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each other by their own contradictions. The firs

- tpart, ASHORT
HISTORY OF KANGLEIPAK (Manipur) Part I was a great
success. The so called HISTORY SCHOLARS of present
Manipur know it better. The first part was published in 2005,

 Really speaking, the real History of Ancient Kangleinak ;
filS!‘.‘ﬂ-‘.-’t‘:lﬁf now:. The first Monarchy of Kangleipak mjl;ikheﬁ
in and amm:ud 2000 B.C. by Konchin Tukthapa Ipu Athoupa
Pakhangpa, in concrete, the writer dates Ipu Athoupa Pakhangpa
asFmdS 'fhﬂ throne of Kangleipak in 1737 B.C., though the present
H_mdu history writers date it 33 A.D., adifference of 1770 years
mm_n:lutraﬁnmﬂes and source of informations whatsoever, in thej
fabricated name of kin £ Konjin Tuthokpa Nongda iaircl
Pakhangba, Pakhangba equatingto a Python. Horrible Lai! e

The second part was published in Dece 1
: ‘ mber, 2007. This
part of the Kanglei Puwari was about the ancient history of

of the total burning of all written docum i '
: _ ents mclud
(scriptures) in the 18th century by king Pamheiba Gm}ia::xgﬁ;u;fg




Santi Das Gossai, a fanatie Hindu religious preacher. Even though
the writer has given the readers the clear picture of the form of
Government in ancient Kangleipak, Salai Group peoples habitation
areas. the Meetei scripts and its status in the community of scripts
on earth ete. from available Puyas and seriptures before the advent
of Hinduism in 18th century. The A SHORT HISTORY OF
K ANGLEIPAK (Manipur) Part Il is one of the most important
documents of Kanglei Puwari so far written in Manipur for your
knowledge of ancient Kanglei Puwari and the problems created by
Puya Meithaba in Kanglei History.

This third part of the A SHORT HISTORY OF
K ANGLEIPAK (Manipur) is the part of the history of Kangleipak
beginning from 18th century when Pamheiba Garivaniwaz ascended
the throne of Kangleipak in 1709 A.D. (the English writers say in
1714 A D.). This part of the Kanglei History beginning from king
Garivaniwaz in 18th century is very little known to the present
Kangleichas, both plain and hill, because of the Social behaviors
and attitudes of the successive governments and frontal Hindu
organizations to conceal the fabricated History of Kangleipak and
unbecoming social behaviors of certain Hindu kings towards
indigenous Kangleichas. The readers will see the naked truth of
Kanglei Puwari of this Hindu period only from this book, not from
others. The readers will see in this book, how and in what way, the
kings behaved towards Kangleicha hill peoples and how CHAHI

TARET KHUNTAKPA happened etc. in clear terms. Please see
the list of reference books at the end of this book and the table of
contents immediately following to have a clear idea about this book.

This part of the Kanglei History series covers up to Chahi
Taret Khuntakpa and end of Chahi Taret Khuntakpa to the time of
king Gambhir Singh(1825-1834A.D) onlyand this may necessitate
a IV Part up to present. The writer tells very faithfully to esteemed
readers that the writer has nothing to say and to write from his own
imaginations as his opinions, that whatever the writer writes in this
Kanglei History series are words and opinions spoken out by the

[}

fabricated history books and literatures themselves from their own
pages. They say themselves that they are fabricated history books
and I]t_eramms. Some history writers of the present Manipur opine
that this Kanglei History series are the personal opinion of the writer,

itis heard, contrary to the facts presented in the series. This is not
acceptable.

Lastly, the writer thanks to W, Iboyaima, Vice-President of
.the Kangleipak Historial and Cultural Research Cenire, Sagolband
Thangjam Leirak for his tireless work in proving the printing works,
and M. Deven Luwang, Proprietor of the ML.R. Printers, Sagolband
for his warm eooperation in printing the book.

Sagolband Thangjam Leirak, Wangkhemcha Chintamlen
Imphal - 795 001

Dated 23-6-08
Tele: 9856245801
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A SHORT HISTORY OF KANGLEIPAK (Manipur) Part Ill

How Hinduism invaded Kangleipak ?

; The country Kangleipak became Manipur, for the first time in
History, a Hindu state around 1709 A.D., How?

A sudden downfall of a country is gencrally brought to the
victim country by superior Armed invasion first by routing the army
and people of the victim country and by sudden destruction of social
order, political system and aged old civilization of the victim counfry
and superimposing everything of the victorious Army to the victim
country and its people. This is generally a course of History of
Mankind. But for the victim country Kangleipak, it was brought by
ireacherous, mean acts devoid of human qualities. Please see the
events of history of Kangleipak since 1709 A.D. ( by western
historians 1714 A.D.).

Kangleipak was one of the most ancient countries of the vast
land mass of Asia inhabited by a Race called the Meeteis, a branch
of man kind called by the western colonisers by the names of
Mongolians, Mongoloids in 19th and 20th century Christian era. The
country Kangleipak was established by Konchin Tukthapa, called
by the people of Kangleipak as Ipu Athoupa (Brave Grand father)
as a Monarchy with a definite polity around 2000 B.C., the political
system being UNITARY FEDERALISM as the writer calls it (vide
Part II page 64) and the first Monarch of Kangleipak, Konchin
Tukthapa was also called by the people as PAKHANGPA, the man
who knows the Father, the universal Father God. The full name of
the first Monarch as we know to day is Konchin Tukthapa Ipu
Athoupa Pakhangpa in 21st century Christian era from the scriptures
of the Meetei Race as old as 2000 B.C.

Since the days of Konchin Tukthapa Ipu Athoupa and his
seven sons called Seven Lailels (Lairels = best, highest Gods),
Kangleipak became a centre of an Early Unique Human Civilization,
\-I-rith a very refined Culture, a Peaceful People Called the Meetei
lived in the hilly country Kangleipak up to the beginning of 18th
Century A.D. with a substantial progress in Art and Culture and in
human quality and values. The Meetei Race had invented their writing
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seripts around 2000 B.C., one of the best writing scripts numbering
only 18 alphabets based on PHONEMES of the Ijnguag_ﬂ spﬂl_:e:n
by the Meetei Race at the relevant times. This syste_:m r:-f inventing
writing scripts based on Phonemes is most modemn scientific 311&:110&.
The development of writing scripts of the Meetei Race is rpu{:h
earlier than the developments in Europe and Indian subcontinent
(vide pages 32-34 Part -II). The world famed Lai Hanmba Dance
(Misnamed Ras Lila with some costume changes during Hindu days)
was developed many many centuries ahead of the adjvent of
Hinduism in. Kangleipak. The world famed Polo was an indi genous
game of Kangleipak since Early B.C., speaking in short, E;anglcrpak
was a centre of an early Unigue Human Civilization since 2000
B.C. unparalleled on Earth.

This peaceful progressing human civilization was stcppc:d and
trampled by some treacherous, cruel events in the beg}mng of 18th
::-éntury Christian Era. The most refined Religion l':.nasn:d on
Spiritualism without Idol worship was destroyed by super imposing
* Idol worship religion, Hinduism most probably less rei'_me:d rcligmrf
as the writer and many many people on the Earth think. Our La:
Haraoba Dance has been stolen giving the name Ras Lila with some
costume changes and nomenclature with some ::unc::c:ptual
interpolation. Our most scientific and advanced wntmg scripts had
been replaced by less scientific and less advnnca_ Hindu En:ng_nh
scripts in the first half of 18th century during ﬂlﬂ'-t‘f:lg;n of Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz. The most refined culture of the Meetei Race had been
replaced by seemingly less refined culture of the Hindu in the 18th
and 19th century A.D. to say in short.

How these things were brought about in the course of Kanglei
Puwari (History), you read now event and after ev-.:-:nt from the pen
of a real indigenous and unfailing blood of Konchin Tukthapa Ipu

Athoupa Pakhangpa.

The following event was the first prelude to the advent of
Hinduism in Kangleipak and the WOMAN involved in the event
was the woman through whom the man, as if an indigmn@ hlgud
and person in the Royal family, came with the germ nf Hinduism
and brought an untold misery and destruction to Kangleipak.

How Hinduism came to Kangleipak 3

This was during the young days of king Charairongba. The
Chothe Khullakpa, a protected Feudal Lord under the king of
Kangleipak became very powerful during the days of Charairon gba.
For some years he did not give any tribute to his overlord
Charairongba, king at Kangla. The king sent Many messengers
repeatedly to the Chothe Khullakpa for the tribute. The Chothe
Khullakpa disobeyed and no tribute was given inspite of these
demands. One day the king Charairongba with an Army went to the
Chothe Land to demand regular tribute. When the king reached
the Chothe Land in south west of Kangleipak on edge of Kanglei
valley, the Khullakpa came out and met the king face to face. The
disobedience on the part of the Kullakpa became very apparent and
A battle ensued. After a three days armed conflict the Chothe land
and its Army was completely routed. The Khullakpa surrendered to
the king Charairongba and immediately he was held by his hair
with the left hand of the king, was about to be beheaded with the
king’s sword. Then and there the beautiful young daughter of the
Khullakpa came out and rolling on the ground weeping, begged
her father’s life to the king and requested to behead her instead of
her father's. In that situation, the sight of the young beautiful lady
attracted unlimited passion of love and sympathy of the victorious
king, the king released the vanquished Khullakpa. The Khullakpa
readily handed over his young beautiful daughter to the king of
Kangleipak. The woman is very famous up to this day as the mother
ol Pamheiba Garivaniwaz in the name of a Sapam Chanu Nungthil
Chaibi as she was adopted to a Sapam family for marriage to the
king of Kangleipak.

A cruel fate was waiting for the lady-love of the king of
Kangleipak. She was rejected by the people of Kangleipak to
become their Queen as she was a war captive. The seven Maichous
(Intellectual heads of the seven Salais) informed the king of this
rejection. The lady love of the king was kept separately in the East

ol the Royal Palace to a place called Nongpok Ingkol on the river
bank of the Imphal river.

The episode of rejection to become queen of Kangleipak of
the Lady-love of the king of the young beautiful Chothe Lady, had
two fold significance in the Kanglei Puwari (History) at least. The
lirst significance was the extreme form of democratic mindset of
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the people as well as of the Monarch of Kangleipak before the
advent of Hinduism. The Monarch had to give up his personal likes
and dislikes because of the people he ruled. The second significance
was a heart breaking disappointment of the Lady-love of the king,
the Chothe woman. She might have nurtured a revengeful mentality
to the people and king of Kangleipak of the time.

Sapam Chanu Nungthil Chaibi was alone in the Nongpok
Ingkhol. She had everything, but she was love hunger. She had a
disappointed pang of separation from the king from whom she
expected everything from Earth to Heaven. The official of the
palace who was in charge of the disappointed lady was Haobam
Selungba ( Selungba was not the name of the official, but it was
official designation. The writer has not found any written evidence
regarding the official’s name). There was one wandering hand palm
reader called Bishnu Gossami at the time. He was introduced by
Haobam Selungba to the disappointed lady telling that he (Haobam
Selungba) was authorised to do so. In this way, the Palm reader
had direct contact with'the lady. The disappointed lady’s hand was
examined by the Palm reader and was cheated by him. She was
told that she could not beget a male child with the king, but he
(Bishnu Gossami) could give her a male child. After hesitations, the
lady-love of the king yielded to the pressure of the Palm-reader-
cheater. She was pregnant.

Bishnu Gossami was caught and handed over to palace
Wxeoutioner (Sanglingba) and Nungthil Chaibi also was about to be
sasouted, but intervened by Louremba Khongnangthaba Maichou
B lungnangthaba was also not real name). The king and seven
s decided not to kill Sapam Chanu Nungthil Chaibi and
i Will the child in the womb, if male, be killed after birth.

Bnpiracy began now. Sapam Chanu Nungthil Chaibi
Bulunglin were always in touch regarding the child in
108y il decided to smuggle out the child if male, to a
vl Thangal, P this purpose they engaged the Khullakpa
1 e Wl bl of ml Village giving huge Bribes.

[t wis one Nupam Chanu Nungthil Chaibi went to

Wangkol Shang for child birth). The fact was kept
‘ secrete from the king Al Mungthil Chaibi gave birth to 2 male

[P T E—
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child. The child was smuggled out to Thangal Village and it was
reported to the king that a stone was born (not human child) as
E!I'E:ﬂd}" arranged between Haobam Selungba and Nungthil Chaibi
giving huge bribes to the Royal Officials also above the Khullakpa
and Khullakpi of the Thangal Village.

Time goes by. The son of Sapam:Chanu Nungthil Chaibi
became growing day by day and came to the stage of middle
leenager. - : '

One day king Charairongba went to Thangal Village to demand
tribute from the village. When he reached the village, he met the
child who was the very son of his most loved Chothe woman. The
king was so much attracted to the child and loved so much. The
child was brought to the Palace with two companions of the child
and a Hou macha Loishang (Hou Macha Office) was established
for bringing up the child. The child was riamed Pamheipa (Pam+heipa
= Embodiment of love and attrattion) by the king. The child became
an adopted son of king Charairongba. Upto this time, the people of
l{anglt_ipak knew Pamheiba as hill Hou Macha boy. He was not
recognised as a boy of Royal Family by the people. This was the
reason why Pamheiba was taken as a Naga descent by some people
nt_ present. Because of this fact, Pamheiba had no hope for becoming
king upto this time.

4 ‘!’ala_ce conspiracy hastened now. The last days of king
Charairongba were nearinig day by day. The mother of Pamheiba,
Sapam Chanu Nungthil Chaibi and Haobam Selungba met secretly
too often and a plan for.a coup was made by the company of
Nungthil Chaibi, Haobam Selungba and Pamheiba. Pamheiba was
about 20 years at this time. Because of the important role played by
[laobam Selungba in the conspiracy, he was known as Haobam
sakol Makok ( meaning secret personal service head). At this stage
u!‘palar:c politics, it may become a persistent question that whether
king Charairongba knew parentage fact of Pamheiba. The king
knew the fact that Pamheiba was the result of an illegal relation
between Bishnu Gossami and Sapam Chanu Nungthilchaibi, and he,
most probably, knew the part played by Haobam Selungba. The
course of history seems to tell us that the king Charairongba
Acquiesced to the facts and circumstances of the case. At this
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stage a question may arise. Whether the palace intelligence failed?
No. The palace knew everything. Whether the palace administration's
long term policy, foresight for the country Kangleipak failed ? This
entire Episode of birth of Pamheiba and upto this stage of Palace
Politics, seem to indicate some failures, most probably, because of
Bribes and conspiracy.

These stories told, up to this stage about Pamheiba, Chaibi
and Haobam Selungba, were from Pamheiba Larei Lathup, a secret
document written during the life time of Pamheiba. The writer will
tell you almost the same story from a different source, from tsfég
=B« by Ningomba Manijao “Rie Sies cia srsfebmmn
ot Fitfen S shaa o S ATt R A A a6 s g
Fherw ) g FARe ) GRTRTATE S e 1Sy RN C e
AT e CATTRT s, AT B, v =T G T g ) S
ACTER T A W par ¢ e S 6 O s | 3R
BT CoTTe? SR BT (oI Srawat S BE1 Rt S e s,
TRART WSS T W S ST 757 W (etn) -ty R
AU Fee 28 |

English translation : “In the book called ‘Miyat Singkak’, it
was given in a big different way from that given ahavcﬂlatPﬂmhc?ba
king was an illicit son. That Mungthil Chaibi, the lady love of king
Charailongba was kept in the home of Feida Hidang at Paonam
Hidel excommunicated (by the king) while the king and Chaibn were
not in good relation, during this period of (excommunication), one

Mayang Monk Bishnu Gossami came to the Home of Feida Hidang

in the garb of a beggar. Nungthil Chaibi stopped him and asked to
examine her palms. The monk told her “you have no luck to have
child with the king. If you want to have child, may I give you’ with
these words the monk hold the upper part of the hand and Nungthil
Chaibi agreed and went to the bed and fertilised an illicit child

(Pamheiba).”

The smuggling out of Pamheiba just after birth to Thangal hill
village was given in this book tafég =nifFerat «n%rary also by
Ningomba Manijao with a comment that Angom Gopi who was an
enemy of Pamheiba, might have written wrong stories to demoralise
and derogate Pamheiba.

How Hinduism came to Kangleipak T

The birth of Pamheiba and smuggling out of him to Hill Thangal
Village and subsequent bringing him by Charailongba king to Kanglei
Palace was a traditional every home story even upto 21st century.

Pamheiba was about 20 years of age and there was a company
of conspirators to stage a coup d'etat in the Palace. The end of the
last Meetei king was very near at this stage of Palace Politics in
Kangleipak. It was negotiated between Nungthil Chaibi and Haobam
Selungba that if Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak, the daughter
of Haobam Selungba, Apambi must be first queen of the king and
hirst Lady of the land as price of the role played by Selungba in the
long run conspiracy from birth of Pamheiba to make him king of
Kangleipak in 1709 A.D. (1714 AD.).

Charnirongba was in the last days of his life and was less
than 40 years of age. Khwai Keku Maichou advised the king
Charairongba was in bad times of his life and advised to take prayer
before the Sanamahi Lainingthou inside the Royal Palace for three
days without food and drink. Above this, the Maichou also prayed
Lainingthou for the welfare of the king. The king took the prayer for
three days. It is generally believed that God’s ordeal cannot be
stopped. In the last day of the 3 days prayer before dawn, the Tusuk
Hou Army attacked the Kanglei Plain area and about to reach the
capital. The Kanglei Meetei Army went to drive out the Tusuk
Army. But the Tusuk Army was very strong and they could not be
driven out without the king. It was reported to the king during his
lnst day of prayer. The king came out before the completion of his
prayers, The Tusuk army was defeated and the leader of the Hou
Army was captured and killed. The king Charairongba returned to
the Royal Palace. He was praying without food and drinkig for three
dnys without even seeing the sunlight. In last day before dawn, he
wus under the social duty of the country to come out and meet the
furious Tusuk army, and defeated them. He was too exhausted and
fell asleep on the bed unconsciously. The three conspirators Nungthil
Chaibi, Haobam Selungba and Pamheiba entered the royal living
room with swords in their hands. Pamheiba stabbed his adopted
king father with his sword on the chest of the king father. The king
opened his eyes on the sudden thrust of the sword and saw Haobam
Selungba and asked Selungba * You tried to kill me’ and next moment
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the King saw Pamheiba with a blood stained sword standing by
very near him. King Charairongba told Pamheiba in his last words
that “you will meet the same fate as I meetnow’and died immediately.
No body knew king Charairongba was killed by Pamheiba and his
company in the wee hours before dawn. Chaibi, Selungba and
Pamheiba and their company gave information to every query that
king Charairongha was praying in the Royal Palace before the
Lainingthou Sanamahi without meeting any body and no body could
meet him too. |

Here is a political vacuum in the Palace Politics of
Kangleipak. According to tat® frgfiam by Sarangthem Bormani
Singh at page - 98 it is written "Taf¥g vaEERET T=0s 3w (o)
e, W61 o AT CRE ) He 6] e BRI b, G iR
(IRTETHAN 5+ CTAE Rt e (TIRAraT) CHiRe | AIRe be] SRme i
T AT WO AT %" English translation of the above
quotation from UAt® fAseiica= is this: “ Meidingngu
Charairongba had three queens and had five sons (by these
three queens). Sapam Chanu Nungthil Chaibi gave birth to
Pamheiba, Loyamba,; Nongthonbam Chanu Sengoilembi gave
birth to Khampamba (Kongyamba); Thangjam Chanu Thaba
Neganbi gave birth to Khamlang Pamsaba and Mungyamba.”
Whether this information of the sons of Charairongba having
5 sons by different wives is wrong, or why-not the other three
sons of two other queens were not seen to have taken any
political actions when their king father Charairongba was so
treacherously murdered by the Chaibi and her company.
Nungthil Chaibi was a hill lady excommunicated by the king.
While Nungthil Chaibi was so active in the change over of power
from Charairongba to Pamheiba unexpectedly or not to be 50
perspectively; and why the other queens and sons who were
more near the king were not seen taking pro-active roles in the
change-over ? Here is a historical and political vacuum to be
filled up by deep research by future researchers.

After killing before dawn, the dead king was kept inside the
Royal Palace black-out of the public, sometimes it was informed
that the king was praying God or some times it was informed the
king was ill. But in the evening, the dead king on a palanquin was

How Hinduism came to Kangleipak )

brought out through Khwailampan Keithel with drum beats etc on
the plea that the king wanted fresh air etc. But this was an ordeal of
the God. When the Palanquin arrived near present Thong Nambolbi
the dead king fell on the ground and at the same time a strong
lightning (9% ¢ws1, ks Migss) cut the present Khongnang Hogaibi,
The Chaibi, Selungba and Pamheiba and their company spread the
information that the king was hit by the lightning and died.

But the women vendors of Khwailampan Keithel saw the fall
of the dead king and knew that the lightning hit the Khongnang
Hogaibi, not king Charairongba. Now the king Charairongba is dead
in the hands of Pamheiba by thrusting a sword on the chest during
his sleep. This is the story from Pamheiba Larei Lathup.

The real place where the dead body of the king Charairongba
lell from the palanquin was the place where the king Bhagyachandra
with an Elephant statue is there at present. Even now the place is
remembered by the Kangleichas by going on foot by the bride groom
when he reached the place even if he came on a palanguin.

You please see the different way of killing Charairongba as
under : '

In ¢ate Frz@za= by Sarangthem Bormani Singh at page - 96
it is written that while the king Charairongba was taking rest after
suppressing the Tusuk Haos under the Sana Khongnang (present
K hongnang Hogaibi), a strong lightning hit the Sana Khongnang and
the king was unconscious for some time. During the unconsciousness
of the king, Haobam Selungba thrust his spear on the chest of the
king and the king was immediately dead.

In the Meitheis by T.C. Hodson at page 78 it 1s written : * In
that year (1714), Pamheiba, who appears to have been a Naga boy
brought up and adopted by the Raja Churai Romba, shot his adopted
[uther, it is said accidentally, whilst hunting, and succeeded him”.
Whether it was in this way or the other, Nungthil Chaibi,
Haobam Selungba and Pamheiba and their company cruelly
murdered king Charairongba for the throne of Kangleipak is
certain in the course of the history of Kangleipak.
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King Charairongba is done away with and will never return to
say what and why. The deck is clear for Pamheiba to become the
king of Kangleipak.

At page 80 of the Meitheis by T.C. Hodson, it is written
“Charairongba is also said to be the last of the line of Pakhangba™ at
the footnote.

11

CHAPTER 1

The coming of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz o
the throne of Kangleipak.

After the brutal assassination of king Charairongba after a
long palace conspiracy, Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak at
theage20 in 1714 A.D., (Cheitharol Kumbaba in 1 709) without any
immediate contender of the throne of Kangleipak with Dipapati
Apambi, daughter of Haoham Selungba as queen. With the comi ng
of Pamheiba on the throne of Kangleipak, a long aspiration of Sapam
Chanu Nungthil Chaibi, Haobam Selungba, Pamheiba and their
company had been fulfilled, Pamheiba king and his queen Dibapati
Apambi had been bestowed with 2 son, Shamsai or Shamjai, later in
history known as Shamjai Khurai Lakpa.

(Above) MAHARAJ PAMHEIBA GARIVANIWAZ
Photo source : Akham Langol

As soon as Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak, the Mayang
Vagabonds swurmed into Kangleipak for the hunt of food and shelter
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in Kangleipak. One of the leaders of these swarming Mayangs was
one Shanti Das Gossai. He came with two young Mayangs, were
Naran Das and Gopal Das (The people of Kangleipak called every
people coming from India by the name of Mayang). Shanti Das
(iossai was a cunning thakur. Actually Shanti Das came to
Kangleipak to seek food and shelter hearing that food and shelter
were very abundant in Kangleipak while he was in Sylhet. Hut_he
became too ambitious when he arrived in Kangleipak. The king
Pamheiba was too kind to him and welcoméd him as if a lost uncle/
brother came back at last at home. King Pamheiba was too h_app:.r
when he got the company of the old thakur. As soon as Shanti Das
Gossai came to Kangleipak, the king Pamheiba gave him shelter in
the Palace and Shanti Das Gossai became spiritual g‘l.li._dﬂ of the
king in no time and Pamheiba became mesmerised dancing at the
music of the old thakur, Shanti Das Gossai.

Before the arrival of Shanti Das Gossai and his company,
Pamheiba and his first queen Dibapati Apambi were very happy
and their relation as husband and wife was very cordial. They soon
got their first son Samsai or Samjai. They lived very peacefully and
happily. Let us see what and how God stored for them for the future.

As the king did not resist anything proposed by the ulfi ﬂmlmr

and thought of him as a torch bearer in a Dark land to guide him,
Shanti Das Gossai planned a series of action plans to be put before
the king Pamheiba. In order to destroy the cordial relationship hetwﬁm
the king and his first queen Apambi thereby to exclude El_fhl"lEUI}"
role of the queen for the betterment of the king, the first adwl'mﬂ and
proposal were to have 10 wives for the king, the thakur adﬂsed that
sven i house wife may be forcibly taken if the king dl:.'a'ill'ﬂd. The
f\tsl woman targeted by Pamheiba was Irom Ongbi Thangjam Chanu
Thambal, wife of Chaoba. Some palace official went to the hﬂm:: of
trom Clinobn and persuaded him to hand over his wife to the lﬂng
By then, Thambal was pregnant for five months, Irom Chaoba I'E:Silstﬁd
and in an alterention one day Chaoba died by the spear of Pamheiba.
Thambal was forgibly brought to the Royal Palace. Thambal rﬂﬁlsﬂd
to became wife of the king even if she was promised to give her
Leimarel title (First queen), she gave her consent only when the
child in her womb, if male, will be given the kingship of Kangleipak
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after Pamheiba. Pamheiba promised to hand over kingship to the
child in her womb, if male, after him. In this way, Irom Ongbi Thambal
became the willing wife of king Pamheiba and she was given the
L.eimarel title in suppression of Dibapati Apambi. Irom Ongbi
T'hambal after becoming the Leimarel wife of Pamheiba, she was
given the name Gomati. In the history of Kangleipak, she was famous
in the name of Gomati Maharani.

After the forcible taking of Irom Ongbi Thambal, Pamheiba
forcibly took four pregnant women more after killing their husbands.
Along with these five pregnant women taken forcibly, the king
Pamheiba had 10 queens. These ten queens gave birth to 18 sons,
according to Pamheiba Larei Lathup. But according to t4te ez
by Sarangthem Bormani Singh at page 120, these ten wives gave
birth to 16 sons and 2 daughters. (1) Dibapati Apambi gave birth to
Samshai, (2) Irom Thambal (Gomati Maharani) to Chitshai (Sanahal
Moramba), Nandashai, Tangashai, Sabatshai, Bhorotshai and
Shatrughana Shai (Tolen Tomba), (3) Arambam Chanu gave birth to
one son Naha and one daughter Tampha Sana, (4) Haobam Chanu
has no child., (5) Ngangbam Chanu gave birth to Murari, (6)
Lairikyengbam Chanu Haripriya to Ananta Shai, (7) Maibam Chanu
to a son Ngoubram Shai and daughter Haripriya, (8) Yaikhom Chanu

to Harishai (9) Moirangthem Chanu to Keshore Shai and (10)
Chingtham Chanu to Godadhar Shai, Haricharan and Dulop Shai.

The ending of the names of the sons of Pamheiba is ‘Shai’.
The meaning of “Shai’ is in local dialect Meetei language ‘pretending
to be’. As Pamheiba took many pregnant women as wives, really
speaking many of the sons gave birth by his queens were not his. So
in the Kangleipuwari Pamheiba’s sons were given the ending name
‘Shai’ according to Pamheiba Larei Lathup.

A change of moral Ethics, Moral Behaviours clearly seen
as soon as Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak. Only
vesterday, the Kanglei King Charairongba could not give the
title of Leima (queen) to the Mother of Pamheiba, Nungthil
Chaibi, because of her social status as a war captive. This was
a sign of strong Social Ethics, Moral behaviours of the Meetei
Race and the king having a strong Democratic social status
among the general people of Kangleipak. When Pamheiba came
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to the throne of Kangleipak and when Shanti Das Gossai, low
caste Intellectual from Sylhet, came and became spiritual guide
of the Kanglei King, many Kanglei husbands died because of
the sexual lust of king Pamheiba and his unbridled sexual desire
Jor many women. 4 very unhappy social change has come from
the time of Pamheiba king in Kangleipak.

The next step Shanti Das Gossai taken up was to change the
religion of Kangleipak. Shanti Das proposed that it was for the
welfare of the country Kangleipak and its people that the original
Sanamahi Religion should be given up and the king and its people
should take the tenets of Ramandi Religion. The king Pamheiba
agreed readily to change his religion to Ramandi as proposed by
Shanti Das Gossai . As a first step, king Pamheiba and Haobam
Selungba were initiated to Ramandi Religion and all the queens of
the Palace followed suit. But one exception was that the first wife
of the king Dibapati Apambi (queen) resisted the proposal of the
king to accept Ramandi Religion and did not accept the new religion.
She was against her father, Haobam Selungba too when he accepted
Ramandi Religion as a first man who accepts the religion after king.
Because of the denial to accept Ramandj Religion, queen Dibapati
Apambi was excommunicated by the king Pamheiba and kept
separately. By the time the majority of people of Kangleipak had
accepted tenets of Ramandi religion.

The next step taken by Shanti Das Gossai was Nongkhrang
Iruppa. Nongkhrang is a small tree taken traditionally by the people
of Kangleipak as sacred. Any body who swears by holding a leaf
or a part of the tree, the man cannot retract from what he swears.
By Nongkhrang Iruppa, every man and woman were forced to dive
at Lilong where Imphal, Iril and Thoubal rivers meet with swearing
"I will not give up Ramandi Religion if I retract I will die vomiting
out blood’ by holding a leaf of Nongkhrang . And on the same day at
midnight, the Nongkhrang Iruppa was repeated at Nungseng Ikon
(Nungjeng Pukhri in Hindu times).

After this, the sacred thread of the Hindu Religion was taken
by 300 people led by the king Pamheiba in 1737 AD. according to
bt fedtca by Sarangthem Bormani Singh (page 107). In 1729
“fiver cone ettt sy Fconngs Moson B, oy gfies T
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T AR 1" 05: Fr page 78 (1967) "I TR =TT TR
T woo FaTwa " t5: Fapage 85 (1967). The Hindu Ramandi religion
was almost complete and consolidated by 1737 A.D.

The change over of Religion from indi genous Sanamahi
Religion to Ramandi Dharma was not a regular one. “Religious dissent
was treated with the same ruthless severity as was meted out to
political opponents and wholesale banishments and execution drove
the people into aceeptance of the tenets of Hinduism” (page 95 The

Mo @R <SrumRmEE This is from Pamheiba Larei Lathup, the
Khongnangthaba Maichou gave this statement to king Pamheiba in
Kangla Uta Shanglen. In this meeting Khongnangthaba Maichou
pave Pamheiba the title of “Fisza’ also. The meaning of “Ningthem’
I8 a person who is persuaded easily and to act accordingly. This
referred to the Psychological status of Pamheiba king in relation to
Shanti Das Gossai who persuaded Pamheiba to do anything and
Pamheiba acted accordingly without any application of his mind,
From this time, Meetei king became called Maharaja. Pamheiba
was also called Pamheiba Garivaniwaz from this time.

Along with the change of Religion, the Mayang Shanti Das
Ciossai thakur had a further plan to consolidate Ramandi Hindu
Religion in Kangleipak. The indigenous Sanamahi Religion is spiritual
and has no principle of Idol worship. But the Ramandi Religion is as
i matter of principle an Idol worship. In the Hindu Religion, the
Gods Ram, Krishna etc. are all human born and so the principle is
Idol worshipping as we see today. In the indigenous Kanglei Sanamahi
Religion, the ultimate God is 3 spiritual principle, the endless
beginningless space is the Embodiment of ultimate God Father. The
Meetei call “Beit oremst (Son =A%)’ = Father space. The present
Idol worship of the Meetei Race was introduced and imposed duri ng
the Reign of king Pamheiba. The present Sanamahi Idol installed
in the Sanamahi Temple in Manipur Rifles Area is said to have been
made in the likeness of Pamheiba king,

The next plan of the Mayang thakur was to destroy all written
documents of the country Kangleipak written in the ori ginal Meetei
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script burning by fire. In response to an order of the king, all the
written documents of Kangleipak including the Puya, scriptures from
the Royal Library and from the private hands Maichous etc. were
brought to the Palace one morning and piled up oh a Pyre as ifa
dead human body would be cremated. The people of Kangleipak
could not resist this dastardly act of the Mayang Thakur because
of the fear Psychesis created by the recent large scale executions
of the Religious dissent in the cases of Religious change and
Nongkhrang Iruppa. The king Pamheiba and Shanti Das Gossai
Mayang Thakur ignited the Pyre. As soon as the written documents
began burning, most important Puyas scriptures ‘Flew Off” of the
Pyre. The Puyas, the scriptures we are having now in the 21st
century A.D. are those ‘Flew Off” Puyas, scriptures from the burming
Pyre in the first half of 18th century A.D.

Thus an early civilization in many ways unique on Earth, its
written evidentiary documents were razed by an act of the first
Hindu king Pamheiba, his Dharma Guru Shanti Das Gossai in the
first half of 18th century A.D.

Sarangthem Bormani Singh in his book 3t fMr@icar says all
together more than 125 Puyas were burnt during the reign of Pamheiba
king at page 111 of the book. He quoted in his book on the same
page from Cheitharol Kumbaba that in 1732 "Meitei books were
destroyed." Diary of Marnipur (1904) says in 1733 A.D. “All of the
Manipur records and religious books were collected by the order of
Raja Garib Nawaz and burnt in his present” at page 57 of Diary of
Manipur ot

The Pamheiba Larei Lathup did not mention the number of

Puyas or books burnt, but the burning of Puyas and records are
clearly stated in the Pamheiba Larei Lathup in certain terms.

It seems absolutely wrong that important Puya scriptures "Flew
off" when the Puyas began to burn from the Pyre. As Shanti Das
Gossai and his assistant Nongsamei were in charge of the Royal
Library and private Maichous having Puyas and Documents for some
years, they knew every Puya scriptures and private Maichous

having custody of Puyas and documents. All Puya seriptures from

private hands were deposited on the fixed date at the site of buming.
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All documents including Puya scriptures along with from private
hands were totally burnt down. There was no chance of concealing.
Maichous of the day knew very well that all Puyas and document
would be burnt. So, they copied all important Puyas secretly and
smuggled out to the hill villages, the peoples of which were blood
relatives up to that time. The Puya, Wakoklon Heelel Thilel Salai
Ama-Tlon Pukok Puya which we got from Longa Koireng Hill village
15 a copied one from the original one in the 1st half of 18th century
A.D. The 'flew off' in the Larei Lathup might mean those copied
ones smuggled out secretly. .

The next proposal, Shanti Das Gossai put forward, was to
change the name Kangleipak of this land to Manipur. He said that
the land had many Jewels and the head of the protecting God of the
land was decorated with Jewels and was not a simple one. So, the
name of the land should be changed to Manipur and Manipur was
the most appropriate name of the land, Pamheiba was persuaded.
PPamheiba king agreed and ordered that &1 ¢Fiar s Sie conzww
i S5 e a1 @ 9fReE @R’ The English translation
ol the above passage is this “From today the name of the birth place
of the Meetei Race Kangleipak has been changed to Manipur in
pursuance to the order of Guru’. This was proclaimed as a Royal
order through out the country Kangleipak for public information.
1'his 15 from Pamheiba Larei Lathup.

The name of the land called Kangleipak, which is a birth place
of the Meetei Race, which was given by our brave ancestors many
eenturies before Christ (B.C.) had been changed to Manipur by
king Pamheiba on the advice of a Mayang Vagabond Thakur ,
Shanti.Das Gossai in the first half of 18th Century A.D.

These are the untold stories so far and told now by an unfailing
bload in the hines of Konchin Tukthapa Ipu Athoupa Pakhangpa about
i crucial time of Kanglei Puwari (History) in naked truth. The clear
und flawless Kanglei Puwari (History) was turned into dirty and
I1lthy Puwari (History), becoming day by day murkier. The Kanglei
Society has been ruled by corruption and untruth and the straight
forward Kangleichas are victimised. Even though let us stand by
truth whatever be the Outcome! '
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(a) Adventurism of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz :

Religious fanaticism and religious prejudice in entire foreign
politics especially against Awa {Hum?a, present Myam:t_lar].
Campaigns against our own countrymen, hﬂ! peoples tm:unsnhdatg
Hinduism separately in the plain of Kangleipak among the Meetei
Race.

(al) Foreign adventurism :

Through out the life of king Pamheiba Gamramwaz, sia:_nue
Shanti Das Gossai had been the spiritual guide of the kang, the Foreign
Politics campaigns were directed a gainst‘ Awa‘ {'Bumm, present
Myanmar) mainly. To be noted clearly, politics in the Fnddl: ages
were mainly religious politics. Armed campaigns in ﬂmnm,mant
imposition of a religion to the victim country by ﬂ:lc victorious country
and people. Through out the.life of Pamheiba kmg any armed
campaign meant to consolidate Hinduism in Kangleipak wl'n:tl':r
inside or outside the country. In the Foriegn sph:ms, the annﬂd
campaigns meant consolidation of Hinduism in I{anglean_mn]y
targeted against Awa, a country very much feared by the ]cmg:md
his spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai in matter.fs.ﬂf Rch_gm_vus
interference by Budhist Burma. Because of this religious pl'e]udmc
and fanaticism, the Foriegn relations planning during the time of
Pamheiba king were devoid of Foreign relation logics. Burma several
times bigger the size of Kangleipak and th!: Bud?ﬁst country was a
very friendly country and never interfered in the Iﬂtﬂ'ﬂﬂ! and snmal
politics of Kangleipak. Because of the balanced and wise an!gn

Politics, though Burma was a very much stronger nmghhuurmg
country of Kangleipak having a different religion, lhﬂt 1s, Budhlsm
Kangleipak could stand as the mdepmdmtmunnjrm a dlﬁhﬁlt
religion, Sanamahi religion. Because of the gmgmp}m;al proximity
between Burma and Kangleipak and also the siimlanty of the origin
of the peoples of both the countries being M{mgliml_s, ﬂm was a
constant trans boundary mixing up of the pnuplFs n a_ll t.'lIl'lﬂE of
history. The leadership of the young Hinduism, stll feeling pain :uf
birth in Kangleipak, knew very well that the mtmlpf Burma and its
great people would be angered by the way of imposition “f: Ran:nmit
Hinduism in Kangleipak and would be looked upon suspiciously.
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Thinking and seeing ouly Hindu religion, thinking only in terms of
consolidation of Hinduism in Kangleipak, without thinking the welfare
of the people of Kangleipak and its good foreign friends, the Kanglei
king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz started his bravado Foreign armed
campaigns against Awa (Burma) leaving a trail of Khuntakpa,
Desertion by the people of Kangleipak because of fear of the
Burmese. Kangleipak Puwari (History) Analysts will never have
any oversight of this fact of Kanglei history in which untold — Miseries
suffered by the people of Kangleipak because of Hindu Fanatic
Pamheiba king and his notorious Dharma Guru Shanti Das Gossa;.

T S (IR SR TR | ST S e | BRg
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WIWIE] CBIIR CPIRAT BISE o2t sr3smest ecan snSras@l Soar A1 Fee”
Says Pamheiba Larei Lathup. Free English translation of the above
pussage of the Larei Lathup is this : * In the mean time, the Awa
(Hurma) has invaded (Kangleipak). Takhel (T ripura) has also invaded.
Ihe king with the Guru trying very hard won the battles. In the
oentre of Awa land (Burmese land), (the king) struck at the top of
the Kong temple with his sword jumping up very high. The battle of
lukhel (Tripura) fought with Houbam Akong, Ahallup Lakpa
Iluidrom Patara Singh, Naharup Lakpa Pansa had been won. The
battle of Awa (Burma) fought by Setu Senapati along with hill and
plain peoples was won and captured (Awa) captives. Many heads
(0l the war victims of Awa and Takhel) had been offered to the feet
ol the war Goddess at the temple.” This is the unfailing indigenous
Wiitlen evidence stating the Daring Raid of king Pamheiba to our
much stronger friendly country Awa (Burma) for the first time. The

wltack of Awa mentioned in the Larei Lathup was Just after or during
the process of changing the name of Kangleipak to Manipur. This

was the first Burmese attack to Kangleipak after the advent of
Hinduism known to indigenous written evidence. This Daring Raid

ol king Pamheiba to the centre of Awa (Burma) (&= s1#i13 wefzaigam)

(Murmese capital) might be in response to the first Burmese attack
0 Kangleipak afler the advent of Hinduism, in which he cut at the
op of the Kong temple with his sword, clearly waitie; ia the
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indigenous written evidence Larei Lathup. ]]’ldigﬂrllﬂuﬂ evidence, is
much stronger than any other form of evidence as it was free of any
Tempering and Manipulation. _ e
Foreign writers also confirm this indigenous m?ridenc_nﬂ of Larei,
Lathup which states in one Daring Raid of Parmhe::ha king to the
centre of Burma cut the top of Kong temple with his sword.

In the book Outline of Burmese History by Prof. G'E‘. Hawey _
published simultaneously Calcutta, Bombay _and Madras in India, - .
simultaneously in many capitals of the world in London, New York
ete. in 1926, the following is written on page 123 of the book :

“Mahadammayaza - Dipati 1733-52. Manipur had sent tribute
to Bayinnaung 1551-81 but thereafter went hs?r own way and
occasionally made raids, as was usual on the frontiers. The country
bred famous Ponies, in those days every man had two or three, am:}
polo, played forty a side throughout the villages, produced a race o
horsemen. Under their Raja Gharib Newaz 171454 the Manipuries
raiders became a terror; from 1742 till his death they came nearlé
every other years, Sweeping the country up to Ava and carrying o
loot, cattle and thousands of people. Once they massacred two-
thirds of a Royal Army including the commander, who was drunk.
In 1738 they burnt every house and monastery under the walls of
Ava and stormed the stockade built to pmteE:t the Kaunghjszdaw
Pagoda, slaughtering the garrison like cattle in a pen and lulhng,a

minister of the Hluttaw council; the old door-leaves of the F’aqua s
enstern gate-way show a gash made by the sword of Gharib Newaz

when he was forcing the entrance. . %
"“I'he Manipuries were occasionally troubled by Burmese lew
Lt ununlly did as they liked. Living in an obscure valley, kno ]
nuthing of the outer world, they thought thamsﬂlves hnt:ruﬂ_s, ab e
ke (heir pleasure of Burma when they willed. They did not reaﬂI:E
(it Myt was several times the size of their country, that e
Wore laying up for themselves a frightful vengeance, and the
(MR Yengeanee never stemed to come was that Burma ha

to be winder un incapable king”™.

‘Pagodn's elintern gate-way show a gash made by Ithe‘w.r
of Gharib Newu#' i the quoted first para confirms Pamheiba
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at the top of the Kong temple with his sword’ from indigenous written
evidence. In the second para in the quotation ‘living in an obscure
valley, knowing nothing of the outer world, they thought themselves
heroes, able to take their pleasure of Burma when they willed” will
not be applied to the Monarchy of Kangleipak before Hinduism
Pamheiba. The ‘Frightful vengeance’ against people of Kangleipak
alter Pamheiba in the 18th and 19th century A.D. was the result of
illegal and mrresponsible raids in Burma of king Pamheiba was
known to the Burmese History writer, Prof.. GE. Harvey. You please
sec another example of illogical and unreasonable armed campaign
against our good neighbour Burma devoid of any diplomatic maturit y
and farsighiedness from a son of Burma itself. Prof. Maung Hrin
Aung, Ex-Rector of university of Rangoon in his book A HISTORY
OF BURMA published by Columbia University Press, New York
and London in 1967, says at page 152-153 as follows :

“Butthe expected blows were coming and from all directions.
Ihe Manipuries, knowing that the Kingdom of Burma had been weak,
had long ago declared their country’s independence. As the Burmese
kingdom become weaker, a Brahmin leader among them preached
that if they reach the Irrawady and bathe in its waters they would
bocame purified of their sins. They had learned from the Burmese
the art of Horsemanship, and now they raided Burmese territory
right upto the town of Sagaing opposite Ava. They were lightly
wrmed, relying on the swifiness of their horses, and instead of
engaging in pitched battles with the Burmese, they appeared in
uncxpected places. They looted and killed wantonly, and carried
wway women and children to Manipur. The entire west bank of the
lrrawady lay at their mercy and finally the king had to send all
#vailable troops to the trouble regions. But these troops lacked a
sipreme commander with an imaginative plan and they took up
inolated defensive positions, which the fierce Manipuri horsemen
merely bypassed. In the midst of these raids the king died in 1733
und  was succeeded by his son Maha Dhammaraza Dipati. The
people, desperate and ashamed, longed for a new leader. ....."

“As the Manipuri raids continued unabated and troops to be
kept on the western bank, a group of Gwe Shans who were settled
near the capital proclaimed their headman as king of Burma and
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joining hands with some mons in the vicinity they created a riot.”

This was the scene in the Burmese territories, Pamheiba
and His Dharma Guru Shanti Das Gossai created in the 18th century
A.D. Taking the advantage of the weakness of the then Ruling
kings of Burma for the time being, the Manipuries under their
leadership put the people of our geod neighbour into “desperate and
ashamed” and put the country Burma into a shattering “riot”
conditions in the entire country. The Burma never forgot these
treacherous treatment of their friends (Burmese) and these things
were clearly known by historians in Burma and subsegquent
‘vengeance’ armed campaigns against Manipur in the last part of
18th century and in 19th century.

Let us again see what one Englishmen who was associated
with the Manipur administration said about Pamheiba king and
Notorious Dharma Guru Shanti Das Gossai in his book, Report on
The Eastern Frontier Of British India. Captain R.B. Perberton, Joint
Commissioner of Manipur, published first in 1835 by. the then
Government of Assam at page 39 of the report book mentioned
above said as follows :

“29th Pamheiba, more generally known in Muneepoor by the
title of Gureeb Nuwaz, ascended the throne as before remarked in
1714, and very shortly after, commenced that career of conquest
which we find fecorded in the Burmese annals. In 1725, he attacked
and defeated a Burmese force at the mouth of the Maglung River;
the following year repulsed an army of 30,000 men, which had
penetrated into valley, and captured three entire divisions. In 1735,
he crossed the Ningthee River, attacked and destroyed the town
Myedoo, on the bank of the Moo river, and carried off numerous
captives. Two years subsequently, he successively defeated two
Burmese armies, amounting to 7,000 foot, 700 horse and 20 elephants,
and devastated the whole country from the banks of the Khodoung
Khyoung to Deebayen. In 1738, he again crossed the Ningthee river,

attacked and dispersed a Burmese army of 15,000 foot, 3,000 horses
and 30 elephants, and at the termination of the rains of the same

years, at the head of a force of 20,000 men, marched between the
Burmese army, three divisions of which occupied the towns of
Mutseng, Deebayan and Mye'doo, and to use the language of the
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Burmese historians, * without stopping”, attacked and carried the
ut::r:kad!:!d positions around the ancient capital of Zakaing, of which
h:; obtained possession. Religious Fanaticism appears to have
ulnmu[alcd the Muneepoorees to this last act of successful daring;
for the Burmese chronicles record the name of a Brahmin, who i;
u:.d to have assured them, that they would be preserved from all
evil by dninking and bathing in the waters of the Irrawattee river.”

In the book of Prof. Maung Aung’s A HISTORY OF
HURMA at page 152 also, the Prof. mentioned “a Brahmin Leader”
wha preached they would be purified if they bath in the waters of
Imym!y etc. among the Manipuri army who overran Burmese
lﬁnl:mu:&. In this report of Mr. Pemberton also you have seen
“Religious fanaticism" and “a Brahmin, who is said to have assured
them, that they would be preserved” etc. From these things recorded
i the contemporary histories by different historians of different
Giuninies, every body who studied history may have come to the
sume conclusion that the armed campaigns of kin g Pambheiba against
the country Burma might have been inspired by religious fanaticism
sl religious prejudice.

_ln order to appreciate the nature and intention of the armed
urqmgnsut‘ki:?g Pamheiba against the country Burma, the readers
Sannot skip over the Cheitharol Kumbaba and what are recorded in
the book. The Cheitharol Kumbaba recorded the following in its
Impes | :

According to Cheitharol Kumbaba, Pamheiba became king
Of Kangleipak in Sak. 1631. In the year Sak. 1639 “»ff TatERT
WIEN MNTSPIT CCATSS 91 11 52 ” = “on the 7th Wednesday, Ningthem
Muysinba (Pamheiba ¢ rrivaniwaz) attacked Samjok”. page 66, Chej
k. Samjok was very much mentioned place repeatedly !in thé
Wisory of Kangleipak specially during the reign of Pamheiba
Unrivaniwaz. The readers will be very much interested where is
Sumjok. “Sumjok on right bank of Ningthee or Khyendwen river.

“Note: - Sumjok is the residence a Semi-independent Raj
. . ! ]4,
it alter the village (or the village after him); he is also, however
A Himese official. The village of Sumjok contains about 1,500 to
000 inhabitants, Little trade ; boat building carried on, No
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fortification. Remains of old stockade in village and surmounding Ray's
buildings (1869}, ~=seeessnes number of Raja’s armed retainers about
400." page 198, (The North-cast Frontier of India by St. John F.
Michell). :

In the year Sak. 1640, the army of Pamheiba attacked Samsok
twice and once collected paddy from the paddy ficld of Samsok.
page 67 of Chei.Kum.

In the vear Sak. 1643 “zreaunt JF=a-ibe (MHENE 771 5241
3 offl TATISTATRET WttHa | A 9 TEg™ = “(Manipur army) led by
Haobam Pukhramba invaded Samsok. Returned on 23 Tuesday.
Captured 67 war captives” page 70, Chei. Kum.

In the same year “STfe (ATS AR CTRCR CF1 R 931
& WAl ¢, WA ¢ FEAT A S o FEPa 1™ ="on fullmoonday Thursday
the looting of paddy from the field of Samsok retumned. 5 dead war
captives and 5 life war captives brought™ page 70, Chei. Kum. For
the 3rd time, an army of Manipur attacked Samsok in Sak. 1643 led
by Usam Selungba Kapeng. “12 war captives brought™ page 71,
Chei. Kum.

In the year Sak. 1644, Pamheiba and his army attacked
Samsok twice and Chanta once. In all the attacks 470 war captives
brought (page 71 Chei.Kum.)

In the year Sak. 1645, “x vz fosm o =@ am s 1 9
RIS, Do =iTasetin 2 s, GRS e Ty ST Sy By | = o
W WL WEET 919 Yooo A" = “On 28 Sunday Ningthem
(Pamheiba) went to invade Awa (Burma). On new-moon Tuesday
at Wangjing the Burmese army routed. 3 elephants and 2000 Burmese
army including dead ones captured.” Page 72-73, Chei. Kum.).

This armed can-lpaig;l of king Pamheiba against the Burmese
wriny might be repulsion of Burmese infrusion to Kanglempak ternitory.

In the year Sak. 1659, Burma was attacked by the Manmipur
nriny led by Prince Sanahal and Haobam Pukhramba. In the battle
ol Chedimng, 20 life and 327 dead Burmese army captured. (Page
oy, Chel, Kum, ) :

Iy the same year, king Pamheiba and his Guru attacked again
Burma. Muny Burmese captured and many properties were
collected. (page 86, Chel Kum, 1967).
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In the next year Sak. 1660, Awa (Burma) was again attacked
by an army of Manipur led by Guru Shanti Das Gossai and Shamsai.
Mo easualty and capture mentioned (page 87, Chei. Kum.).

Note: We find T41=g=, *M0are, (Mg — these three spelling
I'l:lr_l.]'nc same word Sumjok (the English writer’s spelling, we generally
write Samjok), the Burmese small town on the right bank of the
Ningthee river. These spellings are found in the Cheitharol Kumbaba
mnd the writer feels that these three spellings are for the same word
‘Sumjok’ (Samjok), the Burmese town mentioned above.

These are some of the armed campaigns carried out by king
Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and his Dharma Guru Shanti Das Gossai
Mjinst our great neighbour, the Burmese country called Awa by the
Kangleichas during their Pre-Hindu days according to the Cheitharol
Kumbaba (1967). The repeated attacks to Samjok, a Burmese small
lwn on the right bank of the Ningthee river of population about
1500-2000 ruled by a Burmese official was not justified on the
diplomatic norms and as foreign policy principles. It seemed to be
jrovocations to great and stronger country, Burma.

It may not be a complete picture of the foreign armed
vimpaign of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz if we do not show his armed
vumpaigns against Tripura which was called Takhel in 18th century
A1), a5 recorded in Cheitharol Kumbaba(1967).

It was in Sak. 1645 “3aft R [ LS (ST
WO Bl | ERAriTaTEfben T a0 Pia | e JEeEREET Sree A
Wal,...... cAeEn Tl Figs srem A sea 1 page 72, Ched. Kum.
(1967). English translation : “On 17 Tuesday, the Takhen routed the
Meoetel army camp at Purum. 20 men died including Langmaithemba.
(Meetei army) led by Sapamcha Pukhramba went to attack Takhel
on Wednesday, Ningthem (King Pamheiba Garivaniwaz) went

tis nitnck Takhel.”

It was also in Sak. 1645« P oo s sea) yof
e Memrast fezem bea | ST CHTREERT ST @ 20 FTeRA | T page 73,
Ched, Kum, (1967). English translation :"On 6 Monday, went to attack
Iukhel, On 13 Monday, Mingthem (king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz)

~ Wanl (1o attack Takhel). On the battle field hand to hand fight, 10

(Tukhiel army) captured”,
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It was in Sak. 1649. “yo & Rr@iwrn e, Freaws sz
WITEH, B30T AT © W 85T Srea w52 | vl et
SO ST GREAT | TR T TEG 2R 1 page 76, Chei Kum.(1967).

English translation : * On 20 Monday, (Meetei army) led by
Guru (Shanti Das Gossai), Haobamcha Ahallup Lakpa, Ibungo
Wangkheirakpa went to attack Takhel. on 13 Wednesday,
Meetei army arrived. The Meetei army returned on the good relation
(proposed by the Takhel).”

It was in Sak. 1656. “> st Ferfierm frrew soee 7@ sed)
SAIRCEIRAY AT (AT SC4e R 112 1% | SR BIRATT | A% (AT “Tgedy
FHE4 | I8 (53418, ACSH (AT B | Wik, SIS, ICTRCAF o1 foear
CFIEBIZHT (BTSN (o | SEfe 5 | > Pz Frpes soss
e | SRR S SHYET S > 00 FEFAI” page 82-83, Chei Kum. (1967).

English translation : “On 11 Monday, Ningthem (Pamheiba

Garivaniwaz) went to attack Takhel. At Langlong Raskonpham,
Takhel Musuk Lai captured. Langlong routed. Gwai crossed by
building a bridge went on the top of Mangailang hill range. Army
camp was established at Sekchai merging point of three rivers, Gwai,
Tuyai and Wakonok. Takhel was defeated on 7 Monday,
Ningthem (Pamheiba Garivaniwaz) returned from Takhel campaign.
One dead and 1100 live Takhel captured”.

These were the main armed campaigns against Takhen
(Tripura) in the life time of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.

The above events of armed campaigns by Pamheiba king
and his Dharma Guru Shanti das Gossai were armed conflicts
between two armies of two countries, Manipur and Burma, and
Manipur and Tripura.

One peculiar episode was recorded in the Cheitharol
Kumbaba (1967) :

It was in Sak. 1638 “> ofdf Faar = =n%am Cora Frar =mw o
ST ¢ care=sa 1 Page 65, Chei.Kum (1967) English translation
+ "“On 10 Wednesday (Wakching month), a group of 156 diplomatic
persons of Awa (Burma) led by 6 Samad came (to Manipur) to
solicit for a Leima (woman of status for marriage to a man of status
in Burma)”. In pursuance to the negotiation of the soliciting for a
Leima in Sak. 1638, a group of Burmese officials and people came
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to Manipur to receive and welcome the Leima in Sak.1639. “ERel
eI fERAT ST Cerar e Sei e smear o 5P S o FHFa " page 67,
Chei.Kum. (1967) = “In the wood forest, the group of Awa (Burma)
people who came to welcome and receive the Leima ( of Manipur)
led by Khullakpa, 90 life male and 10 female captured (by Manipur)™
A group of armed people sent by the Manipur Palace and performed
the unexpected operation against the Burmese group of officials
and people who came to welcome the lady as negotiated in Sak.
1638. This is one of the most treacherous events of history
perpetrated by Kanglei Hindu king against our good neighbour Burma,

(#2) Home armed campaigns against the hill peoples
during the rule of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz :

You have seen the behaviours of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz
\owards a foreign country, our great neighbour Burma as evidenced
by the written records of History written by foreign scholars including
ltom Burma and also so called historical record from Cheitharol
Kumbaba (1967) by L. Ibungohal and N. Khelchandra. Now let us
see his very peculiar behaviour towards his own countrymen hill
peaple, Kangleichas as soon as he became the king of Kangleipak.

It was in Sak. 1634 “xvf srarafbe fre wmam o sramzafeg
COTPHT 51 11T 5_. | T O 201 | 3T AT 9124 | IR STt crergan &
NIHT WIANIXHT el Catey Yam3ea | aimel Jra B | wrager® focam Rery,
WOLYSY (AT, (STIRTSIRIT 516AT © T B | o s fra)” Page 62,
(“hei Kum (1967). English translation : “On 28 Sunday (Meetei army)
lod by son-in-law of Sija Selungba Akong attacked Tokpa village
(0 Kapui village). The middle of the village were burnt. Many villagers
viptured. The armed peoples of Nongphou Khunnou and Thonamba
(Iwo villages) stopped the Meetei army and routed. Many Meetei
armies killed. 19 men were killed including Chingkham Kiyamba,
Haodijam Khomba, Loitongba Chaoba of Ahallup”.

It was in Sak. 1636.">< 1 e ey s cregear sierfsmr 5

IR bR [T & b %% 1" page 63, Chei.Kum (1967) English translation

“On 12 Saturday (Meetei army) led by son-in-law of Sija, Selungba

Akong uttacked Mahou village (a Kapui villa ge, most probably). 29
villagers captured,”

It was in Sak. 1639, “sraw tamwean fre semn s2re g s o
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Fraad " Page 67, Chei. Kum. (1967). English translation :” (Meetei
army) led by father of Sija, Ngangba Keirungba captured 13 Tarao
Khundon villagers™ 2

It was in Sak. 1642, “8fl #2fEeT (ST TS 1 52 | A
33 %4 ” page 69, Chei. Kum (1967). English translation : “On 4
Sunday (Meetei army) went to attack Tongto Meimawao village. 22
villagers captured.” :

It was in Sak. 1650 “>o f etz @, Freaee 3 THmA
A, STRT 5o | AP FNCAGR, FARCEOR, A6 SIARA | Al L
caTe » =%, #F SR 8o WA ¢ #%a 1" page 77, Chei.Kum (1967).
English translation : “ On 10 Wednesday (Meetei army) led by Guru
(Shanti Das Gosai), Ningthem (King Pamheiba Garivaniwas) went
to attack Maring villages. Khunpi, Lamlong, Karonglen and Machi

villages were destroyed. In the middle of Khunpi one Kyong

(Temple) was built. 40 life and 5 dead villagers captured.”

It was also in Sak. 1650 5 4 et S5, frrsgent, Bgiee!
BT TSCE AT 5ed | Megerv] (a1 page-77, Chei Kum. (1967)
English translation :"On 17 Wednesday, (Meetei army) led by Guru
(Shanti Das Gossai), Ningthem (King Pamheiba Garivaniwaz) and
Ibungo Khwairakpa went to attack Sairem village, important village
burial site was dug and destrl_}yed”.

It was in Sak. 1651 “33 Fraeta e PR 342 RE @
oef=a 1" page 78, CheiKum. (1967). English translation “On 22
Wednesday Guru (Shanti Das Gossai), Nin gthem (King Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz) attacked Kapui Nungsai and returned -after
attacking”. :

It was in Sak 1654, “x.offl 2REH eI HCHEABE Triaf
a1 gelena | = w8 FZa1” page 80 Chei. Kum. (1967) : English
translation : * On 23 Saturday, (Meetei army) led by Haorongbam
Aroi returned after attacking Ching Leiri. 84 men captured.”

It was in Sak. 1655. S *Cateierr ZIEI61 “CAETCIA 24T
W&H@mﬁﬁmwmﬂfﬁwﬁnﬁzmw s 790
ftg 1" page 81, Chei. Kum 1967). English translation : “ On 1 1 Thursday
(Meetei army) led by Haobamcha Sagol Senba Hanjaba Achoy went
1o attack Okhrun (Ukhrul). 51 people (Meetei army) including Hirubam
Koireng and 19 hill men guide, together 70 people died™.
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It was in Sak. 1657. “s2 semafosa fFisras ovg s pea | 24
wRiEfEeaT ST @0, PRIV (TP AR B ... 8 T
Ices «zieta) @@ oo FEI” page 84, Chei.Kum (1967) English
translation : * On 12 Sunday, (Meetei army) led by Ningthem (King
Pumheiba Garivaniwaz) went to attack Metu (village). On 27 Sunday
(Meetei army) led by Guru (Shanti Das Gossai) and Ningthem (King
Pamheiba Garivaniwaz) from Charou went to attack Metu (village)
e on 4 Tuesday, Ningthem (King Garivaniwaz) returned. 130
lile men captured.”

It was in Sak. 1662: “sf =Csieag=m JfE8 PR 21 @I YHCIR
MWL, BT e, SRBY Yo, CEATE 891 ON Ai%a Fafose afay s #%) afag
w5l s oe Far” Page 90, Chei. Kum. (1967). English translation
"On 2 Thursday, all people of Maring villages of the hill ranges
stineked Thumkhong Pallel, Langathel, Kakching Khullen and Heirok
(4 villages) Simultaneously and killed 105 males and females and
K ukehing captured one Maring vil]'ﬁgﬂrf-’

It was in Sak. 1664. “>of Ferfemm gz cagens =/ ==a|”
pupge 93, Chei.Kum (1967). English translation: “ On 10 Monday,
(wrmy) led by Guru (Shanti Das Gossai) went to attack Kongjai”,

It was in Sak. 1665 - “x» = =rsiieieerat $21 * 224 TEHAT 03
WO coiBraaT =Tea | Set A SR8 599 | AT I IRA T8 Soo (FHT
el page 94, Chei. Kum.(1967). English translation : “On 29
Thurnday (Mectei army) led by Akhan Ateng went to demand tribute
it the ground the Kabui stole cows. Friday is the first day of Inga
iwmnth. On the first day of Inga month, more than 100 hao people
uaphured.”

I owan is Sak. 1667. “af 323w omzszre fovaral == (A5 (AlS
i | )y a1 page 100, Chei. Kum. (1967). English translation:
“Uin 7 Priday, Songpuhao people of the hill ranges revolted, Meeteis
wie Injured, One man was killed™.

It wis nlso in 1667, “s ofet Frpdimm 92 fazrem 5i3ai%a 1 T 8
NI | e 5 PIgfia” page 100, Chei. Kum. (1967). English
ewnalntion: *On 10 Monday, Kabui Thinglong (village) was routed.
A men were killed. One hao was killed”.

It was in Sak. 1668. “>» B Preiiermr B3xver Fxzamst Greify,
IR camegarran & b 9% ancws S 5egs 17 page 103, Chei.
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Kum. (1967) English translation -~ On 19 Monday (Meetei army)
led by Ningthemcha Senapati, Wayenba Nongthomba went to
attack Kabui Laphok.™

It was in Sak. 1670, “Frrey 3 o5 0 R 5oa 1 ot Wik 935
LA (SO 24N ... B 6%4 1" English translation: “In the month
of Sajibu (April), “Ningthem Mayang Ngamba (pamheiba
Garivaniwaz) went to attack Charoi village. Army camp established
at Tubul Irong —— Charoi defeated” (page 106 Cher. Kum.).

This attack to Charoi vﬂhp(K:hnvﬂhg:)_;nﬂnk.lﬁTﬂwas
the last offensive armed campaign of king Pamheiha Garivaniwaz
in his life time against his own people comntrymen, the hill people of
Kangleipak, (Manipur).

These armed campaigns and raids by the Kanglei army by
the order of King Pamheiba Garivaniwar: and hes spanitual ginde Shanti
Das Gossai, some times led by themselves agamst our kinsmen hill

villagers frequently killing and capturing hall villagers, bumingand

demﬁngtheirviﬂmwhmhchyﬁthhurthmﬁqg
sensations. These things were Hl:ﬂmmluﬂlﬁllupmc!ldm
asslammm!:ﬁyﬂﬂ*ﬁdﬂhw-ﬂmm for
their slaves at homes, sometimes for their sexual satisfaction.
(b) Analysis of the behaviour of king Pambeiba Garivaniwaz,
in his armed campaipns. - .
(b1) Of foreign adveniurism: el
memdingnfﬂl:mn{ﬂisbmi:beﬁl_tﬂﬂiﬁmlyﬁ:ﬁﬂf
Behaviour of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz -ﬂlﬁqmmmigmde,
Dharma Guru Shanti Das Gossai m thesr anmed Foreign campaigns

mainly against Awa (Byprma), our great ncighbour who mainly

special prejudice which dictaied the forespn relaiion behaviour against
Burma, the wﬁtn*fu]s_ﬂ:ﬁdi#nfﬂ:-hnu!mdﬁsm
correct.

King Pamheiba Garivaniwaz ascended the throne of

Kangleipakathisag:nfmlylﬂ,mhnﬂ_m!:mmﬂs}m
was not a Royal blood of the Royal Kangle: kings and at the same
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In his armed campaigns

time he was not brought up in the Royal administrative atmosphere
{rom birth, he was not, really speaking, not an Appropriate Monarch,
{or 8 Monarchy the development of which has a Ion g polity of about
4000 years before him. In his Formative Life Stage, he was brought
up in a hill Thangal village far from Kangla Capital (Administrative
vantre of Kangleipak) like an unbridled Texas Cowboy. These things
mide Pamheiba Garivaniwaz extremely an unsuitable Monarch for
the Monarchy of Kangleipak, for the people of Kangleipak so to say
lor the truth. :

As soon as Pamheiba Garivaniwaz became king of Kan gleipak,
he was joined by Shanti Das Gossai, a Hard core Hindu Reli gious
I'anatic from Hindu mainland. He was a shrewd old man. He had
nuthing in his mind except the Hinduism and its consolidation in
Kangleipak. Pamheiba Garivaniwaz was a very suitable pawn in his
pilnce administrative chess game. King Pamheiba Garivaniwaz
Wi given the title ‘“Ningthem’ meaning ‘Persuaded according to
will" of Shanti Das Gossai by Louremba Khongnangthaba Maichou.

Actually what king Pamheiba did in the political and social
spheres in his life time in Kangleipak (Manipur) were only the
imanifestations of what his Dharma Guru Shanti Das Gossai, his
Mpiritunl guide taught him and coached him in his private life without
WWking the fact that Pamheiba was a king of a country and the fact
{hat the king is the head of a people, “innumerable subjects under
lim to be cared and to have a love for them. Pamheiba is a foreign
Uharneter having no touch with the qualities of the several Monarch
ilure him on the throne of kangleipak.

e very important fact of exploitation of king Pamheiba by
hin shrewd spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai was king’s unbridle
senlnl desire for his age to destroy the social fabrics knit in several
thoumand years. Pamheiba became king in his age of 20, king was
abaolute in the power exercise in a country by the time. Pamheiba
hsonme king with Dipapati Apambi, daughter of Haobam Sel ungba
AR feen, But he took 9 more women as queens after Apambi,
W luding 5 pregnant women after killing their the then incumbent
liwbands, In this way, the king Pamheiba was kept absorbed in
senual life without putting much of his mind to the crux of country’s
adlmininteative affairs. Thus Shanti Das Gossai was the real



32 A SHORT HISTORY OF KANGLEIPAK (Manipur) PART lli

administrator of Kangleipak (Manipur) by the time.

As soon as Pamheiba became king of kangleipak, soon after,
he personally raided Samsok, a principality having about 2000
population ruled by an Burmese official on the right bank of Ningthee
river without any provocation whatever from the Burmese side.
Before Pamheiba, Burma was a peaceful good neighbour coumtry
of Kangleipak. During the life time of king Pamheiba, he or his army
raided Samsok more than 7 times. In each raid, he or his army killed
and captured many people/army of Samsok. Sometimes the army
of king Pamheiba collected paddy from the paddy fields and
properties of Samsok.

In the year sak. 1659, the king and his Guru Shanti Das
Gossai leading the Meetei army raided Burma twice and many

killed and captured.

Again in the year Sak. 1660, Burma was raided by the Meetei
army led by Guru Shanti Das Gossai and prince Samsai.

These are some of the armed raids by the Meetei army led by
Pamheiba and his Dharma Guru, some times by some Generals of |
the Meetei army as recorded in Cheitharol Kumbaba.

Captain R.B. Pemberton records the following in his “Report
on the Eastern Frontier of British India” first published in 1835 A.D.
at page 39 as follows : “——-—- to use the language of the Burmese
historians ‘without stopping” attacked and carried the stockaded
position around the ancient capital of Zakaing, of which he obtained
possession. Religious fanaticism appears to have stimulated the
Muneepoorees to this last act of successful daring; for the Burmese
chronicles record the name of a Brahmin, who is said to have assured
them, that they would be preserved from all. evil by drinking and
bathing in the waters of the Irrawattee river”.

Prof. Maung Hrin Aung in his “A History of Burma” published
in 1967 recorded at page 152 as follows :”A Brahmin leader among
them preached that if they could reach the Irrawady and bath in its
waters they would become purified of their sins -—-- and now they
raided Burmese territory right upto the town of Sagaing opposit
Ava, —=--m-em They tooted and killed wantonly, carried away wom
and children to Manipur.”
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The armed campaigns of king Pamheiba and his Dharma
Guru Santi Das Gossai against Burma were in the nature of raid
with light arms and cavalry. “So deeply are the Burmese impressed
with the superiority of the Muneepooree horse, that upto the present
moment, the elite of their cavalry consists of this description of
irooper, who they rarely ventured to meet in the open field” (page
13, Report on the Eastern Frontier of British India by R.B.
Pemberton). This was the cavalry, king Pamheiba used in raiding
the Burmese territory beyond Ningthee river upto the Irrawaddy
river. The armed campaigns did not mean conquest and occupation
ol the Burmese territory. The raids meant mainly to loot, to collect
women and children. In this matter, Prof. GE. Harvey in his book ,
Outline of Burmese History published in 1926 said on page 123
“Living in a obscure valley, knowing nothing of the outer world,
they thought themselves heroes, able to take their pleasure of Burma
when they willed. They did not realise that Burma was several
times the size of their country, that they were laying up for
themselves a frightful vengeance - ¥

These illogical, unprovocative, fanatic raids in the territories
W Burma Dictated by religious prejudice and Fanaticism of king
Pamheiba and his Dharma Guru Shantidas Gossai heaped miseries
Wi troubles on the people of Kangleipak (Manipur) throughout the
nd part of 18th century and almost throughowt the first half of the
Wi century in Kangleipak (Manipur).

These historical records from Foreign writers and as well
s home writers present day records point unmistakably towards
one direction of Foreign policy during the days of Pamheiba king
with an unmistakable motive to provoke Burma and the people of
the Budhist faith to make the peoples of Manipur and Burma to
beeame Inherent enemies for all times to come. These foreign policy
uotions of king Pamheiba and his spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai
(01t a trail of Khuntakpa (Desertion of Manipur by its people for
[var of Burmese), Tragedies, Miseries etc. to people of Manipur.

The people of Burma and the people of Kangleipak as they
e, broadly speaking, of the same ethnic origin and at the same
fime, they have very good relations before the advent of Hinduism,
the tmposition of Hinduism in Kangleipak will provoke anger to the
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Burmese people was known to Shanti Das Gossai and so
interfearance by Budhist Burma in matters of religion be no beneficial
to Hinduism in Manipur, the Hindu leaders did know this. First what
Shanti Das Gossai planned was to close people to people contact
between Manipur and Burma, secondly, to create mistrust between
the peoples of these two countries, make them inherent enemies to
make communication gaps between the peoples. Actually |, the
planning of Dharma Guru Shanti Das Gossai created a wall between
the people of Kangleipak and the people of Burma, made them
enemies since 18th century A.D. The planning was very successful
because of the weakness of the Monarchs of Burma at the time.

(b2) Of home armed campaigns :

The logic of king Pamheiba and his Dharma Guru Santi Das
Gossai in their armed campaigns against the country's own people,
Kangleicha hill peoples is the same logic with Foreign armed
Adventures against Awa (Burma) as we saw alrcady. The motive
and intention are nothing but religious fanaticism and prejudice
having only the idea of consolidation of Hinduism in Kangleipak.

Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak at his age of 20 in the
name of Meidingu Mayamba in Sak. 1631 in the month of Thawan.
In Sak. 1634, the Meeter Army attacked Tokpa Khun { A Kabwm
village). The village was bumnt and many villagers captured. On return
journey, the people of Nongphou Khunou and Thonamba (most
probably Kabui villages) intercepted and killed 19 Meetei army.
Certainly the Kabui people were our own men and women and had
a very cordial relation with the valley Meetei people. This episode
of Tokpa Khun was very unhappy and unlucky event in the Kangle:
history. Bad blood had been sown between Kabui community and
Meetei community as soon as Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak.
The Tokpa Khun must had been a village with few population in
comparison with the Meetei population and was our own countrymen.
How the village was attacked by the country's own army, burning
the village and capturing people ? For the first time king Pamheiba
and his Dharma Guru Santi Das had sent a blunt warning that the
Hindu Kangla had not soft corner for the hill peoples. In the same
year Thiyang Lonjam Hill village was also attacked.
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In the year Sak. 1650, Maring Khulpi, Lamlong, Karonglen,
Machi routed. 5 Maring killed, 40 captured.

In the year Sak. 1655, Okhrun (Ukhrul) was attacked. 70
people died including 19 non-Meetei Hao.

In the year Sak. 1662, all the Maring people of the hill ranges
tacked valley villages — Pallel, Langathel, Kaching Khullen, Heirok
und killed 105 valley people.

Above these, Mahou village, Maphet Lamlan, Tarao, Tongta
Meimawao, Sairemkhul, Ching Leiri, Metu, Khengjai village, Kapui
Thanglong, Kapui Laphok, Charoi Khun etc. were attacked also by
the Mectei army led by king, Guru and by Meetei generals.

In these war the whole hill peoples of the then
Rangleipak (Manipur) were destabilised and put on terror armed
cumpaigns. There is no doubt.

These are recorded facts in the Cheitharol Kumbaba by
Shiri L. Ibungohal and Shri N. Khelchandra (1967).

Manipuris a hilly country: having 90% of the land surface is
hilly terrain inhabited by different hill communities. The valley
Kungleipak (Manipur) constitute only 10% of the land surface of
Ihe country. Regarding population, the major valley people, the Meetei
I8 more than half of the total population of Kangleipak and a well
kit community speaking the same language, having the same culture
wiil is centre of administration of the country at Imphal. The hill
population are of different communities having different dialects,
having seemingly different culture, customs, traditions etc.

It was very well known to shrewd Hindu hard core fanatic,

Shantl das Gossai that by hook and by crook if the Hinduism was
vinisolidated in the valley, Hinduism had been consolidated in
Kangleipak. The Meetei people had been told that they were sons
and daughters of Hindu Gotras by cheating and had been forced
Wning Roynl power to perform any Religious ceremony in the Gotra
lndlition giving up the Salai tradition of the Meetei origin and the

Meetel community (Race) became Aryans and the all hill community
peoples became Non-Aryans, unclean people. The hill peoples were
il mllowed to enter the homes of valley people, the Meetei on the
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ground of religion and Non-Aryan and unclean status of the hill
peoples by the Royal power. The one community people of
Kangleipak, the hill and plain valley people had been divided vertically
into two halves, one half clean Aryan Meetei Hindu people and the
other half Non-Aryan, Non-Hindu unclean Haos. The word Hao'
was developed in the Hindu period with the "Tinge' of uncleanliness
inferior men group. Before Pamheiba, we had only the word "Hou'
having a root in the Meetei scriptures.

The whole armed campaigns, unreasonable, unprovoked,
illogical in content and design, against the hill peoples of}
Kangleipak were planned and put on actions on priority basis to
divide the hill and plain peoples water tied and to become inherent
enemies. For the planned cruel armed campaigns against our hill
people by the Hindu Kangla, the general hill people felt against
the Meetei people as responsible group. When the Hindu king
Pamheiba and shrewd Hindu hard core fanatic Shanti Das Gossai
planned cruel armed campaigns and tortured hill people for thei
Hinduism, all Maring peoples revolted and killed 105 people in
Kakching area in Sak. 1662 (1746 A.D.). In this way the Hindu
'Divide and Rule' policy since 18th century for sake of oniy]
Hinduism left a trail of hatred and misunderstandings betwee
the hill and plain peaples upto this day giving further opportunities
to the 'Outside invaders”.

The birth of the Naga entity: The Naga entity has been
started developing now, whether the entity is perfect or imperfect.
The development of the entity is progressing is certain, claiming d
separate area of Kangleipak (Manipur) as their original hom /
which was not a fact in history. This is the direct product of the
Hindu rule of Kangleipak (Manipur) since 1709 A.D. since the
days of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz. Along with this, the birth of
the Idea of Kuki homeland at present days is also concomitan
development of the progressing Naga entity.

(¢) The last days of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz on the throne :

The accounts of events leading to the downfall of king
Pamheiba Garivaniwaz were recorded secretly by some Maichous
in the Royal courf during the life time of king Pdmheiba Garivaniwag
in a Kanglei written document called Larei Lathup. Let us see wha
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the Larei Lathup recorded about the downfall of king Pamheiba
Clarivaniwaz.

Sanahal Moramba (Chitsai in Hindu name) was the eldest
son of Thangjam Chanu Irom Ongbi Thambal who was brought by
Thambal in her womb when she was brought to the Palace by
Pambheiba king after killing Irom Chaoba, the husband of Thambal.
When his mother Thangjam Chanu Irom Onghi Thambal was forced
i become Leimarel (Chief Queen) by king Pamheiba, as he was in
the womb, he did not know anything what happened to his mother,
Thambal and s father Irom Chaoba. He was brought up in a
Moyal Atmosphere as a Prince and became growing day by day in
the Royal Palace Thinking Pamheiba kirig as his father. As soon as
he entered the adult stage of life, he began to feel the Palace
mimosphere day by day. Though his mother Gomati Maharani
{Clomati is the new name of Thambal when she came to the Royal
Puluce as wife of king Pamheiba) was Chief Queen of the king
father, Pamheiba Garivaniwaz, the first lady of the country, he saw
hin mother, Chief Queen, Gomati Maharani was always gloomy, not
A day she was seen smiling freely and happily. When Sanahal
Murnmba was a small child, she had nothing to ponder over Sanahal.
When he became an adult stage of life, she began to think about the
seourity of life of Sanahal Moramba as he was not the blood of king
Pambeiba and he was known by the Palace very well. At the same
e, Sanahal Moramba was promised by king Pamheiba to succeed
bk ae king of Manipur at the time of Thambal was forced to become
willing wife of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.All these tricky problems
ol Banahal Moramba in his future life mixed with his instant security
problems made Maharani Gomati was always thoughtful and gloomy.
Nannhal Moramba saw all these things shown in the face of his
yueen mother though he was not dare to ask his mother.

Une day there was a Mukna Kangjei led by Prince Sanahal
Moremba. Mukna Kangjei was an indigenous National Game of
Kungleipak. This is a game like hockey intermixed with wrestling
ol the two contenders, Irom Amuba, a very old man of the Irom
thmily, who was also the elder brother of Irom Chaoba, the slain
Wb of Thambal (Now Gomati Maharani) was coming in the
pontre of the play ground to start the game with a Hockey ball.
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Gomati Maharani showed her respect to the old man covered her
head with her cloth. Sanahal Moramba saw this. With this episode,
Sanahal Moramba was struck with a very strong feeling of
unhappiness and began to think the gloomy life of his mother queen
with some suspicion non-uderstandable to his mind. Suddenly Sanahal
Moramba went out of the game field saying he was indisposed. The
game ended abruptly without play.

In the dead of night, the next day Sanahal Moramba came
secretly to the room of Gomati Maharani with a sword in his hand.
He was welcomed by his queen mother with a subdued smile. Now
the Prince Sanahal Moramba began to ask. "You are queen of a
country and my father is the king of the land, you are always gloomy
—— why you respect 50 much to a common old man Irom Amuba.
Tell me I am an adult Prince. If any body does wrong to you, 1 will
do the appropriate thing —". First, Gomati Maharani avoided the
questions as the answers would unfold the whole series of episodes
of her life and possible serious consequences to Sanahal Moramba
to his life. But lastly Sanahal Moramba said "Mother if you do not
tell me the truth, I will commit suicide with this sword" and Sanahal
Moramba brought out the sword before Gomati Maharani. Lastly,
Gomati Maharani, with awful thoughts, began to speak in broken
words "Your present king father killed your real father when you
were in my womb", Gomati Maharani fainted for some time after
speaking these words in broken sentences. After some soft and
personal tending by his son Prince Sanahal Moramba, she regained
her senses. She told everything to his son, Sanahal Moramba
beginning from the day of killing of Irom Chacba, real father of
Sanahal Moramba with extreme caution not to tell any body. Sanahal
Moramba trembled with anger and unhappiness without telling
anything. Sanahal Moramba regained his senses and asked his queen

mother "May any body from Irom Family become king of

Kangleipak?”. His queen mother replied "You can be king of
Kangleipak. Irom family is Mangang Salai. Upto Charairongba
Mangang Salai were kings at Kangla®. After this, Irom family male
members and supporters of Prince Sanahal Moramba met secretly
with Prince Sanahal Moramba and queen Gomati Maharani and
planned the take over of the Government at Kangla capital.
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One day in the dead of night, a palace revolt led by Sanahal
Moramba stormed the Royal palace, after a hand to hand fight in
the night, the resistance of king Pamheiba and his supporters collapsed
in the early dawn and king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz with Samsai and
Ciuru Shanti Das Gossai, with some of his core group fled to Kontha,
i place 5/6 kms north of Kangla capital. Sanahal Moramba was
declared king of Kangleipak. It was generally believed that the
teclaration of Irom Sanahal as king of Kangleipak as a result of
Palace coup d'etat was some time 1748 A.D.

After some time Pamheiba Garivaniwaz was heard to have a
vonspiracy for come back to capital Kangla. When this intelligence
Uiime to king Sanahal Moramba, he sent a contingent of army to
vapture Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and his party, They fled to Thanga,
Wi island like place in the east of Moirang , in the middle of Loktak
Luke, some 40 kms from Kangla capital. From there also, Pamheiba
i his supporter nurtured a conspiracy for comeback. When this
information reached king Sanahal Moramba, the king sent his
youngest brother Tolen Tomba (Satrughanasai) with an armed
vintingent to capture Pamheiba and his group and to bring
I Kangla capital. Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and his party crossed
e Loktak Lake to Mayang Imphal on boats and thus escaped
wipture, The king's party planned to flee to Burma (Awa). Tolen
Vimba and his army contingent chased them further and overtook
them at Tomphang Hiten (Tomphang harbour) on the right bank of
Ningthee river when they were about to cross Ningthee river to
fich Burma. When Pamheiba and his party were running to the
hurbour, Tolen Tomba shouted to Pamheiba to stop and return to
Kungleipak (Manipur) and as Pamheiba and his party did not respond,
Iislent Tomba threw his spear to Pamheiba and the spear went through
I ehest of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz from back to front, and Pamheiba
lstantly died on the spot. On seeing the shocking scene of death of
Fambeiba by the spear of Tolen Tomba, the first son of Pamheiba
Charivaniwaz by his first queen Dipabati Apambi, Samsai Khurailakpa,
whi went with Pamheiba as his trusted guard, turned to Tolen Tomba
Ml ohallenged with a spear. There ensued a a fatal spear combat
hotween Tolen Tomba and Samjai Khurailakpa. In the combat Samsai
Wik seriously injured by the spear of Tolen Tomba and fell in the
Ningthee river never to be seen again. Tolen Tomba and his army
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contingent killed all people fled with king Pamheiba. In this way the
career of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz ended at Tomfang Hiten
abruptly on the bank of Ningthee river with his first son Samsai
Khurailakpa and his core group. Tomfang Hiten is some time written
as Tonfang Hiten by some writers. On the return journey of Tolen
Tomba, they killed Guru Santi Das Gossai at Gossai Lok or Khujai
Lok, a small stream before reaching Moreh town proper.

It was in 1751 A.D., in the month of Poinu "3 & Tata=m
sinare RS e, Boeen®, e o sew e ae AW
AN S, AT GRS, CHISETR, ST, T T D S, S O,
s vy, smermitas o, Fylicaes wmora, Froerge =, @
IS iRy DT, SO Ay IS TR S o co Runes e
WA e €% | " page 108, Chei, Kum (1967). "On 26 Wednesday
Clrivaniwaz Maharaj with his eldest son Shyamsai, Kishoresai,
Maman hanjaba and his son Brahmaram Krishna, Sanyasi Lokdas.
Muoitrang Lalhamba, Katwan Manao Pheida hanjaba, Manao
Nelungba, Angom Chandramani, Naoroibam Selungba,
Ningthoukhongjam Kamdeva, Ningombam Shyamram, Wangkhei
Maimu 'heida Hanjaba. Takhel Lambu Lairen Tumba (all these)
i ot Tomfang Hithathen on the bank of Brahmapuitra," Whether
tonfang Hithathen (Harbour) was on the bank of the river
Imhmaputra, we do not know this except these stated above, we
dh» not get anything important records in the Cheitharol Kumbaba.
Lot us see what the 'Meitei Ningthourol' by Sarangthem Bormam
Ningh recorded about the last days of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.

"92 S8y B So B ot e sfiles atpred (comn@)
(otverer oot Bt et fpdl e et carar By (e o
tubig wratzen s P Page 120,, Meitei Ningthourol.

English translation "In 1748 A.D. On kalen 10, Wednesday
Meiding-Ngu Pamheiba after after giving the throne to Chitsai, son
ol Paikhu Lanthabi (Gomati) spent life praying God regularly, building
u palace at Kontha Uyungthen." Then the Kanglei king Chitsai
{(Sanahal Moramba) drove him out of Kontha. From Kontha
"amheiba fled to Thanga. From Thanga Pamheiba was driven out
upnin by king Chitsai (Sanahal Moramba). Then Pamheiba and his
wone group fled to Burma, according to the record of Meitei Nithourol.

"z yaa Fante o stz SRR A Sandi (At Caare
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When Tolen Tomba chased the party of Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz, as Shanti Das Gossai was very old and weak, he could
not further run, and concealed himself in the bush of the stream.
Every body saw him. But no body cared for him as they chased
Pamheiba and his party. On the return journey, Tolen Tomba and his
party tried to find him out and Shanti Das Das Gossai was found a
little up the stream with his Khujai (water pot of a Hindu Sanyasi).
The party snatched the Khujai from Shanti Das Gossai and killed
him by striking on the head with the Khujai. Since then and upto this
day, the small stream was known by the name of Khujai Lok (Rok)
from the name of his Khujai and also known by the name Gossai
Lok from the last word of Shanti Das Gossai's name. In this way,
king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and his spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossal
with their core group of people ended abruptly. These are from t
indigenous written record from Pamheiba Larei Lathup.

Now again let us see how Cheitharol Kumbaba by L. Ibungohal
and N. Khelchandra recorded about the last days of Pamhei
Garivaniwaz on its pages. "%s1 < bﬁﬁlﬁﬁtﬂﬁtﬂmﬁ!ﬁ T R4 |
page 105 of Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) = "In Inga month, On
Ningthem (Pamheiba Garivaniwaz) with his Maharani went to Kon
(for shelter)". It was in 1747 A.D.

It was in 1748 A D., in the month of Kalen "sof
saT St we e femsn wgw a1 page 106, Chei. Ku
(1967)="0On 10 Wednesday Mahraj Garivaniwaz gave his throne
his son Chitsai." Chitsai is the Hindu name of Sanahal Moramba.

It was in 1750 A.D. in the month of Hiyangkei "fizers foe
TS W, SR o g | A 5ya " page 107,Chei Ku
(1967)="Ningthem Chitsai Maharaj suddenly drove out his fa
(Pamheiba Garivaniwaz). Fled to Awa (Burma)".
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wrga=eea e e Fiefd s o Brew mef 1 page 121, Meitei
Ningthourol.

English translation : * In 1751 Hiyangkei month on hearing
that Pamheiba and his core group will return to Meitei land, Chitsai,
unhappy with the news, sent his youngest brother Tolen Tomba
(Satrughana sai) with Nahakpam Tharoi, Keikranba Hidang ,
Ayanghanba, Irom Lalsing etc. with a strong order not to allow
Pamheiba and his group to return to Meitei land. They killed not
only Pamheiba, but also Shyamsai, Kishorsai, Barman Wariba Hanjaba
with his son, Brahma Ram Krishna, Sanyasi Lok Das. Moirang
Lalhamba Katwan, Angom Chandramani, Maoroibam Selungba,
Manao Pheida Hanjaba, Ningthoukhongjam Kamdeva, Ningombam
Shyamram, Wangkhei Maimu Pheida Hanjaba, Takhel Lambu etc.
at Tonfang Hiden on the Ningthee river.”

These are some of the important records about Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz, found in the Meitei Nigthourol by Sarangthem Bormani
Singh about the last days of Pamheiba Ganivaniwaz.

MNow let us see what the Diary of Manipur, the so called history
record, type written at the State Office by Nithor Nath Banerjee in
1904, recorded about the last days of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz. In
174849 (Sak. 1670). "The Raja Garib Nawaz through the
impertinent request of his wife made over the throne to his son
Jitsai or Sanahall." — (page 76, Diary of Manipur [1904]). In the
quotation above 'his wife' might have meant Gomati Maharani or
Thambal. This is not very clear.

"They left the palace and lived at Ramnogore where he build
a new house for his accommodation” in the same year. (page 7
Diary of Manipur [1904]). We do not know where is Ramnogore
and the record is not clear about Ramnogore.

In 1750-51 (Sak. 1672), "In the month of November Gari
Nawaz went to Thanga to inspect the betel nut trees which he p
with his own hand. His son Raja Jitshai being envious to see hi
father's influence started with some troops to Thanga and driven hi
father out of the Manipur Jurisdiction. Garib Nawaz fled to Burma"-
page 77, Diary of Manipur (1904). -
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In 175152 (Sak. 1673) "In the month of November, Jitshai
heard that his father Garib Nawaz is willing to come back to Manipur,
he sent 4 of his trust worthy messengers to receive his father and to
biring him back to Manipur. Raja Gaib Nawaz was pleased with the
reeeption and came back to his old capital at Manipur. In the month
0l December (20th Poinu, Wednesday), Raja Jitshai carried away
Iis father Garib Nawaz with his principal admirers and son Shamshai
Wil Kishoreshai and a Brahmin, a Synnasi Bolok Das, Moirang
Kotwal with his 2 brothers Faida Hanjaba and Sellungba, Angom
Ningthou and Ningthoukhongjam Kamdeva, Ningomba Sharam,
Wankha Maimoo and Lairen Tomba and killed them all at the palace
oalled Tomphang Hetan on the bank of Engthe (Chinwin river)”
page 17, Dhary of Manipur (1904).

Let us see again what Capt. R. Boileau Pemberton who
Wik Joint Commissioner in Manipur in his book "Report on The
Wastern Frontier Of British India” first published in 1835 A.D,
iuarded about the last days of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.

“In 1739, Gurub Nuwaz, aided, it is said, by the Cacharees,
wpnin invaded Ava with a force of 20,000 men; but failing in an
ulinck on n Burmese force stockaded at Myedoo, he was deserted
by hin allics, after suffering much loss, was compelled to retire to
the strongholds of his country. He appears to have remained inactive
i the frontier untill the year 1749, when he again crossed the
Ningthee river, and marching along its left bank with an army of
10,000 foot and 3,000 horses, encamped near the confluence of the
Khyendwen and Irrawattee rivers, waiting for a favourable
Bpprtunily, to cross the latter river, and attack the capital : the most
Imidable preparation were made to oppose him, and he appears
I hiave been shaken from his purpose by one of those trifling
inelileints, which to a superstitious mind of a savage are proofs of
e hewven. During the night, his standard was blown down, and
Wiiler the influence of this sinister omen, he was glad to negotiate
Pther than fight, and presenting a daughter about 12 years of age to
e ing of Ava, immediately commenced retreat by the road of
Mywdoo towards his country. Near the Moo river, he was attacked
Iy the Koees, o fierce tribe inhabiting that part of the country, whom
W quiokly subdued, and resuming his journey reached the mouth of
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the Maglung river, called by the Burmese the Yoo Khyoung. Here
he was met by his son Oogut shah, or Kakeelalthaba, who upbraided
him with the unsuccessful termination of his expedition, and with
having tendered homage to the king of Ava, by the presentation of
his daughter : These remonstrances produced so strong a feeling of
disaffection among the troops, that Gureeb Nuwaz was deserted by
all but 500 men; with whom he again retired, for the avowed purpose
of soliciting aid from the king of Ava, against his rebellion son. He
resided for a short time at Tseengain, and gave a daughter in marriage
to the Toungoo Raja, under whose protection he remained until Ava
was destroyed by the peguers; when in an attempt to re-enter
Muneepoor,he was met by the emissaries of Oogut Shah at mouth
of the Maglung river, and cruelty murdered, together with his eldest
son, Shamshaee, and all the principal men of the court, who had
shared his compulsory exile." page 39-40 of the "Report on the
Easter Frontier Of British India" by R.B. Pemberten.

These lines are quoted from the book "Report on the Eastern
Frotier of British India" by R.B. Pemberton to show the readers
what a British administrator recorded about the last days of the
king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.

The readers of this book might be very much interested in
the different descriptions of the same facts, that is, the last days of
king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz, throwing out the objectivity of Historial
events in the wind, particularly onthe same facts mentioned above.

(d) Why king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz seemed to be a

strong king.

" Before the country had so repeatedly over-run by the
Burmans, they were so numerous, that almost every inhabitant of
the country, however humble his rank, possessses two or three.
The national Game of Hockey, which is played by every male of the
country capable of sitting a horse, renders themall expert equestrians,
and it was by men and horses so trained, that the Princes of
Muneepoor were able for many years not only torepel the aggressions
of the Burmahs, but to scour the whole country east of the Ningthee
river, and plant their banner on the banks of the Irrawattee, in
heart of the capital Ava. So deeply are the Burmese impressed with
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the supenonty of the Muneepooree horse, that upto the present
imoment, the elite of their cavalry consists of this description of troop,
whom they rarely ventured to meet in the open field. The race of
I'onees is now, however, nearly extinct ——" page 33,"Report on
the Eastern Frontier Of British India” by R.B. Pemberton.

The comment on the Military Organisation, part played by
the cavalry, in old days of Kangleipak is very heartening. The
pomment indicates also the deteriorating military organisation after
the advent of Hinduism in Kangleipak.

“The advent of the horse, the foreign animal (sa, animal; gol
o kol, foreign) added an arm to their military organisation which
eveniually became famous in the wars of the dawn of British
Mithority in further India. The cavalry of Manipur, better known as
the cassay horse, fought both for and against us in the first Burmese
Wit Their weapon was the rambai or dart ." page 19, the Meithei
by I.C. Hodson. The comment that horse means "Foreign animal' is
pulently wrong. It is an indigenous animal. The original name of the
wiimal 18 Sakol. Sa + kol or kon =8a means 'body’ or everybody +
il or kon means konnaba' further means 'always with'. In ancient
Kangleipak every able bodied male was always with a horse.

"In pursuing, the arambai was thrown in front and in retreating
Wis useful in throwing behind and impeding the enemy” page 20,
ihe Meitheis by T.C. Hodson.

From these comments on the Military organisation of
Kungleipak (Manipur) by two English writers, R.B. Pemberton and
L Hindson we can see the insight of the Military organisation of
wiiont Kangleipak before the advent of Hinduism. We all knew
s things from the indigenous traditions also.

e country of Kangleipak was /is a hilly small country which
bl liiited resources in men and materials. The suitable military
gniisation in the particular terrains of the country was very light
minl highly mobile and swift for attack against enemies and for
delbnoe of the country against the attacking enemies. One peculiar
unlity ol the military organisation of Kangleipak was its cavalry
Wilh Armbai, known as cassay horse by the Burmese. Very light
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In roeent dayn, have been made by the Nagas and Kukies on the
iyt villages in Cachar” page 93, The Meitheis br T.C. Hodson.

The gquotation made above from page 93 of The Meitheis
iy kindly bo read with attention, specially in ftalies ones. The
pouiiey Kangleipak had a well organised military machinery, the

pilileney wod capability of which was praiseworthy, as we thought.
This military mmchine was used recklessly by king Pamheiba and

Db D3 Ciurn speitual puide Shanti Das Gossai, first to aggrandize
(e Just corning Mindu State; secondly, to sow bitterness between
peaple  Munipur and the Burmese people to isolate Manipur
e sl o pose of consolidation of Hinduism under the Hindu
P | his ssolation tactics was also used against the hill peoples
Wl Manipur to isolate the Meeteis from the hill peoples.

During the weak periods of the Burmese Government
mliinistrations, this kind of Hindu aggrandizment was so repeated,
fiwebonting rmids were so many against Burma, common peoples
Wisight, rukeup by Hindu henchmen, that the coming Hindu state of
Kangleipuk was very strong. " As the Burmese kindom grew weaker,
# Henbhinin leader among them preached that if they could reach the
lnwady and bathe in its waters they could become purified of their
MW", puge 152, A History of Burma by Maung Hrin Aung (1967).
0N hindu aggrandizment, encouraged by religious fanaticism, was
M jrost during the rule of king Pamheiba that common people
iheight, and led to think, the Hindu state or king Pamheiba was a
aliwiiy stale, 8 strong king. But in fact, Pamheiba king was an
it tnctless, unpatriotic reckless user of the well organised
iy power of Kangleipak to the detriment of future Kangleipak.
10 wllapme of state machinery of Kangleipak (Manipur) after
Bt Pambeiba king and Shanti Das Gossai were responsible.

(8}  Why after king Pamheiba, Manipur became
w weak unable to stand itself ?

and highly mobile armed forces of Kangleipak was very efficient
capable of defending the country against the formidable country
Burma and other tribes and country sorrounding it. This efficient
military organisation was planned technically and nurtured in
generations and centuries since before chnist. The efficiency and
capability of this military genius of'the ancient Kangleipak was seen
and dnown from the several freebooting raids of king Pamheiba
Garibaniwaz and Santi Dag Gossai in the Hey days of the king. The
formidible armed forces of Burma upto beyond Irrawattee, upto the
capital of Burma, Ava could not stop the armed forces of Kangleipak
{(Manipur) and several war booties, séveral children, women were
captured, brought to Kangleipak (Mampur) in the first half of 18th
century A.D. These were the Military efficiency of the country
Kangleipak before the advent of Hinduism.

Everybody who thinks a little about the success of the armed
raids of king Pamheiba agamst Burma, feel and know easily that the
efficient and well organised military machine in position when
Pamheiba became kang of Kangleipak in the first halfof 1 8th century
A.D., was not and would never be a Brain child of king Pamheiba
and his Hindu Henchmen in Kangleipak. What king Pamheiba and
his Hindu Henchmen did was only to use the centuries nurtured
military. machine recklessly against friends and foes within
Kangleipak and outside Kangleipak specially against Burma without
any diplomatic foresight and patriotism.

"The organisation of Man{pl_ir, as has been stated in a
preceding paragraph, was at first directed solely for militarypurposes,
and during the sixteenth, seventeenth and the early part of the
eighteenth cemturies was the instrument of the aggrandizment
aof the state, which at that period exerted considerable influence
over the neighbouring territories, extendeding as far as Shan states
on the east and to Cachar on the west. Neither to the North nor the
South did the sovereignty of the Meithei at any time reach beyond
the limits which now contain the state. /t therefore may rightly be'
held to have been an organised military power, although the
numerous expiditions of which the chronicles make mention,
seem (n many cases to have been little better that mere
freebooting raids, in no respect different from those which,.even

There were several reasons and causes which weakened the
sl mwolinery of Kangleipak after king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.

L LR TTE
.

e | The scceptance of the tenets of Hinduism in Kangleipak
wis nol voluntary. “Religious dissent was treated with
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the same ruthless severity as was meted out to political
opponents, and wholesale banishments and execution
drove the people into acceptance of the tenets o
Hinduism™ page 95, The Meeteis by T.C. Hodson. In
Pamhieiba Larei Lathup also the same fact 15 written.
So the support of the state machinery by the people]
under the rule of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and Shanti Das
Gossai dwindled to the maximum extent.

The support of the state machmery of Kangleipak under
the Hinduism by the hill peoples of Kangleipak had gone
to zero level because of total anti hill people palicy of
the Hindu rule.

Lack of patriotism of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and
Shanti Das Gossai, what they did were only for
spread and consolidation of Hinduism in Kangleipa
not for the welfare of the people of Kangleipak.

Puya Meithaba was one of the causes of the waning
power of state machinery of Kangleipak and introduction
of Bengoli scripts, changing of the name of Kangleipak
to Manipur also play the same thing. When all s,
the scriptures were burnt down, the Millenniums old
treasure house of the knowledge of Kangleichas were
turned into ashes for all times to come. Because of the
fact, all intellectual people of Kangleipak became
enemies of the Hindu state.

The biggest of all causes of waning power of the statg
Machinery of Kangleipak under the Hindu rule was 1ts
foreign suicidal policy of king Pamheiba and his spiritus
guide Shanti Das (Gossai. Several freebooting raids in
the territories of the Burmese kingdom during the rule
of king Pamheiba and its aggrandizement of the new
Hindu pewer in Kangleipak, instead of serving the
purpose of the people of Kangleipak and its
administrative Hindu core people, miseries afte
museries were brought jo the people of Kangleipak
because of foolish rule of king Pamheiba Garivaniwa2
and his spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai.
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6, The people at the helm of the state machinery of
Kangleipak were people of foreign breed or hybrids
incapable of understanding the geopolitical relation with
state craft and devoid of knowledge of state craft; raw
hands. Because of these, the Kanglei Society in every
sphere went down to the botom at their hands.

'I‘hmF were some of the important causes for the sudden
waning of the power of the state machinery of
Kangleipak after Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.

Nongpok Thong Hangba (Opening the door of the East)

| Humglmk’['lnngHmEha (Literal meaning — opening the door
0l the east) is a house hold word since the days of king Pamheiba
Churivaniwaz who reigned in Kangleipak in the 1* half of 182 century
AL, liverybody speaks and hears the phrase, Nongpok Thong
Hungba but does not know the meaning and import of the phrase.

When Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak, Shanti Das
tiiwnal, a shrewd old Hindu fanatic joined him. In pursuance of the
Mil¥ioe of this shrewd old Hindu Sanyasi, all Puyas, scriptures
Wilding all written documents-of the country Kangleipak in the
Wisyal Library together with all written documents in the private
Isis were bumt down. Centuries old Meetei scripts were prevented
I loniming and Bengoli seripts were taught to the young generation.

When  all Puyas and written documents documented
Igiling the origin of the Kanglei Meetei Race were obliterated by
I, the Hindu king and Hindu administration imposed the Gotra
SRS O origin upon the indigenous Meetei Race preventing the
Millsinium old Salai system in every Religious function of birth
Ml death oeremonies of the Meetei Race. The Gotra system of
NI My the Meetei race are the sons and daughters of nine Hindu
Munis, ohanging our Meetei race to Hindu fold becoming Hindu
Haoe of the west, In order to make the Meetei race believe that
ey are Hindus originated from Main land India, the Hindus
fbittvated u Puya in the name Miyat Puya. Since the days of king
Famheibin, the Meetei Race could not perform any Religious
Btvmony in the name of Salai system, typically an Eastern original
Astern. This kystem of dong every religious and racial ceremonies
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in Gotra system, typically a western Hindu system preventing Salai
system, typically an Eastern original system and this forcible changing
of Race from Eastern Salai Meetei Race to Western Meitei Hindu
Race of India, was called by the then Meetei Race as Nongpok
Thong Thingba (closing the door of the East). The Meetei Maichous
predicted after 7 births counting from the time of King Pamheiba,
the Meetei Race would throw off Gotra system to show our real
identity of the East. In real happening in the Kanglei Society, when
king Churachand, the last Hindu king who could wield Hindu power
of kingship died in the first half of 20* century, lakhs of people of the
Meetei race threw off Gotra system of Hinduism accepting Salai
system of the Eastern Meetei race as predicted in 18* century
A.D, :

King Irom Sanahal (1748-1752 A.D.)

In 1748 A.D. on the 10* Kalen Wednesday, Irom Sanahal
heosme the king of Kangleipak after a bloodless palace coup d’etate
driving out king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz to Kontha, place 5/6 kms to
{he North of Kangla capital. He was Kanglei king of Mangang Salai
Aller king Charairongba after a gap of about 40 years interrupted by
e presence of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz on the throne of

Kangloipak,

Kl Irom Sanahal : How Sanahal, son of from Chaoba of [rom
Lolkai became the adopted son of king Pamheiba was known
gl during the days of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and also is
inembered upto this day. To remind the readers in a very short
Milider ; when Thangjam ningol Irom Ongbi Thambal was five
Wisths pregnant by Irom Chaoba, was brought to the palace of
Kanglelpuk afler killing her husband Irom Chaoba to become the

Wi of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz. Though in fact by force,
Thainbal became the wife of king Pamheiba, she did not agree to
I the willing partner of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz. She was
Wllbewl (0 be come Leimarel (Head queen), she did not agree. Lastly,
i Lotmarel Thambal asked king Pamheiba to swear in the name
ol Bunuimalii Lainingthou that if the child in her womb was born as a
Mmle, Pambeiba would give his throne to the child after him. King
Painbwiba readily swore to give his throne to the child in the womb
Wi i e to succeed him. Only then Thambal agreed to become
e pommenting wife of king Pamheiba. Irom Ongbi Thambal was
PO s Glomati Maharani. This was the way how Irom Sanahal
e (he ndopted son of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.

i this way, Irom Sanahal was brought up as a Royal Prince
Wi e Kanglei Royal Palace. He was known by different names in
W sintry of Kangleipak. He was known by the name of Sanahal
Mistuiiba s he was a different blood not of the Royal family. He
Wil Alko known by the names of Chitsai, Jitsai by the Hindu. He
Wi tallod Cogut shah by R.B. Pemberton in his book “Report of
e Bantoin Frontier of British India” page 40.

Magarding the dates of ascending the throne of Kangleipak,

This returning of the Meetei Race to our original Salai
system, throwing off the vain Jackdaw Gotra system of the Meetei -
Race for some 250 years, is called Nongpok Thong Hangba (Opening
the door of the East). Nongpok Thong Hangba has nothing to do
with present India’s Look East Policy. The concept of Nongpok
Thong Hangba was born in the first half of 18" century A.D. where
as India’s Look East Policy was born only yesterday in the last part
of 20" century A.D. Present India’s Look East Policy is purely
Indian after Indianisation in 1949 whereas Nongpok Thong Hangba
was a concept purely Kangleicha Meetei born 250 years before the
Indianisation of Kangleipak (Manipur). Nothing is common between
them.

Nowadays a group of people in Manipur are telling the people
that the present Look East Policy of India to connect the Eastern
Asiatic countries Myanmar, Thailand, Vietnam, Campuchia, Malasia
ete. is Nongpok Thong Hangba without knowing the Historical origin
and concept of Nongpok Thong Hanghba. In their overenthusiastic
thinking, the Road connecting these countries through Manipur with
India is Nongpok Thong Hangba. They have already said it was
Mongpok Thong Hangba when the policy was formulated and
declared by India. It was an Indian industrial policy statement to
sale their industrial products to less developed Asiatic countries. The
Nongpok Thong hangba of these people may not even materialize
as the rni‘ad connectivity is yet to be seen.
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there are different dates. Cheitharol Kumbaba, Meitei Ningthourol
and the Diary of Manipur say the date of ascending of Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz on the throne of Kangleipak was in 1709 A.D. whereas
English writers about the date of king Pamheiba becoming king o b
Kangiem&k (Manipur) was in 1714 A.D. a difference of 5 years

As 5 years is not a great difference, the writer takes the dates of the
Cheitharol Kumbaba etc. in his history series of Kangleipak whe:

writing the Hindu period since Pamheiba Garivaniwaz. !

As soon as Irom Sanahal became king of Kangleipak, he begar
to fine those people of Kangleipak who professed Hindu Ramandi
religion and has made a statue of Shanti das Gossai tying his both
hands on his back side for misguiding king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz
and put it in the Ramji temple on one Saturday of Thawan month.
On 29* day of Hiyangei king Sanahal has driven out Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz from Kontha to Thanga. At Thanga also Pamheiba tried
to preach Ramandi Hindu religion and conspired with the people
there to comeback to Kangla capital. King Sanahal sent his younger
brother Tolen Tomba (Satrughanasai) to recall Pamheiba to Kangla
with an armed contingent. Pamheiba disbelieving Tolen Tomba, ran
away with his party to flee Manipur to Burma crossing Loktak
Lake. Tolen Tomba and his armed contingent chased them and
overtook at Tonfang Hiten on the Ningthi river when Pamheiba anc
his party was about to cross the river to Burmese territory. Tolen
Tomba and his armed contingent killed Pamheiba alnng with all his
Party members at Tonfang Hiten.

After killing Pamheiba along with his core group people, king
Irom Sanahal thought he was safe and has no enemy contesting
throne for the time being, King Sanahal in the mean time, tried very
hard to revive the Lai Haraoba Institution which was banned during
the rule of Pamheiba garivamiwaz. King Sanahal went to every
Haraoba to worship the Umang Lais with his mother Thambal and
ordered that no original customary rites and rituals would be broken;
He organized seven days Lai Haraoba ceremony in Kangla Laikol:
He allowed 1o join Lai Haraoba by those who joined Nongkhrang
Iruppa, And flso, he tried very hard to revive the Royal Library and
began eonsuiliation of Malehous o rewnite Puyas which were burnt
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by Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and his spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai.

King Sanahal tried to destroy the ido] of Hanuman Thakur,
il he was persuaded not to do it by Ananta Sai and Bhorotsai.
Iuring the rule of Irom Sanahal, the worship of Hanuman Thakur
along with the Monkeys was given up. King Sanahal and Kanglei
Mulghous told the people that the miseries and unhappy events
during the rule of king Pamheiba were the results of worshiping
Hunuman monkey idol along with monkeys. Unhealthy and disfigure
Bieths in Kangleipak also were the result of worshipping Hanuman
Pladur and monkeys, they told.

King lrom Sanahal, next turned his attention to the Bishnu
Iemple of Lamangtong. Once the father of Pamheiba, Bishnu
Coswami stayed at Lamangtong. When Pamheiba became king of
Kungleipak, the Bishnu fura (temple) was constructed during the
ile ol king Pamheiba to immortalize his father's name Bishnu
Upswami and Bishiu Goswami also worshipped a small idol of
Iishin, Taking the first part of his father’s name ‘Bishnu’, the
iligenous name Lamangtong (sometimes Lamlangtong) was
phwnged (o * Bisnupur’ since the days of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.
K g Manahal destroyed the small idol of Bishnu from the Bishnu
lsiple wndl tried to destroy the temple also. But he was persuaded
Wil 1o destroy the Bishnu temple by Ananta sai, Bhorotsai and
Nabiughanasai, The intended destruction of'idol of Hanuman Thakur
Wil Mishau temple at Lamangtong were not successful because of
esinnion by Anantasai, Bhorotsai and Satrughana sai.

King Sanahal allotted different administration duties to his
bstbsin for convenience to administration during his rule of 4 years
wily i Kangleipak. King Sanahal gave the patch department (Patch
| asaiid) to Bhorotsai. Since the head of Pach Loisang was Bhorotsai
. liew Wi his family surname was known as Patchhanbam . His
yuiger brother Tolen Tomba (Satrughanasai) was given the
depustment of forest, since then his family surname became
Ungprel Mayum, Anantasai was given Mantri of the Kanglei
Llnveinment, and since then his family surname became
Muntrimnyum, In this way other minor departments of the
pussstient dlso were allotted to his important government officers.
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King Irom Sanahal was king of Kangleipak for a very short
time only. He was unable to do away with the wrong doings of king
Pamheiba and his spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai to the people of
Kangleipak during his rule.

The last days of king Irom Sanahal

For the time being king Irom Sanahal had spent some seeiningly

peaceful years discussing the events of past and present of the Kanglei
politics and Royal events in the Kangla capital with his mother
Thambal. Thambal told his son king Sanahal everything of her past
life and what happened before king Sanahal became adult in the
Kanglei Royal politics. Thambal, the queen mother of king Sanahal

drew the special attention of king Sanahal to the child born by Moirang

Chanu Maitumbi, sister of Khelei Nuwa Telheiba. The child was the
future king Bhagya Chandra. The father of the child was one
Mahasoi, a Hindu syanasi and the child was adopted by Samsai
Khurailakpa. Thambal told to king Sanahal that in a secret talk
between king Pamheiba and his spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai,
the spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai told Pamheiba that Hindu religion

could not be perfectly preached during his rule, but everything will

be perfect if the child became king of Kangleipak, the child. would
be protected well. To fulfil this dream, the child Bgagyachandra
was adopted by Samsai, the eldest son of king Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz. The queen mother Thambal told king Sanahal not to
allow the child to be alive. Immediately king Sanahal in a secret
mission went to Moirang to do away with the child.

During Sanahal's absence, the palace conspiracy came to
zenith. Anantasai, the son of Lairikyenmbam Chanu Hanpriya was
the shrewdest prince Among the sons of king Pamheiba Ganivaniwaz
——— in order to malign king Sanahal, Anantasai told Tolen Tomba

* As youare not of the same blood parentage with king Sanahal,’

he has not loved you. You are always sent to hazardous mission to
be killed”. Tolen Tomba became very angry with king Sanahal. To

Bhorotsai he told that killing of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz by king

Sanahal was very wrong, he could kill Pamheiba Garivaniwa

because Pamheiba Gaivaniwaz was not his real father. Because of

all these instigations, Tolen Tomba and Bhorotsai became enemi

of king Sanahal. And at the same time the other nine wives who had
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real sons of Pamheiba and adopted Mayang bloods conspired against
Ltmarel Thanbal and king Sanahal. They thought that if Irom Sanahal
wiis on the throne of Kangleipak very long and his rules in Kangleipak
Wik extended for long time the future of their sons were very
Wngertain and they thought anytime their sons might go to the gallows.
N, tuking the advantage of the absence of king Sanahal, these
siwmies in the palace tried to kill Queen mother Thantbal. In the
jilnce two groups, one led by Thambal and other by Anantasai,
ulher wives of Pamheiba began to fight. The group of Thambal was
Wisker, In the mean time , Thambal fled from the palace fighting
Siemies on her way. In the mean time Tolen Tomba stopped his
Wl brothers Anantasai, Bhorotsai ete. from chasing Thambal as
1% tuld them that his mother Thambal was innocent and no body
Wil hurt her. He attacked his brothers with his sword. Afier the
Hghting in the palace died down, Tolen Tomba would not trace his
wthor Thambal, he bowed to Lairikyengbam  Chanu Queen
Hkipriyn and asked his mother's where about during which Anantasai
Al Wharotsai captured him and Tolen Tomba was killed in this way.

Un the otherside king Sanahal in disguise traced the child
Whagyachandra and could not be found, It was believed that the
W Bhagyachandra was smuggled out to Chothe village in the
Wisleen hill of Kangleipak. King Sanahal with disappointment
ISl to capital Kangla. On the way king Sanahal met his queen
Hihier Thambal in the Royal market in disguise in a male dress with
sl in hand in bloody dress. He entered the royal palace, but he
Wl ot meet his younger brother Tolen Tomba whom he most
luvwil. Knowing the circumstances in the Royal Palace, he returned
B4 il gyunen mother Thambal in the Royal market. They jointly fled
Biuln fur their lives, went to the place called Khurkhul at present
Wil wanit firther to the hill in the Lok (Gorge) to take shelter in the
Willges 0l the indigenous hill brothers and sisters not to return and
W b woen again in the Kanglei History forever. From this
Uil getlable event of Kanglei history of disappearance of two
Mioeie souls, mother and son, who were Leimarel and King of this

winl kingdom of Kangleipak, lived with eventful lives once, soared
Wi it the wky and again deeped to the bottom to save their own
lives, the Kunglei Puwari called the great Lok (great raving) in the
Nisth- Weat of liphal valley in the Koubru mountain ranges, Sanahal
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Thus from these weakness of queen mother Thambal and
king Sanahal led to the quick downfall of king Irom Sanahal in
Kangleipak.

Thangfam Chamy from Onghi Thambal, mother of king from
Sunahal, later in history, Gomati Maharani of king Pamheiba
Chirivaniwaz may be remembered with love and gratitude by the
Kungletchas  forever-for one  reason. Thambal had 6 sons including

o Sanahal’-Through owt her life in the Royal palace as first
bly af the land after she became the wife of king Pamheiba
Lhirhvaniwaz, she nurtured the memory of Irom Chaoba, her slain
Mt aned stood by Sanahal to the last breath of her life. She had 5
e by Pambeiba and if she stood By them, she might live a long and
il life. Sacrificing all these, she stood by the memory of Irom
L hoba and Kangleichas and Kangleipak against the foreign
Iniesilery, the Mayangs. This was Kanglei Chanu Thambal. The
Kiplotohax will never forget her in all times to come.

Wiy Whorotsai* (1752-1753)

Aler the down fall of king Irom Sanahal in 1752 A.D. son
Wl gusen mother Ngangbam Chanu, Bhorotsai became king of
Raleipak in 1752 A.D. B.B. Pemberton in his "Report on the Eastern
PRier off Britigh India® at  page 40 he says : " Oogut Saha was
BV moon expelled from the throne by his brother Burut Saha,
Wi tmisedd 1o the regal dignity by the unanimous voice of his
silifsuin Mo reigned but two years and on his death was succeeded
Wy Clasisbaim, the eldest son of Sham shaee". He says nothing
sune. Hee i the quotation above, "Oogut Shaha" meant Chitsai
A0 "Bt Sahn® meant what we call here Bhorotsai.

* Avoording to fut= Frefiz= by S. Bormani Singh, Thambal
(OB Mahurani) gave birth to 6 sons, Bhorotsai and Tolen Tomba
iy Sth w6t sons. But according to Pamheiba Larei Lathup,
Hlntsn wan the son of queen Ngangbam Chanu. In the palace
Wi 182 ALY, In which king Trom Sanahal fell from kingship,
Ihsetanl mnd Anantasai tried to kill Thambal, and Tolen Tomba also
Wik Killed by them. From these undeniable facts Bhorotsai killed
tlon Tomba, and aftempted to kill Thambal (Gomati Maharani), the
willer thinks that Bhorotsai was not the son of Thambal (Gomati
Mstrant), anel the writer takes the view of Pamheiba Larei Lathup.

Lokehao to remember the two sincere and brave souls of Kangleipak.
It was in the year 1752 A_D. in the fourth year of kingship of Irom
Sanahal of Mangang Salai on the throne of Kangleipak.

Political weakness of king Irom Sanahal

There are several weaknesses of king Irom Sanahal in his
political career. Certain weakness are inherent in the then palace
political affairs of the country and other are the weakness of his self
and of inexperience. Ehi :

- There were 10 wives of King Pamheiba and they had to protect
their real sons by Pamheiba from the hands of king Irom Sanahal. Not
only these hybrid princes, there were many mayangs in the palace
who were natural enemies of king from Sanahal. King Irom Sanahal
did not feel the kind of danger to his life in the palace atmosphere. He
made Anantasai @ Mantri (Minister). His family's name became
Mantrimayum since then. He was almost the same dge with king
Sanahal, he was entrusted with the administration of the country by
king Sanahal some time. He was the shrewest prince among the sons
of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz. He knew the weakness of Irom Sanahal
as he was the nearest to the king and his administration of the country
as he was in charge of the country's administration some times in place
of king Sanahal. King Irom Sanahal did not know this Anantasai in
the palace politics, he played. To make Anantasai a marirt midm‘grtm
him the king's charge sometimes, was the weakest point in the political
career of king Irom Sanahal. This mantri Anantasai led i'helpa.imzrﬁ.
revolt, during the absence of king Sanahal when he was in Moirang in
a rrission. ]
Both queen Thambal and her son king Sanahal had very Bl
political training in their lives up io the time of when Farmfia-’ becarne
king of Kangleipak. Their first failare was seen cuuring the time of the
coup d'etat againsi king Pamheiba in 1748 A.D. This time was the
strongest political time of king Sanahal and his queen mother Thambal=
Withought waiting any further moment they should have destroyed
their political enemies and would be political enemies in 1748 A.DS
when they captured Kanglei palace They did not have this pafmr
acumen. Thambal might have some soft corner for Pamheib
Garivaniwaz and her other sons by Pamheiba and indigenous
Kangleichas were dil soft minded through out the Kanglei History as
we see fo day.
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In Z5t® Fagiicam by Sarangthem Bormani Singh at page
122 the writer says 92 0 3 TER o gnew Jhies SIoitT g
feri=Si e e Cate Caara PRz €81 " The writer says that during
the short rule of Bhorots: . no important events happened excepd
deportations of those princes and people that might become his
enemies contesting the Kangla throne. Lastly 0., heunng that th
two sons of Shamsai - Gourasham and Bhagyachandra were very
popular among the people and the people might put them in charge
of the K.anglei administration very soon, "t snes Sy srami
S, #1113 *11G ST SHiE (P SR <R STl (oA | ST
CHLS CoTETe B e Tur, Fepdl e St e Taney I conn
carestn = @At 1" In this way, Bormani Singh closed the kingship
of Bhorotsai in his book "t3t® Rz

In the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) by L. Ibungohal and N
Khelchandra at page 108, the Kumbaba says: In'1752 A.D. "¥%=s
o1 it G, T e EaTs S e e | Toreir <fa e, B
C=T (I, T (R, T8 (ST S e Eiraeea | By ais R
CermeEa BITEa 1M except these no important event recorded in the
Kumbaba. Bhorotsai performed shradha ceremony of king Pamheib
also at Tonphang Hiten on the Ningthi river during his reign.

In the diary of Manipur also no important event was recorde
except that the Princes drove Raja Jitsai out of Manipur and Bhorotsa
became "in possession of the throne” in 1752 A.D. :

King Gourshyam (1753-1759)

After king Bhorotsai fled to Burma leaving the Kanglei throng
vacant, Gourshyam, son of Shyamsai (Samjai), the eldest son ¢

Pamheiba Garivaniwaz became king of Kangleipak in 1753 A.D.

A HISTORY OF BURMA by Prof. Maung Hrin Aung (1967
at page 159 and 160 of his book in Chapter VIII Alaungpaya ang
the Burmese Empire, says : "Changing the name of his village
Shwebo or "The place of the Golden Cammander’ he proclammeg
himself king of all Burma taking the title of Alaungpaya or
Great Lord who shall be a Budha one day”." This Alaungpaya was}
very brave soldier and great military strategist. The British leadershij
in Asia also recognized Alaungpaya as the king of Burma. It was i
1752 A.D. Alaungpaya was king of Burma upto 1760 A.D.
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Now the people of Kangleipak (Manipur) will begin to get
heir first installment of Miseries as gift of the undiplomatic,
unreasonnble, unpatriotic foreign policy of the first Hindu ruler, king
Pamheiba Garivaniwaz who lived as king of Kangieipak (Manipur)
i ko 1748 A.D,

In the 'Outline of Burmese History' by Prof. GE. Harvey,
Ilished first in 1926, at page 133, the writer says : " In 1755 and
P8R Alaungpaya raided Manipur. The Manipuries call this "The
Il Devastation' and say that e was unspeakably cruel; but he
Wik only do g unto them as they had done unto his people (Page
134}, He lc: purrisons in permanent stockades at Tamu and
Thwungdus. His successors continued to raid Manipur until 1819,
ispopulating the country and stamping out Manipuri Civilization so
Mapletely that it is now impossible to tell what their social and
pulithenl conditions were like. "

Thin wmed expeditions of Alungpaya against Manipur were
I b to the freebooting raids of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz
il byiw Dbaras Guru spiritual guide Shanti Das Gossai described at
jMiw 123 of his book during their rule of Kangleipak, says the History
wither I'rof. GLE. Harvey.

~_In'A HISTORY OF BURMA' by Prof. Maung Hrin Aung
LI867) #t page 165, he says : " Alaungpaya settled the Manipuri
by sending a strong punitive force to Manipur, which paid
Manlpuries back in kind by looting, killing and burning their
willges. Thousands of prisoners were taken and re-settled in Burma,
1he saptured Manipuri horsemen were forced to  serve in
Alsungpayn's cavalry” this was in 1755 A.D.

W1 Pemberton in his book "Report on the Eastern Frontier
Bl Indin® first published in 1835 AD. at page 41 says : "With
[hireeli Miswaz the power of Muneepoor seems to have entirely
eserted her : very shortly after his death, the first great invasion of
I sountry by o Burmese Army, commanded by a° relative of
Mtll“n o hook place in 1755, and this, which is known in Muneepoor
L pensant diny s the "Koolthakhalpa' or primary devastation”.

"I 1758, Alompra in person undertook the conquest of this

devuied sonmtry, and proceeding up the Kyendwen with a fleet of
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boats, laid waste its western bank, which was inhabited by the
Kathe Shans, or Shans tributary to Muneepoor, where he
disembarked and crossing the Ungoching hills by the Khumbat route,
marched through Kubo, and entered the Manipur valley by Imole
pass, at Pulel, he was here met by the Muneepoorees under
Burutshah and after a sanguinary conflict, proved victorious he
remained 13 days in possession of the capital.”

These two paragraphs quoted above are from the same book
of B.B. Pemberton at page 41. The 'Khuntakpa' as known in Kanglei
Puwari up to this day are two, one in 1755 and the second in 1738,
up to 1758 A.D.

What Capt. R.B. Pemberton says in his book "Report on the
Eastern Frontier of British India" was also stated by Mr. E'W. DUN
in his book "Gazatteer of Manipur” at page 39 and further he added
that Manipur was so hopeless as an independent country that "The
invasion of Manipur by Alompra must have been most disastrous to
the inhabitans of that country, as they then, for the first time, sought
external aid, and appeared a few years afterwards as supplicants
for British protection.” Manipur was unable to stand as an
independent country and stood as a protectorate of British power in
India. These things were the greatest gift of King Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz and his spiritual guide Santi Das Gossai to sovereign
country Kangleipak. -

Let us see what the Cheitharol Kumbaba by L. Ibungohal
and N. Khelchandra recorded in the so called History record of
Kangleipak (Manipur) in Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967).

In the year 1753 A.D. (Sak. 1675) "Ruits a1 sicam=ai Za |
yoft FrRyTeTas THUSs WAV A F%a | g s sl S
wrarsa " = "The first day of Hiyangei is Thursday. On 20 (Hiyangei)
Monday, Meiting-Ngu Maramba (Gourashyam) came to the throne
Ningthem Sangoitapa (Bhorotsai) was driven out to Burma" pa
108, Chei. Kum. (1967).

In 1756 AD. (Sak. 1678) "Siieg Jaares AL I

TSR e et (ATt e e =Trapee ! Aetall T
3 T SR A 5L | WA SRS | T O Taea | R AT Ay

S CafALg WATE SR AT M e I coeey = Eui

Wing Gourshyam &1

By Cmneome w8 | 5 5 AR AT DT W T
AP e oot T | S e 5 R pewma page 109, Chei Kum
(1967) English translation : "Bhagyachandra Jubaraj with Haiklmrr;
Khabam Lakpa from Samsok side, Ananta Sai Senapati with
Mangbijnmba Naharup Lakpa from Tumu battle route, both EroUps
WEIE 10 rnid Burma. Burma repulsed. Retreated upto Kakching
£ Miyangei 28 on Friday Meiding-ngu Maramba (Gﬂumsh}r:amj
WHI 16 raid Burma. On 3rd Poinu Tuesday the army camp at
Kikuliing was routed. On 11 Poinu Tuesday, at Leishangkhong
i brother Jubaraj fought (the Burmese army) but defeated

Wniry 1s deserted (by the people from fear of the Burmese

WYY The Burmese stayed ‘9 days (in Manipur)."

Auvoording to the record of Cheitharol Kumbaba, there is
Wil e Khuntakpa in 1756 A.D. during the kingship of Gourashyam
i 1783 AD. to 1759 A.D. a span of six years. But according to
Ieln Wilters of History, they say there were two Khuntakpa
WRRRRIN In 1755 A.D. and in 1758 A.D. during the rule of

iy,

After 6/7 years of the end of kingship of P: 1
BRIV waE In 1748 A.D., the people of Kinglzipak {;{?:I:i?:r?

I harvent the crops of untold inenumerable miseries from
W8 Kliidom of Burma as a result of several free booting raids to
Wit with ireesponsibility by Manipur commanded by kin
it Clarivaniwaz and his spirifual guide Santi Dass Gnﬁsaig

Pl Mo Hein Aung says " Alaungpaya settled the Manipuri
ll'lﬂﬂi!li Wy soniling a strong punitive force to Manipur” in his book

A "IIIIII}' ol Burma”,
Pl G Harvey in his book 'Outline of Burmese History'

MR S LPSS and 1758 Alaungpaya raided Manipur, The
m::;:} ol this 'first Devastation' and say that Fu.s' u*.m'
M cruel, bt he . was only doine un : fhey by
R T y doing unto them as they had
AR il bivasions by ie Burmese completely stamped out the Kanglei
i, Ve gy sl destruction ol the society and civilization starting al
B by Puyn Melthaba ete. etc., total crushing of Kangleipak {:ivf[i:m;._m

.. He says upto 1819 A.D. the constant

L Ml My Bunmae are the Manifest effects of the advent of
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Hnﬂ.uﬂnml{angkimkﬂﬂh;mtuﬁﬂ'ﬂt manifest effects of the mmature
and unpatriotic acts of king Pambeiba and his Dharma Guna Sanfi Diass
Gmlﬂﬂmmm‘iwmﬂmﬁﬂm Rt ¥
before Pamheiba and Santi Das Gossai.

The diary of Manipur (1904) also recorded the facts ¢
Khuntakpa at page 79 "English Era 1758-59. Sak. 1680. Jubara
Bhagyachandra went to Samjok and Anundasai the senapati wenl
to Kubo and they attacked Burma by these two different
but they were defeated and followed by the enemies up to Kokching:
In the month of November, the Raja himself went to attack Burmg
... Jubaraj Bhagyachandra made a strong fort at Leishangkhong
and opposed the Burmese he fought hard with them but at last failed
to keep up his position, the Burmese troops rushed in Manipur and
took possession of the Manipur palace, they remained only 9 days
in the capital, during this time all the Manipuries fled to the Nag
villagers for protection”.

Though we find only one Khuntakpa in the present Manipun
history so called records, but according to foreign writer there weng
two khuntakpa during the reign of king Gourashyam from 1753 1§
1759, one in 1755 and other in 1758. Alaungpaya became king of al
Burma in 1752. Soon he sent a punitive force to Manipur in 1752
A.D. The king Gourshyam could not defend Manipur. The Burmes
army terrorized the people of Kangleipak (Manipur). The valley ¢
Manipur was deserted by the people and cmmlﬂﬂumdm i
the surrounding hill villages for their lives. King Gourshyam :
fled Imphal valley for his life. Just afler 1755, the people b@gan
return to their homes in the valley. Thekmgalsum& capita
to start administration.

But in the second armed campaign ufEumu, Hu£
Hrin Aaung in this book 'A History of Burma' at page IE'I =
"Unfortunately for both Burmese and Mons, the Manipur st:
ﬂmnrm:dsagamﬂndﬁlamgpaynhmimlﬁadhlsmuﬂu ATV '_
This time it had to be not a mere punitive expedition but a campaig
of conquest.” Thus Manipur specially the valley was redoced o
desert having no population at all. The king and his court member
of the palace also fled Imphal valley for their lives. Alaungpaya a1
his army leaders thinking unnecessary to conquest and occup
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Munipur (Imphal valley) in 1758, returned to Burma after remaiming
siime days in the palace of Manipur,

In the meantime, on hearing the Burmese left Manipur the
peuple lrom the hills and other places began to return to their homes
piil the king also retumed to the palace to start administration of
e sountry Kangleipak (Manipur). King Gourshyam and Jubaraj
Mhngynchandra were brothers, sons of Shyamsai or Samjai. According
B fitual agreement between king Gourashyam and his younger
Wuther Jubraj Bhagyachandra, Gourshyam agreed to give the throne
i hie beothier Bhagyachandra. In this way, the kingship of king
Ehamahyum was lermuinated in 1759 A.D.,

King Jul Singh Bhagyachandra (1759-1762)

In 1759 AL, after Gourashyam, Bhagyachandra who was
R s also Jai Singh became king of Kangleipak {(Manipur). He
s younger brother of king Gourshyam. As soon as Bhagyachandra
Bt king of Kangleipak (Manipur) in 1759 AD. after Gourshyam
Wis elder brother who faced two invasions, not merely raids, in
LIAS el 1758 A.D. by the armed forces of Burma, the security
allsbions in Manipur were so bad, and the threat of invasion from
P win 5o acute, the king Bhagyachandra unable to stand himself

wliie 0 i king of an independent country Kangleipak (Manipur),
sipptionted the British Leadership in India for aid and protection.

An Anglo-Manipuri treaty 14th September, 1762 was made.
e Wllowing is the Xerox of the treaty as found at page 12 of
i Treaties and documents (1110 - 1971) (Volume one), by
Pl Naorein Sanajacba.

bis
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Xerox - I : Anglo Manipuri treaty 1762

ANGLO-MANIPURI TREATY

Articles of a treaty between Harray Das Guseeiin, acting o
behalf of fai Singhcand Mr, Harry Vendst, Chief of
Factiry on bbbl of the British—dsted the bith Seprember 17632
. (Home Dept. Publie, 1762, 4 Oct., Nes. 2:3).

(1) That the sald [ai Singh, his master, shall be assicted with
such of the m-mmmhhh”h
the recovery of such lands and effects belonging i the said Jai
Singhias he hath been disposieied of by the Bunmals (Burmesel.

{2) That for the assbstance of such English troops the said Jai
Sengh ks willing and ready ko pay &t the lmmediste expiration of
every mosth all and eviery experse and contingent expenses of,
siech broops then due 8o loeg as they may remain fn bisservice.

(3 That the said Jal Singh ls willing and ready io join with all
his fyeee the sedd farces to obdadn fiall end ample satifac-
tcen for all and every the sakd Engliich bave fromi time bo tme

by the Burmese ot the Megrairje (Megrais) or amy other
place dusing the said Burrrah’s adrrinistration when inamy tmein
possension of Pegu.

{4} That the sabd Jal Singh will feom the time of signing these
atiches, oonsider such infuries as have boen dose by the Burmals
(Busenese) b the said Englizh as injaries done fo hismself and thai
thee sl Jad Sngh will ever hereafter be peady & resent sy new
Incsult or hind rance the Engllsh trade or prople may meet with st
Pega, the Megraisis (Negras) or any other part ar perts al present
under the Goverrenent of the Burmah Rajah or the Rajab of

19) That the £aid Jai Singh will at alf times fully corldies every
encermry s the sald English as his Gwn enerey and that the ssid
English shall consdder every enmy hl]'ﬂlﬂd_l-lﬂ:lﬁhllﬂﬂ‘
vy, !
$61 That the sald Jai Singh shall grank such lainds 55 the sakd
Wmﬂ#mhhbﬂudlm-ﬂm#

the trapasctian of ki bushness of thelr persovs.
and gflecisin wnder ks Governmentand that whaleses
peart ithe gaid mary i & f Wheir Factory amnd Fort the satd

1 g shallalsg. adistance of coaptey rousd such Faciory
and ﬁdtﬁ}tﬂﬁfﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂ Hﬂ;:ﬂd‘ﬁﬁhl‘#-ﬂnﬂ:
logever, i r =y

(71 That the sald Jsi Singh shall grant perrmiidion Lo the English
fioer am open teade bt and through his coapiry free of ail duties,
hindranes oF mobstton snd thet the sabd Js& Sngh will et
protect and defend the sadd English in the same.

{B) That the said Jal singh shall notenter nbs any sccosnmda-
thomwith the Tarmah Fagah withouwt the ad wice and appeobatian of
the English sr shull the English ender into s sepassie and distinct
Arealy with the Barmah Rajsh without previousty sdrisieg ibe
naid Jaj Sngh.

(9 Skl Hlll'E.rlgnl;lh with Ehome of Meckiey b obliged
ko march againat the Bammak Ralsk in arder to obtain sstiafseton
tor thidr enutual injaries recelved and in ¢onsequence malor thnmn-
wblves master of B Bursah country the sald Jal Singh doth then
agree that should the sabd English then ghve bim full ol
the said Bunmah coentry be the sald Jal Slmgh willl theen malce good
o the said Erglivh all such lossed ad they bhave evgr heretolons
susiained.
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‘The above is the Xerox copy of the "Anglo-Manipuri treaty
il September, 1762" as found in pages 12 and 13 of the book
“Munipur treaties and documents (1110-1971) (Volume one)" edited
by Nuorem Sanajaoba (1993). The treaty has 9 articles of strategic
nportunce to Manipur as offensive and defensive in nature. The
Wealy In n very important treaty made between Jai Singh
Whagynohandra and the British power in India in the beginning of
of Jui Singh Bhagyachandra as king of Kangleipak (Manipur).
lrenly was purportedly to be signed at least by somebody or
e bodies, but not signed by anybody as found in the book
od ubove The articles of the treaty, 1762 were drawn up
the kingship of Jai Singh Bhagyachandra, but after his sudden
Alulioation in 1762, his elder brother Gourshyam became king again
1702 A, itself and ratified the treaty by him in a later date. The
Hetion of the treaty, 1762 by king Gourshyam also was not
Ml by any body as found in the book mentioned above. The
Mo Xerox of the 'Anglo-Manipuri treaty 14th September, 1762'
hetwoen Jni Singh Bhagyachandra and British power in India is a
inile between Kanglei Monarchy and British power in India
{h firnt time in history of Kangleipak and also after the advent
Wl Misdutsm in Kangleipak and 14 years after first hindu king of
k, king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz. We have now a priviledge
0 bl bvtos thies political and diplomatic status of the political leadership
Minw, specially of the status of king Gourshyam and his younger
hing Jni Singh Bhagyachndra . For this matter we can analyse
1762 in dept for our true history in the beginning of Hinduism

pink,

Tl fiewt article of the treaty says Jai Singh Bhagyachandra
B8 aasinted by the British in recovering lands and effects
sl by the Burmese authority with British troops that "can
Bl
~ Whe second article says Jai Singh Bhagyachandra will bear
W sisenpenditure of the British troops, will be ready to pay cost/
Wi wl the immedinte expiration of every month as long as
It roops are in his help.

|4l Artiole says Jui Singh Bhgyachandra will join with all
b Meltinly, when the British troops are trying "to obtain




 fort of eight thousand cubics to the said English free of rent for
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full and ample satisfaction for all and every injury” suffered from
the Burmese authority at Negrais and any other place. -

Upto 1762 A.D.. the Burmese authority had not disposs
any Kanglei Land permanently or reasonably long occupied by
them. The Burmese troops raided Kangleipak in 1755 A.D. ag
punitive campaign for the freebooting raids conducted by king

1730s and 1740s. But the Burmese authority had not dispo =l
any Kanglei Land excepting looting and slave harvesting. In 1758
A.D. again the Burmese troops under the leadership of Alaungpays

ol

Alaungpaya possessed for 13 days the capital of Kangleipak and
went away after looting some valuables from the Kanglei capital.

This was a time, when the British Empire was willing very
seriously to expand its Empire beyond the boundary of India a
Kangleipak towards Burma to the southern Asia. Upto the 5th article
of the treaty, we do not see any intrinsic usefulness and long te
benefits for the people of Kangleipak and Kanglei Monarc
Kangleipak and its people were used as weapons of British wa
machine in its expansion of Empire against Burmese territories ag
the treaty envisaged. '

The 6th article of the treaty, 1762 was most dangerous and
showed lowest political and diplomatic status of king Jai Sing}
Bhagyachandra. Please see critically th:;"'s_ixt]i article from the Xero
and the writer reproduces again: _

"{6) That the said Jai Singh shall grant such land as the sai
English may think proper for the building of a factory and forts fo
the transaction of their business and protection of their persons an
effects in every part under his Government and that whatever par
the said English may fix on for their factory and fort the said Ja
Singh shall also grant a distance of country round such factory ang

The word "cubics" in the last line in 6th article of the treaty i
cubits which has a length of about 1'/, feet per cubit. This seems
printing mistake.
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When we analyse the treaty, 1762 A.D between the English
wer in India and king Jai Singh Bhagyachandra , particularly the
Math article reproduced above, we tend to conclude that whether
Wi political leadership of that time, king of Kangleipak (Manipur)
hal retnined the sovereignty of country Kangleipak or surrendered
Il b the linglish authority by the Anglo-Manipuri treaty of 14th
Neptember, 1762, a clear question of this nature has come up.

Uindder this treaty of 1762 A.D. king Jai Singh Bhagyachandra

IS grant/give an unspecified area of land (any amount of area) at

M lnspeaitied position (anywhere), for building a factory and forts,

Will any number of English troops as they think proper. Around this

i forts, o round country land which has a width of about

Wiousand feet also should be given. Everything should be free of
il forever,

Linder this Anglo-Manipuri treaty of 14th September, 1762,
Wi wiiter feols the country Kangleipak become a British protectorate
ply or by implication. The country Kangleipak, established in and
Sl two thousand B.C., has become for the first time in history a
IR protectomte loosing its sovereignty in the time of 5th Hindu
Wi vointing from king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz.

Flw treaty, 1762 was ratified by king Gourshyam, elder brother
Wl ki Jni Singh Bhagyachandra who became king of Kangleipak
mu Jul Singh Bhagyachandra who abdicated the throne of

ik muddlenly. What the writer feels is that will a Patriotic,

W0 wndd strategically of high status king / kings sign such a
Wenly with u forelgn power.

Iiring this short period of kingship of Jai Singh
mmm.m order to defend the country Kangleipak (Manipur)

e lnvasion of Burma, the king Jai Singh Bhagyachandra
Ilidd bwo arimy camps at Kakching and Heirok. The Kakching
Wi was under the leadership of Akham Madhop Ram and
ahisin Polida Hanjaba, The army camp at Heirok was under the
ahip of Maobam Khelram. It was said that a Brahmachari
| Wik Killed by his servant. On reaching this news to king Jai
Whagyuohandra, he was too shock by the news and he
Iho Kanglel throne,
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King Gourshyam (1762-1763)

After sudden abdication of the throne of Kangleipak
(Manipur) by king Jai Singh Bhagyachandra, his elder brother
Gourshyam again became king of Kangleipak (Manipur) in 1762
A.D. During this second span of kingship of Gourshyam, he was on
the throne of Kangleipak for a very short time. During his very short
period of kingship, Gourshyam ratified the Anglo-Manipui treaty, 14
September, 1762 A.D. and confirmed. The article of ratification of
the Ango-Manipuri treaty of 14 September, 1762 A.D. says as under.

" L, Goursah Singh, Raja of Meckley do confirm a treaty of
alliance dated the 14® September 1762 made between Harry Verelst,
Randoff Marriot and Thomas Rumbold in behalf of the Honourable
East India Company on one part and by Hurry Dass Gussein in the
name and behalf of my brother Joy Singh, on the other part, approving
and ratifying all and every article of the said treaty of alliance.”

After a short time, after this ratification of the treaty, 1762, king

Gourshyam died suddenly in 1763,
King Jai Singh Bhgyachandra (1763-1764)

After sudden illness and sudden death of king Gourshyam in
the last part of 1763 A.D., for the second time Jai Singh
Bhgyachandra became king of Kangleipak (Manipur) in 1763 A.D.
Jai Singh Bhagyachandra was one of the most important kings of
Kangleipak (Manipur). He was the 7" Kanglei king counting from
king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz after the advent of Hinduism in
Kangleipak in the beginning of the 18® century A.D.. His period of
kingship from 1763 A.D. to 1798 A.D. was one of the most eventful
periods of the history of Kangleipak. Let us see what, how and
when the important historical events happened and to what direction
the historical events of Kangleipak went during his rule.

Let us see what the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) says in its
pages :
AR WA FAR AT 3 b Trlby i Syyoe i s owefaa
ST T B | G CACER S O WAl (5T | AT e, 2
CSTT 1 FETY | FFRa b o R v v w1 et | el et

T4 | GEEAT #1e1 *IIGAT 151 Al ] CRIRLA | ST T Lo BT |
Page 111, Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) English translation : “Tn the
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year of Laishram Kangaram Sak. 1686 (1764 A.D.) in the month of
Wakching, Ibung-ngo Sija Haricharan general went to raid Burma.
Al Tamu market (they) fought the defending Burmese Army and
were defeated, fled (from the battle field) to home (Kangleipak).
Naharup Hajari and Khetri Cheiteinya both died (in the battle). On
28 Fairel Friday the Maharaj went to raid Burma. Army camp was
established at Kakching. A strong battle was fought with the Burmese
army by making stockades with paddy straws. Returned (home)
after defeat. The country (was) deserted (by people from fear).” It
further says that the king fled to Mayanglam (Cachar) and further
fled to Tekhao. Almost all the people took shelter at Moirang. This
was the first “Khuntakpa’ during the reign of king Bhagyachandra,
the complete desertion of the country Kangleipak (Manipur) by its
people from fear of the Burmese. In was in 1764 A.D.

Dunng the stay of king Jai Singh Bhagyachandra at Tekhao
after his defeat from the Burmese in 1764 A.D. as a guest of king of
Tekhao the king of Moirang, Khellei Nungnang Telheiba who was
installed as king of country of Kangleipak by the Burmese sent a
letter to king of Tekhao, Shr Rajeshwar Singh to the effect that the
so called king Bhagyachandra was not real king of Kangleipak
(Manipur), that he was only a traitor king maker, that he be killed
before he became a fraitor in Tekhao.

The king of Tekhao, Shri Rajeshwar Singh with his core cabinet
decided to let Bhagyachandra capture one of the wildest big elephant
recently captured from the jungle in an open field without any weapon.
The king informed the guest Bhagyachandra. The mahout of the
clephant was one Bhasker. He was an expert elephant catcher. He
was also a Hindu religious preacher.

In the dead mid-night just before the day fixed for capturing
the elephant by Shri Jai Singh Bhagvachandra, the mahout of the
L:Icpl'_lmit to be captured came secretly to Bhagyachandra for secret
consultation. Next day the elephant was captured by Shri Jai Singh
Bhagyachandra without any weapon in an open field before a big
audience including king Rajeshwar Singh. On that day he was given
the name °‘Jai Singh’ and further was given the name
‘Bhagyachandra’ by the Mahout religious preacher Shri Bhasker.
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Weogarding capturing of the elephant, the Bhagyachandra
Larel Lathup now published as “Treger says at page 9 “swreit
WMy it i R oy conne Tam® wam comace 1 v Szsiids
N W wrveny comen caeET | Cone e i S e S ety
MIWWWW’EMWW,WﬁﬂEmﬂ#ﬂﬁW
OO WA S~ fER) coere g it acergs B wnep 2o e
e 5 St o e =y Wi

T e e e Bl & T whe Lo g e
mmﬂmﬁ@ﬁmﬂrmﬁ:ﬁmmﬁaﬁ:ﬁmcﬂmwﬁmﬂ
o 1= i1 37, 7, SR CORA! 61691 *IT WY CowTEr e 53w}
CERET (T Corineran g Braerargen Bt ore v, 8§t ot
T SSAT TR Y& C9eA (6T | ” English translation : “Like a mad
man in fits of hysteria, the king came out before the mammoth
gathering of the Tekhao people. He murmured Shri Govinda and
Shri Bhasker very frequently. The Tekhao people shouted to be
victorious mlsmingthr:king,T'hclﬁnghadehaiﬁngﬂlﬂng
leaves on his right hand and one Kokkan tree leave in his left hand.
Before the king of Tekhao, Swargadeva Rajeshwar Singh and
gathering of the Tekhao people, the Mahout set free the wild elephant
(in the open field) after getting order from the king.

After feeling the sound of the mammoth gathering and Seeing
Chingthang Khomba, the already wild elephant ran (to
Chingthangkhomba) with a shrill shout (King Bhagyachandra)
remembered only the advice of Shri Bhasker, When the Shai
tmgkhang leaves on his right hand waving very frequently near his
body jumping in arhythm, the naturally wild elephant like a tame dog
lay down on the ground (in surrender). Chingthangkhomba shouting
it was victory of Shri Bhas and victory of Shri Govind, touched the
elephant with his own hands.”

The mammoth gethering shouted, it was victory of the Meetei
king. Since then the king Chingthangkhomba was also called as Jai
Singh. In the year 1767 AD. (Sak. 1689), king Chingthangkhomba
Jai Singh Bhagyachandra returned to Kangleipak (Manipur) with
sizeable number of soldier as help from the king of Tekhao after
this capture of the elephant. He was welcomed by his former palace
official and friends and wel-wishers at Sangaithel. He stayed there
ﬁurmtimt.ﬂtﬂlisﬁlm,ﬂmpeopicnﬂ{mg]dpukmtmk

King Jal Singh Bhagyachandra ik |

shelter in the hills and at Moirang since 1764 A.D. Burmese invasion
(1" Khuntakpa) began to return to the plain of Kangleipak (Manipur).

One important note :- The writer has a copy of Tungkhungia
Buranji (1681-1826 A.D.) by Dr. §.K. Bhuyan. The writer does not
find any mention of the Elephant capturing episod in the Buranji
though Kuranga Nayani episode etc. are mentioned clearly.

King Khelei Nungnang Telheiba (1764-1768 A.D.)

Kheler Nungnang Telheiba, king of Moirang became king of
Kangleipak (Manipur) when the Kanglei throne was left vacant afier
the defeat of king Bhagyachandra at Kakching battle with the
Burmese army. He was installed as king of Kangleipak by the
Burmese occupation army. After installing Kheilei Nungnang Telheiba
ns king of Kangleipak (Manipur), the Burmese occupation army left
Kangleipak leaving only some army personnel.

In this regard “Diary of Manipur, 1904' at page 82 says
“English Era 1765-66 Sak 1687 ....... Moirang Ningthou then killed
Dullavshai with 3 of his attendants and he declared himself as
Maharaja of Manipur.”

In this regard, ‘Report on the Eastern Frontier of British India’
by R.B. Pemberton at page 45 says “..... and Jaee Sing fled across
the hills into Assam. The Burmahs raised the Moirang Raja to the
vacant throne, and returned to their own country.”

In this regard, the “Gazetteer of Manipur , by E.W. Dun also
nt page 41 says the same thing.

In this regard, the “Tal® Ffe™” by Sarangthem Bormani
Singh at page 132 says : “T3# TR (SALEEA] F1 FHIEERE IO T2
T S (oI CoTaSIT SToE T N5, @ R AL (o et (Beeece ™ English
translation : “ Kheilei Nungnang Telheiba, though coronation was
not performed, began to kill persons who sided with Bhagyvachandra
secretly during his short time of administration (of Kangleipak).”

In this regard, the Cheitharol Kumbaba is not clear whether
the Moirang king, Kheilei Nungnang Telheiba was installed to the
throne of Kangleipak when the Kanglei throne was left vacant by
the defeat of king Bhagyachancra at Kakching battle with the
Burmese army, when he fled to Cachar. But it is written, in the year
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1768 A.D. (Sak. 1690) in the month of Lampta “sreipeemsit wzmmee
RS it e Pova i, AR s sty 2Rt s i
Mg et " page | 12, Chei Kum. (1967) English translation : ©
Maharaj changed his palace from Sangaithel to Sangaiprou in the
month of Sajiphu. The Meitei army killed Moirang Ningthou coming
from Burma at Khari Paddy field.” This may be with reference to
the time and statement of R.B. Perberton in his book ‘Report on the
Eastern Frontier of British® at page 45 “Jaee Sing, having obtained
assistance in Assam, and relying in the attachment of hisg people,
again returned to Muneepoor, devastated Moirang, and resumed the
Government of his country.™

Regarding killing of Moirang Ningthou Khelei Nungnang
Telheiba, the Diary of Manipur, 1904 records at page 83 “English
era 1768-69. Sak 1690. Moirang Ningthou on his way from
Burmah,was attacked on the way by Manipuris and killed at Sharj
Loupok.” Regarding killing of Khelei Nungnang Telheiba by
Bagyachandra after capturing and before killing, at page 11 of
Mitambal says “spr cita =2 ea1? == W O SR ol o
T G e e g I R e e English
translation : “ Do you know Khelei? As You brother of my mother,
I made you king of Moirang. But, you are shameless ™ And just
killed.

It seems very evident because of the record of the Cheitharol
Kumbaba quoted above from page 112 of the book and ofher relevant
books available now, Moirang Ningthou Khelei Nungnang Telheiba
was king of Kangleipak (Manipur) up to 1768 A.D. when he was
killed by the Meetei Army of Bhagyachandra at Khari loubul in
1768 A.D. We do not find any important historical records of Khelei
Nungnang Telheiba during his reign as king of Kangleipak (Man Ipur)
from 1964 A.D. to 1768 A.D.

King Jai Singh Bhagyachandra (1768-1769)

In the year 1768 A_D. in the month of Lamta after the killing
of Moirang Ningthou Khelei Nungnang Telheiba by the Meitei Army
at Khari Loupuk in his return journey from Burma after attending a
marriage party at Ava, Jai Singh Bhagyachandra sheltered his
temporary palace at Chajing without entering Kanglei Royal palace
at Kangla Capital. In 1768 A.D. (Sak. 1690) king Bhagyachandra
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change from his temporary shelter at Sangaithel to Sangaiprou. In
1769 (Sak 1691) king Bhagyachandra change his shelter from
Sangaipro to Chajing on the Indo-Burma road. While king
Hhagyachandra was staying at Chajing without entering the Kanglei
capital at Kangla, “=@mii Feisa s CHIBTARE COTfere S9ET ==
CTRsTETgEeTl CoTeTi<e a1 2uffs Moz syt czer 1 page 112, chei.
Kum. (1967) It was in 1769 A.D. English ttranslation * From Burma
two workers (P81 = Mm%=7), Ghanashyam and Moirengjam
logindra came (to Kangleipak) with Burmese, the country was
deserted (by the people). Meidingu Chingthangkhomba fled to
Mayang (Cachar).” This was the 2* desertion of the country
Kangleipak (Manipur) completely by the people of Kangleipak during
the reign of king Bhagyachandra. Since the time of rule of king
Gourshyam (1753-1759), the people of Kangleipak (Manipur) had
o fear Psychosis from the Burmese. This khuntakpa (Desertion of
the country Kangleipak by its people) is the 42 khuntakpa of
Kangleipak since the days of king Gourshyam, elder brother of king
Bhagyachandra. During the absence of King Jai Singh
Bhagyachandra (1769-1772), it seems there was no king of
Rangleipak (Manipur) “Tafimem sum R 727 b ema)1” page
12 Chei Kum.) it is not a clear statement. We do not find any
corroborative record also from Foreign writers. Therefore, the writer
has not brought any king in the picture during this period of about 4
years. s -

King Bhagyachandra returned to Kangleipak (Manipur) from
Cachar in 1772 A.D. (Sak. 1694). He could not enter the Kangla
capital. He stayed at Sangaithel, then at Keiroi and at Sanglangmei.
[n the year 1772 A.D. in the month of Wakching “ofif srwrferm
HE S i) mﬁﬁmmmr'pﬂgp 114, chei kum. (1967) English
translation : “On 3" day (Wakching) Sunday, Santhiba Gopal Senapati
went to raid Burma”. “3ef Furdt s semmeen @ s @ o |
AT AT 2 |- e B oot a9 | e e v | R A
¢ %1 ¥941” page 114, chei kum. (1967). English translation : “On 25t
day Monday (Wakching) king (Bhagyachandra) started to raid
Burma. The first day of Phairen is Saturday. On 2 day Sunday the
country (Kangleipak) deserted (by the people from fear of the
Hurmese). The king fled to Mayanglam (Cachar) the Burmese stayed
5 months (in Kangleipak).” This was the 3+ Khuntakpa ( Desertion
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of the country by the people of Kangleipak from fear of the
Burmese), during the kingship of Chingthangkhomba Jai Singh
Bhagyachandra since his coming to the throne of Kangleipak in 1763
A.D. after the death of Gourshyam. In this invasion the Burmese
army stayed 5 months in Kangleipak. This was the 5® Desertion
(Khuntakpa) of Kangleipak afier king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz who
fell from powerin 1748 A.D.

The first two Khuntakpa (Desertion) events of Kangleipak
during the reign of king Bhagyachandra were corroborated by the
Bhagyachandra Larei Lathup known as S/®9m1 at present days by
Angom Chaopa (later in Hindu days Angom Gopi), one of the
courtiers of king Bhagyachandra. At page 3 of the Larei Lathup
“Ther="it is written “SIS S CAF CPTEEA FreR 957 (=3 (o,
TATATRA S AR w2 P s s Rrol s oSS Bram
Coe g i AT | ST S, S TR Lo SRR | T
QAT [ CIRTRETIT,, I A0eR ORI 1 oo s P arafes 2w
AT (ArEE 1" English translation : “As soon as (Bhagyachandra)
took the throne from Gourshyam related as brother (to him), the
neighbouring country Burma gave much miseries by invading
(Kangleipak). In this first war, the king saved his life by concealing
himself in the hills. When the Burmese retumed (home), again he
administered the country coming down from the hills. The king took
help from the Bamon (Hindu Brahman) in all important matters. In
all war preparations, Haridas Babaji was given the leadership.” On
the same page 3: "= Si-re o SEwsT TS TRE, TR, e
=T+ ¢BTH | Tits wreafEds s o7 i 2R Solen g G o
7 1” English translation : “The Burmese invaded for the 2™ time,
the Meetei people fled to Cachar (deserting Kangleipak). All Meetei
leaders lost their initiative because (on examining of the pretentions
of braveness) of Babaji Haridas.” This time Bhagyachandra king

fled to Cachar with some of his most important courtiers according

the Larei Lathup called =3 at present.
King Wangkhei Binpdram (1772-1775 A.D.)

When king Jai Singh Bhagyachandra was defeated by the
Hurmese Army in Kakching 1772 A.D. and fled to Cachar, Wanpkhei
Winodrmn beonme king of Kangleipak (Manipur) making Wangkhei
I oapiind with :mmn of the occupation Burmese army in the

sty of Vdewd Al
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Some important events during the reign of Wangkhei Binodram,
different from other kings® activities of the relevant times were :

In the year 1773 in the month of Wakching ““s o airem wzmms
CERE T S We W gwa ) s Frrdeem R attea seme
&% W4 " page 115, chei kum. (1967). English translation : “On
10® Saturday the king went to Toubul in order to compromise Kabui
Hao.-.....on 12" Monday the king went to Waichei in order to
compromise Lupa hao”.

In the year 1775 A.D. in the month Kalen there was a
devastating flood in Kangleipak (Manipur) and many of the
Kangleichas were starving. *“s 4 sgsromers Szt anta=n i o
o B, T 37 0 oo 9 S 48a1” page 116 chei kum (1967).
English translation: * On 27* Thursday Ibungo (king) Wangkhei
distributed salt, money in the market place (to the people), every
man received 100 sel (Money unit) and 1 salt (lump)™.

Regarding the downfall of king Wangkhei Binodram the
Cheitharol Kumbaba (1987) at page 116 says that in the year 1775
in Wakching month *sr et s qemme aiena | v mim g
T BYELE | > » 7 e wme e e 394 1” English translation:
“On that day (16™ day Wednesday of Waching) king
(Bhagyachandra) arrived from Mayanglam (Cachar). On 18% Friday
Wangkhei (king) was made to flee to Mayanglam (Cachar). On 19®
Saturday the king (Bhagyachandra) went to Lamlanglong (Palace).”

This is the record of Cheitharol Kumbaba regarding return of
Kanglei administration in 1775 A.D.

Regarding the downfall of king Wangkhei Binodram in 1775
the Tie5# known as Bhagyachandra Larei Lathup says at page 15:
“ETH ST W S A, S aReaiEe s anbwaii
BREHSH, SCAETOI S TS (o TREET (AT | 2 (R S Sstyreest oo
% I CPTIEAPE | CURGRT AR ST ATEfaa el s
FAR, G S A (it w B A e, 2 S e
b1 et wrfee) i e e EfE ) e weeEt fite e s
LT AR | S A Sl T ST R, W ST
CEIRAT CTEAT £ 21" English translation: “ In this way

Bhagyachandm along with Mayang Guru, after travelling the Mayang
places of Pilgrimage of south Takhel, Nabadwip etc. from Takhel
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(they) returned to Meetei country. In this time Bhagyachandra Joy
Singh returned along with his family and servants. On his return,
(Bhagyachandra) fought terrible battles at Lamlangtong and Phoijing
against (king) Wangkhei who was there ruling Kangleipak (Manipur).
Joy Singh won all battles and recovered his two sons who were
captured by the Burmese. This time also Bhagyachandra could not
enter Meetei palace (at Kangla). He started staying at Lamangtong
and Langthaban developing new palaces from fear of Burmese
mvasions”. i

King Jai Singh Bhagyachandra (1775-1798 A.D.)

After his defeat in the hands of the Burmese and fleeing to
Cachar in 1772 A.D,, king Bhagyachandra returned to Kangleipak
(Manipur) to govern the country as king again after defeating king
Wangkhei Binodram in the battles at Lamangtong and Phoijing. He
could not enter the Kanglei cgpital at Kangla rather the king
established his capital at Lamlangtong (present Lamangdong). This
was in 1775 A.D. :

In the year 1775 A.D. king Bhagyachandra had established
his capital at Lamlangtong (present Lamangdong). It was on the hill
brow , now occupied by the college and many offices, at the eastern
side of the Thangjing hill ranges. It was also the beginning of the hill
route called Thangjing Maril leading to Cachar in the old days. Since
the days of king Gourshyam (1753-1759 A.D.), the people, and kings
in particular, had a fear Psychosis of Burmese invasion and torture
by the Burmese army. It was an undesireable fact and evidence of
History of Kangleipak, the conclusion of which was dictated by the
facts of History of Kangleipak. Since 1753 A.D. upto 1775 A.D.,
when king Bhagyachandra established his capital at Lamlangtong
on the hill brow in 1775 A:D.; there was not any king effectively
governing the country Kangleipak. The kings could not stay and
govern the country from Kangla capital of Kangleipak which was
established in and around 2000 B.C. by king Konchin Tukthapa Ipu
Athoupa Pakhangpa. These things began to happen after 6/7 years
after 1* Hindu king, Pamheiba Garivaniwaz ‘because of the
irresponsible and unpatriotic behavior of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz
and successor kings, The establishment 6f capital at Lamlangtong
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by king Bhagyachandra was dictated by the logic of his fear of the
Burmese and of fleeing Kangleipak to Cachar to save his life in any
eventuality.

After 1775 A.D. Kangleipak (Manipur) was hardly overrun
by the Burmese except in one occasion in 1784 A.D. In Sajiphu in
1784 A.D. “af7 FRTSIemm =@ s SRR “e ST (Ul b
STEEHATBAT T £ LETAS STHT A1 58 | ST AT R Y O AL | =,
BrAie; (AT FNCH A 1S %417 page 129, chei. Kum. (1967).
English translation: “On 7* Monday, as news came that the Burmese
had come to raid (Kangleipak), an army of all the four divisions
under Khumanthemba Chakrapani Pukhramba was sent to Heirok.
The Burmese bumt houses in Burmese Khari village, (The Burmese)
collected cows, buffalos and went away, it was reported”. Except
this free booting raid by Burmese, no other serious event was there
after 1775 A.D. LB

As soon as king Bhagyachandra returned to Kangleipak
(Manipur) when the king was sheltered at Chajing as his temporary
palace, just after killing of Khellei Nuwa Telheiba in 1768 A.D., in
1769 A.D. (Sak. 1691) the Burmese invaded Kangleipak (Manipur)
again. The Burmese stayed 20 days at Kangleipak (Manipur). The
country Kangleipak was deserted by the people from fear of the
Burmese. King Bhagyachandra fled to Mayang (Cachar). This was
the 2nd Khuntakpa of Kangleipak during the reign of king
Bhagyachandra. After this Burmese invasion of 1769 A.D. who
ruled Kangleipak (Manipur), when the throne of Kangleipak was
vacant, when Bhagyachandra fled to Cachar, is not clear in the
records of Cheitharol Kumbaba.

While the country Kangleipak, after two successive Burmese
invasions in 1764 A.D. and 1769 A.D. making the country deserted
by the people, was completely in turmoil, the Burmese again for the
third time invaded Kangleipak (Manipur)in 1772 A.D. (Sak. 1694).
This time, the Burmese army oceupied Kangleipak for 5 months in
complete control. King Bhagyachandra fled to Cachar making the
throne of Kangleipak vacant. This time the occupying Burmese
authority installed one Wangkhei Binod Ram on the throne of
Kangleipak (vide page 144, tal Ferfica= by Sarangthem Bormani
also). *Wangkhei Binod Ram became king of Kangleipak for 4
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years till the return of Bhagyachandra in 1775 AD. eshtablishing
his temporary palace at Lamlangtong on the Hill brow.

*Note : - King Wangkhei Binodram is said to be of
Pukhrambam family by Sarangthem Bormani in his book I%t®
fFrzdicae at page 144.

In the 'Diary of Manipur (1904)' the 3 successive invasions
to Kangleipak (Manipur) by the Burmese army in 1764, 1769 and
1772 A.D. during the reign of king Bhagyachandra making the country
Kangleipak (Manipur) deserted by the people of Kangleipak were
also recorded with hittle defferences.

One more record in the 'Diary of Manipur (1904)' more than
what recorded inthe Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) was that "English
era 1774-75 Sak. 1697 : In the month of April Chandraklya (a
Burma) came and took possession of the Manipur palace. He built
Samjenthong (a bridge over the Imphal river. He compelled the
people of Manipur to leave this holy thread (Poita) by force, there
was earthquake on that day and another quake in the month of May.
Chandra left Manipur for Burma, and Wangkhei took charge of the
management of the country” at page 86/87.

During this period in the Cheitharol Kumbaba, these facts are
not recorded. According to the Diary of Manipur (1904). Sanjenthong
was built by the Burmese under the leadership of Burmese General
Chandraklya in 1774 A.D. whereas in the Cheitharol Kumbaba in
1774 (Sak. 1694) in Sajiphu “v (AeReCs1e=i ==re-camn =54 1 "as if
Sanjenthong was built by Manipur without mentioning any builder or
builders. This record of the Diary of Manipur (1 904) 1o the fact that
the Burmese compelled by force "the people of Manipur to leave
their holy thread", indicates the Burmese people did not like Hinduism
in Kangleipak (Manipur).

A peaceful social atmosphere returns to
Kangleipak (Manipur)

Since 1772 A.D. overruning of Kangleipak (Manipur) by the
Burmese and making the country Kangleipak deserted by the people
of Manipur from fear of the Burmese, it seems that, almost for
about 3 decades upto 1800 A.D. no Burmese Major army operations
were conducted whether for freebooting or occupation, against the
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country Kangleipak. This might have been seen by every watcher
of Kanglei History. During the life time of King Bhagyachandra, his
raid (invasion ?) of Burma in 1772 A.D. (Sak. 1694) in Wakching
was the last one and no more from Hindu Manipur. This peaceful
and responsible behaviour on the part of Hindu king in Kangleipak
had corresponding response of the Burmese people and authority
on their part. No Burmese "Punitive' invasion took place to
Kangleipak for almost 3 decades upto 1800 A.D.

In the 'Report on The Eastern Frontier of British India' by
R.B. Pemberton, the writer says at page 45 : "In 1782, he however
appears to have made some compromise with his enemies, and from
that period, until 1798, he seems to have been allowed to remain in
quiet possession of his devastated country." Though we have
different dates for the same fact or cause in different history record
books, for example, Chietharol Kumbaba, Diary of Manipur and
other books by English writers, we see the raison d'etre of the events
of the historical facts. The Burmese peoples' and authority's wrath
towards the people and authority of Kangleipak (Manipur) was the
violent response to the unprovocative urresponsible, unpatriotic,
unreasonable, religious fanatic armed campaigns against our great
neighbour Burma, since the days of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and his
Dharma Guru Shanti Dass Gossai. King Bhagyachandra came to
his senses in 1770s A.D. that for a peaceful atmosphere in Kangleipak
(Manipur) for the people to live peacefully, the __g'fm qua non is the
good responsible behaviour on the part of the rulers of Kangleipak
towards their great neighbour Burma.

The armed campaigns of king Bhagyachandra during his
reign against the hill peoples of Kangleipak.

We have seen above the armed raids and invasions of king
Bhagyachandra during his kingship in Kangleipak against Burma of
which we called Awa at the relevant time of Kanglei history. During
the reign of king Bhagyachandra, no important armed campaign
conducted against any foreign country, except against Burma. This
was the historical fact during the relevant period. Now let us see
some mmportant armed campaigns of king Bhagyachandra against
the hill peoples of Kangleipak as recorded in the Cheithardl Kumbaba
(1967):
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In 1771 A.D. “miecae 218 %98 Sl 371 378 A%a” page 113,
Chei. Kum.(1967) English translation "The new two villages of
Langkhong Hao Kabui raided”

In 1777 A.D. in' Wakching “ef Frz@iemam S sfFmm geon =%
STITRISMT 13 R 5e 1™ 3 ot P iemran By affem it ops s gpetena ™
page 118, Chei Kum. (1967) English translation " "On 5th Monday
Ibungsi Mantri with private army went to raid Saibung village” .....
“on 20th Monday Ibungsi Mantri returned from raiding Khagi Hao
village". &

In Fairel s S G it o1 51e oo (e s S5
e SR AYLE ST S 3F AP ba 1™ page 128, Chei Kum (1967).
English translation : On 17th Tuesday as the Okhrul hao sent
informations for war, Ibungsi Jubaraj went to raid Okhrul in the night
upto Waichei village". :

In 1785 A.D. on the first day of Wakching month “= sfier
eerm i o 52 1 page 132, Chei Kum. (1967) English translation
: " On that day the Ningthem (King) went to raid Sugnu village".

In 1786 A.D. in Wakching month “3af gaitamrm figrem
SteerzamaT cnzen® A1 =141 page 134, Chei Kum (1467). English
translation : "On 22nd Wednesday king Bhagyachandra went to raid
Khongjai villages". In the same year 1786 A.D. in Fairel “3af¥
FIRIBRAT CAMETE 51 | TG FATETATERT BT AP | S T 1™
page 135, Chei Kum. (1967). English translation : "On 17th Sunday
Khongjai villages destroyed. The king went towards Phulchongyal
for raiding. Many war prisoners were captured.”

In 1787 A.D. in Kalen month “Srgge cime% ART 524 | GRiScma ™
page 137, Chei Kum. (1967). English translation : "Ahallup Pana
(Ahallup division one of 4 divisions of Kanglei army) went to raid
Khongjai village. Many war prisoners captured and booty collected”.

In 1790 A.D. in the month of Kalen, one of the rare events
happened as retaliation by the hill peoples against the plain people
tor their unreasonable and unprovocative armed operation against
hill peoples ekt fvamm aeger e orsemr ST se Zefar
page 144,, Chei Kum (1967). English translation : "On 3rd Monday,
the Okhrul Hao destroyed the Soicha Kameng village and killed 45
peoples”,
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In 1796 A.D. in Fairel month *3 oft %% sfes Sy gitsmsern
(B3 F16 AR TR CIET5e SR HPHIEN 58 | #113] =aa | 3 fiew
TGN IR AR FETE] PECH, AT fed 1 page 160, Cher Kum.
{1967). English translation : "On 20th Friday Ibungsi Khwairakpa
went to Soichep Kameng, on hearing Choithar Hao people came to
attack, to drive them away. Stockades were also constructed. On
the same day Haobam Ahallup Lakpa Kumudand also went to raid
Chandrakhong".

In 1797 A.D. in Sajifu month “s>2f Frrferm yom sewi
O SRR, WA PF LIS NS Y SIS SWEAAbT S, Wt
ARS8 @ W2 WaIET 1% A ot | A 3 3 FEeE )" page 161, Chei
Kum. (1967). English Translation : "On 12th Monday Akhan, Ateng
and Ayok three groups under the leadership of Khumbong Ratanmani
Tengkhal Sanglakpa, Wahengbam Chandra Hajari, and Laishram
Mukunda Hajari went to raid North Makhui villages. 12 war prisoners
captured".

These are some of the important armed campaingns/raids
against hill villages of different community like Tangkhul, Kabui,
Khongjai etc. as recorded in the Cheitharol Kumbaba by L. Ibungohal,
N. Khelchandra (1967) during the rule of king Bhagyachandra.

The hill peoples of different communities like Tangkhul,

Kabui, Khongjai etc. lived in different small villages scattered through
out the hill ranges of Kangleipak in the east, in the south, in the west
and in the north surrounding the Imphal valley. These people are
the progenitors of the valley people called Meetei now and as such
the Meetei people and hill peoples lived as one people for several
centuries though the Meetei people inhabited prominently in the valley
as an advanced people n the history of Kangleipak. When the
Hinduism came to Kangleipak in the first half of 18th century A.D.,
since the days of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and his spritual guide Santi
Dass Gossai, upto this time of Kanglei History, the Kangla Hindu
kings attacked, invaded, raided the undefended, unprovocative hill
peoples capturing men and women, looting their properties as if these
hill peoples were foreign enemies thereby creating a shock Psyche
to them for generations to come. The present political scenerio in
Kangleipak in the 21st century is the direct result of these past
treatment of the hill peoples by the Hindu kings since the advent of
Hinduism.
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Now peace being bought from Burma and the Burmese
authority, since about the middle of 1770s to 1780 AD. onwards,
king Bhagyachandra could turn his mind, from his trembling mind
from fear of the Burmese to a little scttled and peaceful mind, to
some positive development of the country Eangleipak and for its
peaple in the last about two decades of his life. We have seen already
that the last military campaign against the Awa (Burma) war in 1772
A.D. in the life of king Bhagyachandra. He no more attacked/raided
Burmese territories after 1772 A.D. And at the same time, from the
Burmese side also, no major armed campaign was carried out agairist
Kangleipak (Manipur) except one in 1784 A_D. in which some houses
burning and collecting some cows, buffalos etc from the east
periphery areas of Kangleipak bordering Burma. This was done by
the Burmese without even attacking the valley arcas of Kangleipak.
Though we don't have any evidence of any concrete contact between
the Kangleipak authority and the Burmese authority in the relevant

time, it seems very probables that there was some peace initiative

from Kangleipak to Burmese authority during this period of life of
king Bhagyachandra. R.B. Pemberton in his book “Report on the
Eastern Frotier of British India™ at page 45 says - "In 1782, he however
appears to have made some compromise with his enemies, and from
that period until 1798, he seems to have been allowed to remain in

ui sion of hi iry”. Here 'he’ means king
Bhagyachandra and the underlined poition in the quotation above
may be noted. King Bhagyachandra was allowed “to remain in quit
possession of his devastated country” by the Burmese authority.
Now having a peaceful mind, Bhagyachandra tumned his mind to
developing Hindu religion in Kangleipak The word "allowed" in the
quotation is a dictative word from anuhyinplimtiu:_u_

Chingthangkhomba was the original name of king -

Bhagyachandra. The name Jai Singh was given by the people of
Takhao after his 'capturing’ of the elephant before the king and people
of Tekhao in an open field in Tekhao. The name Bhagyachandra

was given by Shri Bhasker, then a Mahout in Tekhao as keeper of

elephant under the king of Tekhao, after the capturing of the elephant
glorifying him as very lucky man. He was also called "Karta'. When
king Bhagyachandra returned to Kangleipak with the help of king
Swargdeva Rajeshwar Singh, Shri Bhasker the Mahout became
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dharma Guru of king Bhagyachandra. When the Dharma Guru was
in charge of planning of every important development of Hinduism
and other important administrative works in Kangleipak, the king
Bhagyachandra was the Executive/Executant of everything planned
by Shn Bhasker, the Dharma Guru, The Dharma Guru Shri Bhasker
then called king Bhagyachandra as 'Karta Maharaj',

Let us see now the important development and other social
works for the people of Kangleipak by king Bhagyachandra as
recorded in the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967).

In the year 1776 in the month Hiyangkei s 3 %1% 3fte St
T TR o 5 Bl PR ema it oot st oo Stesnfas Fiefe o8 "page
117, Chei Kum. (1967).

In the year 1777 A.D. in the month of Langban “#mas «f
*TCAITECAT 25 | 41 ST TERTEiota Sy ergi e e af R
C541" page 117, Chei. Kum. (1967). English translation : " The first
day of Langban is Thursday. On the first day, coming (receiving )
the order of the Jagannath Prabhu, (many people) led by the king
begged for 7 days.

This was the first open begging in the country of Kangleipak
in 1777 A D started by the king himself. Begging system was started
in Kangleipak since 1777 A.D. by king Bhagyachandra.

In the year 1779 .D. in the Hiyangkei month “ssfy 5=t
wifhef i 2w wewer Senfam afdtre (i ot 2 Mmma | sofy
SRR iR L= (214 1” page 120, Chei Kum. (1967). English
translation : " On 11th Friday, Shri Govinda Abishek was done in
Canchipur Ras Mandal. Ras Lila was played for 5 days. On 13th
Sunday, Canchipur river was dug.”

In the year 1781 A.D., in the month of Wakching “ef =
TReer sl g e N o] anty Remmen qfEw aga
@4 1”page 123, Chei Kum. (1967). English translation : " On 5th
day those people of the country who discarded Nogun (Secrad
thread of the Hindu) were given Nagun again in the pond under the
lcadership Wangkhei Bindram." This may be forced giving nugon
again as done in the time of king Garivaniwaz Pamheiba.

In the year 1782 A.D. in the month of Thawan "3 of% G




84 ASHORT HISTORY OF KANGLEIPAK (Manipur) PART Il

Al +E ofa 1" page 125, Chei Kum. (1967). English translation
: " On 10th Monday the Pond at Langthabal was dug."

In the year 1772 A D. in the Burmese invasion to Klangleipak,
5 big metal guns were collected from the palace of Kangleipak
(Manipur) by the Burmese army, but they could not carry them to
Burma because of heaviness and left them at Toosarok, it is written
at page 86 of the Diary of Manipur (1904). And also at 125 of the
Chietharol Kumbaba (1967) “rare®! (anda =@ S *4 1” written, but
no such big iron guns are preserved anywhere in Kangleipak
(Manipur) now. And also atpage 131 of the Cheitharol Kumbaba
“wgegn, TG (IR AT *[e 1” is written. This was in Kalen of 1785
A.D. we have already known that big iron guns were manufactured
during the days of king Khagemba from foriegn writers. Upto this
day in 21st century A.D. the time is only about 200 years. No such
things are preserved anywhere in Kangleipak (Manipur) at present.
We are compelled not to believe these things. The sincerity of the

“successive Governments and Museum department may be in

questions.

In the year 1783 A.D. in the month of Poinu “of %% =%
[Rezegn turaw, g 524 In the same year in the month of Fairel “s8f
oSG SERTST (T ST T3 tycan eE 1™ both on page 128, of Chei
Kum.(1967). This “Xar »1§" from Kaina was the wood from which
the Murti of Shri Govinda was made and from the remaining portion
of the big tree Gopinath, Madan Mohan and Bijoy Govinda murtis
were made. The sculpture who made these murtis was one Sapa
Lakhan Singh.

In the year 1788 A.D. in the month of Wakching “af% enzem
*t 8 Tt Merfivag s tasaaf oie w9Eew ~ page 140, Chei. Kum,
(1967).

In the year 1789 A.D. in the month of Fairel “s v =gsmere
{11 ST ST CACIICATE Ao 2R Fewea 1 page 143, Chei
Kum. (1967). English translation :"On 28th Thursday, as the

Meihourol (History 7) used by the grandfather was too wrong, it
was re-written."

In the year 1790 A.D. in the month of Fairel “avF getem
canfasdud) mee c0d 1" page 146, Chei. Kum. (1967). English
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translation : "On 28th Wednesday, the construction of Govindaji temple
started”.

" Inthe year 1792 A.D. in the month of Fairel, “af Coer=esr=r
(wters) et S c8ha1” page 151, Chei. Kum. (1967).

In the year 1794 AD. in the month of Fairel, * 32

westeeees ey Bevers 17 page 156, Chei. Kum. (1967) : "On
15th Thursday, Shri Nityananda was established.”

In ﬂm:,rw 1795 A_D. in the month of Langban, on 13th day
Monday. = st ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ!ﬂt Ba1” Page 157, Chei Kum.
(1967).

In the year 1796 A.D. in the month of Sajiphu “x ¢ & Ry
vl Srerarg @ o S conRes per ner Page 158,
Chei Kum. (1967. English translation : "On 25th Monday, king

Chingthangkhomba changed his residence from Canchipur to Khwai
residential area Konthoujam".

In the same year in the month of Kalen o ot BTt o1 YFER
s SPS FAICATEAT @i%a | e 8] Turan wi%a 1"Page 159, Chei. Kum,
(1967) English translation : " On 5th Friday, on the middle of the tank
in Khwai residential area, a Sanakhongnang tree was planted. On
the four corner also 4 big fig trees were planted.” The tank and the
Sanakhongnang mentioned here may be the tank and the Sana
Khongnang near the presentGovernment fire brigade office which
is also known as Bor Saheb Ingkhol.

In the year 1796 A.D. in the month of Wakching “x2¢®
TS RS ST STRICIAT PreAre Srd= cotal (a1 page 160, Chei

- Kum. (1967) English translation : "On 25th Sunday, the king started

the festival of Kalaraj at Lammangdong.”

In the year 1797 A.D. in the month of Inga “eR =ramECT
FirsniareE Fi 2T e 3Ba | fFs 79 3 9w 3 Twa1” Page 161, Chei.
Kum. (1967) English translation : " On 5th Thursday, the temple of
Shri Govindaji was inaugurated. A flag of about 85 fi. long was
hoisted.”

In the year 1798 A.D. in the month Langban, Mahara)

("hmgﬂ:umgkhumba Bhagyachandra, Jai Singh died at Nabadwip.
He reigned about 40 years in Kangleipak from 1759 A.D. to 1798
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A.D. excluding the interruptions from 1764 - 1768 A.D. and 1772 -
1775 A.D. when he was outside Kangleipak (Manipur) vacating the
throne of Kangleipak (Manipur). From 1759 A_D. to 1772 A.D. there
were 3 great invasions of Kangleipak by the Burmese Army during
the reign of king Bhagyachandra. The one in the year of 1764 (The
Gazetteer of Manipur by E-W. Dun says it was in 1765 A.D.) was
led by General Schembegwen. The country Kangleipak was
- completely deserted by the people and the episode was called
Khuntakpa i history of Kangleipak. In 1769 A.D. and 1772 A.D.
also the Burmese army invaded Kangleipak. In the invasions the
Burma remained in Kangla palace occupied for 20 days in 1969
A.D. and in 1772 A.D. they remained in the palace occupied for 5
months. In both cases the people of Kangleipak deserted the country
and ran to safer places for shelter and even to Cachar from fear of
the Burmese. The great devastations of the country by the Burmese
and desertion by the people are called Khuntakpa in Kanglei History.
About the first 20 years of the reign of king Bhagyachandra for 40
years, the country Kangleipak was in complete Anarchy. According
to the Bhagyachandra Larei Lathup, during the reign of
Bhagyachandra, Brahma Sava was established and there was one
Puya Meithaba Episode also in the Mongba Hanba Umang present
Mahabali Umang. King Bhagyachandra Jai Singh had & recognised
queens and had 12 sons. 1. Sanahal Nabanand, Labanyanchandra
and Sanatomba are by queen Liklangkhombi Akham chanu 2.
Modhuchandra was by Ngangbam Chanu Metu Loikhombi 3.
Khumbongmayum Chanu Tabang Lanthabi Khamran Angophabi gave
birth to Biswanath (Khongjai ngamba) and Gambhir Singh 4.
Ramakanta by Soraisam Chanu 5. Chingakham Chanu gave birth to
Hemachandra and Chourjit 6. Tuljit by Akham Chanu 7. Yangambam
Chanu gave birth to Puraraj and 8. Nongthil Chaibi Senbi Lanthabi
(Akham Chanu Chandramukhi) gave birth to Marjit. (Source page
158 "tatw Fre@itam” by Sarangthem Bormani Singh).

King Labanyachandra (1798 - 1800 A.D.)

. After the death of king Bhagyachandra Jai Singh in the
Langban month of 1798 AD. his son Labanyachandra became king

of Kangleipak in the month of Wakching of the same year.
Labanyachandra was the second son of queen Akham Chanu
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Liklangkhombi. There is a difference of about 5 months between
the death of king Bhagyachandra Jai Singh in Langban and coming
of king Labanyachandra on the throne of his father on the 10th of
Wakching of 1798 A.D. This has not been explained or recorded in
the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967).

Let us see what has been recorded in Cheitharol Kumbaba
(1967) about king Labayanchandra who reigned in Kangleipak for
about 3 years from 1798 A.D. to 1800 A.D.

In the year 1798 A.D. in the the month of Wakching "soF
P S e sreeE Pz s 8 am Fred @%a 1" page 165, Chei
Kum. (1967). English translation : " On the 10th Wednesday, king
Labanyachandra at the age of 44 years became king".

"L, ST (A B w g ST (IR OIS S WS SR wE g
T (T S Jalbe S e e Ay v e |
Page 165 as above English translation : " Though the palace of the
country Kangleipak has not been occupied by the king for 35 years
(the palace being deserted by the kings), the king now wanted to
reoccupy, Maton Ibung-ngo Maha Singh Katwan was given the in-
charge of re-establishing with the people, the lost temples and places
of Gods."

As soon as king Labanyanchandra came to the throne of
Kangleipak, he wanted to re-occupy the deserted palace of
Kangleipak at Kangla. The Royal palace at Kangla was deserted
by king Bhagyachandra Jai Singh in the year 1764 A.D. when he
faced a great invasion of the Burmese Army under the leadership of
Burmese general Schembeqwen (E.W. Dun says the invasion was
n 1765 A.D. i '‘Gazeteer Of Manipur”) after about one year his
coming to the throne of Kangleipak in 1763 A.D. after the death of
king Gourshyam for the second time. This was the beginning of
Khuntakpa (desertion by the people of country Kangleipak) as known
in Kanglei history, to say in another way in political terms, beginning
of complete Anarchy in Kangleipak, 16 years after the fall of king
Pamheiba Garivaniwaz, the first Hindu king in 1748 A.D. from power.
Though this was the 3rd Khuntakpa, but this was the begining of
complete Anarchy in Kangleipak, the king was not able to enter
Kangla capital since 1764 A.D. from fear of the Burmese.
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In the year 1799 A.D. in the month of Sajiphu, as a response
to killing of 3 people at Chandra khong after raiding the village, the
king sent Angom Senapati to ward off the Choithar Hao and captured
many hao raiders and the same general Angom was sent to Soicha
Kameng also to ward off raiders.

In the same year in the month Kalen "af= ¢, Frerdiermm
Caffeg TSRS (R 52a 1" page 166, Chei Kum. (1967) English
translation : " On the fullmoon day Monday king Loirenkhomba
(Labanyachandra) entered the palace (at Kangla)."

In the month of Ingel.of 1799 "SH1 (oA (AP | ACRAN A

CTRAT 4 ¥ TR AMET anal zg gEh g il wetee aikfae
¥4 1" Page 166, Chei Kum. (1967) English translation : " (The
king) telling to Yumnaba Selungba Govinda, Wahengba Brindaban
Selungba to both, the Lairik Yengba (Lairik Yengbam) Hanjaba Tulsi
Haran Was urdered to write on Cuppe.r Plates.” Most E;gb;ablx, ﬂu

Puwan [H gm[ﬂ Thr: cl&uns ofmany antl-tmth pe:uplﬂ that there
are many copper plates written since the days of first century A.D.
also may require public and technical security and those people also
may come out bravely to face public and technical scrutiny..

During the reign of king Labanyachandra both Sanjenthong
and Minuthong were broken because of floods.

~ In the year 1800 A.D. in the month of Hiyangkei, Mahara)
Labanya Chandra Loirenkhomba deid after reigning about 3 years
peacefully without any great disturbance in the country Kangleipak.
King Modhuchandra (1800 - 1803 A.D.)

As soon as king Labanyachandra died, his brother
Modhuchandra, the only son of queen Ngangbam Chanu Metu
Loikhombi came to the throne of Kangleipak at the age of 36 in
1800 A.D. in the month of Hiyangkei. He made his brothers Chourjit
as Jubaraj and Marjit as Senapati.

As soon as king Modhuchandra came to the throne of
Kangleipak, there was a rare event in the history of Kangleipak. In
the month of Poinu "sf %% w1 (reen w48 gl 7o 1 tewm,
it v e enmiien e Sym gen Rew T v medha g
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CATETE G, St i, S ey afte 9nne, cnarrern cnpen g,
TR EfE 96w Te & W e Welaa | wTa cil i oo
=l | S 61 [ IR ArEE @rEEsa " Page 169, Chei Kum, (1967).
English translation :"On the 4th Friday, s &y £+ day led by
Kabo Khunphong Mayum Tulsi, Ratanmanm Keirungba, Maibam
Chakrapani Keirungba, 8 men were killed. Yumna Khelemba
Khongdou, Aheiba Nartom, Heikham Mungyamba two brothers,
Khongbantabam Kheklaoba, Achoibam Obhi 9 brothers were killed
at Sugnu. But Kabo Gourmani was killed at Khurailakpa Pan. Wives
and children were made sold by Pana Army." Those killed might be
dessidents and their wives and children were sold like at auction by
the official army of the country.

In the }re:ar 1801 A.D. in the month of Kalen, three thieves
were captured and cut their legs and put hanging on the road. Page
170, Che: Kum. (1967).

In the year 1801 A.D. in the month of Mera " s & e 2rmas
PR SE (IR AT, WISl (PRl WL (Bl i s aminea 4
BICATE LT L1 11 52 | 5 ol CAIrToIreint o3tsa | S Cogms, vt
HISTRT, ATHBET ba FEPa 1" -Page 171, Chei Kum (1967) English
translation : "On 16th Saturday, a contingent of Army led by Khabam
Keirungba Naba and Naharup Keirungba Tensuba Nimai went to
raid Charol Khunou and Charei Khullen. On 19th Tuesday they
retumned. 85 (men and women) including Kepunang of Charoi
Khunou and Laoranang of Charoi Khullen were captured”.

In the year 1802 A.D. in the month of Lamta, the eyes of two
servants of Khelananda were taken out at Sanjenthong for killing
their master, Khelananda. (Page 173, Chei Kum. (1967).

In the year 1803 A.D. in the month of Sajiphu, digging of the
Pond at Langthabal Khunou was started. (Page 173, Chei Kum,
1967).

In the year 1803 A.D. in the month of Poinu "¢ Fp@=mm
O, AT CHIReT 4R e B vea 1 RS T, WA 99 AW,
ey FACRY o TR 914 Ma1" Page 174, Cheil Kum. (1967) English
translation : "On 5th Monday, a contingent of Army led by Chongtham
Khuling Hajari went to raid Tousang village. Seven men including
Longjam Roma, Mayanglambam Balram and Nungmu Kamdeva
died.”
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Without having much important events except killing of
dissidents and raiding of some hill villages of Kangleipak, capturing
villagers as captives as if they were foreign enemies, the rule of
king Modhuchandra came to an end in the year 1803 A.D. in the
month of Fairel.

The important events recorded in the Diary of Manipur (1904)
which were not recorded in the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) may
please be noted. S

... Inthe year 1802 in the month of July "Jubaraj Chousjit had an
altercation with his brother the Maharaja Chandra (Modhu) and he
left for Cachar” Page 125, Diary of Manipur (1904).

In the year 1803, in the month of October, "The Jubaraj
removed some amunitions from the palace and deposited the same
on the hill, his evil intention was detected and he was ordered to
transportation to'Loi" page 126, Diary of Manipur (1904). In such
situation Chourjit returned from Cachar and captured the palace by
force and became king of Kangleipak in the year 1803 A.D. and
king Modhuchandra fled to Cachar. Modhuchandra reigned 3 years
according to Diary of Manipur (1904).

In this regard, the readers will be interested in what has been
recorded in the T2t® Fre iz by Sarangthem Bormani Singh at page
5 of his book. "TESTATST T F1e TN st coxre SR afie
SO T W TET WA (I, T ARG (R, STt afte
SR <RSI AR by, ST TG = CY3AT Al SR, LTS ST
G e el confRoe S 1o et 3 e ¢ 1" English
translation :" After swearing in the name of God, the two brothers
as leaders of two different contingents of army simultaneously
attacked the palace from two directions. Afier hearing the news of
attack by two brothers, Chourjit and Marjit, Modhuchandra, having
no gut to fight, fled to Cachar and seeking shelter to the king of
Cachar, Govindchandra and stayed there marrying the daughter of
the king."

Thus the kingship of king Modhuchandra ended in 1803 A.D.
unable to prevent the fratricide attempt of his own brothers.

King Chourjit (1803-1813 A.D.) 91

King Chourjit (1803-1813 A.D.)

In the month of Fairel, in the year 1803 A.D. Chourjit
became king of Kangleipak (Manipur) after Modhuchandra. King
Chourjit selected his brother Marjit as Jubaraj and also as Senapati
at the same time. As soon as Chourjit became king of Kangleipak,
after four days of enthroning, in the month of Fairel "3 3 gwetar
ST CIRTET AT, TET COR1, TR ey e, ity temry o,
CPISCSTRAT 2, Tl ==t v =f3 (4 ¢ «ina 1™ This is from page
175 of Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967). English translation : " On 12th
Wednesday, Haobam Nongthonba Kumuda, his son Khema,
Keithelakpa Hajari Rupa, Khaithiba Keirungba Dhani, Loitongha
Hari; Soubam Shatwan all these were sent to Loi".

Let us further see what important events are recorded in the

Cheitharol Kiimbaba (1967).

On the 26th Fairel, in the year 1803 A.D."=w%_sfier Swqw
IO 2R, “TRRL 771 MR R 1 s i R0 Coaeanet 576 e gt o
'S ST T 16D 1 s, Srer IEWA 3 A 1" Page
175, CheiKum. (1967), English translation "On that day, Shri Jukta
Phalok Wairang Pamheiba ordered Pandit Thakur Krishnanda and
Angomcha Birmani to write his part of Cheitharol Kumbaba
separately as it was too big."

In the year 1804 A_D. in the month of Sajiphu, "¢/ Frr@em
CRf¥iRg SRTTATITST FAT S CHTSATSHT B4AT (SRR o A (R
AT e 241" Page 176, Chei Kum. English translation : " On 5th
Monday, it is heard that Meeding-ngu Tamlenkhomba with Agya
Khongnang and Telanga came to attack (revolt) against the palace”
In order to defend the palace and to drive out the attackers, Jubaraj
Marjit went to Mayang Keinou with the army of 4 Panas and
encamped there. On the 14th Wednesday of Sajiphu, it was heard
that Tamlenkhomba had reached Samupan village and the king
Chourjit went to Mayang Keinou. From Mayang Keinou the king
with his Jubaraj went to Samupan Village and fought against the
altackers. The battle continued for one Yuthak (time). Both Meeting-
ngu Tamlenkhomba and Madanshai died in the battle. In the battle
Mayang battle leader Khongnang, Telangka leader Balram Singh
ete., 600 live war captives, 100 deaths captured by the armies of 4
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panas of Kangleipak. Along with these prisoners, 100 swords, 100
shields, one big iron gun eic. were recovered from the enemy
attackers. In the month of Mera, 1804 A.D. "5 offi FrrSremmm =as,
T gETa, DA, S, MonFRwEe T e, s a5t a1 "
Page 178, Chei Kum. (1967). English translation : * On 10th Monday,
Sangkai, big building of Kangla, Ieikhomeang, bath house, the temple
of Shri Govindaji, Nartashala all seven were started building.”

In the year 1804 A.D. in the month of Poinu "3 &5 srem 15w59
e e, JAEH ol e, (AREE S TEE ot e 9
AR CRIRA STRedl Bt 9 3994 1" Page 179, Chei Kum. (1967.
English translation : "On 26th Saturday, the army of 4 Panas led by
Ehumukcham Uttam Hajari, Khuraijam Gopal Hajari and Thokchom
Bhagya Hajari filled up (with earth) the Thanghutwa river."

In the year 1804 A.D. in the month of Wakching "»f i
Tqret e mmﬁwmamﬁrmﬂﬁm
CRTIRAT S FroRa1” Page 179, Chei Kum. (1967)) English
translation " " On 9th Friday, the king arranged marriage ceremony

at the palace between Jubaraj Marjit and Thokchom Chanu Jukeswari
Tampakleima."

In the year 1805 A.D. in the month of Kalen, on the 8th day
Wednesday the Burmese raided and looted Kabo Ttup, Marjit Jubaraj
and Angou Panba Birmani on 10th Friday went to ward off the
Burmese raiders (page 181, Chei Kum, 1967).

In the year 1805 A.D. in the month of Langban, on the 13th of
Langban Sunday, Soupam Chand and Mayang servant of Tensuba,
Nimai Keirungba, Shyamhari persuaded people and army of
Kangleipak to revolt against the king to make Debshai king of
Kangleipak. Many of the army of the 4 Panas and many officers of
the court also joined the revolution. Thokchom Bhagya Hajari,
Thiyam Laba Sawan, Hirupam Haopa Thongsenlungba, Tensubam
Nimai Keirungba, Hawaipam Mukundo were killed by the men of
Debsai, When these people of Debsai came to the king's palace,
there was a hand to hand fight between the army of king Chourjit
and the revolling army of Debashai at Leisam Hithen (Leisang
Hithen 7). Laishram Kongyampa, Khoisnam Pihari, Mayengbam
Rupananda, Sekmai Khaki and Abhiram Khelempa were killed by
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punshot. The leaders, Sapam chand and Mayang Shyamhari fled
the battle field. Many of the army of 4 Panas also ran away. Later
Shyam Hari was captured and killed. Sapam Chand also captured.
Many important officers and persons of the capital were sent to Loi
in the far off place of Kangleipak on charge of revolting against the
lawful king of the country. Many of the army of the 4 Panas who
were suspected of having sympathy for the revolt and Debashai
were sent to field as cultivators (vide pages 182, 183 of Chei Kum.,

1967).

In the year 1805 A.D. in the month of Poinu " ssifeem
TG ICAT CHATTS AT et Wory afeer e cnEe awena 1" Page
184, Chei Kum. (1967). English translation : " On 8th Sunday,
Brahman Yerananda Ratha and his son put Shiba Linga at Moirang
on order of the king."

In the year 1806 A.D. in the month of Inga "3 srasfeem
THTERE AT SR VAT, CHTHCAN W A YR A e
755 I AR e VB ef A Lot 2t N 2 5 TRt ol
TEFF g 4154 1" Page 186, Chei Kum., 1967). English translation :
"On 27th Sunday, king Wairang Pamheiba ordered to give wives to
the captured Mayang people to make a Mayang village, Para Kusum
Hachari told to the captured Mayang people not to obey the order
of the king, on the ground that if they had wives they could not
return to their homeland. Parakusum Hachari immediately was sent
to loi to Wangoo."

In the year 1806 A.D. in the month of Mera, Jubraj Marjit
went to Lansonpi village on the Pretext of Utongchak Chaba, but he
was really persuading people of that area to join him in revolting
against king Chourjit, so that he might become king of Kangleipak.
The intention and preparation of Jubaraj Marjit came to the
knowledge of king Chourjit. Jubraj Marjit fled fled Kangleipak to
Burma with 273 people including Kurumayum Pundoba Lati, Kukila
Sitaram Mayum Rupananda, Bachaspati Mayum Hem, Hidang
Mayum Amuba, Brahmachari Mayum Magarananda, Shamurou
Chikong, Huidrom Supan, Lairencham Mayampa etc. The king sent
Brahman Hanjabam Mayum Nanta, and Thokchao Kritibasi
Selungba to persuade Marjit to return. But they returned to the Palace
from Lilong without success. Again the king sent Sapam Rupa and
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Laipham Lakpa Nanteipa Keinmngpa Khulling to persuade the Jubaraj
to return. They returned from Pallel, Marjit disagreeing the
compromise. Marjit encamped at Tumu. The king sent many more
people to persuade the Jubaraj to return, but in every mission, the
camp of the Jubaraj could not be persuaded. (vide page 189, Chei
Kum,, 1967).

When Jubaraj Marjit encamped at Tamu, all endeavours of
king Chourjit for compromise with Jubaraj Marjit failed and king
Chourjit also had now decided to fight the rebellion army and Jubaraj
Marjit to the last. On 20th day of Poinu Wednesday of 1806 A.D.,
the king and palace of Kangleipak had the intelligence that Marjit
and revolting army of Marjit was likely to reach Pallel on the way to
attack Royal Palace at Kangla. King Chourjit sent his army to fight
Marjit at Kakching Khullen Panjao. At dawn of 21st Poinu Thursday,
battle ensued at Kakching. At this battle Manit's army Thangjam
Abhi was killed by bullet. But the battle was won by Marjit. The
Leaders of King's armed contingent Yurmnam Shachung Ngamba
Hajari and Thokchom Lalhamba Hajari fled the battle field of
Kakching.

Again the king sent Thakur Nabananda for compromise. The
king sent the Hajaris of the 4 Panas with cavalry to fight Jubaraj
Marjit if the compromise mission of Thakur Mabananda failed under
the generalship of khetri Roma Sanglakpa. As expected the mission
failed and the army of Jubaraj Marjit reached Samurou and battle
ensued at Samurou. The king's army under the generalship of Khetri
Roma Sanglakpa was defeated at Samurou also.

On 23rd of Poinu in the 1806 A.D. the people of Kakching
Iram and Sekmai Keiroi joined Jubaraj Marjit and his army reached
Yaiskul Thong (bridge) and battle between the king's army and
Jubaraj's army ensued on the same day at Yaiskul bridge. On the
side of Jubaraj, Gurumayum Balji and Kshetrimayum Dharma Singh
were killed by bullets. And on the side of king Chourjit, Wahengba
Sanggoitaba and Nongthonba Tamutoro died. When Jubaraj entered
the main door, Thangjam Chatnya and Elangbam Tayananda both
died. Langpoklakpa Abhi died fighting them. Battle ensued at
Sanakeithel. The king persuaded his army not to fire on Jubaraj.
Unable to enter the palace, the army of Jubaraj Marjit encamped at
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Tampakyum. Ananta Shai Wangkheilakpa, Thakur Anupananda,
Haobam Kumuta Keirungba and Khuchung Urungpurel, the four
left battlefield saying they would not join either brothers side. Shatpa
Rupa Laipham Lakpa fled the battle field on the ground of hunger.
In that critical juncture, the king offered Moirang to Jubaraj Marjit
to become king there as Separate kingdom. The camp of Jubaraj
Marjit did not accept the offer. On that day in the late evening Oksu,
Kangla Uta, Tanyeiba Loi sang, Lukkanba thong, Sumsang
Chiroibathong, Lakton Irushang, Sangai Yumjao, Laisang Mandob,
Leikhomsang, Nonghumsang, Pulinba Ayokpa Loisang and
Shribaslaki Loisang all these were bumt down. Tampakmayum
Nityaipat also burnt. The king did not enter Royal palace and
encamped at Kangjeibung. The king swore in the name of God from
that day he would not think Marjit was his brother. On 26th day of
Poinu Tuesday 1806 A.D. the king appointed Ibungsi Feiraba as
army Senapati. Battle ensued and for 5 days, day and night, the
battle continued. The rebel army of Jubaraj Marjit burnt down
Laipham Lanmi Loishang, Awangthong Malom Loisang, army
barracks, Charak Khetri Loisang etc. Hand to hand fight at Hichkang
ensued. The horse rein of Jubaraj Marjit was cut by an army of the
Royal palace. Marjit fell on the ground. In this hand to hand fight,
some important army leaders of the Jubaraj camp also were hit
from the guns of the palace. The army of Jubaraj Marjit was
completely routed at Sanathong hand to hand fight. Jubaraj Marjit
fled to Burma in the month of Poinu of 1806 A.D. (vide pages 150-
192 of Chei Kum, 1967). Because of these battles between king
Chourjit and his brother Jubaraj Marjit, the Sanakheithel was deserted
by the sellers and buyers of Kangleipak for many days.

In the year 1808 A.D. in the month of Sajiphu “ 33/ srwidfmm
Srepe e sy, e =T 4, IR Y | A, AT IR 3 T
e | TR e it g ai%fes (fia 1 page 199, Chei
Kum. (1967) English translation : “On 22nd Sunday, Marjit Jubaraj
arrived with two elephants (from Burma to the Royal Palace). He
was with Awa Laibar, Wangkhei Yellengba. On the new moon
Monday, he was atoned (for his wrong doings by revolting against
the Royal Palace)”.

In the year 1812 A.D. in the month of Langpan 3 sFrawaifém
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0 g @t PR 9za 1 page 204, Chei Kum. (1967). English
translation : * On 11™ Sunday, Shri Jubaraj arrived at king of Burma”.
So far available records from the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967), it
seems that Jubaraj Marjit stayed at Roval Palace since his arrival at
Kangla palace in 1808 A.D. in the month of Sajiphu. As soon as
Jubaraj Marjit arrived at Burmese Royal Palace, “wn g af%gon
TR BT (RS fE P were wreea” Page 204, Chei Kum,
(1967) English translation : “The Burmese king advised (Marjit
Jubaraj) “don’t speak” (like that). *you treat your brother with love,
but you stay here but (Jubaraj Marjit) did not agree.” After this, the
king gave to Marjit 1 lakh Burmese Army under Pakhek General.

* There isa historical vacuum (Political vacuum) in the records

of the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) whether it was done intentionally

or slip of pen, we cannot decide now. We do not know what
transpired between the king of Burma and the shelter taking Jubaraj
Marjit of Kangleipak (Manipur) since the Jubaraj Marjit’s arrival in
the month of Langpan of 1812 A.D. in Burma. We do not find any
historical record in this regard in Cheitharol Kumbaba,

In this regard, the ‘Report on the Eastern Frontier Of British
India’ by R.B. Pemberton says at page 46 “When Choorjeet Singh
ascended the throne, his brother, Marjeet, almost immediately
afterwards conspired against him, but being unsuccessful in an attack
fled to Tummoo, and supplicated assistance from the king of Ava,
who dispatched 2 Wugeel to Muneepoor on his behalf, and he was
pardoned by Choorjit. Received into favour, he again rebelled, and
being repulsed in two attacks upon the capital fled to Cachar, from
whence with a few followers, he made his way to Ava, through the
provinee of Arracan . In this country he remained SiX Or seven years,
and at the end of that time, in 1812, succeeded in inducing the king
of Ava to espouse his cause, and to place him on the throne of
Muneepoor, for which he agreed to renounce all claim on the Kubo
Valley, and to acknowledge his dependence on the Burmah king, To

the friendship of the present monarch of Ava, was he indebted for

the interest thus shewn on his behalf, and it will be subsequently
seen how he required the good offices of his young protector.”

This was what was done by Jubaraj Marjit in Burma in 1812 °

A.D. As a price of putting him (Marjit) on the throne of Kangleipak
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(Manipur), he gave up all claim on Kabo valley which was annexed
by king Kyamba in 1475 A.D., according to R.B. Pemberton in his
book, before 337 years from the time of Chourjit and Marjit and 234
years before the advent of Hinduism in Kangleipak and along with
this, Marjit agreed with the Burmese king, that Kangleipak would be
a dependent country to Burma. To these effects Marjit Jubaraj signed
an Agreement in 1812 A.D. with the Burmese king.

In the same sense, Shri Sarangthem Bormani Singh in his
book tat® frriicar says at page 9 (SFrman o) * wERe Far B
mwaﬁﬁmxl_ammﬁmwuﬁmﬁmw,mm
mwm,mmmﬁmmﬂm,tﬂmmmmm
"SI AT NN T, L B T, s s s English
translation : * Marjit has signed an Agreement with the king of Burma,
Provisions are - The Kabo valley to be given to Burma, the Meitei
country to be dependant to Burma, things available in Burma be
sold to the Meitei country, things available in Meitei country be
bought by the Burmese if desirable, there be trading between
Burmese cotintry and Meitei country, to help by each other in the
times of war”,

This is what we find recorded in the Meitei Ningthourol by
Sarangtherh Bormani Singh.

After this Agreement between the king of Ava and Jubaraj
Marjit of Manipur had been signed, in the 1812 A.D. in Langpan
" RN AT A1 S P | T e i Ceee ma
page 204, Chei. Kum. (1967). English translation : “ The king of
Burma has given one Lakh army. (The army) led by Pakhek Senapati
came to Meitei country™, : :

In' the year 1813 A.D. in the month of Lamta “sf sarsfi
SIS 2] FErTerH SR 2T WA AR, L Sl o e
5 S et e B B AR e e S e @it Artmeis
WREH B4 1 page 205, Chei. Kum, (1967). English translation : *
On 6™ Sunday, in a battle between Jubaraj Marjit and king Phalok
Wairang Pamheiba (Chourjit) at Kakching Panchao for 11 days,
being the battle ended in discorafiture on the part of king of Manipur,
the king Phalok Wairang Pamheiba (Chourjit) fled Mayanglam
{Cachar)."
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In this way 10 years rule of king Chourjit ended in Lamta
of 1813 A.D. being defeated by Jubaraj Marjit at Kakching Panchao
with the help of the Burmese king of Ava. King Chourjit had 50
wives of which 40 of them had no issue.

King Marjit (1813-1819)

On the 17* day of Lamta of 1813 A.D. Marjit Jubaraj became
the king of Kangleipak (Manipur) taking the name of Nongpok

Wairong Pamheipa. He possessed the throne of Kangleipak -

(Manipur) upto 1819 A.D. as he was guarﬂnlﬂ:dpcant and freedom
by the Burmese king. nfi’wm

In the month DfS&jI.p]'l.i.l. nﬂﬂldﬁ.ﬂ g ﬂﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁl Wt St
3.8 7 " page 205, Chei Kum: (1967). Enghshtmnsiatun *On 3™
Saturday 24 men were killed at Chingamakha”. As soon as Marjit
became king of Kangleipak (Manipur), this was the first thing the
king did to purge the people for his safety on the throne of Kangleipak.

In the month of Kalen in 1814 A D. “sf Frer&fiegen e svsvamn
erE| LA e wika | PR cOYiRge, et e, gty comerge
8% Fi%4 1" page 205, Chei. Kum. (1967). English translation : “On
4* Monday, (the king) went fora battle on the occasion of enthroning
(him). Leirik Shaipun village raided. In the raid Chousingkup,
Sachikup Satham, Lengkhupmu and Lengakup all 4 captured.” Most

probably during this period of Kanglei History on the occasion of

becoming king, the king went for a battle as tradition, following this
tradition, king Marjit raided Leirik Saipun village.and captured 4
captives. This Phambal Lal might be a pleasure making war raiding
a weak hill village at the time nfbmﬂmmg king dlIrmg' the days of
Hindu Kings.

In the month of Langpan in 1815 AD. “s 35 St o= s
| T TS aikas ATiEe (e R o ba | SR Sty A
s 8ft et 2 1 page 206, Chei Kum. (1967). English translation
: “On 11" Friday Shri Maharaj Wairang Pamheipa with all the people
(of Kangleipak) went for a battle on hearing that the Burmese has
come (to attack the country). Returned on 14 (Mera) Wednesda}r
as the Burmese did not come.™

In the month of Lamta in 1815 A.D. “s<f %% 5t =
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CAITCEIFE 1%, #iTRL 231 577 210 SR S0 AT #1965 | F=hs fats a7
FATBIRT, {4, FCPITET o » F%a 1” page 207, Chei Kum. (1967).
English translation : “On 16" Friday. Maharaj NMongpok Wairang
Pamheiba went to raid Khullen village on the ground that (the village)
had kalled Lambu, the battle was won. Meitei Lambu, Kapuingam,
Kapokngam etc. 9 (villagers) captured.”

In the month Sajiphu in 1817 A.D.. “sof cmaiaférm Reod
TS (kTR 2SN e T A =ew " page 208, Chei. Kum
(1967). English translation : “On 26" Sunday, many people including
Haobam Mantri were killed on the grcun-d that (they) tried to make
another king "

In the month of Hiyangkei in IEI?A D. *3 ¢ apsmr== Sy
WS CARCPE A, ATALErI=ibsT CI0S (oS (i T 4 54 | T
B | T A arImiR, A 2qFEET ST AT | A FEE,
FRHISCAT e 3 Firdiha | GATERT CERRA A oSEa | T e
yooo (T | Tre wamErS TR ARECeT F, WA, awe, e
e = AR et w%aiEma 1. Page 209, chei. Kum. (1967)
English translation : “On 26™ Thursday the king Nongpok wairang
Pamheipa (Marjit) went to raid the Mayang with all the people of
the country. The Mayang was defeated, In the raid Nokthi
Rakhonsing, Ram Singh etc. were captured. Both Thangsapa
Rupachandra, Langmaithempa Leirikhompa were killed in the battle.
In the palace of Tubatuli a canal was dug. 1000 mayangs were
captured and brought (to Kangleipak) ..... while the king went to
raid Mayang, the villages of Karong, Laikhong, Wakching, Nungpang
Thumkhong ete,-were completely routed by the Haos.”

In the month of Kalen, in 1818 A.D. “37 %= Sge e
AR AL ST SRS R 579 o A TG 4 1% 1 o R
I T4, TRESR,, CTRETR, P BoTam et | 1 9ei | *IR% (ARt
i 3 ¢RI ;a1 page 209, Chei Kum. (1967) English translation :
“On 2™ Friday, the palace building of king Nongpok Warang Pamheipa
was rebuilt on the new 18 feets high foundation with 7 rooms. The
roof planks of the Royal building were coated with gold colour, the
planks were used for the roofs of big building Nonghumsang and
bath house were also coated with gold colour. On Eastside of the
palace building two ponds were dug and inaugurated for public use.”
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In this way king Nongpok Wairang Pamheipa (Marjit) reigned
upto 1819 A.D. with pomp and show on the throne of Kangleipak
about 6 years. He and the people of Kangleipak were in peace
during this time. The king Marjit built new palaces and did some
good things according to his wishes, During this time there was no
interferences from the side of the Burmese king and the country
that might destabilize the country Kangleipak.

In the month of Hiyangkei in 1319 A.D. “spFygtem, g
a1 AR A4 page 210, Chei. Kum. (1967) English translation
:"On 28* Wednesday, ...... on that day a Burmese Laibar arrived
(at Kangleipak).” We do not know very well what is ‘s3am’
mentioned in the Cheitharol Kumbaba as shown above. LIERIE
(Laibar) might mean a diplomate or a diplomatic mission, here in this
context, a diplomat or a diplomatic mission, representing the king of
Ava might have arrived at the capital of Kangleipak for consultation
with the king of Kangleipak. Here we do not find any sensible record
in the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) for the people to know what was
the ‘#1331’ (Laibar), and what he did recorded on page 210 of the
Cheitharol Kumbaba giving a political vaccum to the mind of the
Kanglei people.

Like a bolt from the blue, in the month of Poinu in 1819 A.D.
the Burma Army suddenly attacked Kangleipak.

“afft e Freife o g g YA TN LA o[
Bge THEE N AR SRR SR e | R LR
AT (Fha | ;aﬁhwwmﬂql%mﬁwmmﬁa i
page 211, Chei Kum. (1967) English translation - “On 2+ of Poinu
Sunday the whole people of the country Kangleipak with king
Nongpok Wairang Pamheipa (Marjit) from Khurai village area went
lo counter attack Burmese Army on hearing their coming. On 5t
Tuesday, the battle with the Burmese army encued. On 2% Tuesday,
the people of Kangleipak deserted the country. Shrijut king (Marjit)
fled to Mayanglam (Cachar)".

In the month of Wakching, 1819 A.D. “sof} tasrreiarm
W,mhaﬁﬂmwﬁmﬁw%ﬁmm{ﬁ“mmﬁﬁ

mq@MJWﬁmmwm:wﬁmm :

Beiefit ermirar Zﬂtﬁﬂﬁﬁjﬂﬁﬂﬁmm@nﬁwwawn CHwITE BT
CETNG | FIREE 31 (XTIl LT 1™ page 211, Chei. Kum. (1967)

s T,
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English translation: “On 10® Pakhawan and Kaneun by sending
Chakapiyang with some false promise requested Ibungsi Jairam to
come down from the Hao village to offer him kingship (of
Kangleipak). Ibubungsi with some Meitei people came down. Ibungsi
Jai with 3 lakhs Meitei peoples were rounded up and brought to
Burma by giving some false promise. Kaneun remained (in
Kangleipak) with 2000 Burmese to oversee the country
(Kangleipak). They encamped at polo ground.”

This Burmese invasion of Wakching in 1819 A D. was the
beginning of the 881 1 a1 (7 years devastation , as the English
people called it) Episode in the history of Kangleipak. This was the
end of the kingship of king Nongpok Wairan & Pamheiba (Marjit).
We know very well that during the reign of king Phalok Wairang
Pamheiba Chourjit, Marjit was the J ubaraj Senapati of the country
Kangleipak. Aftera fallout with king Chourjit, Marjit fled to Burma
more than ones. After an agreement had been signed between the
king of Ava and Marjit, the king of Ava gave one lakh of Burmese
army under Pakhek general to install Marjit on the throne of
Kangleipak. In this way Marjit taking the name of Nongpok Wairang
Pamheiba, became king of Kangleipak in 1813 A.D. Now in the
month of Poinu in 1819 A.D. the Burmese army under Pakhawon
and Kaneun generals suddenly invaded Kangleipak and defeated
Marjit who fled to Cachar, The country Kangleipak was completely
deserted by its people. The Chahi Taret Khuntakpa as known in the

history of Kangleipak began.

~ Historians and history writers must be very honest and must
give real facts of history and interprete them in true sense so that
the coming generation may learn lessons from history. History should
be a library of knowledge of the concemned people. We do not find
these things from the present so called history records of the 20®
and 21" century. The people should mark it with a Zeal of correcting
them.

This political vacuum in the Kanglei Puwari as recorded in
the contemporary so called historical documents mncluding Cheitharol
Kumbaba (1967) in the 20* and 21# century may be filled up from
the records of English writers recorded in ] 9% century A.D.
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In the ‘GAZETTEER OF MANIPUR’ by E.W. Dun wrote
at page 42 of the book regarding sudden invasion of Kangleipak
(Manipur) by the Burmese army in 1819 A.D, during the reign of
Marjit as under :

“In 1819, when the king of Ava ascended the throne, it was
determined to commemorate the event with an unusual degree of
splendoyr, and all the tributary princes, as is customary on such
occasions, were summoned personally to do homage to the new
sovereign. Amongst others, Marjit Singh of Manipur was ordered to
attend, and s it was to the friendly exertions of this very king that
he was entirely indebted for his present position, it was natural to
suppose that such a summons would have been gladly obeyed. Some
circumstances, however, such as the forcible cutting of timber in the
Kubbo valley, and the erection of richly-gilded palace, had been the
subject of remonstrance from the court of Ava a short time before,
and distrusting their intention, Marjit declined obeying theorder for
his appearance at the installation of the king, but anxious to.avert the
consequences of a more explicit refusal, he pleaded the hostile
intentions of his brothers in excuse for his disobeydience. A Burmese
army was immediately dispatched to seize the rebel, they were
encountered by the Manipuries at Kokshing, the scene of many
former struggles between the same troops, and the contest was at
length terminated by the retreat of Marjeet, who deserting his troops,
fled precipitately towards Cachar, followed by so large a proportion
of the country that the Burmese gained little more by their conquest
than the glory of having vanquished a force greatly inferior in
]'.l'LI.'I:'I"IbE]."S.“

In the same vein R.B. Pemberton also wrote in his book “
REPORT ON THE EASTERN FRONTIER OF BRITISH
INDIA™ at page 47/48 of the book. Regarding the devastation of
Kangleipak as the beginning of 6% 4 3811 (Chahi Taret Khuntakpa)
in 1819 A.D. Prof, G.E. Harvey in his book the ‘Outline of Burmese
History® wrote in 1926 at page 161 as under :

“In 1819 the Burmese overran Manipur for the last time and
stayed there. But they were seldom safe outside their stockades
and could get little to eat as their devastations had made the country

. 15 not available in the con
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a desert. The deposed Raja fled to Cachar and made trouble, so the
Cachar Raja appealed to the English.”

Professor Harvey did not mention anything in his historical
records about how Marjit became king of Kangleipak (Manipur) in
1813 A.D. after driving out his brother king Chourjit with the help of
the Burmese army. And also he did not mention anything why the
Burmese army suddenly invaded Kangleipak in 1819 A D.

Professor Maung Hrin Aung'in 1967 A, in his book A
HISTORY OF BURMA' at page 207 wrote a5 under regarding the
coming of Marjit on the throne of Kangleipak in 1813 A.D.

“Bodawpaya became convinced that the British could rio
longer be trusted. In 1813 there was a struggle for supremacy
between two rival claimants to the throne of Manipur, which had
been a Burmese protectorate since Alaungpaya’s time. Bodawpaya
called the rivals to Amarpana, but because one refused to come
Bodowpaya sent an expedition to put the other on the throne.”

Prof Maung Hrin Aung in the same book at page 211 wrote
as under: “Just as the king of Assam had wanted to be on the winning
side the king of Manipur wanted to please the British by breaking
his ties with the Burmese. He did not attend the coronation of
Bagyidaw nor did he send an embassy bearing tribute, which all
vassal kings were under obligation to do. By not fulfilling this ebligation
he was making a declaration of independence. Bagyidaw felt that
he should assert his authority immediately, before the British could
intervene, and he had the support of the army commanders.
Accordingly he dispatched a punitive expedition. Ehe king of Manipur
fled into the neighboring  kingdom of Cachar but he proved to be
nota mere fugitive, as he proceeded to drive out the king of Cachar.”

The part played by king Nongpok Wairang Pamheipa Marjit
in the Kanglei Puwari as a king of an Independent country
Kangleipak is very lamentable. The historical knowledge of his time
records written by Manipuri
Meiteis. We got this historical intelligence from British writers and
other foreign writers.

Wchuwmwllﬂmtﬁmﬂwdaﬁufﬁnghmheiha
Garivaniwaz in the carly part of 18* century A.D., the king and
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people of Burma had been constantly provoked without any
reasonable cause by the free-booting raids of the army of the king
of Kangleipak (Manipur). Pamheiba Garivaniwaz king of Kangleipak
(Manipur) cut the door of Kaungmudaw Pagoda with his sword in
1738 A.D. putting the whole Burma on boil with an ger and
unhappiness. Burma was a peaceful country towards Kangleipak
before the advent of Hinduism and was several times bigger and
more powerful in men and materials than the country Kangleipak
(Manipur). Since 1755 A.D., some years after the death of king
Pamheiba Garivaniwaz, Burma under king Alaungpaya sent punitive
expeditions to punish Kangleipak (Manipur) for their unreasonable
and treacherous free-booting raids to Burma and its people. As a
result Kangleipak (Manipur) suffered several devastations as known
as Khuntakpa in Kanglei Puwari since 1755 A.D. since the days of
king Gourshyam (1753-1759 A.D.). Only since 1772 A.D. when
king Bhagyachandra Jai Singh had compromised with the authority
of Burma only then Kangleipak (Manipur) was able to settle peacefully
without any interference from Burma and its army upto the death
of king Bhagyachandra Jai Singh in 1798/1799 A.D. These things
are clear records of History of Kangleipak (Manipur). Soto say, the
arbiter of destiny of Kangleipak (Manipur) was Burma just after
king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz up to the time beginning of 53 4 P
(Chahi Tarct Khuntakpa), Seven Years Devastations of Kan gleipak
(Manipur) called by the foreign writers on the history of Kangleipak
i 1819 A.D. during the days of king Nongpok Wairang Pamheiba
Marjit. It seems very evident, from the study of the History of
Kangleipak of the Hindu rule upto 1819 A_D. that the Hindy kings
during this period of history did not take into account of the people
of the country when did anything, that the kings were swayed by
their Iust of women and some times by their religious bigotism .
Whenever any war with Burma happened and any devastation of
the country happened, the people died in the battles, the people
suffers, the women folk of the country humiliated. But the kings
generally fled to Cachar and no Hindu king during the Hindu period
died in fighting the enemy in the battle as patriot and champion of
the people. King Marjit deserted his troops for his life without thinking
his troops dying at the hands of Burmese army at Kakching battle,
far from thinking his people in Kangleipak. When Marjit fled to Cachar
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he was kindly received and welcomed by his brother Chourjit and
stayed there safely while in the country Kangleipak, innocent men,
women, children suffered untold miseries though they did not
contribute in making of %1 4 @1, How and why Marjit gave away
Kabow valley to Burma and why he agreed to be dependent and
subscrvient to Burma king in 1812 A.D. to become king of Kangleipak
(Manipur) and why he did not attend the coronation of king Bagyidaw
of Burma to stall the 7 years great devastation of Kangleipak to
save the people from so much miseries. He had not learnt this lessons
from the happening and events of history with Burma since the early
fifties of 18" century A.D. Prof, GE. Harvey in his history book
‘Outline Of Burmese History, (1926) say at page 133 Alangpaya
and “His successors continued to raid Manipur until 1819,
depopulating the country and stamping out Manipuri civilization so
completely that it is now impossible to tell what their social and
political conditions were.” This kind of political and diplomatic failures
since 1709 A.D. upto 1819 A.D. on the part of the kings of Kangleipak
(Manipur) were little known to the Kanglei people upto this day as
these historical intelligences are not available in the contemporary
so called historical records like Cheitharol Kumbaba.

In this way in the month of Poinu 1819 A.D. the reign of king
Nongpok Wairang Pamheiba Marjit came to an end gIving a great
gift 5% & @R (7 years Devastation of Kangleipak) as known to
Kanglei history up to this day to the people of Kangleipak (Manipur)
leaving the people of Kangleipak whom he exploited more than six
years (1813-1819A.D.) to their own Destiny of shame, Humiliation,
starvation etc. for complete 7 years.

Complete Anarchy in Kangleipak (1819-1825 A.D.)

After the complete rout of the Kanglei Army and people of
Kangleipak by the Burmese army led by Generals Pakhawon and
Kaneun, the country Kangleipak was completely deserted by its
people. The couniry Kangleipak was depopulated. After this
occupation of the country Kangleipak by the Burmese Army, most
of the Burmese army left Kangleipak leaving only 2000 personnels
to oversee the situation in Kangleipak. According to available
resources in the contemporary historical records, the country
Kangleipak was so much overwhelmed by the fear of the Burmese

e See. _ o
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army that the country was completely depopulated and economically
so much broken down that there was no provision for the remaining
Burmese army to eat for their continuance of occupation of the
country. At the same time Prince Herachandra with the help of
Khongjai population of the south west of Kangleipak, established
Gorrila war group to attack the Burmese occupation army and
occasionally ambushed them. In such situation the Burmese for want
of Provisions and insecure condition for their occupation army could
not continue well occupation of the country Kangleipak. Complete

Anarchy and complete desertion of the country Kangleipak

(Manipur) by its people continued upto 1825 A.D.
King Huidrom Subol (1819 A.D. - 1820 AD,))

As soon as the Burmese army occupied Kangleipak
(Manipur) in 1819 A.D., the Burmese army seeing the economic
and security scenario of Kangleipak (Manipur), and thinking further
continuation of occupation would not be possible, they installed
Laipham Lakpa HOIDROM = SUBOL as KING OF
KANGLEIPAK. While Laipham Lakpa Huidrom Subol was king
of Kangleipak, a prince called Herachandra raised s Goirlla force
and began to ambush the Burmese army and he was joined by one
prince Yumjao Taba. The Burmese army unable to continue
occupation of Kangleipak because of security position and food
scarcity, they left Kangleipak (Manipur) in 1820 A.D. Naturally
Laipham Lakpa king Huidrom Subol fell from the throne of
Kangleipak. : -

King Herachandra (1820 A.D.)

Prince . HERACHANDRA became KING OF
KANGLEIPAK in 1820 A.D. after most of the Burmese army left
Kangleipak, dethroning king Huidrom Subol.

King Yumjao Taba (1821 A.D.)

Soon after prince YUMJAO TABA became KING OF
KANGLEIPAK in 1821 A.D. while Yumjao Taba was king of
Kangleipak (Manipur), Prince Gambhir Singh came out from Cachar
in order to dethrone him.

The were 8 kings in the country Kangleipak (Manipur) since

Complete Anarchy in Kangleipak {1819-1825 A.D.) 107

the beginning of 55} 1 3891 in the year 1819 AD. to the end of 6%
1 {31 in IEISA.[}.Wlwﬂmﬂnymkdlhecﬂ'mﬁveI}rmnut, is
the opinion of the historians who assessed the historical conditions.
It is very evidently clear that the country Kangleipak (Manipur) was
completely depopulated as the people of Kangleipak (Manipur)
deserted the country completely from fear of the Burmese army
during this period. We have seen the historical records that the
Burmese occupation army had no provisions for food as there were
no shops, markets, productions ete as the country was almost
depopulated. In such social and economic conditions and barbaric
mﬂmm&mﬁ:m that there was not
any king, worth the name, during this time of 5% 4 e, frankly
speaking. Therefore the writer does not project any person as king
proper of Kangleipak (Manipur) for and during this period of 5% 4
L :

mthiﬂﬂﬂﬁmtbah{lgﬁ?}thucmmmﬂintmmdﬂé
between king Yumchao Taba and prince Gambhir Singh, when
Garbhir Smgh came to Kangleipak when Yumchao Taha was king
of Kangleipak. Simply the Cheitharol Kumbaba recorded in the
Mﬁﬂ'ﬂﬁmmwmﬁwmﬁm
mrmztlwm{mﬁnwm&m:"
mﬁmmwwmmﬁm& Mayanglam
(Cachar) became king (of Kangleipak)" in Sachiphu 1821 A.D, But
mdhgmﬂm‘knpmtmﬂumﬁmﬁuﬂfﬂﬁﬁshlndia.by
R.B. Pemberton at page 48 the writer says "In the following year,
me“mmw&nmjﬁmdqmam
called Shoobal, who had placed on the guddee by the Burmahs, and
having effected that object, Petumbhur assumed the dignity himself.
To dispossess him, Gumbheer Singh left Cachar with a small force,
mdmwlnﬁughmmﬂudmmmmlmugm,
fled to the court of Ava, where he had remained ever since.”

Here the writer assumes Petumbhur Singh' was Yumchao
Taba, Jeynugur’ is present "Jainagar', As most historical records
a?nﬂaucmhumﬁmmBhs,ﬂwmitumyﬁmﬁbmtm
trust English writers and foreign writers if the historical logic are not
Mhmhmhﬂmhmdmuﬂﬁmhmﬁhawﬂmm&d
ﬁmﬂﬁﬁﬁmhmdgavcthnﬂmeufkm,glaipakmspmtﬁm}rm
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Prince Gambhir Singh are written. But the writer faithfully thinks
that king Yumchao Taba was disposed by prince Gambhir Singh in
an action near Jainagar as written in the above mentioned report by
R.B. Pemberton.

King Gambhir Singh (1821 A.D.)

In the same year 1821 A.D. in Langpan, while Gambhir Singh
was king of Kangleipak since Sachiphu in 1821 A.D. after dethroning
king Yumjao Taba for about six months, coming out from Mayanglam,
he was dispossessed of Kanglei throne by the Burmese in the year
1821 A.D. itself.

King Joi Singh (1821-1822 A.D.)

Jo1 Singh coming out of Burma as installed by Ava as King of
Kangleipak became King of Kangleipak in 1821 A.D. Gambhir Singh
fled again to Mayanglam Cachar for his life. The Administration
Head Quarter of king Joi Singh was Thoupal Moiching.

In Ingen month in the year 1822 A.D. "s»F Pl =@
g en2am Frgew cfen 9ata 1" page 215, Chei Kum. (1967).
English translation : "On 19th Monday, Burmese king's representative
to recall king Joi Singh arrived (at Kangleipak)."

In the month of Thawan in 1822 A.D. on-18th day Wednesday
king Joi Singh went to Burma as ordered by the king of Ava to
returmn. :

King Jadu Singh (1822-1823 A.D.)

In the same year 1822 A.D. Jadu was sent by the Burmese
king to occupy the throne of Kangleipak after King Joi Singh was
recalled by the king of Burma. Jadu was given many weapons with
one thousand armed personnel at the time of making king of
Kangleipak. King Jadu died in the month Langpan in the year 1823
A.D.

King Raghab Singh (1823 - 1824 A.D.)

After the death of king Jadu Singh, his son Raghab Singh
became king of Kangleipak on the first day of Mera Monday of
1823 A.D. While Raghab Singh was king of Kangleipak, the
combined forces of Burma and Kangleipak (Manipur) under the
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leadership of Burmese General Pakhep attacked Mayang Cachar
and Burma lost many of its armed personnel.

In the year 1824 A.D. on 2nd day of Poinu month EING
RAGHARB Singh has gone to Burma with some Burmese generals.

King Nongchup Lamkhai Ngamba (1824 A.D.)

After king Raghab Singh has gone to Burma NONGCHUP
LAMEHAI NGAMBA became KING of Kangleipak in the month
of Lampta in 1824 A.D. as nominated as king by the King of Ava.

After Marjit was defeated by the Burmese army completely
at Kakching battle in Poinu month of 1819 A.D, 5% e (7 years
devastations of the country Kangleipak, great 7 years devastations
as the western writers called) of Kangleipak began. Khuntakpa
literally means complete desertion of the country by its people. This
obviously means complete Anarchy or complete absence of effective
Government in Kangleipak for 7 years from 1819 A.D. to 1825 A.D.
In this period of seven years of 5/ 1 $8=11, there were 8 kings as
mentioned in the records of history of contemporary books. But this
8 kings, king Huitrom Subol, King Jai Singh, king Jadu Singh, king
Raghab Singh and king Lamkai Ngamba were installed by the king
of Ava. These five kings of Kangleipak could not become and were
not kings of the country Kangleipak on their own by succession or
otherwise, and were not kings made by the people of Kangleipak as
their rulers. They were all puppet kings installed by the conqueror
Burma. Only three kings, king Herachandra, king Yumchao Taba
and king Gambhir Singh were kings in their own strength. King
Herachandra and king Yumchao Tab were simply Gorilla war leaders
against the Burmese occupation army and king Gambhir Singh also
was only for some months. These 3 kings were also dislocated by
the Burmese army as soon as they declared themselves as kings of
Kangleipak. During this period there were 8 kings in 7 years and as
such a king could not continue as king of Kangleipak for one year.
The kings administrative center also could not be established properly
at Kangla. So to say, there was not a Government in Kangleipak in
the true sense of the term. There was complete Anarchy in
Kangleipak during these 7 years of Khuntakpa in Kangleipak.
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The British role in the politics of Kangleipak

We have seen the A nglo-Manipuri Treaty of September 14,
1762 A.D. in xerox -I of this book between Jai Singh on behalf of
the Kingdom of Manipur and the British Authority in India. The
treaty was offensive and defensive in nature. Under article (3) of
the treaty it is written : "That the said Jai Singh at all times fully
consider every enemy to the said English as his own enemy and
that the said Engliﬂh shall consider every enemy to the said Jai Singh
as their enemy.” Inspite of the treaty of 1762 A.D. with these clear
provisions, the English had never shown their faces upto 1825 A.D.
for long 63 years in the troubled history of Kangleipak including 5%
9 9@ (7 vears devastations), beginning from 1819 A.D. Hmvﬂw
English people has begun taking great interest in the political affairs
of Kangleipak. Let us see why? Kangleipak (Manipur) is a very
strategic position in order to defend the British Interest in the Eastern
Frontier of British India. It could be used as outpost of British defence
against Burmese Agression and as a forward camp of the British
army to jump upon the Burmese country. And also the British knew
very well that the Manipuris were sworn enemies of the Burmese
at the period of time. And also it was known very well by the British
people that "So deeply are the Burmese impressed with the superiority
of the Munnepooree horse, ...... » Whom they rarely ventured to
meet in the open field." Most English people knew Manipunies were
very good soldiers and "the efficiency of its military forces". With
these things in mind, the Burmese frequent and continuous occupation
of Kangleipak (Manipur) since 1755 A.D. to 1825 A.D. was a serious
threat to British interest in India, the British authority knew very
well. With these foresight the British signed the Anglo-Manipuri
" Treaty of 1762 A.D. Since early contact, the low political and
diplomatic development of Hindu Manipur was clearly known to the
English people. So far 1825 A D. the British authority in India keenly
watched the political situation in Kangleipak (Manipur) and Burma
waiting an opportune time to involve themselves directly. Now in
1925 A.D. the opportunity came.

l{lng Gambhir Singh (1825 A.D.-1834 A.D.)

In the month of Kalen in 1825 A.D. " SoRisnmzfee Hige b
CAIRCER CHPET 6% o il €%a | " page 219, Chei Kum. (1967) English
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translation : "On 26th Sunday Shrijut Chinlen Nongdren Khomba
(Gambhir Singh) became king at the age 39 (of Kangleipak)."

Regarding Gambhir Singh becoming king of Kangleipak
(Manipur) in the year 1825 A.D., the historical record in the "Report
on the Eastern Frontier of British India" by E.B. Pemberton first
published in 1835 A.D. says at page 49 as under:"Gumbheer Singh,
the most enterprising of the three brothers, with whom we had
negotiated, raised from among his own followers a body of 500 men,
who actively cooperated with our troops in expelling the Burmese
forces from C. char; and in June, 1825, he compelled them to evacuate
the Muneepoor valley. In the following year, having obtained some
re-enforcements, he entered Kabo, attacked the Burmese forces in
their stockded position at Tummoo, and pursuing them across the
Ungoching Hills, cleared the western bank of the Ningthee river of
every opposing detachment™.

In the month of Kalen (some time in June) of 1825 A.D,
Gambhir Singh became king of Kangleipak (Manipur) with the help
of the Britishers. Gambhir Singh not only evacuated the Burmese
forces from Manipur valley, he chased the Burmese forces upto the
western bank of the Ningthee river entering Kabo valley and crossing
Ango Ching. The effective occupation upto the Eastern Boundary
of Kangleipak since 1475 A.D. by the Kangleipak army had been
done in 1825 A.D. when Gambhir Singh became king of Kangleipak.
Since 1755 A.D. the kingdom of Kangleipak could not occupy
western bank of the Ningthee river effectively. But when Gambhir
Smgh became king of Kangleipak (Manipur), the kingdom of
Kangleipak (Manipur) was able to occupy the territory beyond
Angochmg, upto the western bank of Ningthee river completely and
effectively, with direct or tacit help of the British authority. The coming
of Gambhir Singh on the throne of Kangleipak (Manipur) in 1825
A.D. was the end of the 5/ 1 ¥/ in Kangleipak (Manipur).

In the month of Inga, in the year 1825 A.D. just after becoming
king of Kangleipak in Kalen " s ofi {ereirmremreer Sy Busm cingas
AT SR T | T B g o T wrper 4Ema 1" page
219, Chei. Kum (1967). English translation : "On 13th Tuesday, Shri
Panchajukta Chinglen Nongdren Khommba has retumned to Mayang'
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(Cachar). Shri Ibungsi Nar Singh senapati was left to govern the
country.”

In Hiyangkei month in 1825 A.D. " sRt eraiafese Sereye foxrem
CRIRTERT Gt STl FRHEISfRs & Wratt Gomre W i | > oft S ey
R Bt | Bre ST SErTEAT (68 i o 8 Ay rePilsa” page 219,
Chei Kum (1967). English translation : "On 9th Sunday, Shri
Panchjukta Chinglen Nongdren Khompa king has arrived at Maklang
with two Englishmen. On 13th Friday, he entered the palace. Shri
Panchajukta Maharaj gave meals to 4 victoria platoons”.

In the month of Poinu in 1825 A.D. " s/ Frpiferm sys®
o (R ¢fe CTEFSHT (ORI (RIS o | W Wi ()  page
219, Chei Kum. (1967). English translation : "On 14th Monday, the
Burmese army camp at Tumu was kept surrounded after 5 days'
fight. The Burmese army fled in the night." On the same day, the
palace of Samsok king was destroyed and the Kanglei flag was

planted on the Bank of Ningthee river to show the Kanglei Kindom

boundary. In the same year 1825 A.D. the king Gambhir Singh

entered the Bishnupur palace. In the same year 1825 A.D. in -

Wakching and Fairel, the Kanglei army raided the Luwanglam and
Nanphon hao villages and collectéd cattles, paddy, hao captives and
brought down to Kanglei palace. } .

In the month of Mera in 1826 A.D. " 38/ %% Sy ¢ foyrem
(ARG CorgT SYA B | 3 Saramy o3 (oilem e QW 4% | TR
TLALE, +RIREIT, (TS oHHBAAT wo Witk | page 221, chei. Kum.
(1967). English translation : "On 24th Friday, Shrijut Ehjng[en
Nongdren Khomba went to raid Okhrun ....... On 2nd Friday
(Hiyangkei), two Okhrun Choithar villages were d&ﬁl:ﬁ}red 30 hao
villagers along with Marengtaka, Payangpaka, Leitapaka were
captured." Along with these captives, many cattles, paddy etc. were
collected and brought down to Kanglei pualam:l_ i e

King Gambhir Singh was not a party in the Anglo-Manipuri
Treaty of 1762 A.D. but the provision of the treaty had been bcgun
applied in the relation between the king of Kangleipak (Manipur)
and the British authority in India. The king now had turned his actions'
direction towards hﬂlp]'.‘.'ss hall pﬂﬂp'tﬁ mﬂtﬂl‘ﬁiﬁ!ﬁj ﬂ'lﬁl]:l. The hng
also spent his time in merry making and social work. In 1826 A.D.
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in the month of Thawan " b ol P spepary =g page 221,
chei. Kum. (1967) English translation: "On 10th Monday, the
Nrityasala is inaugurated".

In the month of Lamta in 1826 A.D." «f fdemre Sty
T ST T S A | 5 Sy s ST s i
R | B 0% %1 " page 223, chei. Kum (1967) English
translation: " On 6th Monday, there was a match of Kangchei (like
hockey match with sticks in hand and with wrestling) between king's
group and Angom family group. All the nobles led by queen Apambi
witnessed, n..ny ladies danced".

" During this period in 1826 A.D. many hill village leaders came
to the palace and gave to the king many valuable things possessed
by them like cattles, cloths, coins, senpung (gongs) etc. as presents
as token of surrender to the king.

In the month Thawan, king Gambhir Singh had come to
Langthaban palace in 1827 A.D. The king was in Bishnupur palace
in wakching 1825 A.D. vide pages 224, 219 chei. Kum. (1967).

In this period of History of Kangleipak from 1825 A.D. to
beginning of 1827 A.D. the relation between the Kangleipak king
Gambhir Singh and the British authority in India became very cordial.
The English people had now determined to help the king of
Kangleipak (Manipur) materially and effectively to keep Kangleipak

(Manipur) out of the reach of the Burmese power and interference

. inthe politics of Kangleipak. Even some English people constructed

their home at Langthabal and many English people including many
English women visited Kangleipak (Manipur) and even some English
men married Kanglei women as per record in Cheitharol Kumbaba
(1467) vide page 221 etc.

As an increasing sign of British interest in the politics of
Kangleipak and on the other side of the matter, increasing
interference and imposition of British power on the Kanglei
Government on 24 February, 1826 A.D. a treaty was signed between
the British East India Company and the king of Ava known by the
name Treaty of Yandaboo in history.
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Xerox - I1

TREATY OF YANDABOO,
February 24, 1626

Article 1
There shall be perpetual peace and friendship between the
Honourable Company on the one part, and His Majesty the King of
Avaonthe other. ;
Article2
His Majesty the King of Ava renounces all tlaims-upon, and
will abstain from all future interferences with, the principality of

Assam and its dependencies, and also with the contiguous petty
states of Cachar and Jyntea.

With regard to Munnipore, it is stipulated that, should
Gumbheer Singh desire to return to that country, he shall be
recognized by the King of Ava as Rajah thereof, - -

(Signed Archibald Campbell) (L.S.)
Largeen Meonja,
(Woonghee) (Signed) T. C. Robertson
Captain Royal Navy.(L.5.) _
(Seal of the lotoo) (Signed) Hy. D. Chands
Captain Royal Navy (L.5.).
Shwagum Woon e ;
Atawoon : - :
The above is the Xerox copy of the Treaty of Yandaboo
signed between the king of Burma and the British East India

Company on 24th February, 1826 A.D. as printed on page 17 of the ]

Manipur Treaties and Documents (1110-1971 (Vol. One) by
professor Naorem Sanajaoba. In the records of the Cheitharol
Kumbaba (1967), the record of Signing the treaty of Yandaboo is
not available and even hint 6f a signing a treaty or agreement is not
available.

The Treaty of Yandaboo of 1826 A.D. after Gambhir Singh
became king of Kangleipak (Manipur) in 1825 A.D. is one of the
mast important treaties effecting Kangleipak (Manipur) and showing
the political status of the couniry Kangleipak (Manipur). This Treaty
of Yandaboo of 1826 A.D. is more important and crucial than the

The Treaty of Yandaboo, 1826 A.D. 115

Anglo-Manipuri Treaty of 1762 A.D. that agreed upon between Jai
Singh Bhagyachandra and the English authority in India, This Treaty
of Yandaboo of 1826 A D. corrodes in the sovereignty and diplomatic
status of the country Kangleipak, than it was in the Anglo-Manipuries
Treaty of 1762 A.D. in the History of Kangleipak known to the
Kangleichas upto this day as no political and diplomatic picture of
ancient Kangleipak is seen upto this day clearly because of the Puya
Meithaba Episode during the reign of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz in
the first half of 18th century A.D. This is, and more than, this was
written and shown in the first two parts of this History series of
Kangleipak by this writer. In the first two parts of this History series
of Kangleipuk, you will see undeniable written Historical documents
and more, for your acceptance of the writer's assertion of the ancient
History of Kangleipak before the advent of Hinduism in Kangleipak
before 18th century A.D.

And now let us analysza the pusiii'nn and significance of the
Treaty of Yandaboo of 1826 A.D. vis-d-vis the independent sovereign
country Kangleipak since 2000 B.C,

The article I of the treaty of Yandaboo says "perpetual peace
and friendship," between the colonizer British people represented
by the British East India company and His Majesty the king of Ava.
"Perpetual Peace and friendship' signifies many things in practical
life. ‘perpetual peace’ signifies that there would not be armed conflict
between the signing parties in the context of History in that period.
Colonization means suppression of independent people and race to
the total surrender to the colonizers to be exploited to the bone.,
When the colonizer Britishers continues their colonization anywhere
including Kangleipak (Manipur), for théir extreme exploitation, the
Burmese authority could not/should not come to armed intervention
with the Britishers. The signing parties should always be friends.
Under these precedence, the Article 2 comes.

The article 2 of the treaty draws the lines of Areas of their
influence and operations, between the British authority and the
Burmese authority. The provision stipulates that the Burmese
authority should "abstain from all future interferences with" etc,
Though the term 'Munnipoke' is not included in the provisions of the

" . e
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article 2 of the treaty, Munnipore' s gnifying Kangleipak (Manipur)
is impliedly and necessari] y included in the provisions of article two
of the treaty under the overrding effect of article 1 and second para
of article 2.

In the second para of article 2, it is clearly stipulated that
"withregard to Munnipore, it is stipulated that, should Gumbhir Singh
desire to return to that country, he shall be recognized by the king of
Ava as Raja thereof* What was recorded in Cheitharol Kumbaha
(1967) with date and year on pages of the book have been produced
in the pages of this Part Il of the History series of Kangleipak
(ante) in every fact for your reference. Among the facts recorded
in the Cheitharol Kumbaha you have seen that king Gambhir Singh
was in Bishenpure palace in 1825 A.D. vide page 219 Chei Kum,
(1967) and Langthabal palace in 1827 A.D. vide page 224, chei.
kum. But as fact given in the treaty "should Gumbhir Smgh desire to
return to that country” signifies that king Gumbhir Singh had not
returned or present in Kangleipak (Manipur) in 1826 A D. at least
upto February of the year 1826 A D). whether the records of
Cheitharol Kumbaba are correct or provisions of the treaty of
Yandboo are correct, the readers have to exercise mentally.

In such situation our mind always bent to provisions of the
treaty which are expressed by two big powers that time of history.
But it was certainly shown by the circumstantial evidences prevailed
at the time that the British authority was the power behind the throne
of Kangleipak (Manipur),

Gambhir Singh was recognized as king of Kangleipak
(Manipur) expressedly by the two big powers - the British power
and the Burmese king by the provisions of the Treaty of Yandahoo,
Before this treaty, Gambhir Singh himself fled to Cachar unable to
face Burmese army in 1821 AD. after occupying the throne of
Kangleipak for some six months. Now after the signing of the treaty
of Yandaboo, Gambhir Singh was recognized king of Kangleipak
by the Burmese authority. Now king maker of Kangleiapk (Manipur)
in 1825 A D, since the time of king Gambhir Singh was the British
Authority in India.

The Treaty of Yandaboo, 1826 A.D, 17

Now please see the signatories of the Treaty of Yandaboo
of 1826 A.D. The treaty recognized Gambhir Singh as the king of
Kangleipak (Manipur), that is, the kingship for Gambhir Singh of
Kangleiapak (Manipur) was gurranteed by the British authority in
India and the Burmese authority and Gambhir Singh remained as
king of Kangleipak peacefully upto 1834 A.D. after signing of the
Treaty of Yandaboo, A clear provision was there in the treaty about
‘Munnipore!, Kangleipak (Manipur), but who was there among the
signatories who signed for Kangleipak (Manipur) and its interest in
the treaty 7 Clearly none. Since 1755 A.D. upto 1825 A.D. the king
of Ava was the arbiter of destiny of Kangleipak, and now since
1825 A.D. the British authority became the Arbiter of destiny of
Kangleipak.

In the provisions of the Anglo-Manipuri treaty of 1762 A.D.,
we saw the ' the psychology of ‘supplication’ of the rulers of the
kingdom of Kangleipak (Manipur) of the time abdicating the
sovereignty of the people of the Monarchy. The writer had
commented in this regard sufficiently in the page of this book (ante).

Now coming to this Treaty of Yandaboo of 1826 A.D., there
was no hand of the Manipur king or authority whatsoever in the

the country Kangleipak (Manipur) was recognized as king of the
country and that also without his consent or dissent. Now readers
may please think seriously what was Position or status of the Raja’,
in reality prince Gambhir Singh, under the treaty of Yandabaoo. He
was less than a pawn of the political chess board or a puppet in the
hands of the players.

with high common sense after analyzing the provisions of the Treaty
of Yandaboo, 1826, can he come to the conclusion that Kangleipak
(Manipur) retained its sovereignty status of the Monarchy or to say
inmore important way, of the people of Kangleipak (Manipur)? The
question is very pertinent to the political status of the country
Kangleipak (Manipur) since the beginning of 2nd half of 18ih century

TR
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A.D., that is, just after the fall from power of king Pamheiba
Gaivaniwazin 1748 A.D,

Let us further see what was recorded in the Cheitharol
Kumbaba about the social administrative works during the reign of
king Gambhir Singh of Kangleipak (Manipur).

In the year 1827 A.D. in the month of Thawan "5 v & B
TR (L =1 137 (a1 " page 225, chei. Kum. (1967) English
translation: "On 18th Monday the new market in Langthabal was
inaugurated”. ; :

In the same year in the same month "zare IS (BLE T08
AT ST 37 R | (NG F S0 T B sfegee Buem
CHIRGEST Ot SATeeeT (T3 5o | page 225 chei. Kum. (1967) English
translation : " The Montha Hao village was destroyed because of
their denial to bring rice to the palace. In the Jjourney Shri Panchajukta
Manipureswar Maharaj colonized 10 Khongjai villages also".

In the year 1827 A.D. in the month of Hiyanglkei "arsm tam

A2 [T 21 fresret marer e MR fes Bt ey cofest comray Mo e ;

AT 117 mﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂw«mﬂlhmmvitm&wm
{&gmvgmmﬁmmwﬂﬂ#ﬂﬁﬂmmwmm,h
BISH STEIA | SIS urE T AT, o TP ARG IR "
page 223, chei kum. (1967) In the month of Hiyangkeiin 1827 A.D.,
"3 offt e b AEer o FTRermg A T 2o 2w 1" page 226, chei,
Kum. (1967) English translation "On 20th Saturday 3 Britishers build
their home and started living there." i ;

In the month of Fairel in 1827 A.D. * e sresrizerg 812 enftare

CFFT Foieft (B | o et offdf oo iy (e, e 8w R
=%4 1" page 226, chei kum. (1967). English translation : "On 13th
Thursday, the temple of Shriii was roofted by bricks. On that day
brick fencing round the pond also was started, on the four corners
of the pond, brick buildings were constructed.”

In the month of Sachiphu in 1828 A.D. "3 efff ga=tamm g
ot caivzem g W R e SIEHT FHIET ST TS A |
TS BB BT Mer, Bl v S R og F%a1" page
227, chei kum. (1967) English translation : "On 23rd Wednesday,

Raiding of Kanglei Hill Villages 119

Shrijut Chinglen Nongdren Khomba routed Khoupum Hao village
for the first time, which was unable to be routed before. 34 people
including Ngamkhui Chayanou Youpika, Chinphi Khanikanpi were
captured as prisoners." In the journey many cattles and senpung
were collected from Chiru Hao village. In the year 1828 in Kalen,
the king orders to drum pungja (hourly beating drum) sychronising
with the western watch in 1828 A.D. I the month of Ingen in 1828
A.D. the king himself went to raid Ukhrul.

Thomkham village, Somtan village, Fatang village, Thollang
village were destroyed and 56 villagers including kings of Fatang
and Somtan were captured vide page 228 of chei. Kum. (1967). In
Mera month in 1828 A.D. Shri Ipungsi Senapati defeating Khongchai
Hao Nampa brought many tributes from them. 4 Khongchai kings
brought 10 servants, 3 spears, 8 horses, 5 mithun, § elephants ivory,
11 senpung as tributes to the king of Kangleipak (Manipur) vide
page 228 of chei. Kum. (1967). ;

In the year 1829 A.D. in the Sachiphu month, "Sye szarer
WMWWWM|MHWWMMW
Porert2et o7 o oo begma Ot Frerett 2ot o Qi | il e v
IS i 1" page 229, chei. Kum. (1967) English translation : "
Shrijut Maharaj with British army went to raid Khahi. In the Tekhao
country, Meitei army and British army went to raid in different
areas. The Meitei army destroyed villages first. Khahi king was
handed over to the Britishers after capturing him (in the battle)."

During the reign of king Gambhir Singhin 1830 A.D. in Lamta
month mmmmﬁmﬁwﬁﬁmmmﬁw
CORERT (3 1" page 230, chei kum. (1967) English translation : "The
king giving order to khumpong Devkishore Panji sanglakpa, a book
called Laghu Jyotish Chandrika was started writing."

In the year 1830 A.D. in the month of Inga, Premton Sahebh

(Capt. Pemberton) went to Burma for consultation with the Burmese
authority vide page 231, chei. Kum. (1967).

In the year 1831 A D, on the first day of Sachiphu Wednesday
g 3 8 Byre e carg ST 1 5t geTEmi T e w

TR Conisn Sionfedt A wE Sy Rl =it Hearperm
CTFF 7Y cuem SRt e A ©T=a 1 " page 232, chei. Kum,
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(1967) English translation : "On that day, shri chinglen Nongdren
Khomba Maharaj sitting with Brahma Sabha, Shri Jubaraj, all nobles
in the Mandop of Shri Govinda heard (the reading of) the book called
Laghu Jyotish Chandrika prepared by Shri Khunpong Debakishore
Panji Sanglakpa." From this day, the Laghu Jyotish Chandrika
became the Astrology book of Kangleipak (Manipur).

In the year 1831 A.D. in the month of Sachiphu "y« srai2fiem
Yozt el = mre e gxtea 1 o%, wEE, I, el e,
(AT, TR S 4 T SR o R 2 o JiiEa | FEe g Fred
TR EBET RO S o FrEea | 21 ST S (S P L o, TS
30, W T 4, GFPR 200 Hige farsa cinga= cirgs Falpa 1" page 233,
chei. Kum. (1967). English translation : "On 13th Sunday Ipungsicha
Senapati returned from raiding Khaki Hao. In the raiding 20 villages
inchuding Tuithang, Lamyang, Yangpi, Shitlou, Tongka, Mete, Manong
were destroyed. 13 villages kings including Tuithang village king
Senting Khai were captured (as war prisoners). The Hao villagers
brought 20 horses, 20 mithuns, 7 ivories, 200 senbung (gong) to Shrijut
Chinglen Nongdren Khomba Maharaj as tributes.”

In the year 1831°A.D. in the month of Poinu, the king Chinglen
Nongdren Khomba went to raid Hao village Sakonglang and other
hill villages. The king captured 140 villagers (as war captives)
including Sakong village king Marongsanga, Maring village king
Makanlenga, Kongpu Lang-ngopa. Many servants, cattles and
properties were collected vide page 234, chei. Kum. (1967).

In the year 1832 A.D. during the months of Hiyangkei and
Poinu, the king Gambhir Singh destroyed 3 Kachai Hao villages,
Thoiwa, Khongtei, Toloimei, Toloi, Saro, Nhaichu, Arongmei,
Afongmei, Oinam, Thingba khullen, Thingba Khunnou, Ipumei,
Yelemmei, Ifemei, Tkhimei, Woinong, Iwamei, Kasomehi, Sanmei,
Makhekmei, Kutumei, Tonphammei, Katemei Karumei, Singamet,
Makhoungmei, Taranmei, Mao, Pungtungmei, Pungrungmei Khunou,
Khoiyu Khun, Manengmei Yang, Pabulangmei, Wamei, Mao Khullen,
Kasamei, Themei, Pakhrumei, Debomei, Isemei, Kaipungmei,
Kachungmei etc. All these hill Hao villages were destroyed vide
page 236, chei. Kum. (1967). More than 600 cattles, 100 mithuns
and many other valuable properties were collected from the hill Hao
villages. Many hao villagers also were killed.

Agreement regarding Kabo (Kabaw) Valley, 1834 121

In wakching month in 1832 A.D. the king collected more
than 600 cattles, 100 sesame bags, ivory ete. from the hill hao villages
vide page 237, chei.kum (1967).

In the year 1833 A.D. in the month of Hiyangkei “»sfi
DT S TR W S oo T o B Wt
SRIT AT ST | S S KT A AT e Sa (o S | aeeh
T T T off W seo Fd wmEre e sxEe wRwET e e
HICH, COTATE L, WrS= AEet <5 waw 79 B sea i page 238
chei. Kum. (1967) English translation : On 13" Tuesday, the Burmese
has requested to the British Borsahep at Calcutta that those Burmese
near the river have not cultivable lands Therefore, the British Saheps
in Manipur have allowed the Burmese to cultivate the Kabo valley.
The Shrijut Maharaj has agreed to receive Tangkha 600 per year
(for possession and cultivation of Kabo valley) and Giran captain
Sahep, Pemton Sahep and Achiton Sahep went to give land to the
Burmese (Kabo Valley).”

The Cheitharol Kumbaba has recorded the above passages
on page 238 of the book, including the agreement we call
“AGREEMENT REGARDING COMPENSATION FOR THE
KUBO VALLEY, 1834”. The writer has given the exact wordings,
correctly word for word, to the readers recorded in the Cheitharol
Kumbaba (1967) in the relevant time 1833 A.D. The record is a
food for the people of Kangleipak (Manipur) for critical thinking in
the passage of time of History of Kangleipak (Manipur). The record
seems to indicate little care for the kingdom of Kangleipak and its
ruler king Gambhir Singh at the time by the Britishers.

In order to appreciate correctly what implied by the record in
the Cheitharol Kumbaba as quoted above, and to say exactly, what
is meant by the Agreement regarding compensation for the Kubo
valley, 1834, the writer quotes the following from page &7 of the
book “MANIPUR. AND THE NAGA HILLS"” by Major General
Sir James Johnstone as under : “ An attempt was made to negotiate
with him, but Major Grant said, 't is no use bargaining with Ghumbeer
Singh', and refused to take any part in it. He was asked what
compensation should be given, and he said 6000 sicca rupees per
annum.” '
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“When Ghumbeer Singh heard the final decision he quictly
accepted it, saying, ‘You gave it me and you can take it away. I
accept your decree”. This was the Agreement regarding
compensation for the Kabo valley, 1834, the agreement reached
between the British authority in India and the Burmese authority at
Langthabal palace on 25 January, 1834 A.D. and king Gambhir
Singh's final words might mean that the throne of Kangleipak and
the ownership to Kabo valley were given by the Britishers by the
Treaty of Yandaboo, 1826 A.D.

Now you please see the “AGREEMENT REGARDING
COMPENSATION FOR THE KUBO VALLEY, 1834” itself
with your own eyes for your own deep appreciation as given at
page 18 of the “Manipur treaties and documents (1110 - 1971)
(VOLUME ONE)" by Prof. Naorem Sanajaoba.

Zerox IIT

AGREEMENT REGARDING COMPENSATION
FOR THE KUBO VALLEY, 1834 -

Major Grant and Captain Pemberton, under instructions from
the Right Honourable the Governor-General-in-Coanil, having
made over the Kubo valley to the Burmese Commissioners
deputed from Ava, are authorized to state:

1. That it isﬂwintcnﬁunnfum!‘mpmﬂwenmﬂmmma
monthly stipend of five hundred Sicca Rupees to the Rajah of
Munnipore, to commence from the ninth day of January. One
Thousand Eight Hus:dred and Thi ur, the date at which the
transter of Kubo took place, as shown in the Agreement mubually
signed by the British and Burmese Commissioner.

2. It is to be distinctly understood that should any circum-
stances hercafter arise by which the portion of territory Lately
made over to Awsagain reverts toM unnipore, the allowance now
granted by the British Government will cease from the date of such
TeVErsion.

[Signed)

F.J. Grant, Major

Signed) - - Commissioners
R. Boilew Pemberton, Captain

Langhthabal Munnipare,
January 25, 1834

Agreement regarding compensation for the Eubao valley, 1834

Agreement regarding Kabo (Kabaw) Valley, 1834 i23

The above is the Xerox copy of the Agreement regarding
compensation for the Kabo valley, 1834, agreed upon between the
British authority in India and the king of Ava, signed by F.J, Grant,
Major and R. Boileu Pembeton, Captain on behalfof British authority
n India and Burmese Commissioners on behalf of the king of Ava,
at Langthabal Manipur, the palace of king Gambhir Singh at the
time. The land called Kabo Tampak (Kabo valley by the outsiders)
possessed and owned by the people of Kangleipak since their Meetei
nonhindu king Kiyampa since 1475 A.D. was handed over to the
Burmese authority of Ava by the overlord Britishers in January 1834
and since that day the land was lost to the people of Kangleipak

ipur) for ever beforé actually signed the above agreement.

Let us analyze the Agreement regarding compensation for
the Kabo valley, 1834 in dept.

The “Agreement regarding compensation for the Kubo
(Kabaw) valley, 1834 was signed by F.J. Grant Major and R, Boileu
Pemberton, captain on behalf of the British authority in India and
Burmese Commissioner on behalf of the king of Ava at Langthabal
palace, the residence of the king Gambhir Singh of Kangleipak
(Manipur) on 25% January, 1834 A D, The fact of transfer of Kubo
vﬂhymﬂmﬂmnﬁeauﬂauﬁlyhyﬂwBﬁﬁshauﬂmrit}rungﬂanumm
1834 AD. was mentioned. The grant of monthly atipend of five
hundred Sicca Rupees to the Raja of Munnipore’ from the 9* day of
January, 1834 A D. is mentioned. These two facts are stipulated in
the article 1 of the agreement.

The article 2 stipulated the land (Kubo valley) which was
handed over to Burma reverted to Manipur on any condition, the
stipend granted to Manipur king by the British authority would cease
instantly on reversion. -

These are the provisions of the Agreement on the transfer of
Kabo valley in January, 1834 A D, shown by the letters of the

Agreement.

Further, the Agreement was signed at Langthabal where king
Gambhir Singh resided at the relevant time of History. No body
sigaed the agreement on behalf of, or for the authority of Kangleipak
(Manipur) or king Gambhir Singh on the agreement of transfer of
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land possessed and owned by the people of Kangleipak (Manipur)
since 1475 A.D. The facts of the provisions of the Agreement, 1834
A.D. raised the question that whether the Government of Kangleipak
(Manipur) retained with itself the sovereignty status of the Kangleipak,
whether the king of Kangleipak (Manipur) was only a Chess pawn
mn the political Chess Board of the British and Burmese authority.
These are pertinent questions repeatedly asked since the signing of
the Anglo-Manipuri Treaty of the September, 1762 A.D.

In order to give a clear picture to the readers, the diplomatic._
status of Kanglei Kings in the relevant times of History of Kangleipak
vis-d-vis the sovereignty position of the country Kangleipak
(Manipur), the writer give the following document also to the readers.
The document is not available in the Manipur Treaties and documents
(Vol One) by Prof. N. Sanajacba. The writer traced it in "&rrfi
Stzwr=" by Phanjoubam Tarapot.

Xerox IV

AFFENDIC-YT
Aprveencnr Repsrdeg the Kabe (Kabas)
Viskloy, 1H
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Mahs Mingyys Hajsh snd Tesrodsagicis Mysoiyanibea,
Camprilspiomer sppoioied by the King of Ave, So Toes of
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The above is the Xerox copy of the “Appendix - VI
ﬁmt regarding the Kubo (Kabow) Valley, 1834” signed by
the British authority handing over Kabow valley and related lands
and villages to Burma without even any Burmese Official as evident
from the Agreement. Though we do not comment, the agreement
Xerox above gives the clear picture of the relations between the
British authority in India and the Government of Kangleipak
(Manipur), in particular, king Gambhir Singh.

In the 2nd article you see “ The British will withdraw the
Munnipore thanas now atationed within this tract of the country
and make over immediate possession of it to the Burmese
Commissioner." Without any authority from the king of Kangleipak
(Manipur) what soever. Is it sign of a Sovereign country? In the
fifth article, the last three lines underlined you have seen (underlines
arenfﬁl_twﬁtﬂr]“u..-, TN shall be ordered ....." Can
a sovereign state/country be ordered by a foreign power in this way
? The writer will not comment long and leave it to the readers for
their own thinking and conclusions. The agreement indicates
supplicant status of Manipur king and the present legal status of
Kabo valley though many uninformed and uncritical people kicked
up dust regarding the legal and International status of Kabo valley.

E.J. Grant, Major
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F.J. Grant was signatory to Agreement Regarding the Kubo
(Kabaw) Valley, 1834, Agreement Regarding Compensation for the
Kubo Valley, 1834 and Agreement between Rajah Gumbheer Singh
and Commissioner F.J. Grant, 1835. (Photo source - Akham Langul}._

This agreement further sharpens and pertinence of the question
that whether Kangleipak (Manipur) retained its sovereignty status
n the 1* half of 19* century A.D. This is to be answered correctly.

Xermox -V
Page 179 of the Srem® Ko
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The above is the Xerox copy of page 179 of the book, Jram®t |,

Staeme by Phanjoubam Tarapot. The Xerox gives you the actual map
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of the Kabo valley handed over by the British Authority to Burma
without even consulting Authority of Kangleipak (Manipur) in 1834
A.D. The shaded area in the map is the Kabo valley possessed
and owned by the people of Kangleipak (Manipur) as a gift from
our brave king Kiyamba who reigned in Kangleipak in the 15* century
A.D.

Regarding the relation between the king of Kangleipak
(Manipur) and the British authority in India in the relevant time during
the Kingship of Gambhir Singh, the following quotation from the
“Report on the Eastern Frontier Of British India’ by R.B. Pemberton
at page 50 of the book may please be seen : "until the death of
Rajah Gumbhir Sigh, ammunition had been generally given free of
expence to Muneepoor; it had been recently determined to furnish
none that is not paid for, and this additional source of expenditure is
defrayed out of the pension which was granted on the transfer of
the Kubo Valley to the Burmese™,

From this statement from R.B. Pemberton who was a
signatory to the Agreement transferring Kabo valley to the Burmese,
it may be safely concluded that the British authority was actively
engaged themselves to Kangleipak (Manipur) politics by giving
ammunitions freely and the stipend (compénsation) of five hundred
Sicca Rupees to the king of Manipur for transferring Kabo Val ley to
Burma by them. i

One historical puzzle about the Kabo valley which was a
land property of Kangleipak since 1475 A.D. absolutely with effective
possessions upto the time of king Charailongba, a Meetei Salai
Mangang king just before the advent of Hinduism in the early first
half of 18" century A.D. and then upto. 1834 A.D. with interrupted
possessions, may be solved now from the agreement regarding
compensation for the Kubo Valley; 1834 A.D. and its explicit
provision. The writer wrote on page 1 & 2 of the I part of this
Kangleipak History series that in 1954 A.D. Prime Minister Nehru
gave away Kabo Valley completely to Prime Minister of Burma,
U. Nu without going historical position of the valley. By then in 1954
we do not know who was in actual possession of Kabo Valley, by
India or by Burma. Now we may ana lyse the legal position of Kabo
Valley historically. And now afier availability of this ‘Agreement
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regarding the Kabow (Kabaw ) valley, 1834’ signed by British
Commuissioners, F.J Grant and R.B. Pemberton in 1934 A.D. at
Sunnyachil Ghat, Ningthee, the legal position is clear now.

Kabaw Valley

Kabo valley was annexed to Kangleipak in the 1475 A.D.
(the dating from English writers and Cheitharol Kumbaba and the
date may be earlier) and since then the land was possessed and
occupied by the country Kangleipak as its own land, and not only
this beyond Angoching, upto the western bank of the Ningthi river
was possessed and occupied by Kangleipak as its own land.
Angoching is a Meetei word meaning ‘ Angangching, and Ningthi
river is also a Meetei name meaning ‘good and beautiful Turel’. The
International boundary between country Kangleipak and its neighbor
Burma was the Ningthee river. Upto the western bank of Ningthi
river, upto the beginning of 18* century A.D. upto the reign of king
Charairongba, Kubo valley, Angoching up to the the land lying upto
bank of Ningthi river was occupied and possessed by the country
Kangleipak without interruption whatsoever. Just after the fall of
the first Hindu king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz from power, since the
days of king Gourshyam (1753-1759), Burmese raids and invasions
of the country Kangleipak were frequent, and the first Khuntakpa
(desertion of Kangleipak by its people completely from fear of the
Burmese army), Devastation as the western historians called it,
happened in 1755 A.D. Since this first devastation of Kangleipak by
the Burmese army, there were several Khuntakpa at least 5 upto
1819 A.D. the end of the reign of Marjit (1813-1819). During the

.. - reign of king Jai Singh Bhgyachandra (1763-1798) only, there were

3 khuntakpa episodes, so to say, the least. In 1819 A.D. signaling the
end of the reign of king Marjit began the "sfa sg@n" (1819-1825),
the people completely deserting the country Kangleipak to escape
the Burmese torture etc. The country Kangleapak was completely
depopulated during these 7 years. Upto this time Kabo valley was
not effectively possessed by the country Kangleipak as its own land
because of Burmese incursions. Effective:occupation and possession
began in 1825 A.D. when king Gambhir Smgh became king of
Kangleipak with the help of the British people. It was further
confirmed and consolidated after the signing of the treaty of
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Yandaboo in 1826 A.D. in which treaty king Gambhir Singh was
recognized as the king of Kangleipak (Manipur) by the English
authority as well as by thye Burmese authority. Effective occupation
and possession of Kabo valley was upto 1834 A.D.

The overlord of king Gambhir Singh, British power in India
handed over the Kabow valley on 9 January, 1834 A.D. to Burma
without even consulting the Government and king of Kangleipak
(Manipur) in order to make frienship with Burma. The fact is
mentioned both in the “Agreement regarding the Kubo (Kabaw)

_vallcy. 1834™ and “Agreement regarding compensation for the Kubo

valley, 1834”. In such circumstances the Agreement regarding

. compensation for the Kabo val]eywasmgned on 25 January, 1834

AD. The compensation or “ monthly stipend of five hundred Sicca
Rupees to the Raja of Munnipore” was paid by the British authority,
not by the Burmese anthority. Since the signing of January 25, 1834
Agreement, the possession and occupation of Kabo valley went to
Burmese authority as a part of the Burmese country after these two
agreements. In case of immovable property “possession is 90% of
law” is i casc of Kabo valley in favor of Burma and against
Kangleipak since 1834 A .D. After 1834 A D. the possession ripens
to full ownership in favour of Burma as there was no slightest
objection oni the part of Manipur. The responsibility of payment of
monthly five hundred sicca Rupees to Manipur is not with Burma as
such legal power of retention of ownership of Kangleipak under the

" aprecment, 1834 A D. over Kabo valley was not with Kangleipak

(Manipur). On the part of the Burmese authority, the transfer and

" handing over of Kabo wvalley under the agreement of 1834 A.D. to

Burma was complete transfer of ownership of Kabo valley to Burma
and as the Government of Manipur acquiesced for so many years.
Since the time of Gamblur Singh (1825-1834) openly, not implied,
the country Kangleipak was a protectorate of the British power in
India. The writer docs not know whether the British authority in
India paid the “monthly stipend of five hundred sicca Rupees’ to
Kangleipak (Manipur) wpto Maharaj Kulachandra Singh in 1891 A.D.
Even the “stipend” might not been paid. After 1891 A.D. in which
year Kangleipak (Manipur) was defeated by the British army
Khongjoi battle, the rule of Kangleiphk (Manipur) was not the rule
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A.D. as found at page 19 of Manipur Treaties and Documents (Vol.
One) by Prof. N. Sanajaoba. The agreement did not involve any
foreign power except the British authority in India. Here king of
Manipur was a signatory. In the treaty of Yandaboo, 1826 A.D.,
Agreement regarding the Kubo (Kabaw) valley, 1834 AD. and
Agreement regarding compensation for the Kubo valley, 1834 A.D.
where a foreign power, Burma was involved above the British
authority in India which was also a foreign power, the king of
Kangleipak (Manipur) was not a signatory in all significance of the
exclusion of king of Kangleipak (Manipur) among signatories of
Treaty, 1826 A.D. Agreement, 1834 and Agreement for
compensation, 1834 A.D. and of inclusion ofking of Kangleipak
(Manipur) in the agreement, 1833 A.D. regarding internal
arrangement of Kangleipak (Manipur) with the British authority may
be critically noted vis-d-vis political status of Kangleipak (Manipur)
during the reign of king Gambhir Singh (1825-1834) in Kangleipak
(Manipur).

The so called the "AGREEMENT BETWEEN RAJAH
GUMBHEER SINGH AND COMMISSIONER E.J. GRANT, 1835
starts with "The Governor General and the supreme council of
Hindoostan declare as follows :" This written document called
Agreement between Rajah Gambhir Singh and Commissioner EJ.
Grant signed in 1833 A.D. was called Agreement, agreement in
general means mutual agreement. But readers may kindly examine
whether it was a mutual agreement or dictation of British terms as
they consider suitable and appropriate for the expansion of British
Empire in Asia. The so called agreement has 8 articles signed by
Gambhir Singh on 18th April, 1833 A.D. The figure'1835" in the
name heading of the agreement is most probably a printing mistake,
it must be '1833', because in 1835 A.D. Gambhir Singh was no more
Critical comment on the political status 6f Kangleipak (Manipur)
during the Hindu rule of the (1709 - 1834 A D.) period.

State craft is a polifical and diplomatic term which hasa very
deep rooted meaning in society and in the development of polity
since early human civilization, man started on the earth without cloths
on their body in their living in society, without cooked food. Society
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developed from pre-history, proto hi story times, to present very high
science and technological developed society in millions of vears time,
State craft develops by bits in millions years time. As man or a
group of man who were not part of the state craft development
process, even may be a little time, cannot and will not be able to
become a ruler or an administrator or to say exactly, a king all at
once. King Pamheiba who was born in the Kanglei Man gang palace
was brought and brought up in a Thangal Hill village in the wilds of
nature in the hilly rocks, among high trees, among the dears, wild
boars, and among wild cocks and hens etc. up to his adolescent age.
The writer does not remind the readers that Pamheiba was of such
and such parentage and low origin, but the writer wants to rémind
and emphasize the readers that he was at 20 years of age at the
time of becoming king of Kangleipak, he must had been a man of
unlimited passionate nature and appetite. Most of his times might
had been spent in hunting and playing with other wild boys and girls
like him in the wild of the nature. In such circumstance, when he
became the king of Kangleipak in 1709 A D, (1714 7), the STATE
CRAFT OF Kangleipak collapsed by the handling of an AMATEUR
ruler, so to say very briefly and softly.

You have seen in Part I & IT of this Kangleipak (Manipur)
History series that the Monarchy of Kangleipak was established in
and around 2000 B.C. by king Konchin Tukthapa Ipu Athoupa
Pakhangba and he had seven sons called Salais by seven Lai Nuras
(Lai women). Mangang king of Mangang Salai, the first son of king
Konchin Tukthapa Pakhangpa was the most successful king among
the seven kings as descendants of the first Monarch Konehin
Tukthapa. Why 7 He was most favorite son and heir apparent of
king Konchin Tukthapa during his life time. His first son king
Mangang received State craft training and coaching from his father
Monarch Konchin Tukthapa. Though Khuman and Moirang kings
were very powerful in men, materials, Mangang king became
superior to them because of superiority in State Craft. During the
life time of Mangang king, Kangla capital, that is, Mangang Kanglei
became the center of power conglomeration of five Salais - Mangang,
Luwang, Angom, Khaba Nganba and Salai Leisangthem joining
Mangang king by Luwang, Angom, Khaba Nganba and Salai
Leisangthem in Kanglei power politics. That is, the four Salais -
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Luwang, Angom, Khaba nganba and Salai Leisangthem went behind
the shadow of Mangang king (vide page 68/69 of the Il part of this
Kangleipak History series). This is a fact and an axiom on State
Craft. A ruler or king, in the time of yore, require fraining and
experience in State Craft.

When Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak in 1709 A.D., a
boy from the wild hill village Thangal without any training and
experience from his ancestors, the real ancestor without even thinking
of State Craft, Politics and diplomacy in his life, the State Craft
which was built in thousand years by the ancestors of the Meetei
Race collapsed and fell on the ground. His actions as king of
Kangleipak were swayed by his lust of women and personal whims
fueled by his fanatic Hindu Dharma Guru Santi Das Gossai. The
mother of Pamheiba, Sapam Chanu Nungthil Chaibi was a Chothe
woman, most loved by king Charailongba was a war captive.
Because of this war captive origin, she was denied to become queen
of Kangleipak by the Maichous and people of Kangleipak. This was
on the ground that a woman of obscure origin cannot become the
first Lady of Kangleipak and the first lady of the country Kangleipak
should be of high grade and well tested woman. The king
Charailongba accepted the peoples’ verdict (vide page 66/67 of the
part II of this series). After about two decades after his birth by
Nungthil Chaibi, when Pamheiba became king of Kangleipak, king
Pamheiba forcedly married 5 pregnant women having their husbands
and killing husbands. Thangjam Chanu Irom Ongbi Thambal who
was forced married killing her husband from Chaoba by Pamheiba_
She became the Leimarel, head queen of the country Kangleipak.
This was the change after Charairongba king when Pamheiba
became king of Kangleipak. The social fabrics was completely
broken, when Pamheiba Garivaniwaz became king of Kangleipak in
1709 A.D. In the Sate Crafis, the management of the country
Kangleipak fell in the hands of some bigotic and fanatic Hindu
religious preachers whose head was Santi Das Gosai. What these
fanatic religious preachers would understand state craft ? This was
the facts of Kangleipak Monarchy when the first Hindu became
Monarch of Kangleipak in the first half of 18th century A.D. A
person who studies Kanglei history will agree with the writer, the
lamentable change brought to Kanglei society since the advent of
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Hil:ldl]iﬁm high lighted in these books of Kanglei history series by the

writer,

Who are responsible for the present hill and plain Enmity in
Kangleipak 7 The hill peoples of Kangleipak who are residing on the
hills surrounding the valley of Kangleipak, now called Imphal valley,
are by tradition and by fact, the ancestors of the valley people and
repeating again, the valley people now called the Meetei are progeny
of the hill peoples, now called Hao, a dirty name since the advent of
Hinduism. Now in the last part of 20th century, scientifically it is
proved beyond doubt that the Meetei, the Tangkhul, the Kapui, the
Naga group people are of the same ethnic origin (vide page 56 of
the part II of this Kanglei history series). The Meetei, first on the
earth, settled at the top of the Koupru (Koupalu in the scriptures )
mountains in pre-and proto history period (vide page 8 9,10, 11 of
the part I of this Kanglei History series). The Kangleicha Meetei
peoples has no doubt that the hill peaples of present day Kangleipak
were of the same Ethnic group of peoples. This is a truth.

The Meetei people of present day has a saying "tee e
oIS 8 BN 1671 SRS weww” This is a hindu period proverb.
English translation : "When managing everything scarcely, seven
hao gluttons (hill men) have arrived". Even if the family was very
poor, with everything in limited quantity, the family had to feed the
hill people under duty when arrived to the family from the far off hill
village. They cannot avoid this duty as the hill people were their
kinsman. This saying and the underlying meaning and significance
of the saying are not inventions of the writer. The saying is the
social Psychology of the Meetei Race up to this day regarding the
relations of the hill and plain peoples. :

When such relations were there between the hill people and
the plain people, when some Meetei people artived in the hill village,
the hill villagers fed the Meetei people as of duty to kinsman, can
there be any enmity between the hill people and plain peoples as we
have to day ? Absolutely there was not. If the relations continued up
to this day, can there be any Enmity as of te day ? Unimaginable.

The present Irreconcilable stand-off and seemin gly extreme
enmity between the hill peoples and plain people of Kangleipak
(Manipur) seen to day are the gifts of the Hindu Rulers of Kangleipak
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since the first half of the 18th century A.D. keeping the historical
facts of the relevant times of history in mind, it is undeniable.

During the reign of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz, the Meetei army
conducted more than 18 tiines free-booting raids through out the hill
villages of Kangleipak, some times led by Pamheiba Garivaniwaz
and Santi Das Gosai themselves, killed many hill villagers and captured
many hill villagers alive, as if the white people did in the African
Continent in 18th and 19th century A.D. Many of these relevant
facts had been stated in the relevant parts of this book under the
kingship of Pamheiba Garivaniwaz. Some of them will be repeated
here as under :

In the year 1728 A.D. in the month of Mera "s oft prite
BT, ﬁtmamﬁwﬂMM|ﬁﬁmwmmm
BIRNTATE | YA AT R, 5 1% | oven wf¥nar so wPET @ 384" page 77,
Chei. Kum. (1967). English translation ; " On 10th Wednesday, the
Guru and Ningthem went to raid Maring, Khunpi, Lamlong,
Karonglen and Machi villages destroyved. In the center of Khunpi, a
Kyong (temple) was constructed. Captured 40 live prisoners and 5
villagers dead." In retaliation of this heinous criminal acts, in the
year 1740 A.D. in the month of Fairel, " srsmeer aféx o fvm o
T CHYAT YR, *1C9, MRSTYH, Fiey 0, Darams aut iy a1 i afis =
wika, qfA geen T yoe Mai” page 90, chei, Kum. (1967) English
translation : " On 2nd Thursday, the Maring people of the all Maring
hill ranges attacked and burnt Thumkhong Palen, Langathen,
Kakching Khullen and Heirok villages. Kakehing captured are
Maring and Maring killed 105 villagers." .

After about 12 years, Pamheiba and Santi Dass Gossaj
destroyed 4 Maring villages in 1728, in 1740 Maring retaliated killing
105 Meetei villagers making the Meetei people, instead of the Hindu
Ruler, responsible for the criminal free-booting raid in 1728 A.D. to
Maring villages.

Une personal experience of the writer of the Maring people
will be told to the readers. The people, men and women, are the
peaple who speak Meeteilon very near to Meetei people tone and
can tell you many Meetei proverbs exactly as we Meetei know and

say.
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The writer was posted at Chandel H.Q. in the year 1977-
1981 A.D. about four years as District Statistical Officer of the
Department of Economics and Statistics, Government of Manipur.
During this period of time, the writer had time to know intimately the
feclings of Anals, Maring etc. towards the plain people Meetei, Very
briefly, the writer will end narration of telling the reader one personal
relation with a Maring leader.

The MLA of Tengnoupal District in the relevant time was
one Mr. Rongman, 4 native of Langol Maring village in Tengnoupal
District. Unfortunately he is no more now, though he seemed to be
younger thin the writer was that time. He was one of the most

. intimate friends when the writer was at Chandel H.Q. Among the

stories he told the writer one was that: The name of Maring Langol
(Maring village) in Tengnoypal District was named taking the name
of present Langol Ching (Langkol in the Puya) of the Lamphel area.
The present Maring people lived at the Laithung Chingehin (now
we say Laithong Chingin), where many diseases prevailed that time,
from which fact the Brow was named Laithung chinchin that time,
From this fact of diseases at Laithung chingjin the Maring people
had to change their habitation to Tengnoupal. They established the
Langol Maring Village when his (Rongman's) Abok (mother of his
father) was about 6/7 years old, as told to him by his father. The
Maring people was a part of the Meetei community that time, he
told the writer,

In the year 1733 A.D. in the month of Poiny "y 7Y srsmemea
P TIAGT SN 0T SRS g T b | R o 0 on
wAFnare wftea s 7 W 40 fa 1" page 81, chei. Kum, (1967) English
translation : " On 11th Thursday, led by Haobamcha Sagolsenba
hanjaba Achou went to raid Okkhrun. 51 (Meetei army including
Hiruhanba Koireng), 19 Heininghao leaders, total 70 people died (in
the raid)."

In the year 1743 A.D. in the month of Inga "o wam Gy e
200 A1 (ATEwa 1" page 94, chei. Kum (1967) "On the first day (of
Inga) more 100 Hao villagers captured and brought (to Kangla)."

In the year 1745 in the month of Fairel " aFr % cmerara foman
e (BT LRt cmea 1 page 100 chei. Kum, (1967). English translation
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"On 7th Friday the whole people of Songpuhao hill ranges revolted
and Meeteis were injured."

In the same month and year "> o) P g Rrem siyaiaa
5 & reemai” page 100, chei kum (1967) English translation : "On 10th
Monday, Kabui Thin glong village was destroyed. Four men killed."
These were only some raids in the hill people villages during the
time of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz to remind the readers.

In the year 1790 A.D. in the month of Inga Ukhrul Tangkhul
retaliated against the plain people for their criminal raid in 1733 A.D,
"eftl Perlieren segm wean ciseo BIEAE T 8¢ Ffa1” page 144,

- chei kum: (1967) English translation : "On 3rd Maonday, the Okhrun

Hao People destroyed Soicha Kameng and killed 45 villagers.

Coming directly to the time of king Gambhir Singh (1825 A.D.
to 1834 A D.) in his last years of reign, leaving so many other raids
to the hill villages during the réigns of other kings in between the
time of king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz and king Marjit (1813 A.D. -
1819 A.D.), to the pages of the Chitharol Kumbaba (1967), the
writer requests the readers to see and examine pages 236 and 237
of the Cheitharol Kumbaba (1967) with their own eyes at least. In
the year 1832 A D. in the months of Hiyangkei, Poinu and Wakching
as recorded on the pages 236 and 237 of the Cheitharol Kumbaba
(1967), more than 45 hill hao villages were destroyed and many
properties were collected-and many hao villagers were killed.

During the period of Hindu kings from Pamheiba Garivaniwaz
to king Gambhir Singh, up to this part of Kanglei History, constant
raids, constant destruction of hill hao villages accompanied sometimes
by large seale killing of hill hao villagers and collection of unbearable
tributes from the hill peoples separated completely the hill peoples
from the plain people. Thus the enmity between the hill people and
plain people developed gradually as a natural way in Kangleipak,
though Kangleipak belonged/belongs to the peoples of hills and plain
as indigenous people of the monarchy established some times in
2000 B.C. And the Segregation of the hill peoples from the plain
people as unclean and untouchable peoples during the Hindu Rule
Enhances the Development of the EI:I]'II:it]:", Aggravating the social
unity and territorial integrity, 50 to say in brief.
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Who are responsible for Chahi Taret Khuntakpa ?

The responsibility of Chahi Taret Enuntakpa (7 years
Devastation of Kangleipak as the westemn Historians called it) from
1319 A.D. to 1825 A.D. was not only a complete devastation on
Kangleipak in its Economy and Civi lization of Kanglei Society , it
was a complete desertion of Kangleipak by its people making
Kangleipak a fertile desert in the first half of 19th century A.D.
after a little more than 100 years of the advent of Hinduism, after
king Pamhéiba Garivaniwaz became king of Kangleipak in 1709
A.D: (17¥4 A.D. ?) Kangleipak lost its Civilization during the Hindu
Rule. We cannot heaped the responsibility only on the head of king
Marjit (1813 - 1819 A.D.) in whose time the 7 years Devastation
started. The writer will remind the readers what Prof. GE. Harvey
said in his book 'Outline of Burmese History' Published 1926 A D.
at page 133 "In 1755 and 1758 Alaungpaya raided Manipur. The
Manipuries call this "The First Devastation' and say that he was
unspeakably cruel; but he was only doing unto them as they had
done unto his people (page 123). He left garrisons in permanent
stockades at Tamu and Thaungdut. His successors continued to raid

The Kanglei Civilisation developed since deep early B.C.
beyond 2000 B.C. in their culture, in their scripts, in their polity was
lost to the people of Kangleipak during Hindu Rule beginning in 1709
AD. since Pamheiba king of Kangleipak. Let every Kangleicha
know it and learn their history for their Identity.

“Under their Raja Gharib Newaz 1714-54 the Manipuri

_ Raiders a terror; from 1742 till his death they came nearly every

other year, sweeping the country up to Ava and carrying of loot,
cattle, and thousands of people, Once they massacred two thirds of
a Royal army including the commander, who was drunk. In 1738
they burnt every house and monastery under the walls of Ava and
stormed the stockade built to protect the Kaunghmudaw Papoda,
slaughtering the garrison like cattle in a pen and killing a minister of
the Hluttaw council; the old door-leaves of the Pugoda's eastern
gateway show a gash made by the sword of Gharib Newaz when



140 ASHORT HISTORY OF KANGLEIPAK (Manipur) PART Il

he was forcing the entrance.” Page 123 of the 'Qutline of Burmese
History' by Prof GE. Harvey. This is shown as a braveness and
strength of mind of king Garivaniwaz by the Hindu Propagandist of
Manipur. But Real Historv Analyst in the Kanglei History in Hindu
period sees in it King Pamheiba Garivaniwaz as a Tyrant. Every
western history writer of Kanglei History knew that 'So deeply on
the Burmese impressed with the superiority of the Muneepooree
horse, .....whom they rarely ventured to meet in the open field.”
Page 33, Report on the Eastern Frontier Of British India’ by R.B.
Pemburton. The Burmese called 'Muneepooree horse' as Cathe
horse or Cashe horse traditionally. These superiority and Efficiency
of the Kanglei army and its people were not developed suddenly
during the time of Hindu King Pamheiba Garivaniwaz in 18th century
A.D. The Military Machine of Kangleipak, to keep.the Kanglei
Monarchy as Independent Sovereign Kingdom and prosperous, was
gradually developed since the days of the Kanglei first Monarch,
Konchin Tukthapa Ipu Athoupa Pakangpa since 2000 B.C. What
king Pamheiba Garivaniwaz was doing was only to spend away
Recklessly, without diplomacy and patriotism without slightest thinking
of his people countrymen. :

Prof. GE. Harvey in his book 'Qutline of Burmese History' at
page 123 itself says: "They thought themselves heroes, able to take
their pleasure of Burma when they willed. They did not realize that
Burma was several times the size of their country, that they were.
laying up for themselves a frightful vengeance."-

At the time of installing Marjit on the throne of Kangleipak in
the month of Langpan in 1812 A D. Burma sent 1 lakh army under
the Pakhek General (vide page 204 of the Cheitharol Kumbaba
(1967). Kangleipak (Manipur) could not raise more than 20,000
soldiers aided by other king in 1738, 1739 A.D. to meet the Burma
(vide page 39,"Report on the Eastern Frontier Of British India” by
R.B. Pemberton). Now the people of Manipur will get their share
for the Bravery and wisdom of the first Hindu king Pamheiba

Garivaniwaz,

“Alaungpaya settled the Manipuri problem by sending a strong
punitive force to Manipur, which paid the Manipuries back in kind
by looting, killing, and burning their villages" page 165 'A HISTORY

T
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OF BURMA' by Prof. Maung Hrin Aung,

Becaune of Alaungpaya's invasion of Kangleipak (Manipur)
ﬂ'tEtF were two Khuntakpa in 1755 A.D. 1758 A, during the reign
of king Gourshyam (1753 -1759 AD.)

During the reign of king Jai Singh Bhagyachandra (1763-1798
A.D.) there were 3 Khuntakpa ( complete desertion of the country
by the people because of fear of the Burmese army). In 1764 A.D.
ﬂiFﬁrstK]mta]an}mmumd during the reign of king Bhagyachandra
(vide page 111, chei kum. (1967). 2nd khuntakpa in 1769 A.D. (vide
page 112, chei. Kum. (1967) and the 3rd khuntakpa in 1772 A.D.
(vide page 114, chei. Kum.) : ,

In the year 1772 A.D. in the month of wakching " 3¢ Rz
TS ST T AR e | P T S | A TS Zores wEa "
page 114 chei. Kum. English translation: " on 25th Monday, the king
went tc- raid Burma. The first day of Fairel is Saturday. On 2nd
Sunday, the country is deserted by the people.” This was the last
and 3rd devastation of the country Kangleipak (Manipur) by the
Burmese during the reign of king Bhagyachandra. The rest of the
king Bhagyachandra's life on the throne for 26 years (1772 - 1798)
was peaceful. Why the Burmese stopped invasion afler 1772 AD,
3rd Khuntakpa of Kangleipak? After 1772 A.D. it was very probable
that king Bhagyachandra had a compromise with the Misrrene
authority with some price, though we do not know whint wan (he
price in the Kanglei History, (vide page 45 of Teport on the Nanier
Frontier of British India' by R.B, Pemberton), Fiverybody who studies
the Kanglei History of the Hindu Period knows very well that Burma
was a key for peaceful Kangleipak just afler the fall of king Pambeibn
Garivaniwaz (1748 A.D.) from power, since the reign of king
Gourshyam (1753-1759 A.D.). The key factor of Burma for peaceful
Kangleipak was only neutralized during the reign of Gambhir Singh
(1825-1834) when British power in India intervened in the relation
between Kangleipak and Burma since the days of the Treaty of
Yandaboo of 1826 A.D. Why this importance of Burma for a peaceful
and sovereign Kangleipak was not known to the Rulers of Kangleipak
during the Hindu period or the Hindu rulers intentionally were doing
everythingto destroy the ancient Kanglei Civilisation making Burma
aswom encmy of Kangleipak requires a critical study of Kanglei
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History of Hindu period. We will and analyse thesc things in the
coming IV part of this Kanglei history.

Now let us look into the events leading to Chahi Taret
Khuntakpa started in 1819 A.D. during the last days of king Marjit
Before king Marjit became king of Kangleipak, he was Jubaraj and
Senapati of king Chourjit (1803-1813 A.D.). Soon he felt out with
king Chourjit. He stayed in Ava beseeching the favour of king of

Ava for many vears. He was favoured only in the last part of 1812 7

agreed dependency to Burma afﬁ:rheb&camnkingﬂfkangleipak
(Manipur). In such condition, the king of Burma installed Marjiton
the throne of Kangleipak in 1813 AD. When Marjit became king of
Kangleipak, he did not fulfilled those agreed with the king of Ava in
lﬁtlaﬂpmﬂlﬂlzﬁ.ﬂ.ﬂcdidnﬂtmﬁpeﬂthethMQTKnbu
valley and he cut timbers eic. as if there was no agreement
whatsoever with king of Ava. He was invited to join coronation
ceremony of king of Ava in 1819 A.D. as was agreed upon
dcpmdﬁncymﬂurmabetwmhcandkingufﬂm He did not
aﬁmdﬂmﬂmmaﬁmcmzr,

In the year 1819 AD. the king of Ava mﬂ:agreat,armyd

detachment to punish king Marjit for his Betrayal under generals
Pakhawon and Kaneun. King Marjit fled to Cachar, he ‘was kindly
received by his brother Chourjit, to whom he made a formal resignation
of his regal authority, "(vide page 48, the ‘Report orni the Eastern
Fortier of British India' by R.B. Pemberton) for their last laugh for

The mvading army of king of Ava under generals Pakhawon
andKaIu:m,lejhtnmmtcmdafKaLmhingand“m:cunrﬂstm
al!en#hhmﬂm‘hﬂhyﬂ::rﬁutufh{mjitwhndeseﬁnghi'stmpﬁ
fled precipitately towards Cachar," vide page 48, Report On the
Eastern Frontier Of British India’ by R_B. Pemberton,

Please see the words 'deserting' and ‘precipitately’ in the
quotation above 'deserting' means here leaving the Kanglei army by
its leader king Marjit during the battle, when the fighting was going
on Marjit flecing towards Cachar.

T&Eﬂpﬂﬂﬂy‘ﬂgﬁnhutﬂ:ﬂmzshaﬂy;mmmlgmﬂ&mw
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much exerolse of vare and thought. Here Marjit was shown as a
coward, u king witlout leadership quality by the English writer. He
left suddonly fisr hin il leaving his troops on the battle field at the
mercy of the oul numbering Burmese army without any leader.

After defeating the Kanglei troops at Kakching the Burmese
army entered the palace and for many months stayed at
ipung camping there, The whole Kangleipak population was
exposed to the occupying enemy Burmese army. The whole

after at least S short khuntakpa in the Kanglei Hindu hj story pmud

In the month of Wakching in 1819 A.D. "3 offt PEeraTem
w,maﬁmmﬁmmmmqmmmm
ﬂﬂﬁﬁm:hﬁﬁmmmﬁmwmmmmﬁh
TRt et e © i " page 211, chei kum. (1967) English
translation : "On 10th Tuesday, the Burmese Generals Pakhawan
and Kaneun sent Chakapiyang for Ibungshi Joiram to come down
from hill to make him king on false promise, Ibungsi came down
with some Meiteis. The Burmese on false promise rounded up 3
lakhs Meitei people including Thungsi Joi and taken awny to Burma, ®

Now a weak Prince had been picked up by the Burmese
with the temptation of making him king of Kangleipak (Manipur),
Now let us see the Kanglei History what happens,

Now the esteemed readers arc requested by the humble writer
to examine the Kanglei Hindu History from 1709 A.D. to 1819-1825
A.D. (Chahi Taret Khuntakpa Period) and to decide themselves
who were responsible for the Chahi Taret Khuntakpa. For the writer,

unequivocally, the Hindu kings are responsible.

PO
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About this Part 1l of the Kanglei History Series

This part of the Kanglei History series covers from 1709 AD. to 1834
~A.D. upto the death of king Gambhir Singh, from king Pamheiba
Garivaniwaz to king Gambhir Singh, from the advent of Hinduism, Hindu
period only. Every body says ‘5% a 4@’ that happened from 1819
AD. to 1825 A.D. commencing from the last days of king Marjit (1813-
1819 A.D.), lasted upto the beginning of the reign of king Gambhir Singh
(1825 A.D.). But the indigenous Kangleichas, Hill and Plain, who faced
the brunt of Burmese onslaught know very little of this Episode, the
western Historians called the Great Seven Years Devastations,
happened only some 180 years ago in this most important period of
- History of Kangleipak. Very few Kangleicha know the fact that 5
Khuntakpa Episodes happened before 531 « @<=l Please try to know
‘how so many-<@<l happened during the Hindu period of History of
Kangleipak. At present there is a serious stand-off between the Hill and
Plain, threatening even the Territorial Integrity. But no body know how
this came about. Please know your own History of your Country
Kangleipak for your own identity.

Only from this bo ok
vou will see the naked facts leading to these Kanglei maladies only
trom this book, not from others. Please read this book.
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