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Succession to the Throne in Ancient Ceylon

N INCE Geiger’s studyv and translation of the Mahdarvamsa, most authorities,
such as Codrington,! have followed him in maintaining that the normal
succession to the throne in ancient Ceylon was from brother to brother

and then to the eldest son of the eldest brother.2 This view was questioned
by Senaveratne® who, however, did not bring together all the evidence relating
to the prohlem. To establish the traditional syvstem of succession in ancient
Ceylon a more thorough examination of the relevant data in the Chronicles is
necessary, so much so, that I propose in the following pages to examine the
accounts of succession in the Chronicles, 3/ ahdvamse and Cilzvamsa with
a view to testing Geiger’s theory.

Vijaya, the first king of Ceylon, knew well the Indian tradition that the
son succeeded to the father’s throne, for the MV* records that in the last vears
of hislife, he thought: * I am old and there lives no son of mine. The kingdom
peopled with (such great) difficulty may come to nought after my death ; there-
fore would I fain have my brother Sumitta brought here...” (MV 8.1). Fven
if the Vijayan story is considered mere legend, this statement is indicative of
the fact that the Chroniclers were alive to the tradition that the father was
succeeded by the son on the throne. Sumitta was old, and his voungest son
Panduvisudeva came over to Ceylon and ascended the throne after the death
of Vijaya. His queen Subhaddakacciind bore him ten sons and a daughter,
the eldest being Abhava who succeecaed Panduvisudeva. The MV next relates
how Pandukibhava, the nephew of Abhaya, killed a host of his uncles and
became king (ch. r0). The R? records that Pandukibhava was succeeded by
his son Gana(pa)tissa, but both Chronicles the MV and the Dipavamsa and
also the Pjv,* ignore Lim altogether. According to these works the successor
was Mutasiva, also the son of Pandukibhaya, who was in turn succeeded oy

1. A Shovt Hislory of Ceylon, PP- 42, 43.

2. Calavamsa translation, Introduction, p. xx.

3. Royality in Ancient Ceylon, J.R.A.S., C.B3., Vol. XXVI, No. 71, pt. 2, p. 110.

4. MV = Mahdvamsa translated by Geiger ; CV = Ca#lavamsa translated by Geiger ;
Pjv = Pdajavaliya, ed. Bentara Sraddhatisya, 2473; R = Rajavaliya, ed. Watuwatte
Pemananda, B.E. 2470.
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his son Devinampiyatissa (MV 11. 7). Mutasiva had ten sons of whom the
second Deviinampiyatissa was © foremost in virtue and in intelligence * (MV 11.
5, 6), and it is no doubt on account of this superiority that he was selected
to succeed his father® We may in this connection mention that kingship
was hereditary as a rule ; but the new king could not succeed as a matter of
right. He had to be clected or chosen.  “ In theory the sovereign was elected
by the people, and the tradition of the right to choose or approve of the prince
nominated to succeed appears to have survived even the tyranaies established
by the last occupants of the throne’.% Devinampiyatissa seems to have
made his next vounger brother, Mahiniga, Vice-Regent (upardja) (MV 15,164 ;
MV 22.2). After the king’s death, another vounger brother Uttiva came to the
throne as there was 1o son (MV 20. 20).  Devinampivatissa had a son; but he
predeceased his father as a result of eating the poisoned mango which was
meant for Mahiniga, the Vice-Regent (MV 22. 4, 5). This was the disastrous
result of the miscarriage of an attempt on the life of Mahaniga by the king's
consort, who coveted the kingship for her own son (MV 22. 3). Two points
arise here : firstly, why did the queen plan to kil! Mahandga if the sticcession
was from father to son ? Secondly, if the succession was from brother
to brother, the queen’s desire to have the throne for her own son would not
have becn satisfied by killing Mahaniga alone, when Devanampiyatissa had
many more brothers, It may be conjectured that the throue went to the Vice-
Regent (yuvardja), irrespective of whether he was a son or a brother, for only
if the yuvardja had the right to the throne would the queen have been successful
in achieving her aim. This is indicated by the Saddharmalamkarava (ed. Ben-
tara Sraddhatisya, p. 430) when it says: vevardja tanaturchi siti mahdanaga
naw rija kumaraven jivatva unahot tamange putanuvanta rajyvaya ne libeyr sita
(having thought that her son would not get the kingdom if the vuvardja
Mahanaga lived). If this was actually the position, it seems quite probable
that the brother was made the vuwardje either because the king, then had no
son, or because his only son was still a child. However this may be, the
statement that Uttiya became king as Devanampiyatissa had no son (r@ja putto
aputtam tam rajjom karest), makes it amply clear that the son had the claim to
the throne.

After Uttiya three brothers ruled. It must here be assumed that these
three had no sons, for otherwise the MV would in all probability have referred
to them:, as it does in other cases. Devanampiyvatissa’s second brother, the
Vice-Regent Mahindga fled to Rokana to save his life and ruled there “ over
the whole of Rohana’ (M\" 22, 8). He was succeeded by Lis son Yatthilavaka-
tissa (MV 22. 10}, who in turn was succeeded by his son Abhaya. Gothabhaya’s
son Kiakavannatissa reigned there after the death of Abhaya (MV 22. 11).

5. See also Senaveratne 3 above.
6. Hayley, A4 Treatisc on the Laws and Customs of the Sinhalese, p. 41.
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Asela, one of the brothers (?) of Devinampiyatissa, who was ruling in
Anuridhapura at this time was overpowered by Elira, who came from Cola
(MV 21.13).7 Thisking Elira was defeated by Dutthagimani, the son of Kika-
vannatissa, whio now canie to the throne of Lanki which he united under one rule
(MV 25.41). Dutthagamaniwas followed by Lis Erother Saddbitissa, who came
to the throne as Dutthagdmani’s son Sdliva renounced kingship being © greatly
enamoured of the Asokamilddevi’ and did not care for kingly rule (MV 33. 3).
After the death of Saddhitissa his second son Thiilathana was elected king in pre-
ference to the elder son Lanjatissa (MV 33. 18) who later assassinated his brother
and gained the throne. \fter the death of this king, his brother Khallataniga
reigned for six years (MV 33.29; Pjv, p. 724; R omits this king).  No sons of
Lanjatissa are mentioned.  Khallitandga met with his death at th:e hands of the
Commander of the Troops, who was in turn put to death by Vattagimani,
brother of the murdered king (MV 33. 35). It should be noted here that the
brother came to the throne by assassinating a usurper, and that Mahdcilika, the
son of Khallitandga, was only a small boy at this time. * The little son of his
brother, king Khallitaniga, whose name was Mahaciilika, he took as his son ;
and the (child’s) mother, Anulddevi, he made his queen’ (MV 33. 35). Vatta-
giamani was succeeded by Mahiciililza, who thus inherited the throne of his own
father who, as we have seen, had been assassinated carlier. Vattagamani
also had 2 son of his own, Coraniga bv name, who is said to bave lived as a
rebel under the rule of his step-brother Mahdciilika (MV 34. 11). [tmavbethat
he desired to hiave for himsself the kingdom which had been his father’s,  When
Mahicilika died, he scized the throne and reigned for 12 years (rejjam karayi
agato). Corandga was poisoned by his consort, the infamous Anuld, and
Kudatissa, the son of Mahicialika, then ascended the throne. No sens of
Corandga are mentioned. A few more cases of poisoning by Anuld followed
in quick succession, until she was hersclf killed by Kutakannatissa, the second
son of Mahidctulika (MV 34. 30). According to Pjv (p. 724) and R (p. 42)
she was put to death by Makalantissa, the son of Kuditissa whom she had
poisoned. Kutakannatissa was succeeded by his son Bhatikabhava, who was
in turn succeeded by his brother Mahadathika Mahindga presumably in the
absence ofason (MV 34.68). F\mandagamani came to the throne after his father
Mahaniga (MV 35.1). Thisking was killed by his brother, Kanirajinutissa who
usurped the throne. The usurper was succeeded by Calibhava, the son of
Amandagimani. We see here that Kanirajinutissa ousted the son and usurped
the throne, when in the normal circumstances the son would have succeeded the
father. The son was perhaps not powerful enough or was too young, to avenge
the murder of his father. This instance does neither establish the theoryv that
the eldest brother’s eldest son succeeded after the last brother had reigned,
nor that brother succeeded brother, as no other princes were available.

7. Seealso Pjv, p. 721; R, p. 25; EZ (Epigraphia Zeylanica), Vol. 3, p. 5, n. 1.
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Ciilibhaya was succeeded by his sister Sivali, no doubt in the absence of any
sons or brothers.

Nandga nephew of Amandagimani married Sivali and reigned for ten
vears, and was succecded by his son, Candamukha Siva (MV 33. 46), who was
killed by his brother, Yasalilakatissa (R, p. 42), another instance of brother
killing brother to gain the throne. Yasalalakatissa was assassinated by Subha
the usurper, who wasin turn slain by Vasabha, a descendant of the Lamba-
kannas.

Vasabha was followed by his son Vankanisikatissa whose son Gajabihu
succeeded next.  Gajabihu was succeeded by Mahallaka Niga, either a grandson
(or son-in-law or nephew) of Vankandsikatissa.  The inscriptions of Gaja-
bihu distinctly state that he was a son’ of Vankandsikatissa. ‘ Therefore the
third (Mahallaka Naga) must have stood in the relation of a son or nephew or a
brother-in-law to the second (GajabahuI)’ (Z I, p. 59). The literary sources
differ as regards this relationship: The MV calls Mahallaka Naga sasuro, the
Pjv calls him suhurubad (p. 720) and the R calls him father-in-law bisavun
pivavd (p. 46) (R ed. B. Gunasekara, p. 34 also gives suhurubadu ; see also EZ
1V, p. 216). Mahallaka Niga was followed by his son Bhatikatissa, who was
succeeded by his brother Kanitthatissa (36. 6). No sons of Bhitikatissa are
referred to.  Kanitthatissa. was succeeded by his son Khujjandga, who was
killed by his brother Kuficaniga (36. 19)—a third instance of brother killing
brother to gain the throne. Then came the brother-in-law (sahédarive gé
svami purnsavd) (R, p. 47) or nephew (bdna, Pjv, p. 720} of Kuicaniga, Siriniga
who rebelled against the king and defeated him (MV 50. 23).  This rebel was
succeeded on the throne by his son Vohirikatissa. The MV Lere records an
intrigue of the king’s brother, Abhayaniga, with the queen, as a result of
which the king was murdered and Abhavandga came into posscssion of the
throne—the fourth assassination of a brother (MV 20. 51).

After the death of the usurper Abhavaniga, Sirinéiga I, the son of Vohara-
tissa, came to the throne which had been his father’s and was thus rightly his.
The MV mentions no offspring of Abhayanaga. Therefore, he must be pre-
sumed to have died without issue, and Sirindga, his brother’s son would have
been the only possible claimant. This case too, therefore, does not prove
Geiger’s theory that the eldest son of the cldest brother ruled after the youngest
brother had ruled. Siriniga was succeeded by his son Vijaya Kumira
(MV 36.57).

The Lambakanna kings, Sanghatissa, Siri Sanghabodhi and Gothabhava
followed Vijaya Kumira. Gothdbhaya was succeeded by his son Jetthatissa
(MV 36. 118), who was in turn succeeded by his brother Mahisena. No sons
of Jetthatissa are mentioned.
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Mahisena was succeeded by his son Kitti Siri Meghavanna (CV 37. 53
who was followed by his brother Jetthatisse II. No sons of Meghavanna are
mentioned. Buddhadisa, Jetthatissa’s son ruled after him (CV 37. 163). Bud-
dhadisa’s son Upatissa succeeded himi ; but was slain by his queen (CV 37. 209)
who was guilty of au intrigue with his brother, Mahdnima who now came to
the throne, thus causing the fifth assassination of a ruling brother. Mahinima
was succeeded by Sotthisena, his son by a Tamil woman, and was poisoned by
Sanghi, ths daughter of the mahesi of Mahdnima (CV 38. 2). Sotthisena was
killed perhaps because he was not of full roval blood, and thercefore, was not
entitlea to the throne. Sanghd being of full royval blood had claims to the
throne. Liamini Tis, husband of Sangha then ruled for one year (Pjv, p. 729;
CV 38. 2).

After a period of foreign rule we come to Dhiltusena, son of Didthianima
who zalso had another son Sildtissabodhi (CV 38. 13, 35). Dhitusena was
imprisoned by Kassapa I, his sort by a queen of unequal birth, in league with
the senapats (CV 38. 88). Kassapa's death was brought about by Moggallina I,
a son of the chief queen. Here we liave the first instance of a son imprisoning
a father to gain the kingdom, and it is evident that Kassapa took this course
of action being instigated by his cousin the sen@pati. When Moggallina caused
Kassapa to commit suicide he seems to have been conscious that he was only
avenging the death of his roval father, to gain the throne which was his. The
MV records that he was ‘ glad at his brother’s death ’ for he was spared the
necessity of meting out justice himself.* We must mention here the fact that
the Chronicle referred to two sons (Dhitusena and Silitissabodhi) and a
daughter of Dithandma (CV 38. 15, 81).  When Dhitusena became king he
made over ‘his former revenues ’ to Kumirasena, his brother, who may or mav
not be identical with Silatissahodhi. Thuswe see that in spite of this brother
or brothers the throne passed in succession into the hands of the sons. His
sister also did not reign.

Moggailina was succeeded by his son Kumiradisa, who was in turn
succeeded by his son Kittisena (CV 41. 1, 4).

After the reign of Siva, uncle (mitido} of Kittisena, Upatissa TI, husband
of the sister of Moggallina (CV 41. 6), came to the throne. We hear of a war
between Kassapa, Upatissa’s son and Sildkila his son-in-law (CV 41. 12) during
thisreign.  Inthe course of the war Kassapa, Upatissa’s son committed suicide,
and his father, the king died of grief. Hence Silakila succeeded to the throne
(CV 41. 26). Sildkils had three sons, Moggallana, Dithapabhuti and Upatissa.
* To the eldest (Moggallana) he handed over the Fastern Province * and con-
ferred on him the title of adipida. On the second son (Dathapabhuti) he con-

8. CV,pt. L p. 46, n. 2.
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ferred the post of Malayardja and gave him the Dakkhinadeda, the Southern
Country, and Upatissa ‘ he took to live with him for he was particularly fond
of him’ (CV 41. 33-36). When Silakila passed away Dithdpabhuti seized the
throne and had his brother Upatissa murdered because he had sought to prevent
his usurpation (akkamo ti nivarentam marapest vibuddhiko) (CV 41. 42). On
hearing tidings of this, Moggallina, roused to anger, spoke thus:  he has usurped
the government though he had no right to it’ (appattam rajjam aggahi,
CV 41. 43). These words and also Upatissa’s attitude show that the kingdom
was rightly Moggallina’s, If the succession was from brother to brother,
Dithdpabhuti would have had his chance to rule after Moggallina. Why then
did he usurp the throne ?  Probably because e would not have become king
when Moggallina had his own sons to succeed him. Ddthapabhuti committed
suicide and Moggallina became king (CV 41. 54). After the death of Moggal-
lana I1, the mahes: established her son Kittisirimegha on the throne and ¢ carried
on the government herself * (CV 41. 64). The CV states that the suwkesi had
killed her son’s kindred with poison (ibid.) ; but neither mentions her niotive

nor gives us the names and relationship of the murdered kinsmen. The’

kindred referred to cannot be Kittisirimegha's uncles for the two brothers of
Moggalliana were already dead, and the CV tells us that Silikila had only
three sons. No sons of Dathapabhuti I and Upatissa are mentioned. The
Pjvand R only state that Moggalldna’s son, Kudi Kitsirimevan reigned after
bis father (p. 730; p. 53). The Pjv term kuda (small) suggests that Kitsiri-
mevan was a minor, and this was perhaps why the queen-mother carried on the
government herself. In circumstances such as these,—when the heir to the
throne was a minor—it is probable that some elder, e.g. a brother of the king
succeeded as in the case of Vattagimani in slightly different circumstances.
It should then have been incumbent on the part of such a successor to,
relinguish the kingship and hand over the throne to the heir when he came of
age. This hardly happened as no one who ascended the throne cver gave it
up. This may perhaps be the reason why the Chronicle deemed it necessary
to give a reason for the succession of a minor. Kittisitimeghavanna’s kindred,
probably his cousins (step-brothers) elder sons of Moggallina by lesser
queens, had already been killed by the mahes?, perhaps in fear that they would
prevent ber son the rightful heir, from coming to the throne, as he was yet
a minor.

The Moriva-Lambakanna conflict was revived when Mahinéga of the
Moriya clan put Kittisirimegha to death. Mahindga evidently had no sons
or brothers and this is perhaps why he sent for his sister’s son, who turned
back because of an unlucky omen and died on the way (CV 41.93). * Maha-
niga’ out of gratitude, made the son of his mother’s brother (Aggabodhi)
Uparija’ (CV 41. 93), of whose subsequent fate we hear nothing.
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Mahindga was succeeded by Aggabodhi T, his sister’s son ( Pjv bina ; R
bihine)? * On his mother’s brother he conferred the dignity of Uparija, on his
brother that of Yuvardja, on his sister’s son that of King of Malaya ’
(CV 42. 6).  The province of Dakkhinadea, with the appropriate retinuc: he
made over to the yurardja. After the death of ddipada Dithipabhuti the title
of mahadipade was conferred on Aggabodhi, the son of the king’s sister who
next became king (CV 42. 38). Daithapabhuti may have been the brother
who was made the yurardja, and the sister’s son Aggabodhi may have been
the same person who was king of Malaya and who married D'Zt‘,tha"t, the king’s
daughter (CV 42. 6, 10). On the other hand if Dithdpabhuti was identical
with the brother, the vurardja, the Chronicler had no reason, to speak of him as
adipada instead of mahadipada or vuvardja as he had alreadv been referred to
as vuvardje before (CV 42.6) (of course the possibility of the terms been
confused is always there). It is even possible that Dathapabhuti was
another brother or else a prince of the royal family. If this was the case, we
see that the title of mahadipiada was conferred on the nephew in spite of the
brother, who was also the vuvardja, and that it was the nephew who succeeded
to the throne even when the brother was alive. We would otherwise have to
presume that the yuvardja brother was dead.

Silameghavanna was succeeded by his son Aggabodhi ITT who had many
brothers (sodariva nard, men of thes ame womb CV 44. 103). These, hidden he;e
and there, caused rebellion against Jetthatissa (see below). Aggabodhi is said to
have invested his younger brother Mana with the dignity of upardja and grant-
ed him the Dakkhinadesa (CV 44. 84). This no doubt was done in the
absence of anyv sons, for we are told that Aggabodhi had many brothers, and
if he had sons, reference would certainly have been made to them. After the
death of Mana, the king invested his vounger brother, Kassapa by name, with
the dignity of wpardje, being desirous of securing the succession for his familv
(both brothers are referred to as kanittham) (CV a4. 124). This last statement
ma.ke.s it clear that he had no sons eligible to succeed him. The phrase
sodariva nar@ may cven apply to Aggabodhi’s direct cousins, that is, his
father’s brothers’ children, for according to Sinhalese kinship terms, the word
brother (salodara) is also, applied to father’s brothers’ children (as done in
Bengal). The term sodariva nara certainly seems to indicate more than two
people. Nothing is known of the other brothers of Mina and Kassa pa.

. Then followed a period of anarchy, during which period a prince Jettha-
tissa (a son of Sanghatissa who ruled in A.D. 611) sent Aggabodhi into éxile
and was later killed (Pjv) by Aggabodhi, who was once alga.;in driven intoexile
by Jetthatissa’s minister Dithasiva, who according to the Pjv (p. 730) was put
to death by Kassapa, the suwaidja. Dithisiva is said to have become kling;

9. CV 42. 1; see also CV, pt. I, p. 64, n. 1.
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“according to custom’ (vathdvidhi) (CV 44. 128). The nature of this custom
cannot be ascertained. Aggabodhi died while in Rohana (CV 44. 145), and
after his death yuvardja Kassapa (earlier referred to as wpardja) sent Dithopa-
tissa (Dithisiva) ‘flying to Jambudvipa and united the country under one
dominion’ (CV 44. 145).

Kassana is said to have had many sens, the eldest being Minaka (CV 45.
0). Kassa‘pa, when seized with illness, thought: My sonf are ;‘\.‘.U still c}'xél(.h'el?
incapable of reigning’~ and sent for the verv clever son of his sister who lived
in Rohana, and to him he transferred the whole government and the care of
his children (@hiiya sabban padasi rajjam puitehi attanoy (CV 45. 8).' The words
< transferred the government * are significant as they scem to in(llfate only a
position of trust till the sons came of age. 1, as seems probable, .}\;ﬁsapzt had
cousins or brothers, it is to be noted that the regency was not given to thel?1
but to the nephew, and the son’s right to the throne is established by K’lSS&?& S
statement that his sons were still minovs--* pui@ ne bialakd sabbe, w'ete vajjak-
khand’; sabbe te navayae ]‘> pattd bald vigatabuddhino” ( CV45.6, 7). Kassapahbad
< brothers in blood * or direct cousins, and if, as Geiger asserts, the rule of suc-
cession was trom brother to brother and then to the eldest son of the eldest
brother. or the next living cousin, the kingdom should have gone to one of the
many “brothers in blood * of Aggabodhi 11T, Kassapa’s brother | but we here
see tixat Kassapa favoured his sister’s son inspite of his manv brothers in blood,
who even sought to help Aggabodhi against Jetthatissa seeking to * make the
land rebellious ’ (CV 14. 104).

The succession was again interrupted when Hatthaditha, (CV 14. 154), a
sister’'s son of Dithisiva (Dathopatissa), occupied the roval city and ruled as
Dithopatissa IT (CV 45. 22). He placed his cousin, Aggabodhi, ﬂ}e son 'of
his father’s sister (pilucchd puttam)* in the position of vuvardje. The Pjv.
(p- 731) and R (p. 54) call him bd and sahodara respectively. .

The reign of Aggabodhi IV was followed by a further period of confusion,
which continued until Manavamma, a son of Kassapa II, came to the throne
(CV47.1). The confusion was perhaps due to Mina, to whom KaSS?‘:p;-i II had
handed over the reins of government. Mina violated the trust by giving over
the kingdom to his father, Dappule (CV 15. 8, 16), and did not try to Ljstublish
any of Kassapa’s sons on the throne when they came of age. On the other
hahd, the children may yet have been minors or may not have been powerful
enough to fight for the throne. Minavamma was over thirty-six years of age
when he came to the throme. CV (45. 6) states that Kassapa had many
sons, the eldest being Manaka. CV (47. 2) refers to )Iana\’ammzl as a son
of Kassapa, belonging to the line of Maha Sammata, and bringing with him

*Pitucchd means father’s sister. Geiger has translated it wrongly as father’s brother
(CV 45. 23) ; pitucch@, naindi- pitu bhagini pituccha (Dhampiya-atuva-gatapadaya, cd.
D. B. Jayatilake, p. 25).
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the good qualities of hisclan.  Manavamma may or may not have been identica¥
with Minaka. Minavamma was succeeded by his eldest son Aggabodhi V
(CV,pt. I, p. 109; €V 57. 25). Now when Minavamma’s son succeeded him
it is obvious that his brothers, Minaka and the many sons referred to above,
did not rule. The theory that brother succeeded brother, requires the
improbable assumption that all brothers died before Manavamma.

Two brothers of Aggatodhi, Kassapa and Mahinda, are mentioned. Agga-
bodhi was succeeded by Kassapa the next in age, according to ancient custom
(pubbavuitino) (CV 48.20).  This does not in any way establish the theory that
the brother was the rightful heir to the throne as no sons of Aggabodhi are
referred to. The exponents of Geiger’'s theory may interpret * pubbavuttino’
(ancient practice, usage) to mean a custoir of brother succeeding a brother;
but in my opinion this may be interpreted as indicative of a practice of brother
succeeding to the throne in the absence of an eliginle son. It is stated that
Mahinda, the youngest brother administered the kingdom as @ds pada after the
death of Kassapa (CV 48. 31). It should be noted that Mahinda bore the title
adipada and not the title mahidi pade or yuvardja, the title usually held by the
heir to the throne.'® We can now with some justification assume that Mahinda
was not considered heir to the throne by his brother Kassapa. In fact he did
not become king proper, but only administered the government as adipdda,
and it has already been stated that no son of Aggabodhi is mentioned and
Geiger himself admits this.}t Kassapa was succeeded by Mahinda probably
because his son (also Kassapa) was a minor at the time of his death. Thus
this instance does not provide definite proof that brother succeeded brother..
If we have instances of brothers succeeding to the throne in spite of eligible:
sons, then only can this view be upheld.

Mahinda I is said to have made Kassapa’s son, Aggabodhi, upardja (CV 48.
32), assigned him the Eastern Province and ‘ sent him forth to take up his abode
therein ’, thus more or less getting him ‘ out of the way '. The province of
Dakkhinadesa was however given to his own son, also Aggabodhi by name..
Geiger in a footnote!? remarks that Dakkhinade$a was the province reserved
for the Heir Apparent. Why then did Mahinda not give this territory to the
uparaja Aggabodhi, who according to Geiger’s theory was Heir Apparent,
since he was the elder brothet’s son, and there were apparently no other surviv-
ing brothers of Mahinda ? Itis also significant that the title of either vuvardja
or mahddipada was not conferred on Kassapa’s son. We also see that Mahinda
did not confer any of the titles on his own son Aggabodhi, but merely gave
over Dakkhinade$a to him. The motive for Mahinda’s actions is not very

10. SeeCV, pt. 1, p. 54, 1. 4.
11.  Ibid., Introdnction, p. XXI.
12. Ibid, p.113,n. 3.
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clear. It may be that, recalling the circumstances under which he cam’e t.o
rule, he recog;iised that the kingdom belonged to Kassapa’s son by right. This
perhaps, was the reason why he made him u pardjz; but he scems t.o 11:1\"0
been loath to give the kingdom to him, and therefore gave the Dakkhinadesa
to his son, thus making a sort of compromise, and leaving the two claimants to

decide the issuc on his death.

After Mahinda’s death, the kingdom * came to the hands of his son Agga-
bodhi’ (rajjam hatthagatam) (CV 48. 40) ; but he handed over the kingdom to
Kassapa’s son, also Aggabodhi who reigned as Silamegha, Aggabodhi VI
(CV 48. 42). As the new king was a minor when Mahinda came to the throne,
he was probably childless at hisaccession (Mahinda I reigned only t.hfec years).
His cousin Aggabodhi, Mahinda’s son, was mace pardja, who udml’n‘lster(‘ad the
government, while the real king seems to have been a figurehead (_(V 48. 4;—)
Thus Mahinda’s son seem to have been de facto ruler during the reign of Sila-
megha and he thereby made sure that he did not lose the 1.\'ingcyh)m after the
king’s death. Geiger, in this connection, remarks that Mahinda s. son hz'mded
over the kingdom to his cousin, for he willingly recogniseg tha-t his cousin \\:a?
rightful heir according to Sinhalese law,'® but the foregoing (¥1sc.ussxon mz.ﬂ\c.m
it clear that there was no such Sinhalese law, at least up Eo this time, and it is
therefore probable that the kingdom was handed over to Silidmegha, .fxgga})odhl
VI, not because he was legal successor to Mahinda, but 1?ecatxsf: Mahinda’s son
Aggabodhi recognised that his cousin was the rightful heir of Kassapa 1L, and
also that Mahinda had only held the kingdom: in trust.

After Aggabodhi VI's death, Mahinda’s son and Aggabodhi VI's cousin
and son-in-law, the viwardja Aggabodhi VII, came to ‘Fhe thror‘le, even though
Aggabodhi VI had a son, who was Commander-in-Chief at this t.une anfl wl?o
had carried on the Government for his father (CV 48. 78, 79). It is not .l\nm\ n
why this Prince did not become king on the death'of his futhel"t.l.)ut. it m(}l_\:
be conjectured that the #pardja ot vuvardja had the right of succesam_x? on(?e t 191
title was bestowed, irrespective of whether he was the son _01' the l)l()t_lxm, :m‘r,‘
that it was for this reason that Aggabodhi Vs son ?Iuhmdu. pcnmttet()l 11111\
uncle Aggabodhi VII to rule. Iurther, Aggabgdhl \'I.I married \gga o.(b 11;
VI’s daughter Samgha and thus was Aggabodlll’§ svon—m—la.w. 'It is p(:jstl -
that Samghi was the elder daughter of Aggabodhi VI ;md~ thus had ’1 righ l
the throne—for women were not debarred from ascer'ldmg‘the t‘luone—atcl(
Aggabodhi VII being her husband had a right as Prince Consort (Regfen )i
Thus the succession after Minavamma seems complicated and mucl} confusec
and cannot be taken as establishing any regular rule of succession as the
circumstances are extraordinary and exceptional.

13. CV,pt.1,p. 114, 0. T.
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It appears that Mahinda’s father, Aggabodhi VI, expected Mahinda
who was not the vurardja, to be king after him—for not only did he make
him his sendpati but also gave into his hands the entire government which
was being administered by his cousin Aggabodhi (CV 48. 79). It seems that
Aggabodhi took over these duties when the king’s son was not of age and
relinquished them when he came of age : © But when he grew up he made him
his sendpati.  He gave the entire government into his hands and as independ-
ent ruler the discerning (prince) fulfilled the royal duties in a just way
(CV 48. 79).  In this connection Geiger remarks that this happened when the
wpardje was in conflict with the king (ibid., n. 6), but the statements in the
chronicle are not indicative of any such coincidence. However, Aggabodhi
VII became king and Mahinda, son of Aggabodhi VI, being a clever statesman
did not accept the office of sen@pati from him, but betook himself with a
commission to the sea coast (CV 48. 8o, 81). When Aggabodhi VII became
king he appointed his own son Mahinda as upardja (or yuwvardja) (CV 48. 70)
thereby recognising his son’s right to the throne. But this son died as
yuvardja (CV 48. 75). The CV next states that ‘ since then no son existed as
heir to the throne’ (rajjam aputtam tam tadd alu) (CV 48. 75). The translators
in a footnote to this add : ‘ the kingdom was sonless ’ (ibid., n. 4). The above
statement in CV" and also the fact that Aggabodhi VII made his son the yuva-
raja make it clear that the son had the right to the throne. It may also be
remarked that the Pali phrase rajjam aputtam tam tadid alhie has been rendered
into English as ‘ since then no son existed as heir to the throne ’, and this
rendering goes against the view held by Geiger.

’

Mahinda II, son of Aggabodhi VI, assumed kingship next. He was suc-
ceeded by his son wpardja Udaya (CV 49. 1), who had little children who were
very dear to (him) and charming tolook at ’ (CV 49. 2). ‘ The dignity of yuvardja
he bestowed on his eldest son, the others he made adipadas ; of his daughters
he made queens’ (CV 49. 3). After Udaya’s death his son Mahinda III came
to the throne (CV 49. 38) and was followed by his younger brother Aggabodhi
VIII (CV 49. 43). Aggabodhi VIII was succeeded by his brother Dappula
(CV 49. 65). If ‘ his brother’s son’ referred toin CV 49. 84 was the son of
Mahinda III, then there is no doubt that he was a mere child at the time of
Aggabodhi’s accession, for when Udaya came to the throne his sons were
‘little children’, and he reigned only five vears (CV 49. 45). Therefore when
Mahinda, Udaya’s eldest son, took up the kingdom he may have just come of
age. He reigned only for four years. Thus Mahinda’s son must still have
been very young when Aggabodhi VIII came to the throne to reign for cleven
years (CV 49. 04). It is also possible that Dappula’s ‘ brother’s son’ referred
to in CV 49. 84 may have been the son of Aggabodhi VIIT. Aggabodhi VIII,
would have just come of age when he ascended the throne, and if he had a
son he could not have been more than a little over eleven years on his father’s
death. Hence when Dappula gained kingship the prince could not have been.
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eligible for it, for even if the prince was Mahinda’s son he could have only been
little more than fiftcen. If these were the circumstances under which Dappula
I11, the third son of Udaya, became king, it washis duty tosee that the brother’s
son was established on the throne when he came of age. Instead he safe-
guarded the throne for his own sons. ‘ His father (Dappula), to safeguard the
succession for his sons, had not made his brother’s son, Mahinda by name,
adipada’ (CV 49. 84). At Dappula’s death Prince Mahinda should have been
a major, and of course legally cligible and rightful heir to the throne. Hence
the throne should have been his—for it was his father’s kingdom over which
the uncle or uncles ruled during his minority. Geiger himself recognises the
fact that minors were disqualified from ascending the throne* Dappula
had cause to safeguard the kingdom for his sons as he feared thar Mahinda,
the previous king’s son, would claim the throne. Dappula did not. there-
fore, override the law of succession in securing the kingdom for his sons, but
usurped the throne that was another’s according to the same law of succession
by which heintended his children to succeed.

A further point must be noticed here. Udaya had ° little children”’
(khudda putt@) (CV 49.2), and the translator notes this fact when he =uys: *1
merely point out that in the very next verse SEVERAL sons and daughrters are
mentioned’.?* The CV also states that ‘others’ were adipadas. Would the
terms ‘ others’ and ‘several ’ refer only to three? Rather it suggests
that there were other brothers of Dappula. Then what happened to these
adipadas > Why did they not rule after Dappula 1T (III), or if thev were
legally heirs to the throne, why did they not rebel when Dappula safeguarded
the throne for his sons ? Either there were no other brothers (this should
be ruled out on account of the term °
must be presumed to have died or to have recognised the son’s right. The

several ) or if there were others thev

two foregoing examples quoted by Geiger to establish his theory are full of
confusions an therefore, cannot be considered as clearly proving his case.

After Dappula I1 (III) his son Aggabodhi IN came to the threne. No
sons of this king are mentioned, and we may assume that he had none. Sena I,
his younger brother, succeeded him (CV 50. 1). This king caused Mahinda
who had fled to the other coast, unable to show reverence to his younger kins-
man, to be slain, as he wanted to clear the ‘path of all who could dispute with
him the roval dignity’ (CV 50. 4). Sena I had three younger brothers:
Mahinda, Kassapa and Udaya. The eldest of them, Mahinda, he made vuvardja
{CV s0. 7). This yuvardja Mahinda and his brother Kassapa both died,

14. CV, pt. I, Introduction, p. XXIII.
15. CV, pt. I, p. 127, n. 1.
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whereupon the youngest brother Udaya became yuvardjz (CV 50. 44). He
too died soon afterwards so that the succession passed to Kassapa’s eldest son
(CV 50.45).1% Thisis quite in order as neither Sena I nor Udaya is spoken of as
having had sons and Kassapa, who had sons, never became king. It is there-
fore quite natural that after the death of these three brothers, the throne should
have gone to Kassapa’s eldest son, Sena U], since he was the senior of the avail-
able princes of the roval family. This instance therefore cannot cstablish the
theorv that the crown passed on to the sccond generation after the first
generation (brothers) had ruled.

When Sena IT hecanie king, he made his brother Mahinda the wpardja and
gave him the Dakkhinadesa (CV 50. 7). He (Mahinda), having comnitted an
offence in the harem disappeared on being discovered (CV 30. 8). At this time
the king’s consort bore him a son, and the king was overjoyed when he saw
him, for he thought ‘my son endowed with the ¢ualities of power and virtue,
is worthy of the roval dignity (rajjavoggo (i me sulo) not only of this Island,
but of all Jambudipa ’, and on the name-giving day itself he consecrated him
upardja and granted him the Dakkhinade$a when he had another brother,
Udaya (CV 31. 9-13). This action seems to imply that he considered his son
to be the rightful heir even though he had brothers who, on Geiger's theory,
would all have reigned in turn before the son came to the throne.  When the
king was so jubilant about his son was he dreaming of the son’s possible reign
after all the uncles had ruled or was he thinking of him as the king-to-be after
him ? It is significant that Sena II only made his brother upardja in the
absence of a son, for the son was born only at about the same time as the uparija
fled. The brother, w#pardje Mahinda, later came back and cunningly made
peace with the sovereign, who restored Lim to his previous position, because
he thought the brother would be ‘reliable’ (kaniltheko nissanko mavi hote)
(CV 51. 17). Here the question arises, for what was the brother considered
‘reliable ’ 2 The king perhaps expected that he would not obstruct the
successionn of his son. Reference must again be made to the observation
made earlier that when the lLeir to the throne was a minort, the viwardja
probably succeeded the king, regardless of relationship and that the yvivardja
also had claims to the throne once the title was bestowed. The king, to
ensure his son’s position, contracted a diplomatic marriage between his son
and the yuvardja’s daughter (CV 51. 18). (Mahinda is first referred to as wpa
and later as yuwvardja). On the death of Mahinda, the next brother, Udaya,
was made yvuvardje (CV 51. 63). e became the next king, Udaya IT, thus
giving us the only definite example of a younger brother coming to the throne
when an adult son of the previous king wasliving.

16. CV, pt. 1, p. 141, 1. 3.
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Udaya I (T) was succeeded by his brother Kassapa IV. Nosons of Udava
are mentioned. Kassapa IV was followed by Kassapa V, son of Sena II.
Kittaggabodhi, the son of Mahinda the former uparija and brother of the
king, is said to have rebelled against the king, Udaya IT (CV 51. 94). The
question that arises is why this rebellion, which shows that Kittaggabodhi
disapproved of the rule of Udaya II. Kassapa IV assigned to yuvarija
Kassapa (son of Sena II) the Dakkhinadesa. Adipida Mahinda, son of
vuwaraja Kassapa (later Kassapa V) is also said to have rebelled when Kassapa
IV became king. The king is said to have rcconciled and given him his
daughter in marriage. What cause was there for Mahinda to rebel > The fact
that Kassapa V became king after his uncle Kassapa IV does not afford us
definite proof that the crown passed on to the second gencration after all the
princes of the first generation had reigned, for no sons of Kassapa [V are
mentioned. If Kassapa IV the last brother to rule had sons, and if in spite of
them the cldest son of the eldest brother came to the throne then only will
there be some proof of the above theory.

Thus we see that the solitary example to support Geiger was the succession
of Udava when a son of his brother the late king was living. This is an isolated
instance and may have been due to special circumstances or misconception
about a precedent. ‘It is not impossible that the son may have fallen out of
favour with his father who debarred him from ascending the throne by appoint-
ing an uncle as yuvardja. Could it even be that the people did not approve of
his succession ?

One cther very significant reference, which has baffled Geiger, is the use
of the title yuvardja, with reference to Sena’s son Kassapa, when Kassapa, the
youngest brother of Sena was already yuvardja :  The designation or the
brother’s son (bhdtuputta) of Udaya Il as yuvardja is curious. In the verse 93
not this Kassapa is called vuvardja, but on the contrary, the youngest brother
of the king, who is likewise called Kassapa. Nevertheless according to the
Sinhalese law of succession, the nephew Kassapa was heir to the throne after
the brother, and probably for that reason he is here, in anticipation, called
yuvaraja’)” The Chronicle insists on calling the brother's son Kassapa, yuca-
raja even after Kassapa the brother was made the yuvardja by the reigning
king. Geiger’s explanation of this seems rather curious. After Udaya’s
death, Kassapa, brother of Udaya, took over the government and assigned to
the deserving yuvardja called Kassapa, the Dakkhinadeda (CV 52. 1). This
statement also implies that he held the title vivardja all the time, since he was
born. Kassapa V, in the Anuradhapura slab inscription, testifies to this when
he states that he received consecration as vuvaraja at the very moment of his
birth (EZ 1, p. 50). It is not impossible to argue here that Kassapa, Sena’s

17. CV, pt. 1, p. 157, n. 3.
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?on was prevented from coming to the throne, since the reliance Sena placed
on his brother Mahinda was of no avail, as the brother died before him.

Kassapa V made Dappula “a scion of his house’ (vamsa jitussa attano),
the yuvardja (CV 52.42). The Pjv and R do not mention the relationship 1?ut
according to the table supplied in EZ TII he is half-brother of Kassapa V, i.e.
son of Sena II by another queen (EZ 1, p. 184). But this has heen question-
ed (ibid.). Dappula I1I (IV) succeeded Kassapa V. No sons of Dappula ITT
are mentioned. The next in succession was Dappula IV (V) brother of Dappula
III (IV). According to information available in the Vessagiri inscriptions
Dappula IV (V) is half-brother of Kassapa V (EZ I, p. 24). Geiger’s remarks
in this connection may be observed : * The Vessagiri inscription . . . belongs to
this king. He calls himself herc Buddas Abhay Salamevar Dipulu, son of.
Buddas »Sirisangboy Abhay and of Deva Rijna.  The name Sirisamghabodhi
can only apply to Sena I1, or Kassapa IV. Thelatter is ruled out since accgrd—
ing to the Sinhalese right of suceession, sons of Kassapa IV could not possibly
come to the throne before Udaya 111, son of Mahinda, the younger brother of
Sena II. Thus Dappula IV (and of course his predecessor D. IIT) was a brother
of Kassapa V, but by another mother ( Devi) who is however not mentioned in
the Mhvs'.1® Geiger bascs his conclusion on his own theory of succession ; but
we have so far seen that sufficient evidence has not been forthcoming to
establish this theory of his. Thercfore the possibility of Dappula Il (IV) being
the son of Kassapa IV cannot be ruled out. Dappula IV (V) was succeede-d
by Udaya III (II) son of Mahinda who was the brother of Sena II. There is
no record of any sons of Dappula IIT and IV. Udaya III made Sena his
uparaja (CV 53.13). Sena succeeded Udava 111 and made his friend, (Zalz'/ﬂzdu
Udaya, vuwvardja (CV 53.28). According to the Pjv (p. 732) and R (p. 56)
Sen:; was brother of Udaya. Udaya IV next came to the throne and ordain-
ed as upardja, the adipada Sena, whose relationship to the king is not revealed
in any of the sources.'? Wickremasinghe supposes him to have been a vounger
brother of Udaya IIT (IT) and Sena III (EZ 11, p. 59). Sena IV be(:(')mes
king after Udaya IV (CV 54.1) and ‘ made over the dignity of vuvardja to
the adipada Mahinda’. We see here some discrepancies in the sources
¢ The main difference is that the Sinhalese sources insert two Senas after
Udaya IV (11I) and before Mahinda IV whereas Mhvs has only one. \V.c shall
probably have to keep to the older source. It should be noted that Pjv and
R call the last Sena of (their list) the son of his predecessor .20

8. CV, pt. 1, p. 171, n. 3.
19. CV, pt.1, p. 175, n. 7.
20. CV,p. 178, n.1.
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Mahinda IV (brother of Sena IV who had no sons) ascended the throné‘

next. The drawing up of his family trec is beset with difficulties.? After
Mahinda IV a new precedent appears to have been created when, his brothers
being dead, he was succeeded by his twelve year cld son, a minor, as Serna V.
If according to Wickremasinghe Sena I'V and Mahinda I'V were sons of Kassapa
V, Sakkasenapati {CV 52. 52) was a brother of theirs. If this genealogy is
accepted we see that this Sakkasenapati's son, also termed Sakkasenapati
(CV 52. 79, 54. 53 and n. 3}, did not come to the throne before Sena V although
he was Mahinda IV'’s clder brother's son. Sena V made his younger brother
Udaya vuwvardju (CV 54. 58).  After Scna V, Mahinda V a vounger brother of
Sena V came to the throne. As Geiger himself has noted,** we hear nothing
of the rcasons why the vuvardja Udaya did not reign after Sena V. We may
conjecture that in this and other similar cases the Sangha and the people
did not approve of these princes ascending the throne for which theyv were
perhaps considered unsuitable. Mahinda V was succeeded by his son Kassapa
(Vikkamabihu) /CV s56.1). It is not known whether Makinda V's brother
the former yuvardja was still alive.  If he was alive, the kingdom we see was
passed on to the son, despite the presence of this brother, who was also
vuvardja. 1f he was dead the crown should have passed on (according to
.Geiger’s theorv) to Kassapa, the son of Sena V elder brother of Mahinda V.

Passing over a period of strife and foreign rule, we come to Vijayabihu
I who had two brothers, Mahinda and Rakkhita and a sister Mittd (CV 57.
42). The CV states that Vijayabihu invested his next vounger brother with
the dignity of #parija, and distinguished him in the customary way, by making
over to him the Province of Dakkhinadeéa.  On his youngest brother Jayabzhu,
he conferred the dignity of an d@dipada and bestowed on him the Province
of Rohana (CV 5g. 11, 12). There is no doubt that these titles were conferred
immediately on ascending the throne and that Vijayabihu bad no sons at this
time. After firmly establishing his position he consecrated Lilivati as
his mahesi, who bore him a daughter Yasodhard (CV 59. 25, 26). Then the
king, * wishful for the continuance of his line, fetched from the Kalinga country
the charming young princess of the royal family of Kalinga, Tilokasundari by
name, and had her consecrated as his mahesi’ (nijavamsassa icchanto mahesitte
bhisecayi) (CV 59. 29). This queen bore him five daughters and a son
Vikkamabzhu ‘ furnished with the marks of future power * (CV 50. 30, 32).

After the death of Vijayabahu the younger sister of the king, her three

sons, the highest dignitaries and the ascetics dwelling in the district, met
together, and withoutsending news of the monarch’s death tothe adipada (Vikka-

2. CV,pt. 1, p. 179, n.2; p. 183, n. 2.
22. CV, pt. 1, p. 186, n, I.
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mabihu, the son) dwelling in Rohana, thev took counsel together and when
they had become of one mind, bestowed the consecration as king of Lanka on
the yuwvardja (Jayabihu) the brother of the king (CV 61. 1-4). If the brother
was the legal successor what cause was there for this sccrecy 7 If the son had
been informed of the death of the father, would he not have recognised his
uncle’s rights if thev were legal?  Would not this undue secrecy suggest that
they were aware of the son’s claim to the throne 2 The statement also shows
that the people who met in conference were not of the same mind and that
they reached unanimity only aiter discussion. Their fear that Vikkamabihu
might scize the throne was so great that they marched against him saying ¢ we
will speedily seize Vikkamabihu ' who, sceing the army gave them battle and
marched to the city victorious (CV 61. 17). Would not the king’s anxiety to
have @ male heir also suggest that the king was thinking of his successor ¢
We shall examine the Pali stanzas themselves :

sabbe te adipadassa Rohane vasato sato
andrecapavitvana bhiapdalamatasisanam

sambhiva mantavitvana samanacchandatam gatd
adamsu vuvardjassa Lankdrajjabhisecanam,

oparajje nivesesum Mdanabharanandamakam
kumaram pubbacarittamaggam langhitv@ te khild (CV 61. 1-4).

The clause pubbacarittamaggam larnghited is important since the interpretation:
of the passage depends on its application. The stanzas relate that the adipada
was not informed of the death of his father, that the conspirators conferred
together and, when of one mind, consecrated the yuvardja brother as king, and:
appointed Manabharana as upardja, thus ‘ transgressing ancient custom’
Geiger applies the phrase  transgressing ancient custom ’ only to the last
action, thus making it suit the custom or law he had enunciated.?® But this
phrase may refer not only to the last action but also to the first. It may
hence be suggested that this phrase implies that the whole conduct of the
conspirators was contrary to tradition. If, as Geiger interprets, we consider
the appointment ot the yuvardja as the transgression, one may argue why
they kept the news of the death of the father from the son and also march
against him. One mayv conclude that this was at least due to the fact that
the conspirators were aware of the son’s claim to the throne as successor to
the uncle Jayabahu. Of course the exponents of Geiger’s theory would grant
this only if Jayabihu had no brothers ; but we would maintain that irrespective
of whether Jayabihu had brothers or not, the son Vikkamabihu had the claim.

23. CV, pt. I, p. 225, n. 1.
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to the yuvarajaship, at least under Jayabihu, for the uncle was made vurardja
when he was perhaps a miner.  Attention may be drawn again to the position
that once the yuvardja was appointed he succeeded to the throne irrespective
of relationship. We seemto have some proof of this in the Badulla pillar ins-
cription when it says that Udaya I1I became king having served as Prince and
Crown Prince : dp@ mahava siry vidd prlivela se rddd pimind **

The CV mentions Mahinda and Rakkhita as brothers of Vijavabihu I
(CV 57. 42) ; but in the sequel Virabihu and Jayabahu are referred to as his
brothers (CV 509. 11). The genealogical table (EZ II, p. 50) also shows four
‘brothers of Vijavabihu I. We have here either to conclude that Mahinda and
Rakkhita changed their names later as did Vijayabdahu, or that there were
four brothers in fact. 11 they were actually four different brothers, then we
see that they had not the chance to rule. If these brothers were living when
Jayabahu was consecrated, the yuwvard@jaship (according to Geiger's theory)
should have gone to one of them and not to either Manibharana or Vikka-
mabihu. We have either to presume that Mahinda and Rakkhita changed
their names or that they died; if it were not so, the conspirators had no
necessity to keep Vikkamabihu out of their deliberations and march against
him. TIf the above was the case, then only is the secrecy justifiable in the
sense that thev were placing the nephew as heir instead of the son. We also
have seen that nephews were made yuvardjas and also succeeded to the throne,
and thesc instances indicate, as pointed out by Paranavitana, that remnants
-of a matriarchal system seem to have been preserved.?® On this account, and
‘because of precedent, some may even argue that the appointment of a nephew
as vuvard@ja was not a violation of custom. What then was the vielation
referred to ?

In battle with Jayabihu, Vikkamabahu was victorious and King Jayabihu
who had sojourncd in Rohana met with his death. The yuvarija Manibha-
rana gave up desire for worldly things, having suffered defeat at the hands of
Vikkamabihu, and withdrew into solitude lamenting that there was ‘ no pros-
pect of the birth of a son capable of wiping out this stain’ (CV 62. 8). A dream
brought him foreknowledge of the birth of a splendid son and he was full of joy
and rapture. The news of the birth of this son, Parakkamabihu, was sent to
Vikkamabihu who hearing the ‘ promising qualities of his sister’s son thought :
““ A splendid nephew . . . That no harm may at any time befall him, the boy
shall grow up here in my immediate neighbourhood. To win unachieved and
to keep achieved advantage this my son Gajabdju will in no case be able.
And my other son Mahinda, though gifted with heroic courage and other
excellent qualities, stands lower owing to his mother’s origin and is unworthy

24. EZITI, p. 75; sce alsoibid., p. 83.
25. See also CV, Introduction, p. XXII.
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of the crown. My sister’s son shall one day enjoy to his heart’s desire the
dominion ...’ (CV 62. 54-60). The great desire of Mandbharana to have
a son and Vikkamabihu's statements about his sons, and his preference for
the nephew suggest that the succession was from father to son.

Vikkamabihu was succeeded by Gajabahu, his son (CV 63. 19). * When
however the monarchs (of Rohana) Kittisirimegha and Sirivallabha heard of
the event, they reflected thus: < as Vikkamabihu was the elder, his dominion
in the chief kingdom could in no wise be a reproach to us, but that his son who
is not of age should now rule in the main realm—it is in truth not meet for us
to permit that’ (CV 63. 20-22). These remarks indicate that their objection
to Gajabdahu's rule was that he was a minor and therefore was not eligible to
rule. We had instances earlier of uncles taking over the government in such
circumstances. They, however, ‘ suborned * the Velakkira troops by gifts of

-money (CV 63. 24) and marched against Gajabahu who vanquished them, but

later on ‘ the (three) Monarchs, each in his province, lived in amity with one
another * (CV 63. 37). Kittisiriniegha is said to have lamented that ¢ he lack-
ed a son fit to inherit the royal dignity ’, but was comforted on seeing his elder
brother’s son (CV 63. 44). If the legal succession was from brother to brother
we see no reason for him to have lamented the lack of a son fit to inherit the
throne, when he had a brother who ruled in another province, and who could
have brought the two provinces together after Kittisirimegha's death.
Evidently Kittisirimegha wanted a son of his, instead of a brother to rule
after him in his province.

In the war between Gajabdhu and Parakkamabihu the latter was victori-
ous and a reconciliation was brought about by the Sangha, who advised him to
give up the strife, for he was sure to come to the throne as Gajabihu had neither
a son nor brothers (CV 70.333). The wording of the above statement (putto
vd bhataro pi vd) suggests that the son had precedence over the brother. Actu-
ally Gajabihu had two brothers—the first stood lower than the others  owing
to his mother’s origin ' and was ‘ unworthy of the crown ’ (CV 62. 59), the
second Anikanga was killed in battle (CV 61. 41).

After Parakkamabihu I, his nephew, Vijayabihu IT came to the throne
(CV 8o.1). Nissanka Malla was succeeded by his son Virabihu (CV 8o. 28)
who only ruled for one night. According to the Pjv, he was stain on the ground
that he was not of equal birth (no samdna daruvahayi) (p. 734). The CV
however does not say anything about any inequality of birth. He was
succeeded by the vounger brother of Nissanka Malla, Vikkamabahu (CV 8o.
28). Virabahu came to the throne despite two brothers, Vikkamabihu and
Sihasa Malla, of Nissarika Malla, of whom Vikkzmabiahu succeeded the son
after his murder. The son was killed not because of anv doubtful succession
but only because he was not of equal birth ; it may even be suggested that he
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was either weak witted or dissolute. Tt is most likely that the brothers plann-
ed the murder to gain the throne.  Vikkamabihu was slain by his nephew
Codaganga who new came to the throne in spite of his uncle Sihasa Malla.

After a further period of strife and war, Parakkamabihu 11 restored peace
and succecded his father Vijayvabihu TI1 (CV 82. 1) and was succeeded in turn
by his grandson Vijayabihu 1V who was assassinated at the instigation of the
General Mitta (CV go. 3). On hearing this Bhuvanekabihu, the vounger
brother of the king, hurried to avenge his death. Mitta's head was cut off by a
warrior of Bhuvanekabihu (CV go. 25) who was then consecrated king.
Herc too the brother fought bis way to the throne. Vijayabahu IV left a
son who was probably too young at this time to have avenged the death of his
father. King RBhuvanekabihu ruled for ecleven years, and when he died
Vijayahihu’s son should have been over eleven vears of age. s he succeed-
ed to the throne next it may be assumed that he was of age then (CV go. 48).
This voung prince became king in spite of three uncles, the bvothers ot
Bhuvanekabahu T, the former king. Geiger, referring to this position states:
“The Mahdvainsa telis us nothing of the fate of the younger brothers »f Bhuva-
nekabihu I: Tilokamalla, Parakkamabihu and Javabihu (CV s> 15-20).
Evidently they died before Bhuvanekabihu’ 2% CGeiger scems to have made
this assumption to strengthen his theory regarding succession. It is most
improbable that threc brothers died before the king. If we consider the
normal succession to he from father to son there is no need for such an
assumption.

Parakkamabihu IIT was succeeded by his cousin Bhuvanckabihu 11 in
the absence of sens and Dbrothers. He in turn was succeeded by his son
Parakkamabahu IV (CV go. 64).

Summarising this discussion, we see that there is not sufficient cvidence to
establish Geiger's view regarding the royal succession in ancient Cevlon,
Geiger points out a few occasions in the island’s leng historv when brothers
seem to have ascended the throne®  He points out that Mahinda 11, Agga-
bodhi VIIT and Dappula II ruled in succession: but in this instance we see
that there was some doubt about the son of Dappula II's brother (sce above).
In the case of Kassapa V, Dappula IIT and Dappula IV, the relationship
between KassapaV and Dappula I1I is doubtful, and DappulaIll and IV had no
sons. The one definite case of brother succeeding brother is the stccession of
Udaya IT after Sena IT when an eligible son was living. Even if we grant that
during this period, that is, from about Mahinda TIT to Mahinda IV (767 A.D.
to 936 \.D.), that brother scems to have succeeded brother, we do not have
sufficient cvidence tc establish that this was the rule throughout. On the

6. CV, pt. 11, p. 205, n. 1.
7. CV, pt. 1, p. XXI.
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contrary there is a mass of evidence to support the other view, that the succes-
sion was from father to son, before and after the above period. Tt is there-

fore not justifiable to hase one’s conclusions on the cases just mentioned above.

These may have becen due to exceptional circumstances and later perhaps due
to precedence.

Codrington while reviewing the Kandyan system of government savs:
¢ The king was supreme, and his autocratic power was controlled only by custom
and fear of assassination. When the succession was doubtful, the selection of
the new monarch in practice lav with the principal ministers and the choice
was formally ratified by the people, but normally son followed father on the
throne "% Earlier in the same book he said: ' The succession to the throne
normally scems net to have beent from father to son, but from one brother to
another, and then to the son of the eldest brother and his brothers. The
Yuvardja normally seems to have been the next brother of the reigning king
or in default the eldest prince of the next gencration'.?  Codrington unfortun-
ately for us neither tells us at which point in the historv of the island this
change of succession was effected, nor what causes led to such a change. It
is, quite probable that no such change took place, and the normal rule of the
Kandyan kirgdom must have prevailed throughout the island’s history.,

Up to the time of Parakkaniabihu IV, about 42 sons succeeded coinpared
with about 34 brothers (apart from doubtful cases). Out of the brothers,
seven came to the throne after slaving the ruling brother, and of the rest about
18 died without issuc. In three cases the cons were minors, in one case the son
renounced the throne, and in a few other cases the brothers came to the throne
either through intrigues of (ueens or as a result of fighting with foes or on the
death of sons,

Such Sinhalese works as the Saddharmaratndvaliva and the Suddharind-
lamkarava refer to no other succession except that of father to son: putapuvo
taman pryanan santakarajvava ganiti (the son takes the kingdom of the father) ;30
vadimalu putanuvanta rajjava dipiva (giving the kingdom to the eldest son);*
vajyavae rikalanta nisi obage putruvanekut nita (there is no suitable son of vours
to look after the kingdom);** kramayen piye rajahu dodmen rajvavata pimina ;3
yuvarada tanaturen pudanaladuva . . . piyarajahu ded@men sivalu rajva dhura-
vehi niyukiava (being bestowed with the rank of vuvardja, took on the reins
of government after the death of his father).*

28. A Short History of Ceylon, p. 179.

29. 1bid,, pp. 42, 53.

30. Saddharmaratndvaliya, cd. D. B. Jayatilake, p. 172.

31. Ibid,, p. 314.

32. Saddhaymdlamkaraya, cd. Bentara Sraddhatisya, p. 186.
33. Ibid,, p. 450; Kakavarnavarga.

34. Ibid,, p. 88.
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In India the royal succession was normally hereditary and by primogeni-
ture. What N. N. Law says of regal sticcession in India is to the point:  The
selection of the eldest son as successor to the kingdom appears to have been
the normal mode of disposition in ancient times. The ruling of a kingdom by
brothers in rotation has, so far as we know, nowherce been recorded as having
taken place in the dominion of the solar and lunar kings in ancient times *.3%
It is not reasonable to believe that Ceylon deviated from this general principle
without strong evidence and this the Mahdvamsa does not provide us with.
We may now state that the normal traditions or customs observed in Ceylon
were

(a) succession hereditary and according to primogeniture,
(b) ywvardjaship stepping stonc to kingship,

(¢) heirs must be of equal birth, and

(d) minors not eligible to succeed.

M. B. ARIYAPALA

35. Awncient Indian Polity, pp. 51, 54.
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