many cases, and other evidences of 

. - -proprietary possession, while the origin of the villages is explained 
by a detailed and ancient tradition, the substantial truth of which 
was accepted by every one of the officers who had local experi
ence, from Mr. Place in 1796 to Mr. Ellis (1816) and Mr.
Smalley (1822), Mr. Graeme in North Arcot, and a learned 
native, gentleman (B. Sankaraya) in Madras.1 We are not 
bound to accept the entire details of the tradition ; but there can 
hardly be a reasonable doubt that its main idea was a true one, 
and that the villages were established in a fertile but origi
nally almost wholly forest-clad country, at the time held, and 
partly a t least inhabited, by Kummhar—a pastoral tribe who 
were then ruled by Pa,lim a  chiefs, who had established twenty-

1 The principal reports are in M inlsi Papers, Place (1796), p. 36, ff.
For h ishnal Report in 1799, of some 750 paragraphs, and full of long- 
winded disquisitions of no interest, but containing also many valuable 
facta, see pp. 38-70. ElLi (1816), pp. 172 -217 ; B. Sankaraya, p. 218 ;
Graeme, p. 893; Smalley (1822), p. 424.
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four hut-tarn, or territorial divisions, each protected or com
manded by a fort. The days came when a Qold prince advanced 
into the country and conceived the idea of colonising part of it.1 
The settlement of the first families of Vellalan caste men was 
not a success, but ultimately VellSlar from the north-west 
country of Tuluva were induced to settle ; and* then the colony 
was established. Some remains of the earlier families of the 
Vella!ar are stated by Mr. Ellis to have still held lands, but the 
principal proprietors were the Tuluva V ellalar.2

The general evidence as to the past history of the villages is 
given by Mr. Ellis in some, detail, l ie  quotes the verses that 
have become tradional or are found in early Tamil literature 
bearing on the subject, as well as lists locally preserved showing 
how the Vellalar divided the territory into mldu under chiefs 
(called Nothin), and how these new divisions were related to 
the twenty-four Imttam which their predecessors had organised. 
The records include some lists of the nadus, and some calcula
tions of the number of villages which each contained.*

I t  appears to me that attempts to identify the mtire country 
included in the traditional and literary limits of Tondai-man- 
dalam are very doubtful. Equally so the attempts to calculate, 
from certain temple records, the number of families of Vellalar. 
The fact seems quite clear that so large an area could never have

v The name generally accepted by Mr. Ellis and others is that of a 
(Hiriduised) prince, Athondit, or Adandu-Chcrkravarii (the last member 
being a Sanskrit title meaning ‘suzerain ’). The full detail is given in 
the ChinyU'put D. M . ; but as 'Wilks’s description of a purely raiyatwnrl 
village is quoted, and this is mixed up with the account of the village 
held in shares, some mistakes are the natural result. The dates seem 
also somewhat confused. The author suggests that the Vellalar colonisa
tion began before the time of Manu (p. 207) : on what this rests I  have 
no idea. Afterwards it is suggested that the Vellalar from  the 
Tuluva country came during the first centuries of the Christian era. 
(Soe p. 200, and compare p. 25.) The supposition that jointly-held 
villages existed before M anu, and before Sanskrit was known in the South, 
is entirely unsupported by any kind of evidence. The traditions all point 
to their having been privileged under Adamja, wbo reigned at, a time when 
the Hindu religion had long been introduced. He may have extended 
the privilege to the remains of earlier settlers of superior race, as indeed 
would be natural under the circumstances.

2 Miriisi Papers, p. 230. 3 Ibid. pp. 23& 240, 242.



been occupied from end to end by colonists, even if it was 
really conquered and annexed by the G old  dynasty; and that 
the special location and grant of privileges to the Tuluva 
Vellalar villages must more reasonably he confined to that part 
of the country where they are proved to have been established 
by the fact that a considerable group of them was in some 
degree of preservation at the time when British rale began. I t  
is quite a gratuitous supposition that such villages at one. time 
existed a l l  over the whole area vaguely included in ' Tondai- 
mandalain,' but that over the greater part they had been rooted 
out—the villages entirely, the people almost-—by subsequent 
Moslem and Maratha conquests.1 I t  is true that we have more 
reason to believe the villages were held on a mimsi tenure in 
some other districts (Tanjore, &c.), and it may be that these are 
included in the general limits of Tondai-rnaxulalan described hv 
Mr. Ellis.2 But the districts of Chingleput and Arcot were also 
equally harassed by wars, and afterwards by the harsh rule of 
the jSTawabsof the Carnatic., as Mr. Ellis’s own papers show ; and 
yet th ere  the mirctei villages were, though much injured, not at all 
destroyed, nor was the Vellalan population rooted out. I t  is 
surely sufficient to establish—and of this there is no doubt—that 
in Chingleput, in the Madras OoUcctorate, and in the neighbour
hood, there were unquestionably niirdsi villages, and that in 
many of them the pamj u-nudai or records of shares were pre
served, a fact which demonstrates that the institution in question 
was certainly 4 the. joint or co-shared village.’

I t  is not at all easy to fix a date for these Chingleput 
colonies. -Mr. Ellis thinks that the country was early brought 
into a fairly flourishing state, since there are names of places 
which can plausibly be identified with those mentioned in 
Ptolemy’s geographical account (about the middle of the second 
century). Hence Mr. Ellis thinks the colonisation must have 
begun before the Christian era.3 But such recognition of

1 See Mires: Pi;pars, p. 246. Races speaking Tolngu and Canarese 
cover the whole of the so-called Upper Tondai west of the ‘Coromandel '
ghat- . , ,

- He proposed to prepare a map, which was never completed; and 
the coloured portions were to show whence the Vellalar possessions 
had now disappeared, and the uncoloured the parts where they survived.

3 MirOLsi P a p ers, p. 230. See 2). ,5/. C h in g lep u t, p. 25.
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names, if it. is a fact, Joes not show that Adanda’s colonising 
enterprise was so early ; for (as the Chingleput I). M. points 
out), up to the eighth century, the Pal lava, Pandit, and 
Kummbar tribes were in possession,1 and furnished the origin 
of the still existing 1 Pallar,’ a low ca3te of farm labourers. It 
was only about the eighth or ninth ' century that the Cola 
dynasty extended its influence northward to the jungle-clad 
Tondai country, and overthrew the Pallava chiefs. After this 
it began to lose ground, and Anally fell about (lie eleventh 
or twelfth century. I  think that, on the whole, we may more 
probably attribute the special foundation of privileged villages 
to some period not far removed from the eighth or ninth century. 
This does not conflict with the possibility of some still earlier 
and partial Vellalar settlements.

Coining, however, to the actual survivals at the time of the 
.British rule, Mr. Place in 1799 enumerated 2,241 mirdsi villages 
in Ohingleput.2 Of these, a considerable number had passed 
i nto the hands of Brahmans, but the bulk were still Vellalar. In 
his time as many as 15,994 mirdsi shares were held by 8,1187 
sharers, but a number had. been abandoned owing to the heavy 
revenue demands which, here as elsewhere, deprived landed pro
perty of its value.3 Mr. Place, indeed, adopted the extreme 
measure of granting the mirdsi right in vacant lands. Mr. 
Place explains that, the 8,887 sharers represent only the heads 
of kindred; and that there were many more minor shares— 
apparently subdivisions of -fa, f j ,  &C.—the fractions known 
to the Tamil arithmetic.4

It 1ms been remarked that the Yellalan village-owners were 
not of common descent; but this, I  think, is very natural. For 
colonists would be volunteers gathered from a number of different 
families and centres. From the accounts we possess, it is pro
bable that the colonists kept together in village groups, and 
that the head of each separate family-group would represent a 
major share in the village ; there is no reason why these major

! The D.M., North Arcot, p. 20, states that it was a Pallava chief who 
formed the twenty-four huitam  above alluded to.

• Mirdsi Papers, p, 251. 5 See ibid. pp. 382, 888.
4 Mr. Place's long report of 1799 is also printed in the F ifth  Report, 

ii. 299 -314.
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shares should not have often been held by separate families, who, 
associated as clearers of the forest, had no lien of blood beyond 
the common ties of caste or tribe. But within these major 
shares (paMi or twrf as they would be in North India), the minor 
holders would all a t first be ‘ kindred ’— t.e. descendants of the 
same ancestor. This, I  think, is the only reasonable inference 
to be drawn from the facts as stated by Mr. .Place.

The villages of the Yellalan special colonisation were, as l 
have said, privileged by being allowed a portion of the land 
free of revenue, and by certain other dues; privileges which it 
is noticed particularly ,do not occur in any other mirdsi villages 
elsewhere.1 The larger shares alluded to seem to have been 
called pamju, and the minor shares were karat (whence the 
generic term Hardi-Jccvran-, or 1 co-sharers ').

As to th ffform of joint tenure prevalent, the villages were 
chiefly what are called jici^H'ii-ka/rdi, a term which has led to 
some rather extravagant notions about ancient community of 
property. But, as a matter of fact, all the evidence points to 
this having been a voluntary and perfectly natural arrange
ment of association made when new cultivation was to he 
established, and when a well-cemented union of effort, both in 
clearing forest and in creating the means of irrigation by dig
ging tanks, was necessary. Under this system, moreover, two 
varieties were observed. The absolute pascm-karai meant that 
the village body worked without any separate or permanent 
allotment of lands ; the ‘ council ’ determined each year what 
portion of land each group should undertake. Whether each 
took the produce of what they actually cultivated, or whether 
all was collected and divided according to the known fractional 
shares, does not clearly appear.2 But for this mode another 
was sometimes substituted, viz. the knraitjidu, which meant that

1 See Miriisi Papers, p. 875, § 85. I make no apology for repeating 
tins, for it is important as showing that there must have been something 
special about their villages, and so far confirming the tradition of their 
origin.

2 Mr. Place speaks of such joint bodies working together so th a t 1 t.io 
labours of all yield the ren t« the Government revenue (?), and they enjoy 
the profit proportionate to their original interest ’ (F ifth  Beport, ii. 314).
This may refer only to the general idea of the association.
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the holdings were separately allotted for a time and then ex
changed.

Mr. Place gives several examples of the shares in these 
villages.1 The major-shares, as I have said, were those of the 
heads of each branch or group, taking part in the establishment 
of the cultivation; and there were sub-shares. Mr. Place in
stances a village in which there were actually thirty sharers, but 
they remembered the four major-shares of the foundation, and 
adhered to that division. Another village had 160 original 
shares; this probably includes both the major and minor shapes,,
* I t  was deemed essential,’ says Mr. Place, 1 that the shares 
should be equal.’ As might be expected, there were many 
slaves and serfs, doubtless the original inhabitants who were 
reduced to this condition ; and many followers who held lands 
on an inferior tenure.2 In one of the Mi rad Papers mention 
is made of the formal grant by the mirdscldrs of a cultivating, 
but not co-sharing, right in perpetuity. And it was this, and 
possibly the occasional existence of previously established culti
vators, that led to the distinction between the ulkudi, or heredi
tary tenant, and the paralmdi, or tenant-at-will, especially in 
.Brahman or other villages in which the co-sharers were non
agriculturist and would rely ou tenants for farming their 
lands.

When, in the course of time, the shares, for any reason, 
were allotted and permanently divided, the village was said to 
be amuli-karai. This division was foreign to the original plan 
of co-operative colonisation, and was, as Mr. Place notes, against 
the caste feeling. I t  appears either as a, later change in the 
Vellalar villages, or as a more frequent family division in the 
.Brahman villages, and perhaps in those of other (Qiulm) 
grantees.

1 F ifth  Report, ii. pp. 299, 300, &c. This exchange, Mr. Place says 
(p. 885), was ‘ to obviate, I imagine, the inequality to which a fixed dis
tribution would be liable.’

2 In tlxe I). M. Chingleput, there is a curious account of the serf s and 
their being rather proud of being adscripti glebes, because they had a 
certainty of land to cultivate and a fixed livelihood ; and they had a kind 
of annual ceremonial strike—for such it was, for the details of which the 
original mast be consulted tpp. 2 11- 2 11).

/ 1̂  ‘ G°S jX  ' ' ' ' w’
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1 think-that a variety of circumstances taken together are 
strongly in favour of the view that the joint,-holding, or pasan- 
Imxtii, in the Tondai country was essentially a device for holding 
together and equalising the colonist associates, each in his own 
group or major-share division. I t  will be recollected that we 
start with the uniform tradition that the VelMar were established 
with the grant of a superior right, which was to attach them 
to the land and encourage them to persevere in their difficult 
task.1 Then we find that this permanent right was still so much 
valued in 1799, that Mr. Place declared2 that ‘ it was indispen
sable to assign mirdsddrs to the unappropriated lands; without 
it,’ he says, 11 found that they could not be rented—he. the 
revenue-settlement accepted; but the idea of permanent pro
perty was such an inducement that I  was not only able to fill up 
the vacant shares, but to convert the most stubborn soil and the 
thickest jungle into fertile villages. “ Give us the mirusi, and we 
will both rent the lands, and employ all our labour to make 
them productive ” was the common observation . . .’

Then, again, it is rioted that the mirdsddrs would ‘ assemble 
and execute a joint-deed divesting the, defaulter of his share in 
the “ mirdsi,” transferring it to the others, which looks very 
much like a strong association, the basis of which was that all 
must pull together to meet the assessment.3 .For in village 
bodies dependent on common descent from, a, single ancestor 
nothing of the kind is ever recorded. And, again, it is noted in 
Madura, as I have already observed, that the pmsan-hirai was 
actually adopted in existing villages as a means of meeting the

1 ‘There is a distinct tradition of some of these (YnlliUar) having 
deserted the undertaking. The manner in which the difficulty was at 
last overcome, and the son of the Chola king able to report to his father 
the completion of the enterprise, is set forth in the following story, 
which has always been current in the country. Kullatanga (Ritjii) asked 
liis son how ho had been able to settle the country so well ? The latter 
replied that he had forged a chain for the inhabitants of such strength 
that they would never be able to free themselves. By this he meant 
that the affections of the people wore so riveted to the land of their 
new country by hinlddsl, or property in the soil, that they would not 
desert it. This story is no doubt very ancient. . . .’ DM . Ckingleput, 
p. 217.

5 See F ifth  Report, ii. 303.
3 See Mirdsi Fajiers, p. 223, and cf. p. 3S9, post.



revenue charge by combined action. And so in North Arcofc it 
is expressly said that when it became ‘ necessary to add . . . 
new cultivators to the original proprietors to assist in repairs of 
tanks, in the distribution and settlement of the different lands, 
and to regulate the irrigation,’ pasan-karai was adopted by 
voluntary association, and the new-comers were ‘ partners in  the 
profit and loss of the cultivation of all the lands/ though they 
had no share in the original privilege by which the co-sharers 
had a certain portion of the land free of revenue, and received 
certain special grain-fees (Imppatam), &c.’

I  also note with regard to the method involving exchange of 
lands (karaiyldii) that it is stated in the Report on South Arcot 
that newly cleared ‘ w e t’ lands under new water are to this 
day frequently exchanged in order that each might get the 
good as well as the bad lands in his tu rn .3

I  do not think, then, on the whole, that there can be any 
reasonable doubt tha t the relics of mirasi righ t indicated the 
establishment of a superior co-sharing village tenure, which 
existed locally, and contemporaneously with the raiyciwdri 
tenure ; such superior tenure being connected either, with grants 
to Brahmans or to other (secular) castemen— very likely cadets 
of families and other persons gaining privilege from connection 
wit!; the ruler, or with a direct privilege granted to encourage 
and confirm a colonising settlement.

That such should be the real history is exactly in analogy 
with the evidence we have everywhere that, given a ‘ Hindu ’ 
State and Rajas, we are sure to  find joint-villages growing up, 
either by grants of land or by colonising enterprises under the 
patronage of the Raja.

I  would only add that, in  another connection,3 1 have shown 
how in the old Oudh kingdoms the villages were naturally 
raiyatwdri, and how by the king’s grant leading families 
obtained the lordship of the village, and how waste land grants 
would result in the establishment of villages on the superior 
tenure (co-shared village). I believe that the Madras history is 1

1 See Mirdsi Papers, p, 895, § 106. 2 Ibid. p. 412.
3 See p. 800, ante.
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just the same thing in another form. That it affords any 
example of a general primeval tenure of 1 land in common, quite 
contrary to all we know o!’ Uravidian custom, X see not the 
remotest reason to believe.1

1 In concluding the whole subject I  take occasion to observe that 
no attempt has been made to account for the unquestioned survival of the 
joint-villages, with their p a n g u -m a la i , or share lists, and, in the T’ondai 
territory, their special privileges, on any other basis. The chief if not 
only dissentient voice is that of Sir T. Mun.ro in his Minute of December 
1.824 (M ira a i P a p e rs , p. 480). But this illustrates what I have elsewhere 
had occasion to observe, that the Minutes of our great Administrators are 
not always to be appealed to for points of history and details of tenure.
Sir T. Munro’s main object was to argue for the practical adoption of a 
r a i y a t w m  Settlement and for a great reduction of revenue; th a t  would 
make the country flourish and save it from middlemen. This important 
principle, to the adoption of which Madras owes all its subsequent 
prosperity, seems obvious enough now ; hut in those days it needed 
all the advocacy of a powerful personality to obtain consideration for it.
But with this one object in view, Sir T. Mnuro had no concern with 
tenure details. He frankly says ho does not care to inquire about the 
alleged wbiritsi villages. Had he stopped there, andpointed out that in 
their then existing condition the surviving right, such as it was, could 
easily he provided for under his system, and that its past history had no 
practical bearing on his proposals, it would have been well. D iifortnnateiy, 
the distinguished writer endeavoured to add a brief criticism, winch, it 
must he admitted, was without sufficient foundation. He says that the 
existence of the joint-village is ‘ without the least proof and is only 
Mr. Ellis’s opinion. This certainly is not the case. He then briefly adds 
that if such colonists settled (to the number of fifty or sixty thousand) it 
would have depopulated the country whence they cam e; and that they 
would have perished before the task of clearing the jungle was accom
plished. But Mr. Ellis expressly shows that the Tuluva country was 
well able to support sending out a colon}' (see M iriis i P a p ers , p. 219), of 
which of course the numbers may have been exaggerated. And, as to the 
likelihood of their perishing in the attempt, since the country certainly 
w a s  somehow colonised, and that, unquestionably, at no recent period, the 
objection has no weight: colonisation was just as possible in, my, the 
eighth century as it was at any subsequent but still ancient date. In 
fact, the whole argument—as far as it appears in the Minute—would not 
need to be seriously noticed at all if it were not for the great name it 
bears.

/s&S- ' G°t&X .
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S e c t io n  IT.—T r a c es  o f  O v e r -l o r d  R ig h t  in  t h e  
D a k h a n  V il l a g e s

When we turn  to the Dakhan districts of the Bombay Presi
dency, the traces of co-sharing right, also called mvrdsi,1 are 
more doubtful; or rather, I  should say, it is more doubtful what 
interpretation we should put on the evidence. That a distinct 
class of superior holders once locally existed there can be little 
d o u b t; that share-lists, showing how the families allotted the 
laucts, were actually obtained by Colonel Sykes is also c lea r; 
but to what extent this superior tenure of whole villages pre
vailed, or whether in some cases the traditional evidence does 
not rather relate to shares in the headman’s privileged special 
landholding (or wafnn), there is some room for question.2 On 
the whole I think it is more probable that these villages were 
subject to a local but really widespread over-lordship, which is by 
no means impossible to account for. I t  will be observed that in 
no case is there any suggestion of any common-holding of village 
lands. The families whose shares (that) are spoken of may, or 
may not, be descended from common ancestors. Colonel Sykes 
notes particularly that the major shares were called by the names 
of the founders- -men of ‘ ancient MarathS. families/  We have no 
sufficient evidence as to who they were. Very probably they 
m aybe traced to the  earlier Aryan or semi-Aryan clans, long 
before the name 1 Maratha ’ was in use—though at a date when

1 It will be remarked that the term m ird s i was derived from the early 
Moslem revenue systems which originated in the Muhammadan kingdoms 
of the Dakhan and thence become generally current. Malik ‘Ambar, the 
famous minister who made the Revenue Settlement o f these parts, was 
always anxious to resuscitate, if he could, the m ir a s i  families and make 
village Settlements with them. See H era t G a ze ttee r , p. 90, and G. W. 
Forrest’s Minutes of M. Elphinstone (Captain Brigg’s Report), p. 885.

2 There is in the Reports something of the same confusion already- 
noted in Madras ; for the terms iva ta n , w a ta n d u r ,  which apply to the 
headman’s and village-oj^eer*’ privileged holdings, are sometimes applied 
to the p r o p r ie ta r y  shares in the village; at any rate, it is not certain 
which is meant. Hereditary holdings of headmen and officers are 
common in, and even characteristic of, r a iy a tw d r i  villages; so that their 
existence is no proof at all of any joint-tenure of the whole village as a 
unit estate.



' <?0‘Sx

flip H indu co-sharing family institutions were already developed. 
Buddhism, we know, from architectural remains, had obtained a 
hold in the country, but was afterwards supplanted, by the later 
Brahmanic institutions. The early * Manlthas ’ disappear from 
history and only emerge with the revival under Sivaji in the 
seventeenth centu ry.1

Whenever the process of destruction of these early village 
oyer-lordships began, and whether it was chiefly due to Moslem 
victories or was before that period, these ruling families were 
defeated and depr ived of I heir estates, except in so far as some of 
the descendants may have clung to villages here and there or to 
shares in such villages. Under the rule of a new conqueror, a 
change naturally begins : the lands still belonging to certain 
branches of the landlord families cannot bear up against the 
heavy assessment that is imposed ; the families, already weakened 
and dispersed by defeats, having lost prestige and also had many 
members slain in battle, gradually disappear. The local governor, 
without much care for anything but immediate profit, puts in 
some upari— i.e. non-proprietary cultivators-—to till the vacant 
lands, and they in time become permanent holders with prescrip
tive rights. In  any case, as time goes on, the few remaining 
vnrdsdclr, or co-sharers, and the cultivating uparis, become 
reduced to the same level, and both appear as mere miyats 
occupying lands the superior ownership of which has become 
claimed by the ruler.

I think this view will be generally confirmed by the evidence 
which is derived partly from the inquiries directed by the Hon.
Mourn stuart Elphinstone previous to his well-known Report of

1 The Dakhan districts, covered with hills, afford the greatest facility 
for building forts and strongholds from which the early chieftains and 
noble families would dominate the villages in the ‘ tal,’ or level country 
below. The old over-lord families were sure to have been non-agriculturist, 
and when their forts fell before their enemies they would lose their hold 
on the village lands to a great extent. In this respect they would be 
unlike the village bodies of Upper India, who, holding strong posts in the 
centre of their village lands, and heing in close managing connection with 
the land and themselves agriculturists, were able to defend them and to 
secure their possession. I may refer to p. I l l ,  a n te , where some account 
is given of early Aryan contact with the west of India.

( f f |w l  (St
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1819 on the ‘Territories acquired from the Pesliwa.’1 * * These 
inquiries were made at a time when real historical investigations 
into tenures were not understood, and they naturally leave 
much to be desired. A further inquiry was made by Colonel 
Sykes ; and his papers on ‘ Dakhan Tenures’ are to be found in 
vols. ii. and iii. of the J o u r n a l  of the Royal Asiatic Society.
The then well-remembered distinction between m ir a s i holders 
and u p a r i holders, which is held to mark the existence of 
co-sharing families over the villages, did not extend to Khandesh, 
nor to the South Maratha country; but it was found in the 
Dakhan Colloctorates of Ahmadnagar, Puna, and Dharvar. 
Here, too, it  was noticed that many lands not in possession of 
m irm d& rs were popularly known as gat-hd, which implied that the 
landlord family (foild) was ‘ gone ’ or destroyed (goto). Colonel 
Sykes found that in many villages lists of shares still existed.
And there is some reason to suppose tha t the larger share 
was called th a l, while the minor or individual share was 
t l l id ?  Colonel Sykes’s papers are well worth reading, but it has 
to-be remembered that the author was not familiar with the 
joint-village, as found elsewhere; there is nothing strange, for 
example, in the lands of one family branch or th a l lying 
scattered about, as the result of some family partition. And 
our author sometimes confuses the haq and the wafer,,, holdings 
of headmen and village officers with the shares in  the hereditary

1 This is printed in Mr. G. W. Forrest’s O ffic ia l W r itin g s  o f  M o u n l-
c tu a r l E lp h in s to n e  (London: It. Bentley, 1884). Unfortunately, the 
w hole  of the Reports of Chaplin, Robertson, Thackeray, and others are 
not reproduced, but only those portions which Elphinstone attached to 
his official Minute.

* These words are, nevertheless, rather puzzling, perhaps, owing to 
faulty record of the real word. T h a i means the ‘ ground, 4 soil,’ and 
1 place ’ in general; ta l  means ‘ level.’ The correct word I cannot 
ascertain. T a lk a r i  may mean a person holding land in the level plain 
as opposed to g a ilkka r i, a person employed in the forts, or g a d h , which 
crownod the hills in the high land of the Dakhan and were doubtless the 
head-quarters o f the chiefs of the clans which dominated the villages.
Tiled (or th jk d  ?) again suggests either a spot, a blotch, or patch, or, if the 
second form is correct, a lease or farm ; but the latter is less likely, for 
fanning the revenue of villages could not have been in use in early days. 
Captain Robertson thought th a l  was used in the sense of a ‘ field,’ 
(Forrest’s E lp h in s to n e 's  M in u te s , p. 379.)

■ G% x  . ' '  '
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estate of village proprietors. Lastly, he is much too ready to 
infer the general existence in the Dakhan districts of the that, 
system, where no trace of it  was actually found. I t  can justly 
be inferred to have existed only where it  also appears that there 
is at least the memory of mirdsi holdings in the village.

Each lfial, it is interesting to observe, just like the pa tti of 
Northern India pf which it is the counterpart, bears, as I  have 
said, the name of the head of the branch to which it belonged.
As the1 early volumes of the Royal Asiatic Society’s Journal are 
not readily accessible, I  will make one or two characteristic 
quotations:—

A t Nimbi, in the N agar (Ahmadnagar) Collectorate (writes Colonel 
Sykes), there were twenty-three thal, of which eighteen were gat!ml', a t 
Kothal, nine thal and five gatkuh  In  the first case eighteen families 
out of twenty-three are extinct, and in the second, five out of 
nine. . . .  A t the village of Belwandi (pargana Karcle, Ahmadnagar 
district), there was not a single representative of an ancient family 
remaining in  a.d. 1827, the whole of the lands were gattcul. There 
were nevertheless some half dozen mirasdars who had purchased 
their lands from the Patel six or seven and twenty years back,1 
The K ulkarni even denied the existence of tha ls; but, one of the 
mirasdars having told me that he had his land on the that of an 
extinct family, I  urged their existence so strenuously th a t a thaljdra, 
or list of the estates into which the village lands are divided, was at 
last reluctantly produced, an old worn paper dated Saka 1698= a.d.
1777. In  this list I  find the thals minutely detailed, together with 
their possessors, the number of names of mirdsddrs who had pur
chased miru-! rights from the village authorities on the thals th a t 
had become gatkul, and, finally, the names of the different vparis 
(tenants-at-will) renting land on the thals. In  1827 mere was not 
a single person alive a descendant from the possessors of thals or 
m inis  rights in 1777 ; i t  would appear th a t in H olkar’s inroad into 
the Dakhan in 1802, war, famine, pestilence, or flight had depopu
lated the village ; th a t the few people th a t returned died subse-

1 Journal It. A. S. ii. (1835), 209 ff. I t  will be remembered that in 
later Maratha times the Patels were made responsible for the revenue of 
their village; and it was their duty to provide for the cultivation of 
abandoned holdings; and they would assume to sell the mirdsi right 
occasionally, either for their own profit or as an inducement to culti
vators to take lands and to remain permanently.

■ Gô X  ’
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quently, and tha t in consequence there was not an ancient ‘ heritor 
remaining. The lands of B&ghroza (one of the constituent villages 
of Alnnadnagar) are divided into thals, each having a family name 
with descendants of the original proprietors in  possession of many 
of them I t  might have been supposed tha t the Mussulmans would 
have dispossessed the Hindus ; 1 bu t with the exception of one (hat 
which from time immemorial2 had been in  the  possession of the 
descendants of H usain Khan, whose name it hears, there is not a 
Mussulman name to any of the theds.

An instance is afterwards given of ft ‘ tow n’ Wamori (or 
Wambori, in the Alnnadnagar district) in which thals do not 
exist by that name, but there is a list found called g § nU^jcml- 
jathdim r^  list of lands according to families (jatM  means 
’< company,’ hence family), and there were, thirty-four families. 
The individual holders were members of these families, holding 
the land divided into ilka; the family lots were apparently not
contiguous. In  this instance, however, we have a case of the 
superior ownership being recently assumed by a family of 
some pretensions ; for it was known that Wamori had been 
devastated by Minis, and that the inhabitants tied and the lands 
lay waste till some of the hereditary village officers returned 
and took possession of what lands they pleased. The Mat aril 
family holding the patelship (there were then five piltols) had 
annexed no less than thirty thousand acres between them ; and 
the family of the tmlkarnl (accountant) had also taken possession 
of a large number of tim .

Colonel Sykes thinks that the that system could be traced 
in three-fourths of the villages in the Ahmadnagar and Puna

1 This, however, would not he likely; the Nizam Shahi kings (in this 
parti took the rule only and could not have furnished foreigners sufficient to 
dispossess any considerable number of land-holders. Moreover, it appears 
to have been their policy to preserve the old land-holders and superior 
families, regarding them as the best guarantee for a permanent revenue.

2 This is an exaggeration, for the dates of the conquest, and of am 
possible Mussulman proprietor, are perfectly well known. Probably the 
share was acquired between the fourteenth and sixteenth centuries ; but 
here we have the original process repeated; a Muassulnmn locally 
replaces as over-lord an earlier Hindu whose ancestor may have been 
lord of the whole village or more, and who probably gained his position 
by similar conquest in the first instance.



districts. I t  is curious that, though the superior tenures were, 
as so often observed, originally free or a t least privileged hold
ings, they afterwards (in Moslem and Maratha times) were made 
to pay at a rate which was higher than that of ordinary 
occupants, and was distinguished by the term sw a s tid /u im .'
And, characteristically, the Marathas, not liking to openly sur
charge this, levied once in three years an extra cess, which they 
called ndr&s-<paMi, a special tax on the privilege of superior 
tenure! Under such circumstances it is no wonder that in the 
course of time the distinction between swasti land and other, or 
between the representative mintsi occupant and the ujmri or 
tenant, soon became a matter of memories and names only. I t  
owed such partial preservation as it actually had to the feeling 
of attachment to hereditary lands and to pride of superior 
origin. The minlsdar as such would be able to marry his 
daughters, and secure social advantages that would be denied 
to the upari, however wealthy. Nor is it surprising that the 
Moslem and Maratha Governments respected at least the title to 
mirdsi lands; this was partly because they had a natural fellow- 
feeling with the higher families, partly that they themselves felt 
that customary respect for hereditary land which was never 
altogether extinct,2 partly also because such lands could be 
made to pay more than the others. Ordinary tenants not 
attached by hereditary sentiment to any particular village will 
not be induced to cultivate unless tempted by terms that on the 
whole are advantageous.3

1 Corruptly, sosthi or .rnsthi ; the word m eans1 2 well-being ’—i.e, a rate 
(dhiirn) proper for land held on privileged or superior tenure.

2 The private lands of the governing classes themselves would neces
sarily be held on an analogous if not identical tenure; this also might 
make them have some respect for the m irasi holding in general.

8 This opportunity may be taken to mention that, besides these traces 
of the tenure of co-sharing landlord families over villages, there were, in a 
few villages, locally surviving divisions of an older nature, as indicated by 
the purely Dravidian terms used. The lands were divided into larger 
areas called mund, and smaller ones called h u .  The writer of the 
Ahmadnagar Gazetteer (Bombay Gazetteer, xvii. referring to xiii. p. 550), 
justly points out that the division had nothing to do with co-sharing 
families in superior possession; for where these existed they were of 
Aryan origin and had the Sanskritic names of that, tlka, Sic. Nor do
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Section III.—Modern (ok existing) Cases of the 
J uxtaposition of the Two Types of Village

(1) The Gujarat Districts of Bombay 
We have just seen that in the Dakhan districts, whatever 

groups of landlord families holding villages in shares once existed. 
they have died out. In  one or two of the Gujarat districts we 
find a number of ‘ shared ’ (i.e. jointly held) villages still surviv
ing, but having a different and much later origin; and they are 
found side by side with the ordinary raiyatvmri village. We shall 
find them, in fact, held by families of Bohrfi (or Vohara), and 
by families of the enterprising agricultural caste called Kunbi.
In both cases the co-sharing tenure is due to the families hav
ing originally taken the management, as revenue-farmers, or 
in some analogous capacity; and now their descendants have 
sub-divided the villages into many shares, and have long held the 
whole as virtual owners. That many more villages had formerly 
come under the same kind o f 1 ownership5 there can be no doubt, 
but they did not surv ive the Maratha rule. In  fact, it is largely 
due to the fact that the Nawabs of Bharocli encouraged such 
villages that they survive as much as they do.

Before describing these tenures it will he well very rapidly 
to review the position of the G ujarat country as a whole ; for it

they indicate any Marathit method of revenue-management; though 
doubtless the revenue officers, finding these old divisions of fields still 
remembered, made use of them to impose lump sums of revenue on the 
•whole, making the cultivators distribute the amount among themselves. 
Thus the idea arose—which is quite without any foundation—that those 
few villages where the mund areas were known had some resemblance to 
the North Indian ssamlnddri or pattiduri villages. The terms m und (cf.

murlea, Ac.), and his indicate larger or smaller areas or lots as 
measured by the quantity of seed required to sow them. This was a very 
ancient mode of estimating area, still traceable in Kanara and other 
Dravidian districts. The word is also found in Ber&r {Berdr Gazet
teer, p. 93), where it is used (muridkari) to mean an old original 
cultivator of a holding. It is quite possible that these terms may connect 
the present with the old form of Dravidian village, and indicate the 
establishment of different lots or holdings for the headman, the mdhato, 
the priest, Ac. (Cf. p. 179, ante.)
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illustrates well how these joint or shared ownerships of villages 
(where we have nothing to do with clan movements and the 
foundation of villages in a new territory) always originate 
in some dismembered territorial over-lordship, or in some position 
of vantage gained by a revenue-farm, or grant of the revenue- 
management of a village.

In the Dakhan districts, the early and probably only half- 
Aryan chiefs who once dominated the country disappeared, as 
I  have stated. In the richer Gujarat districts, a much larger and 
longer continued series of local, ehiefships attract our attention. 
For the earlier centuries we have no detailed knowledge; hut 
there is every reason to believe that besides early Aryans coming 
from the Indus Valley, and probably other Northern leaders 
also, Greek Princes (connected with the name of Menander) 
had the ru le ; and at one time Asoka, the Buddist Emperor of 
Magadha, extended at least his suzerainty thus far. But at 
some date long subsequent to the establishment of the Aryan 
clans in the Ganges plain, and when the Rajput chiefs had 
spread into Rajputana and Malwa, we begin to have historic 
glimpsesof powerful Rajput dy nasties, still strictly localised. They 
were of the later Aryan type, either Buddhist, Jain, or Brail- 
manic, being of the Agnikitld, or ‘ Ei re-born ’ houses, the Chatvanl 
(locally Ckdvada) of Anhilwara, the Solmhhai, and later lidgheld 
princes. In the fourteenth century the ‘ Hindu ’ rule came to an 
end, and there succeeded a series of Moslem Sultans, the results of 
the early conquests subsequent to Mahmud of Ghazni. Their 
rule lasted some 165 years, till Akbar conquered the country in 
A.D. 1572. A number of local ‘ estates ’ or lordships, the 
remnants of the old chiefs’ dominions, were the natural result.1 
With these we are not now concerned. But it is hardly wonder
ful that under such a varied series of rulers, all desirous of 
making the best revenue possible, and rewarding their followers, 
there should be occasional examples of petty lordships over 
villages: such were the tenures enjoyed by persons called mile, 
gdmeti, mdlik, kash&ti, &e.

The class of village under Bohra or Knnbi families, which is
1 There is a particularly good account of Gujarat in the Asiatic 

Q u a rter ly  Review by the late Mr. W. G. Pedder. I  think it was in 1889.
I have a copy of the article, but, unfortunately, not the reference.

C c 2
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wliat we have immediately under our consideration, arose out of 
revenue-farming arrangements, When the time came at which 
the old fashion of collecting the revenue in grain proved too 
troublesome, the natural resource was to fix. a lump sum in 
demand from the whole village, whether at a full estimate or at 
some moderated sum (vdhud-jama). This was especially ! he 
MarathS, system ; and the local officials looked about for sortie 
village manager to be responsible for the total sum ; he in his 
turn being entitled to take grain or cash (or both) from the 
villagers, as he best could, to recoup himself. When there 
was any local chief or gamiiti, or hasbati, of course he was the 
person who managed the village. When it was an ordinary 
rmyahmri village, either the pdtel (indigenous) headman 
might he employed, or some outsider put in. I t  was merely a 
question of opportunity and circumstances whether such a 
revenue-manager grew into being virtual owner of the village, 
in which case the family would divide the property into shares.
In  tliocases before us—chiefly in thedistricts of Broach(Bharoch) 
and Kaira (Kheda)—the revenue-managers had contrived to 
retain their villages, and had handed them on to their descen
dants as their own property.

In principle, these estates are j oint-villages like those of Upper 
India. As late as 1827 such villages were more numerous than 
they are now.1 Two binds are now in survival: one is called 
bhagdarl, or ‘ held on shares; ’ and the shares are (in origin at any 
rate) the ancestral fractions of the law of inheritance, and, in fact, 
correspond to the pattidarl tenure of Upper India. In the Kaira 
district the prevalent form is the narwadari, which has a some
what different constitution, and in Upper India would be called 
a form of bliaidohurd tenure—i.e. fractional shares resulting from 
the law of inheritance were not observed, but a scheme distri-

1 The example of a raiyatwari Settlement all round, and the fact that 
the revenue officers assessed (in general, for there was some difference in 
detail) every field and holding, would give a great impulse to the co
sharers already holding in severalty to adopt the survey-rate on thoir 
holding, instead of their own fractional shares or other customary modes 
of levy; and if they consented to give up any waste numbers not in 
cultivation, they would become practically raiyatwari. The only draw
back was a certain loss of dignity by giving up the 1 shared ’ tenure.

/ ' Cofe \ 1 ' v' 7 ’ ' ■' 7 • ' '
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^  Anting the charges for revenue and expenses was made out 
according to the value and advantage* of the several holdings.
The word narwa itself means a schedule or scheme of rateable or 
proportionate payments assigned to each sharer. And the shares 
or holdings were valued by reference to the urdrbh&gw&n, which 
I understand to be certain artificial land-measures adopted for the 
valuation of the different shares relatively, like the bhuidchdrd- 
higha of Northern India.

Xn Bharoch the co-sharing holders (bhagddr) have, I  under
stand, become much mixed as to family and caste. B ut the 
prevailing caste of proprietors seems still to be the peasant or 
agricultural section of the Muhammadan Bohra or VoharaJ 
These families appear to have acquired a hold over a number ot 
villages a t a date which is uncertain, but, cannot be many 
generations ago. They got their footing as revenue farmers, or 
by the familiar process of lending money, or becoming sureties 
for village revenue paym ents; this naturally ends by transferring 
the land to the surety. In  1818 as many as eighty-four villages 
were found to  be held by Bohra families, who had undertaken 
the  jo in t responsibility'for the revenue, and accordingly had 
divided both the land and the responsibility into family shares.

The Kaira villages, again, are mostly held by Kunbi com
munities ; the precise origin has not, as far as I  know, been 
traced ; but it  seems likely that these enterprising agricultural 
castemen undertook, on the acknowledgment of a permanent 
'ease or other superior tenure, to be responsible for the revenue, 
possibly restoring the villages after some calamity had for a 
time thrown them  out of cultivation. They have kept together 
better than the Bohra communities, probably because the narwa 
system tended better to prevent the disruption of thecommunity, 
and secured mutual co-operation and support in meeting the 
revenue demand.2 1

1 1 cannot find proof of the correct spelling. In the local dialect the 
w i8 usually pronounced as v: hence narva, vanta, Ac. {narwa, ivanio,
&c.), and so with b and v.

■ It is to be wished that we had a more definite detail about 
the classes or castes actually holding shares, and about the people s 
own traditions of origin and history. There is a valuable Report on these 
tenures, by the late Mr. \V. Redder, C.S.I., in the Bombay Revenae

’ G° ^ x
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The difference between the narwd and bhagdari villages is 
usually treated, by the Bombay writers, as a question of the 
farm of assessment; in the narwd village, it is said, the revenue 
was, at first at any rate, assessed in the lump for the whole 
village, according to former custom, and the people prepared 
the distribution list according to which the co-sharers arranged, 
to pay the total amount.1 In  the Bhag villages, on the other 
hand, every share-land or family holding, being separate, was 
separately assessed; and the fields held by tenants were valued 
at the usual survey-rates. The revenue on the tenant lands 
was paid accordingly; but the rest was added up together, and 
the total distributed among the co-sharers, according to their 
own fractional shares. I  cannot believe that this is the real 
tenure distinction; the different mode of assessing must surely 
have been the consequence, not the cause, of a difference which 
already existed, and which I  have attempted to describe. It 
will be well to examine a little more in detail the features of 
each class of village, as it may show that here, in fact, we have 
the same varieties as naturally occur in joint villages elsewhere.
In both cases the origin was, as I have stated, in an arrange
ment made by individuals of sufficient influence who under
took the responsibility for the revenue-assessment of the whole

Selections, one of those monographs which ought to bo reprinted, with 
notes and explanations added, by some intelligent inquirer of the present 
time. Some good remarks are to be found in Mr. A, Rogers’s Paper on 
Bombay Tenures in the Journal o f the East India Association, and 
in the Bom,lay Gazetteer, iii. 88 (Kairw); for the Broach (Bharoch) 
district, ii. 877, 488; and for some remains (in Daslsroi) of Ahinadabtid 
shared villages, see iv. 156,

1 None of the reports give any detail as to how a n a rw a d iir i holding 
is actually made up ; I have no doubt it is of various proportions of each 
kind of so il; and that the customary valuation is effected by some 
artificial standard-lot (which is the system called bhauicharii in North 
India), and it was worked also with the annual or periodic readjustment 
of burdens known in the North as h h ejbariir; both features are certainly 
implied by Mr. Tedder’s Report. I t  seems to me probable that our first 
Settlement officers, finding this apparently complicated method, thought 
it better not to try and assess the hold ings separately, and so assessed 
the whole ot the n a rw d  lands cn  bloc. 1 can only offer that as my 
suggestion. I t  is a fact that the narwd lands were assessed in the lump, 
and the bhtigddri field by field.



village. Thus, as regards the Kairii villages, we are to ld : 1 
‘ Under this, the ncmod system, the headman’s responsibility 
was divided among the members of his family. In  such, cases, 
the different branches of the family were traced back to their 
common ancestor, and the village divided into as many Ihdg, or 
primary divisions, as that ancestor had sons. Each share v/as 
made over to the representatives of one son, and they divided it 
into as many lots as there were men (heads of households) in 
their branch. The head of each branch was called bhw/itor, or 
pal el. He acted for the other shareholders, but interfered in 
no way with the management of their shares.’ The families— 
and sometimes there was only one to a whole branch, would 
either till their own lands or let out the fields to tenants.
Shares were sometimes sold,® and outsiders thus brought in.
The peculiar narwd feature was this : ‘ Every year the Govern
ment demand (anhdo) was divided equally among all the branches, 
and in every branch each shareholder had a lot, called phdld, 
assigned to him. I f  he failed to pay, he forfeited his right to 
the land, and the other sharers might force him to give it up.’3 
But this was not always insisted on, for the others also might fail 
to pay, or the parela, or lapsed shares, m ight have to be managed 
direct by the State officer.

The shares were expressed in anas (fractions of a rupee) on 
an artificial scale. Thus, in a village called Saudesar, in Pitlad, 
there were seven branches, and the revenue demand w;u 
Rs. 7,854, The whole village was treated as =  84 anas, of 
which 12 were assigned to each of the seven bhag. There were 
40;’>f blghas held undivided, and the income of this, Rs. 294, 
was first devoted to the revenue payment, leaving Rs. 7,560 
to be met by the remaining lots held in severalty and covering

' Bombay Gazetteer (Kaira), p. 88 ff.
2 The complicated and readjustable narwd share would be less easy to 

sell than the fixed, demarcated, fractional share of the bhdgdari village; 
perhaps this was the reason why the latter villages have become more 
miscellaneously held (p. 389, ante).

3 This is noteworthy, as confirming what I  said about the Madras 
Yellular (p. 877, ante). Such a power does not exist in the pattiddri com
munities descended from an ‘ aristocratic' ancestor in Upper India. It 
shows a voluntary association for colonising or revenue managing.
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1,505 bujhds. Each ana thus corresponded to a holding of 
17 blghds and a fraction (17*9 x 84 =  1,504 nearly).1 * A b 
there remained Bs. 7,560 to be paid on 1,505 U ghds, that 
gave Its. 90 for each ana share (90 x 84 =  7,560). The 
majmiin, or common land, was managed for the community by the 
headmen, On the whole, the ruoriva village evidently much resem
bles the democratic hhaitlchdrd community of Northern India.

In  the bhagddn village the method is somewhat different, 
and approximates to the ancestral fractional-share system, or 
pattiddrl, of the North-W est Provinces. In the example selected 
by the writer of the notice in the Bombay Gazetteer, the village 
Isas a total area of 2,500 acres, of which 1,800 are held divided 
and 700 held jointly. Now in Bharoch there might be three 

ancestors, or representatives of three major shares of four anas 
each, leaving the undivided land as a kind of fourth share to 
represent the remaining four anas of the unit rupee. This, it is 
true, would not be the case with an ‘ imperfect pattiddrl ’ village 
of Upper India, held on fractional shares in descent from an 
original founder. In  such a village, if there were only three 
pattl, each could represent one-third of the whole (5 j ana), and 
each would be liable for the same fraction of the revenue, and 
would take the same fraction of the undivided land when it 
came to be partitioned, and meanwhile each would have one- 
third of the rents and profits.3

But in the Bharoch example, each of the three sharers holds 
600 acres as a four-ana share, and 700 acres are in common 
(o x 600 +  /00 =  2,500). The total revenue is assumed to be 
Rs. 10,000, of which Rs. 4,000 come from the manorial dues 
and income of the common land, leaving Bs. 6,000 to be met by 
the three sharers. Each of the three bhdgs would thus have to 
find Bs. 2,000, which would again be distributed in regular 
fractions among the sub-sharers; thus, two ‘ pdtlddrs ’ (secondary 
sharers) of the first bhdg, would pay Rs. 1,000 each ; or, if they 
were further subdivided, say into eight minor shares, each of

1 See p. 389, as to the different soils in each holding; and the note at
p. 836, ante.

1 In practice, the rents and profits of the common would probably be 
first taken to meet the revenue demand, and it would be the balance that 
would be met (one-third by each) by the main shares.
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these would find Ks. 125 and so on.1 In prosperous times the 
common land would be held by tenants, and so managed as per
haps to cover the whole or a large part of the revenue demand ; 
but under the Marathas an assessment would be laid on every 
separate portion, and the village total would be raised accord
ingly ; and I  expect that the arrangement noted above, of treat
ing the tenant land or £ common ’ as a sort of separate share, 
arose out of this necessity.

The villages all keep their list of the shares and sub-shares, 
which is called phcdamn. The major share ia here locally called 
motdbhdg, and the minor share pildbluig. Each family share is 
pd tl, and the holder of it p& tlM r. This is the usual division of 
the estate according to the degrees of the original family—sons, 
grandsons, and great-grandsons of the founder.

The people, Mr. Pedder notices, are unwilling to give up the 
status of co-sharer, because they would lose ‘ cibru* or dignity ; 
they can marry their daughters much better with this claim 
to superiority. On the other hand, the convenience of the 
raiyc;hmri method, surrendering the ownership of unused waste 
to Government, and having to pay just the fixed assessment on 
the particular field, must in time tempt them to abandon the 
original form,2 I t  is curious how few villages, comparatively, 
became definitely constituted like the nwrw&dwri and bhdgddri.
I n North India, under similar revenue-farming arrangements, and 
under the forced sales and similar transfers which they occasion., 
revenue farmers and purchasers a t auction have become the 
proprietors of a respectable percentage of the total number of 
village-communities in the North-W est Provinces. But the 
Maratha administration was never favourable to these growths. 
Though there were farmers in abundance, they were too strictly 
looked after, and not allowed to continue long enough, to become

1 It would often happen that one of the bJutg would have part of its 
lend undivided among its own members (tnajm&n-bhac/), then they would 
meet their 2,000 rupee share just in the same way, as above stated for the 
whole village; they would first apply the proceeds of the common land to 
the payment, and then provide the balance according to their shares.

3 The people call the raiyntwdri villages tanja (in Gujarat seya)y 
which means ‘joint,’ or not shared; not because there is or ever has been 
any joint-holding, but because there arc no bhdfj,piW, &c., but all are on 
the same footing of equality.
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proprietors ; and the same is true of the village officers, who in 
later times presumed greatly on their powers, and in some 
cases acquired very large holdings,1 by forced sales and 
mortgages in their village.

(2) The Bikaner State.
We have another instance yet to notice, in conclusion, of a 

Native State in which both kinds of village exist side by side.
1 do not doubt that, many other cases could be found ; but if is 
oidy under favourable conditions that they come to notice and 
get recorded. If  the general land system of a province happens 
to be based on the prevalence of one form or the other, the 
tendency must be for any other forms that may exist naturally, 
to assimilate to the one contemplated by the system. In the 
provinces of Northern India where ra iya tw w ri villages existed Of 
old, as no doubt they did, before the landlord villages grew up 
and J ut and other invaders established themselves, it is quite 
likely that some at least would remain without falling under 
any landlord class; and yet in the present day no distinction 
would possibly survive after our surveys and records, which 
are prepared to suit the joint form.2 So in Madras, the general 
system being ra iy a tw d r i, the tendency for the local, and already 
decaying, mirasi or joint-villages to become merged in the 
prevalent form proved irresistible.

The circumstances of the Statt of Bikaner have made it 
possible for both kinds of village to survive together. Bikaner 
is situate in the northern corner of Rajputaua, in a sandy plain 
which stretches north and north-west of the Aravali mountains 
I t  is possessed of a generally poor soil and is thinly populated,

1 For example, in the case of the Waraori Patel above alluded to. See 
also a curious account in Bombay Gazetteer, iv. 485 (referring to 
Forbes’s Oriental Memoirs, ii. 419). The District Accountant (magma- 
dtir, or despiindyCi of other parts), named Lallubhfh, attained to such 
pretensions in the Bharoclt district as to go about' with mace-bearers 
running before him proclaiming idle titles.’ This was in 1776. Had this 
happened under more favourable circumstances, or in Bengal, he would 
have ended by becoming a great 1 Zamindiir.’ Unfortunately, under the 
Marathus, an end was put to his career by a revenue-farm which he was 
tempted to bid up for against a rival. He got it, but on terms that 
proved his ruin.

8 Ante, p. 344.
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so that the villages are more easy to observe and to classify.
About the latter half of the fifteenth century, a clan of Rajputs 
(of the Iliihtor stock) established a dominion and divided the 
territory into a khdlsoj demesne for the Raja and into chiet- 
ships held (on the usual pa ttd  or quad-feudal tenure) by the 
Thafeur or ‘ barons.’ 1 * 3 In  the iM lsa  area we find two kinds of 
village—those established in independence, before the RaL; or 
dominion, by J'a ts/ and villages established since the dominion 
and mostly within the last century or so. I t  is probable, says 
Mr. Ragan, that originally neither the Rahtor Raj5 nor liis fid- 
holders claimed any definite ownership in the soil; but they held 
the over-lordship as rulers, each realising the grain-share in his 
own territory. Mr. Fagan goes on to remark that, though 
primogeniture has to some extent secured the chief’s ‘estates’ 
from partition, still the issue of grants ot villages and mainte
nance provision for members of the family (which assign the 
chief’s grain-share and the right of cultivating the waste), have 
virtually created a number of petty estates, in which there is a 
distinct tendency for the grantee to draw closer to the land and 
to become the direct owner or village landlord.

In  the Raja’s demesne, the chief’s connection with the land 
conld not, in the nature of things, be as close as that of a 
resident landlord; and, consequently, the Raja collects his 
revenue and exercises his right of disposing of the waste, 
without directly influencing the tenure of the laud in general.

The Ja t villages, in the absence of any other dominion at the 
time, established an independent position, and are held in  joint 
ownership by co-sharing bodies—representatives of the original 
‘ founders.’ In  the Thakur's estates above mentioned, this 
position has how been overborne by the 1 haknr s assertion of 

’ the superior landlordship; b u t the original right is still so far 
recognised as to give a claim to hold permanently and on an 
hereditary title. It is chiefly in the Raja’s demesne that the 
joint-village is more distinctly in evidence; but side by side wit:!'.

1 Report on the Settlement o f the Khalsa Villages o f the Bikaner
State, 1898, by P. J . Fagan, C.S. (Panjab Government).

3 S. R. iii. I 19. Here the name is J i t . I t will be observed that the 
Rajputs furnished only the ruling house and its army. Had they been 
more numerous, they might have formed co-sharing villages, as elsewhere.



the Ja t villages, all the other villages are groups of independent 
cultivating holders who have settled together under a headman 
(or caudhri'), who was their spokesman in applying for leave to 
establish cultivation. Here, as in the South-eastern Panjiib, the 
people commenced the village by driving in a stake or pole on 
the site of the ubu li.1 Sometimes permission was not formally 
asked, but as soon as the new village became known the Paj&V 
officer would go to the spot and settle terms. In  the village 
itself (land being in this case abundant and irrigation from the 
joiuir or tank being well-nigh indispensable) there was no formal 
allotment of holdings; each settler took, what he could manage.
‘ There was no partition,’ says Mr. Fagan, T of the whole or part 
of a definite area by virtue of a joint-landlord claim over it.’ 
W here population is scanty and the area wide, no objection is 
made to anyone extending his fields into the adjacent waste, or 
even, to new-comers doing the like. But in the more thickly 
populated parts of the Eastern Tahslls, only the original settlers 
can so extend their holdings ; new-comers (called here, as often 
elsewhere, sukhbdsi) must get the headman’s permission to cul
tivate. The caudhri acts in this respect, not as landlord, but 
as representative of the State. Mr. Fagan particularly notes 
tha t the paudftri has no superior position as claiming general 
ownership over the village. Nor were the oldest settlers or 
‘ first clearers ’ owners of the whole area jointly; their position 
is only marked by exemption from certain local fees, or taxes on 
marriages, or on weigkment of grain, and by their having greater 
freedom in taking up additional waste to extend their holdings.
The actual boundaries of each village, and the jurisdiction of the 
rnudhn, became settled in time by practice, and by the defi
nition which results from contact with the areas of neighbouring 
villages.

I t  does not appear whether the J a t  joint-villages are in the 
■pattidari form, or whether (as is more likely) they are in the 
form of the clan-villages settled on some form of thaidcMnl 
tenure. I t  is true that the raiyatwari villages are not of 
ancient origin; but many joint communities in other parts are

1 In  the Panjiib, it will be observed, owing to the system, such villages 
are classed as ‘joint-villages ’ and are so treated ; in Bikaner they appear 
in their natural raiyatwari form.
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no older, and there must surely be a real difference in the 
custom and constitution of the J a t clans who preceded them.
The co-sharing among the latter was due to  their sense of 
superior position, either as descendants from individual founders, 
or as members of a clan obtaining a new home as a m atter of 
conquest or adventure, and bringing with them this characteristic 
of clan feeling. The other settlers have no such pretensions • 
they assert merely a right to their own holdings in virtue of the 
first clearing and establishment of tillage which they have 
accomplished,. This is not a decay of the former feeling, but 
one characteristically different.
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CHARTER X

GENERAL SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Section I .—.Ideas o f  P r o p e r t y , C o l l e c t iv e  a n d  I n d iv id u a l

The numerous instances of village formation which hay© been 
collected from the Settlement Reports and similar authorities 
can hardly have failed to suggest the impossibility of disposing 
of 1 the Indian Village Community ’ by referring the whole of 
the phenomena to some one theory or generalised view of the 
subject. But such a conviction does not preclude us from 
drawing certain general conclusions which appear to arise 
naturally from a comparative view of the various forms and 
kinds of village presented to our observation.

One of the first questions which the facts naturally suggest, 
i s : seeing that the village is a group of persons as well as an 
aggregate of hmd-holdings, what kind of right or title was 
really acknowledged ? or, in other words, what kind of connection 
is there between the pertvns and the land of a village ? And this 
question involves the two subordinate inquiries—(1) how has any 
idea of ownership or right in land in  India grown up ? and (2) 
how have these rights been recognised—as residing in the 
individual, or father of the household, or in  a body of wider 
kindred, or in a still larger body, such as a whole clan ?

(1) Early Ideas of Right in Land
The sense of ownership in land, if we judge solely on the 

basis of what has occurred in  India, seems to have arisen and pro
gressed in a manner which is purely natural, and which does not, 
at any rate, need for its explanation an a priori assumption of 
‘ collective ownership,’ or holding 1 in common.’ I f  any evidence

m 1 <sl
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exists of actual collective ownership, at any stage of the 
development of tenures, that is another matter; but, in so far as 
it may be regarded in the light of a necessary postulate, it may 
be not out of place to remark that ‘ collective ownership,’ as a 
very early phenomenon, is a hazardous thing to assume the 
existence o f; the very name or term is one which it is difficult to 
employ without bringing in a number of ideas of a kind which, 
instinctively as they arise in our own minds, can hardly have 
existed in the minds of primitive or early tribal settlers. We 
have become so accustomed to a mental analysis of ‘ ownership," 
and to say, at least in general terms, what it involves or in what 
it consists, that it is not easy to think of any right in land apart 
from such conceptions. When, for example, we think of the 
periodical exchange of holdings which is found among certain 
clan-settlers, and assert that this indicates * common ownership ’ 
because (to use M. de Laveieye’s words ! ) ‘ le fonds continue h 
rester la preprints collective du clan, ft qui il fait retour de temps 
en temps, afin qu’on puisse procdder a un nouveau partage/ this 
seems to imply that a precedent conception of what ‘ collective 
property ’ is existed in the minds of the clan, and that in 
consequence of such a conception the surrender of the holdings 
became required by custom. But it is impossible to suppose 
that any distinction of the kind was even vaguely understood: 
exchange was the custom because it gave every one an equal 
chance; not because the tribe realised the idea of a joint- 
property, which, in the juristic nature of things, was capable 
of being recalled and redistributed. Every tribesman knew that 
he had joined in conquering or seizing a territory, and that he 
would fight to keep his hold on it. He acknowledged that 
his chief’s word was his law, and that the share allotted to him 
and his fellows must be observed. His sense of right to his 
own allotment would make him equally ready to fight for i t ; 
and if asked why? he would in all probability reply, because hi s 
cion had conquered it, his chief had allotted him ‘ his inheritance,' 
and he had cleared and ploughed up the land.

Putting aside the temptation to read modern juristic notions 
between the lines, it would seem that the right to land grows

1 Projpriite Primitive, &c. p. 5.
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out of two ideas; one being that a special claim arises, to any 
object, or to a plot of land, by. virtue of the labour and skill 
expended on making it useful or profitable; the other, that a 
claim arises from conquest or superior might. In  a very early 
stage, a body of primitive settlers comes to a ‘ boundless ’ 
area of wooded or jungle-clad but fertile plain. As each house
hold group laboriously clears and renders fit for cultivation a 
certain, area, the father, or the united family, as the case may be, 
regards the plot as now connected with himself or themselves 
specially, in virtue of the labour expended on it. This claim is 
recognised by all, because every other member of the clan has the 
same feeling as regards the field he has cleared. The feeling 
of right is further developed when each holding is the result 
not merely of a random choice, but of some regular procedure of 
allotment by the clan chief.1

I f  there are no other human beings to contest the ownership, 
although the clan occupies a more or less compact general 
territory, the sense of any wider or more general clan-right is 
not as keen as it  afterwards becomes when other, very likely 
unfriendly, clans lie all round, and each has to maintain its own 
limits against aggression. The idea of clan-right to the territory 
as a whole—-both the cleared holdings and the waste which is 
grazed over and from which wood is cut, must soon, in the 
natural course of events, become definite. Not only is there 
sure to be some clan collected together at the time of first 
settling,2 but the families, naturally and by choice grouped 
together, must help each other a great deal in clearing the 
jungle, building the cottages, digging the tanks or wells, and in 
many similar works. Hence, even if there were no general 
sense of kindred, which long residence together has fostered, 
there would still he a certain sense of union. The right to the 
holding selected and cleared by the family is, however, naturally 
superior to the clan-territorial claim, being more definite: it is, in 
fact, dependent on the sentiment which originates the notion of

1 The sentence of the Patriarch and the result of easting lots, are 
both of them in early times, vested with a semi-divine cogency or signifi
cance.

5 I  ref0r  to the first general (Bravidian) movement, probably un
opposed, to a permanent agricultural settlement.
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' property ’ in. general—that which a man has ‘ m ade’ or ren 
dered useful and profitable he has a special title  to  enjoy.

Professor Kovalevsky, in  liia interesting lectures on the 
development of the family,1 has quoted the carious reflection of 
Rousseau: ‘ Le premier qui avant enclos un terrain, s’avisa a dire 
“ Ceci esb ii moi,” et trouva des gens assess simples pour le croire, 
fa t le vrai fondateur de la sooiefco civile. Qua de crimes . 
n’eftt point dpargn.6 au genre liumain celui qui arrachant les 
pieux ou confidant le fossfi eitt pri6 & ses sem blables: “ Gardez- 
vous d’ecouter cet irnposteur; rods etes perdus si vous oubliez 
que les fruits sont & tons, et que la  terre n e s t 4 personae.” ’
The natural sense of the community unfortunately was that the 
person who did tear up the stakes of the fence or did fill up the 
ditch would he an enemy and a w rongdoer; everyone consented 
that thp clearer of the waste had a real claim to the field he had 
made. The sentiment is observed among all tribes when they 
have made a permanent agricultural settlem ent; it  was, in fact,
Nature herself who prevented the early existence of the philo
sopher who should cry ‘ Beware of such a supposition,’ though it 
arises instinctively.

Tho naturalness of such a feeling of appropriation is the 
more obvious because in early times there is nothing to prevent 
its action ; there is no prior claim nor obstacle to the customary 
allotment by the clan chiefs : the wide expanse of virgin jungle 
is as free as the air or water. The modern Socialist asks as 
against; the present possessor of a. farm or a park, ‘ Although you 
have spent money in draining, planting, and, in fact, in creating 
the u tility  and value of the plot, what right had you to deal at 
all—-for any permanent purpose— with that particular section 
of the surface of the national land ? ’ He considers it  an 
economic wrong that the growth of custom and law should 
have allowed a permanent individual appropriation. But, in 
tru th , it  is only the operation of an instinctive feeling of human 
nature. The early tribesman, under sanction of custom, appro
priated his field, or his share of the tribal land, as he would 
appropriate a tree to make a canoe or a plough.

B ut very soon another factor comes into the question: when
1 Tableau des Origvnes et de VEvolution de la FanviUe, &e. (Stockholm,

1890), pp. 50, 51.
D D
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tribes multiply, and, moving east or west, come into conflict, 
and one is superior in energy and in power of combination to 
another; the possession of land no longer remains a m atter of 
first appropriation in the absence of all other claims. Might 
becomes rig h t; and conquest gives a new title. The title by 
‘ first clearing ’ is overborne by the title by conquest, notwith
standing that the claim by first clearing will probably be 
acknowledged by the conquerors as among themselves. This 
claim by conquest and superiority the next generation will 

• 'euphemi.se as the claim by ‘ inheritance.’ I t  is curious to 
observe that a people so advanced as the Romans, and so apt to 
make that legal analysis of things which has influenced all 
subsequent views regarding ownership, not only conceived the 
idea of res n v.lliu s— be. crude material or potential property as 
yet unappropriated—but they boldly held that when war broke 
out the lands and property of an enemy reverted to a state of 
nature and once more became res n id i m s. The conquerors
began over again the process of customary appropriation.

Out of this new growth—the right by conquest or ‘ inheri
tan ce’—some further factors in  the making of land-tenures are 
sure to spring. In  India, among early bribes like the Mongoloid 
and Kolariau (as far as we can trace their habits), the cohesion 
was extremely loose, and the idea of centralised rule quite want
ing. This appears to have been gradually improved upon by the 
Dravidian races; but it  is later conquering tribes like the Aryan, 
the Indo-Scythian, the Ja t and the north-west frontier tribes, 
that had the best developed powers of combination and organ
isation. Hence we find ideas of the right of a whole elan to  a 
certain territory, in which every member has his share: or his 
equal in terest; and we find families expanding into clans, and 
still keeping up something of this same notion.1

But it is also a, further phase of clan development, under 
the necessity for military discipline, and organised movement, 
that the patriarchal rule of chiefs gives way to a system of king

1 In such a case the sense of individual appropriation exists side by 
side with the sense of the collective appropriation; and while each gets 
hie separate share, the .custom of periodical exchange of holdings is the 
expression of the eqwaVyight which results from the unity of the whole 
body.
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and barons, or subordinate chiefs. Ancl no sooner are these 
dignities acknowledged than there arise various kinds of te rri
torial lordship, which may take the form of a kingdom, or local 
chiefship, or a sort) of manorial holding of smaller portions of land.
This right of lordship over an estate has nothing to do with the 
question of labour or expense incurred in clearing and cultivat
ing the soil, but is an over-lordship, based on caste or family 
superiority, attained by conquest or otherwise; and it expresses 
itself by taking a share in the produce raised by tenants, 
dependents, or a pre-existing body of agricultural settlers. I t  
is made tolerable to the now subordinated original settlers by 
the degree of protection which the over-lord, even in his own 
interest, affords to the villages from which he derives his revenue 
or income.

So far, then, we have the two natural and often concurrently 
active factors, the sense o f  right by 1 occupation ’ and ‘ first 
clearing/ and the right by f inheritance ’—a term which we shall 
now understand without further comment, and which has already 
met. us in so many forms as m ird n , vnrdsat, tv&risi, &c.

I t  is hardly possible to avoid the suggestion that the main 
distinction between the raiyaitvwri and the joint or landlord 
village (these terms being only provisional, and adopted for 
want of better) is in some way the outcome of these two 
principles. The former originated with early unopposed tribes, 
who, like the Dravidian had strong agricultural instincts and had 
passed out of the nomadic and pastoral s tage: their struggle 
was more with the forces of Nature than with any hu man enemies, 
and their idea of right was that they were bhui-hhiir, the original 
soil-clearers and settlers. The latter originated with ‘ inheri
tors,’ who acquired the lordship of existing villages, or founded 
new ones in the same sense of superiority. If, as in the case of 
the date, the clans were not only superior in conquest ancl 
adventure, but also addicted to agriculture, they would combine 
both feelings of right to their settlements.

Granted, however, such a natural foundation for 4 ideas of 
ownership ’ in the abstract, it is a further question whether 
either kind of right is understood to attach itself to the indivi
dual, or to the family, or to the whole clan settled in one compact 
territory.

D I> 2
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We can attempt to judge of this by the aid of the actual 
cases of clan-settlement, family-village, and separate-holding 
village which we have had before us.

(2) Collective and Individual Ownership of Village lands
This last remark reminds us that some preliminary explana

tion is necessary to connect the question of the form of owner
ship with the existence of land-holdings in village groups. We 
remember, in the first place, that the village group does not in 
any case represent a fixed circle of kindred extending to any 
particular degree. We talk freely of a ‘ village community ’ 
as owning the land ‘ in common,’ but it will at once strike ns 
on reflection, that the formation of village groups of families; is 
not necessarily connected with any idea of soil-ownership at all.
In the case of some clan-settlements, we have seen that there 
may be a degree of unity maintained over the whole area, or at 
least over .its major divisions, and that villages are quite a 
secondary, almost accidental, result of the fission of the area.
In India, south of the Vindhyas, again, we see an almost 
universal village formation, but there is no claim, either joint or 
individual, to the ownership of the whole village;1 there the 
village is a group formed of several families who settled, or are 
.now resident, together, but whose contiguous holdings within 
the village boundary are independent, and always have been so, 
as far as any evidence goes. And where, in Northern India, 
the village as an area of land is also the essential feature, not 
a casual result of the fission of a clan-area), and where such a 
village is jointly owned, it is really that the £ village ’ is the 
limit of the original acquisition by a single person, and continues 
as the sphere of ownership of a possibly numerous but still 
singly descended close-kindred which has succeeded by joint 
inheritance to the right of the founder or originator.

In  the first instance, no doubt, the aggregation of holdings 
in a ‘ village ’ of limited dimensions, and the establishment of a 
central (perhaps rudely, fortified) place of residence, is, under 
the circumstances of most Indian provinces, a purely natural

1 The cases in which such an ownership had probably at one time existed 
oi" still exists are so far exceptional as not to invalidate the statement in 
the text for present purposes.
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condition under which permanent cultivation can best be 
established and maintained. There are districts where the 
nature of the ground or other conditions render any considerable 
aggregation either of fields or of residences impossible; but in 
the plains, let us say, in a moist and densely-wooded region, 
the erection of a group of dwellings on a fairly elevated spot, 
the united clearing of an. area to give breathing room, and the 
united defence of the cleared fields against the depredations 
of wild animals—all these things imply the aggregation of 
families in a village; and the aggregate must be limited in size, 
or the machinery for its self-government and the supply of its 
needs would fail to act. Or again, in a dry climate, a similar 
combination would very likely be necessary with reference to 
providing or utilising the means of irrigation. But in the 
second place, the fact that kindred, especially in a tribal stage 
of Society, naturally keep together, and that as the groups 
expand they must necessarily separate and form a new series of 
similar aggregates, these facts, and others like them, also furnish 
the conditions of village formation.

But there is nothing in the causes of such formation to 
suggest any new form of ownership as resulting from their 
operation; and as a matter of fact, and looking to the largest 
number, of instances we can recall, we shall find that the sort 
of ownership which is actually found in villages corresponds to 
one or other of the following three heads : —

(1) The family or individual holdings are all separate within 
the village.

(2) The village is an accidental aggregate, of kindred 
families; and the joint ownership or collectivity, such as it is, 
is in the whole clan; where any further (real) joint ownership 
appears, it is between members of the ‘ fam ily’ or close kindred.

(3) The village is really the limit of the acquisition, by 
whatever means, of one founder or originator ; 1 and the joint-

1 It may happen that one geographical village may contain two origi
nally separate groups'; but in that case all the phenomena of joint-owner 
ship will exist only within the groups. Where a village has come to be 
miscellaneously owned, by the intrusion of various strangers there is no 
joint-ownership at all. Should outsiders have been formally admitted to 
shares, then there ia the fiction of family membership.


