





MAHIPALA OF THE CANDAKAUSIKAM.

BY
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The Candakau$ikam is a Sanskrit drama of five acts by
Ksemiévara. Poor in its plot and execution, and mediocre in its
poetry, the play lacks all title to distinction. The story of Haris-
candra in itself lacks dramatic quality, and Ksemi$vara’s hand-
ling of it has not made it more atiractive. Our concern however
is not with the literary art of KsemiSvara or his lack of it. Our
aim is to discuss the identity of King Mahipala whom he mentions
in the following verse in the prelude to the Candakausikam :

Yah sarmh-éritya prakrti-gahanam-arya-Canakya-nitim
Jitva Nandan kusuma-nagaramm Candragupto jigaya |

Karnatatvam dhruvam-upa-gatan-adya taneva hanturi :
Dor-darpadhyah sa punar-abhavac-chri-mahipaladevah||

We are thus told by the poet that his patron wasa Mahipala-
deva born to chastise the Karnatas : and by a curious conceit, -
Mahipala is said to be a re-incarnation of the Mauryan emperor"
Candragupta, and the Karnatas of the Nandas who were over-
thrown by Candragupta following the lead of Canakya. :
: Mahipala, the patron of Ksemisvara, is generally identified :
with the Gurjara-Pratihara ruler of Kanauj, who was also the
patron of Raja$ékhara, and whose reign extended roughly from
A. D. 914 to 945.1 Professor Sten Konow observes : ¢ Pischell
has rightly identified this Mahipaladeva with Mahipala, the lord
of Pratihara, for whom the Balabharata of Rajasekhara was
‘ inténded. We know also from Balabharata 1,7 that Raja-
$ekhara’s protector led extensive campaigns in the south.”

- The identity of Mahipila, the patron of Ksemi$vara, with
‘the Gurjara ruler of Kanauj has, however, sometimes been called

1, I. R. A..S.1904, p. 655. Sptsal e
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into question. The editors of the Balabhdrata of Rajasekhara in
the Kavyamala add a note to the Balabhdrata verse I, 7, in which
they quote the verse of Ksemi$vara on Mahipala and observe :
sa evayamapi Mahipaladeva iti tu na niScayah. Mr. R. D. Banerji
has made a sustained effort in recent years to uphold the con-
jecture of Mr. Haraprasad Sastri that the famous Pala ruler,
Mahipala I of Bengal A. D. 974-1026, was the patron of Ksemi-
Svara. Mr. R. D. Banerji also seeks to explain the allusion in
Ksemi$vara’s verse to the Karnatas as a reference to the celebrat-
ed expedition sent by Rajendra I Gangai-konda-c6la. This ex-
pedition was charged with the task of bringing the sacred water
of the Ganges for the purification of the Cola country, and its
commander was instructed to fight and overcome any opposition
to the enterprise from the foreign kings through whose territory
the Cola army had to march to and fro.! Banerji holds that this

expedition was repulsed by ] ’\Iahlpala I of Bengal about A. D.
1024.2

These views of Banerji were examined at some length by
Dr. S. K. Aiyangar in his essay on Gangai-konda-Céla.3 Dr. Aiyan-
gar showed that the Karnatas of the CandakauSika, the opponents
of Mahipala, could not have been the Céla forces who were mostly
Tamils, and that KsemiSvara must have referred to the wars of
the Gurjara Mahipala I with the Rastrakitas. He also pointed
out that there was no evidence either in Pila or in Cola inscrip-
tions in favour of Banerji’s theory of a victory gained against the
Cola forces by the Pala ruler of Bengal. Influenced rather
unduly by a somewhat forced interpretation he put upon the
verse from the CandakauSikam, Dr. Aiyangar adumbrated a
theory that the Rastrakiita power overthrown by Gurjara Mahi-
pala I had its location in Magadha. Because Mahipila and his
Karnataka foes are compared to Candragupta and the Nandas
respectively in the verse of Ksemiévara, Dr. Aiyangar has argued
that the scene of Mahlpalas viclory must have also been in
Magadha. Accordingly he supposes that a branch of the Rastra-
kiitas, who had for sometime held a principality in Central India,
were compelled  after the rise of the Candela power in the tenth
century to move into Magadha, where they created for themselves

1. Ziruvalangadu plates vv. 109, 110.
2. The Palas of Bengal, p. 73. {
3. Sir Asutosk Silver Jubilee volumes Onentaha, Part 2, Pp- 559 ﬁ
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a kingdom ¢ which bore the name Dandabhukti asforming either
a part or the whole of their former fief.’”? Not only is this history
of Rastrakiita migration inlo Magadha unsupported by any tan-
gible evidence, but the hypothesis is really unnecessary. The
- need for it arises from pursuing the analogy between Mahipala
and Candragupta to lengths to which it was not meant to be pur-
sued by Ksemiévara. The whole point of a comparison is, and
here it is a similarity underlying the wuipreksd of the verse, that
there is some sa@dr$ya in the midst of many differences between
the two objects of comparison, and we shall see presently that the
sadr$ya in this comparison is really to be sought in the exile of
the king from his country by the success of his enemies, and  his
regaining possession of it by diplomacy and foreign aid. The
clause “yah saiisritya-prakrti-gahanam Grya-canakya nilim'—
seems to furnish the real clue to the point of comparison; the
statement that Candragupta captured Kusumanagaram from his
enemies should not be taken to 1mply that Mahipala did the
same thing over again.?

There is also another difficulty in the position of Dr. Aiyangar.
If Dandabhukti was in its origin a military fief in Magadha in the
occupation of the Riastrakiitas, one may ask how it passed into
the hands of Dharmapala who is said to have ruled it at the time
of the Ganges expedition of Rajendra Cdla’s troops ? In seeking
to answer this question, Dr. Aiyangar admits the possibility that
the Karnatas (Rastrakiitas) of Magadha may have been conquer-
ed by Mahipala I of Bengal, who may have employed Dharmapala,
one of his relatives, in a subordinate capacity in the newly
conquered territory. He says:3 ¢ The defeat of the Karnatas by
Mahipila, the Pala king, and his conquest of the territory
in ~ consequence, are just possible on this basis, but it
would, in the circumstances in which the fact is mentioned, be
better to refer the defeat of the Karnatakas to Mahipala, the
Gurjjafa.”’ One more extract will place Dr. Aiyangar’s contention
in a clearer light: It seems a provable hypothesis that the
Karnatas of Magadha that figure in the records of the Pala kings
of Bengal were the Rastrakiitas who settled themselves in Central
India, and cutting off political relationship with the mother dynasty

1. op cit, pp. 557-8.
 Contra Dr. Aiyangar, 0p cit, p. 560
: 3. o0p. cit, pp. 558-9. :
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made for themselves a kingdom first in Central India and subse-
quently in Magadha. It is the ascent to power of Mahipala, the
Gurjara, that brought them under a political eclipse so effec-
tively that we lose sight of them altogether all through the tenth
century. It is this fact that seems to be preserved in the gatha
of the CandakauSika. There is no need, therefore to postulate
a Karnataka contingent in Rajendra Cola’s army, and of its being
left behind to hold the territory of Magadha in behalf of
Réajendra Cola.’?

In a paper on Pala chronology, Mr. Banerji returned to the
charge in 1928, and traversed the opinions of Dr. S. K. Aiyangar
cited above.? He pointed out that there is no proof of the exist-
ence of an independent Rastrakiuita or Karnataka power in Bihar
in the 10th century A. D., or indeed in any part of northern
India. In this Mr. Banerji seems to be right, as also in rejecting
the identification of Dandabhukti with Bihar. The Céla inscrip-
tions and the Rdmacarita and its commentary alike support
Mr. Banerji's identification of Dandabhukti with a part of the
modern district of Midnapore.

But then, he betrays his unfamiliarity with the details of the
eviderice of the Coéla inscriptions, and draws rather freely on his
imagination when he says of the Codla invaders: ¢ Though the
Bhagirathi was reached, the Cola general actually refrained from
captluring and plundering Gauda, the ancient capital of the Palas,
which lay a few miles across the Ganges. We have no reason to
believe that a roving band of South Indian marauders, like the Cola
army, was composed of devout ascetics who religiously refrained
from rapine and plunder, filled their vessels with the holy water
of the Ganges and retraced their way home with their eyes shut
as soon as their objective was gained. The Tirumalai inscription
says that the Cola army reached Uttara Radha after puiting Mahi-
pala to flight. The inscription ends abruplly and therefore there
18 no reason to doubt the evidence of the Candakausikam that a
king named Mahipdla had defeated an army of Karnitakas.” The
argument in this passage is simply this : the Céla army was com-
posed not of ascetics but marauders ; they would have plundered
Gauda if they could ; but they did not do so, hence they must
have sustained a defeat. This inference is supported by the

Vi dlop, cilip. 962;
2. J.B.0O.R.S, Vul, XIV, 512 ff.
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abrupt end of the Tirumalai rock inscription and the verse from
the Candakausikam. : A

The Tiruvalangadu plates! of Rajéndra make it very clear
that the king enjoined on the commander of the expedition that he
was to concentrate on his objective, the fetching of Ganges water,
and fight only with those who opposed the enterprise and {o the
exient necessary to clear the way for the fulfilment of his object.
In other words, the holy waters of the Ganges, not fighting,
nor plunder, formed the motive of the expedition. Once this is
grasped, there would be no surprise that the army which reached
the Ganges, did not cross the stream to plunder Gauda, and the
need for postulating a defeat of the Cdla army by the Pila ruler
would disappear, together with the search for the evidencein favour
of such a hypothesis. No Tamil scholar will agree with Mr.
Banerji that the Tirumalai rock inscription ends abruptly. In fact
this prasasti of Rajéndra I ({iru-manni valara etc.) is a fine com-
position with a clear plan of its own and of much value to the
historian on account of the additions made to it from time to time
to bring its narration of the leading events of the reign up to date.
This inscription of the thirteenth year? closes the narrative of
events on the word Kangaiyum (1. 11), which, with the participle
konda in the next line, is intended to suggest the chief biruda of
the king, Gangai-konda. Far from being abrupt, the end seems
to have been carefully planned by the composer. The truth is
that, if we put on one side the verse from the Candakausikan,
there is no evidence whatever to support the view that Mahipala
of Bengal defeated an army from South India.

The verse from the CandakauSikam, as we have seen, speaks
of Mahipala defeating the Karpatakas. There is a real difficulty
in connecting this statement with the northern expedition of
Rijendra Cola, and Mr. Banerji recognises this. He says:3 «The
only valid objection which may be raised is the term Karpataka.
It may be said that the term Karnataka must refer to a Kanarese
power. But no invasion of Bengal from the Kanarese country
during the reign of Mahipala [ is known, and in those days the
people of Bengal could not distinguish between Kannadas and
Tamils. Even in the 19th ceniury the East India Company’s

1. “wv. 109,110,
2. B I IX; p. 232,
3. J.B.O. R:S. XTIV, p. 518:
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Hindustani sepoys were generally known as Telingas.” This
argument would perhaps be valid if it were established that the
Candakausikam was a play produced in Bengal under the Pala
ruler Mahipala 1. If, on the other hand, it is possible to point to
another Mahipala in whose reign a Karnatic war did take place
and who may have been the patron of Ksemi$vara, we should
then find it more easy to assign the play to his time, than to {ollow
Mr. Banerji in believing that a Bengali author of the eleventh
century A. D. commilited the same sort of error about the nation-
ality of South Indians as Muhammadan chroniclers and Anglo-
Indian writers of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The
Gurjara ruler Mahipala I in fact satisfies all the conditions of the
case.

Mr. Banerji does not, however, think that this is so. In dis-
cussing Dr. S. K. Aiyangar’s view quoted above,! he says: ¢ Pro-
fessor Aiyangar has perhaps forgotten the existence of the Cambay
plates of Govinda IV. Mahipala I, a younger son of Mahéndra-
pala I, succeeded to the {hrone by removing his elder brothe_r
Bhoja 11 with the help of the Candella chief Harsa. Very shortly
afterwards the Gurjara-Pratihara empire was shattered by the on-
slaught of the great Rastrakiita conqueror Indra III. In fact this
syoung prince dealt the death blow to Gurjara-Pratihara supremacy
in India. He invaded Malava, captured Ujjain, crossed the Jumna
near Kalpi, devastated Kanauj and compelled Mahipila I to flee
before his general, the Calukya chief, Narasimha, to Allahabad.
Mahipala I returned to Kanauj after the retirement of Ristrakiita
army to find that the provinces were fast becoming independent
under the feudatories and governors. No Mahipdla of the
Gurjara-Pratihara dynasty ever defeated any Karnataka army or
chief, and therefore it is cruel of Professor Aiyangar to attribute
the production of the drama Candakausikam before this unfortu-
nale king.”’?

The relevant verse in the Cambay plates runs as follows :3

Yan-madyad-dvipa-danta-ghata-visamarh Kalapriya-pranga-

: nam

Tirna yat turagair-agadha-yamuna-sindhu-prati-spardhini |

Yenedam hi mahodayari-nagaram nirmiilam-unmilitam

Namna-dya-pi janaih kuSasthalam-iti khyatim parar niyate||

1. See ante p. 192.
2.1 Vot B O RGS XAV, paed 10
3. E:I. VI, p. 38, v. 19..
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On this verse Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar remarks with justice:1

+« But the complete devastation of Mahodaya, which Indra III is
spoken of as having brought about, is merely poetical. For, the
poet’s object appears to be to introduce a play on the words
mahodaya and kuSasthala which in their conventional sense
mean Kanauj, and in their etymological one, ¢ full of high pros-
perity ’ and ¢ a spot of kusa grass’ respectively : ‘Mahodaya’ i.e.,
Kanauj ceased {o be Mahodaya, i.e., highly prosperous, and be-
came KusSasthala, .., a mere spot of KuSa grass. Hence, the
complele annihilation of the city of Mahodaya or Kanauj alluded
to in this stanza cannot be reasonably assumed to be a historical
fact. This is also seen {rom the consideration that, as a matter
of fact, for long after the event recorded in this verse took place,
Kanauj continued to be the capital of several princes, ruling over
Northern India.”” Prof. Bhandarkar has also shown that after a
short exile from his kingdom, Mahipala I was restored to it by

the joint efforts of the Candela king Harsadeva and the Pala
ruler Dharmapala.?

Likewise, Prof. Sten Konow, following Pischell’s identifica-
tion of Ksemisvara’s patron with the Gurjara-Pratihara ruler
Mahipala I, writes :3 « India 11, the king of Rastrakita, of whom
we possess inscriptions of years 914 and 916, and who accord-
ingly was a contemporary of Pratihara Mahipala of Kanyakubja,
at all events says of himself that he conquered Mahodaya (Kanya-
kubja). Since, however, Mahipala’s successors continued their
dominion over Kinyakubja, we cannot judge this statement in
any other way than similar statements found in inscriptions, in
which each of the parties to a battle claims to be the victor.
Mahipala’s victory over the Karnatas, and Indra’s victory over
Mahodaya probably relate to the same occurrence which was
differently interpreted by the participants.”

One final consideration may be urged before concluding.
Why should Ksemiévara drag in the analogy of an ancient half-
forgotten king, not altogether of good repute in Hindu tradition,
when the author’s aim is obviously to praise his patron monarch ?
The anSwer may be made that after the Mudraraksasa of Visa-
khadatta, the history of Candragupta’s exile and return to Magadha

I B VR pae3 0
2. #bid, pp. 30-3.
331Dy Secy 98t
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with Canakya’s aid became common property of the lilerati, and
consequently, it was by no means out of the way for Ksemisvara
to bring in this story. But may there not be something more in
it? Considering that Mahipala owed his restoration in part{o a
Candela, and that Ksemi$vara is also known as Arya-Ksemisvara,1
one is led to suspect that in the phrases Candraguplo jigaya?
and arya-Canakya-nitim samsritya, the poet may be hinting at the
help Mahipala got from the Candela king, and, possibly also, at
his own part in securing the aid of this prince, or of others, who
assisted in the return of Mahipala to his kingdom. Ksemis$vara
had no lack of puranic stories of celebrated kings exiled for a time
and restored to their throne, and the employment of any of these
stories might have served, if his object was only to praise his
patron. It seems possible therefore, that in the actual phrases he
has chosen to employ, the poet is hinting (by dhvani) at
the actual course of contemporary history and his own part in it.
If there is any truth in this surmise, the identity of Ksemi$vara’s
patron with the Gurjara Mahipala becomes most securely esta-
blished.3

There is thus no reason to doubt the correctness of the view
expressed many years ago by . Pischell and generally
accepted by students of Sanskrit literature and epigraphy that the
Candakausikam was a play produced in the early years of the

tenth century A. D. in the court of the Gur]ara~Pra11hara ruler
Mahipala I.

1. See Prastavana. ;
2. Perhaps the name Candragupta is also intended to refer to

the idea expressed by the phrase *‘ Candrena (Candella-hargena)
guptah”.

3. The suggestions put forward in this paragraph are based o‘h a
eonversanon with Prof. S. Kuppusvamx Sastngal. :
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