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connexion as children,®® and the conquest of fields (ksetrans
sam-fi) is often referred to in the Samhitas.’> Very probably, as
suggested by Pischel,’® the ploughland was bounded by grass
land (perhaps denoted by Khila, Khilya) which in all likelihood
would be joint property on the analogy of property elsewhere.
There is no trace in Vedic literature of communal property
in the sense of ownership by a community of any sort, nor is

_ there mention of communal cultivation. Individual property
in land seems also presumed later on. In the Chandogya
Upanisad®® the things given as examples of wealth include
fields and houses (ayatandni). The Greek evidence®™® also
points to individual ownership. The precise nature of the
ownership is of course not determined by the expression
“individual ownership.” The legal relationship of the head
of a family and its members is nowhere explained, and can
only be conjectured (see Pitp). Very often a family may have
lived together with undivided shares in the land. The rules
about the inheritance of landed property do not occur before the
Sitras!? In the Satapatha Brahmana®® the giving of land as
a fee to priests is mentioned, but with reproof: land was no
doubt even then a very special kind of property, not lightly to
be given away or parted with.1?
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