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Mitra, Varuna thenceforward did, in that he succeeded.
Henct it is quite proper that a Brahman should be
without a king, but were he to obtain aking, it would
be conducive to the success (of both.) It is, however,
quite improper that a king should be without a Brah-
may, for whatever deed he does, unsped by, Mitra, the
priesthood, thérein he succeeds not.” * 'This passage,
it will be observed, represents the mutual relations
of Brahmana and Ksatriya in the terms of the att.ri-

butes of intelligence and will. { It therefore foll

the Brihmana is the mainspring of the acti of
LW. This point is further developed in

the above passage by means of a legend of the divine
prot®types of the two classes, which finally leads to
the conclusion &hat the kingly power involves as its
necessary adjunct the priestly power, not vice versa.)

rom this congeption of the priestly power as being
the motive force as well as the indispensable adjunct
of the kingly power, it is but one step to draw out
the notion that the latter is derived from the former.
This step is taken in a passage of the Sat. Br. which
categorically states that the nobility is produced out
of the priesthood.t

* IV. 1.4, 1-6. 8. B. E. Vol. XXVI. pp. 260-271,

{ XII.7.3.12. The doctrine stated above, namely that
the Brahmana is the source of the Ksatriya, finds e¢xpression
in a remrk&b]e theory of the origin of the four classes which
occurs in the supplementary portion of the Sat. Br. (XIV. 4.
2. 1=PBrihadaranyaka Upanigsad I. 4. 11-15). ** Verily in the
beginning there was Brahman, one only. That being one, was
not strong enough. It created still further the most excellent
Ksattra (power), namely fhose Kgattras among the Devds,—
Indra, Varuna, Soma, Rudra, Parjanya, Yama, Mrityu, Tsina.

v+.--He was not strong enough. He created the -Via
{peopla). the classes of Devas whick in tieir different orders are
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,¥“These views of the mutual relations of the Brah-
mana and the Ksatriya are partially- reflected i in, the
theory of the relative position of two representative
members of these classes. The purchita (domestie
chaplain) indeed stood in a special relation to the king,
and hence the inter-relations of these functionaries
form the subject of some important .spe.cula!:ioﬂs of
the Vedic canonists.ve‘.['he Ait, Be: states in one place
that the purohita is onc-half of the Ksatriya.®) The
most considerablc body of its reflections on this point,
however, occurs in the last chapter recommending £he
employment of the domestic priest by the king. t ig

ere declared that the purohita with his wife and son
is the king’s threefold sacrificial fire. His title ipdeed

is said to be protector of’the kingdom (ragtragops).
It is further stgted that the purohita is the god of

fire possessing five destructive poyers. In the express-
ive language of the text Qe surrounds the king with

called Vasus, Rudras, Adityas, Visve Devas, Maruts, He was
not strong enough. He created the Sadra colour (caste), as
Pashan (as nourisher).,q....Among the Devas that Brahpan
existed as Agni (fire) only, among men as Brahmana, as Kpatriya
through the (divine) Ksatriya, as Vaiiya through the (divine)
Vaisya, as Sadra through the (divine) $adra. Therefore people
wish for their future state among the Devas through Agni (the
sacrificial fire) only; and among men through the Brihmana,
for in these two forms did Brahman exist.”” 8.B.E. Vol. XV,
pp. 88-80. In this account of cosmic creation it will be observed
that the First Cause is represented as successively creating the
divine prototypes of the Kgatriyas, the Vaisyas and the Sudras,
while nothing is menfioned about the creation of the Brahmanas,
Indeed it is declared that while the original creative prineciple
is manifested directly irc the form of the Brahmana it mani-
fests itself as Ksatriya, Va,;sya and Siidra through a derivative
order of gods.
* VII. 26.°

t VIII, 24-21
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these powers as the sea surrounds the earth. If the
purohita is propitiated, he conveys the king to heaven
and makes him obtain the royal dignity, bravery,
a kingdom and subjects, but if he is not propitiated,
he deprives the king of these blessings. The puro-
hita, then, according to this view, is the partner and
-the coadjutor, the ‘alter ego,’ of the king. Nay more,
he is the active Providence ruling the kingdom as well
as the king.

We may pause here to mention one important
feature of the theories concerning the position of the
priestly class in the State. In the passages quoted
above from the Vedic Sax;u-hitﬁs and the Brahmanas
it mey be observed that” the authority of the priest
is never derived from his divine nature. In this
Tespect the theories with which we are concerned
present a marked contrast to the doctrine of the
nature of the k‘ing’s officc The Vedic works indeed
jnvest the Brahmanas from the first with divine
sanctity. In the Rigveda, where it is true the term
signifies not merely a hereditary caste but also a seer

s well as a specific order of priests, there are
passages associating the Briahmanas with the gods.
Thus in one place the priest addresses the Brahmanas
along with the auspicious and sinless heaven and earth
as well as the god Piisan (Sun) for protection from

«evil.* Another passage conveys the poet’s prayer to the

* Bv. VL. 75. 10 ; “May the Brihmana fathers, drinkers
of Soma, may the auspicious, the sinless, heaven and earth,
may Piigan preserve us, who prosper by righteousness, from
evil.” Muir, Original Sanskrit Texts, Vol. I. p. 252. Wilson’s
‘translation (Vol. IV. p. 26) is somewhat diﬁereng; : ¥ May the
Brahmans, the progenitors, presenters of the Soma, observers
of truth, protect us,” '
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god Soma who has entered into the Brihmanas.*
“n the later literature where the notion'of a hereditary
priestly caste has crystallised into shape, the concep-
tion of the Brahmana's sanctity is carried to a'greater
length.%’_l‘he Atharvaveda has a set of five hymns the
burden of which is to teach the inviolability of the
Briihmana’s person and property.) In the cqurse of this
description we are introduced to the doctrine that the
Brihmana enjoys the special protection of deities like
Agni, Soma, Indra, and Varuna.tf The Yajurveda
and the Brahmanas are distinguished by their open,
not to say aggressive, assertion of the divinity of the,
Brihmanas. A passage of the Taitt. Sam. distin-
guishes between two classes of gods, namely, theygods

who receive offerings secretly and the Brihmanas
who reccive them openly.$The Sat. Br. declares

* Rv. X. 16. 6: “ Should the black crow, the ant, the
snake, the wild beast, harm (a limb) of thee, may Agni
the all-devourer and the Soma that has pervaded the Brah-
mans, make it whole.”” Wilson’s translation Vol. VI. p. 40.

1 Compare the following extracts from the hymns above
mentioned, Av. V, 17, 1-2: “These spoke first at the offerfbe
against the Brahmana (brahman) ; the boundless sea, Matarivan,
he of stout rage (haras), formidable fervour, the kindly one, the
heavenly waters, first-born of right (rita). King Soma first gave
back the Brihmana’s wife, not bearing enmity ; he who went
after (her) was Varuna, Mitra ; Agni, invoker, conducted (her)
hither, seizing her hand.” H. O. R. Vol. VII, p. 248; Av.
V. 18. 6: “* The Brahmana is not to be injured, like fire, by one
who holds himself dear ; for Soma is his heir, Indra his protector
against imprecation ;' Av.V.18.14 : “ Agni verily oul guide,
Boma is called (our) heir, Indra slayer of iimnprecation (?): so
know the devout that' Ibid pp. 251-252; Av. V. 10. 10.
“King Varupa called that a god-made poison; no one so-
ever, huving .devoured the cow of the Brihmana, keeps watch
in the kingdm.}] Ibid, p. 254. -

i Taitt. Sam. I. 7. 3. 1 ; * Secretly offering is made to one
set of gods, openly fogmother, The gods who receive offering
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in two places that a Brihmana descended from a
sage (rigi) represents all the deities,* while other
“passages inculeating the merit of making gifts to
Brahmanas explicitly style them human gods.t
ts, We have reserved for examination, in the last
place, an important conception the germs of which
oceur in sgmeepassages of the Upanisads and which .
ame the foundation of the whole scheme of social
m political order in the later Brahmanical canon.
‘$is was the concept of Law or Duty (dharma)
the account of cosmic creation quoted aboveé from
,the Brihadaranyaka Upanisad, it has been seen how
Brahman is described as successively creating the di~
vineprototypes of the Ksatriyas, the Vaisyas, and the
Sadras. Then it proceeds, “He was not strong enough.
He croaited still further the most excellent Law (dhar-
ma)."Law is the Ksattra of the Ksattra, therefore there
is nothing hwher than the Law. (Thenceforth even a
weak man rules a stronger /th the help of the Law
as with the help of a king.) “Thus the Law is what is
Gealled the true. And if € man declares what is true,
they say he declares theLaw ; and if he declares the
Law, they sav he declares what is true. Thus both
are the same.” f According to this pasasge, then,

secretly, he thus offers to them in sacrifice ; in that he brings
“the Anvaharya mess (i.e. 2 mess of food cooked with rice given
to the priests as a Daksina)—the Brihmanpas are the gods
openly®-them he verily delights,” H. O. Vol. XVIII.
p. 100, Cf. Maitr. Sam. 1. 4. 6. and Kauiika Sitra VI. 26-27,

* XII. 4. 4. 6; Ibid 7.

tII.2.2.6; 4.3.14; 1V.3.4.4. Cf. the passages
quoted above from the Brahmm;uu identifyings the priestly
order with the god Brihaspati.

1 Br. Up. L. 4, 11:-16. 8, B, E, Vok XV. pp. 89-90,
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Law is derived from the will of the Creator. Further,"
Law represents the highest positive authority supple-'
menting the powers of the three inferior classes, and
overriding in particular the civil authority represprited
by the office of the Ksatriya. In the last place, Law is
synonymous with Morality. While such is the origin
and character of the concept of Lgw, .its s_coﬁe is
defined elsewhere to be co-extensive with part of the
social order. ‘“There are three branches of the law,”
declares the Chhandogya Upanisad in oné place,
Jsacrifice, study, and charity are the ﬁrst,uusterity
the seeond,(a”rfd todwell as a Brahmacharin in the house
of a tutor, always mortifying the body in the house
of a tutor, is the third., All these obtain the wprlds
of the blessed ; but the Brahmasamstha alone (he
who is firmly grounded in Brahman) obtains immor-
tality.”*“This passage evidently jncludes the duties
of the first three stages (asjamas) of fhe Aryan’s life
within the compass of the Law.y It would further
appear to invest these duties with a high spiritual
significance, for it explicitly declares their fulfilment
to lead to heavenly bliss. In the following chapter'it
will be our endeavour to describe how all the above
elements are gathered together, and are developed
into the comprehensive concept of Society or the
social order of which the functions of the king form
merely a branch.

* Chh, Up. 11. 23. 1-2 ; Ibid, Vol. 1 p. 35.



CHAPTER II.

THE EPOCH OF GROWTH AND DEVELOFMENT—THE
DHARMASGTRAS AND THE EARLY LITERATURE
OF THE ART OF GOVERNMENT (ARTHA-
'§asTra), C. 600—300 B. C.—TuE
* BwopiiisT Canon, C. 400—800 B.C.

I

@General character of political thought in the Dharmasiitras
—The concept of Dharma (Law or Duty) presupposes a Society
fuled by Law which is derived from the Divine will—Neverthe-
less it embodies the conception of the organic unity of Society
-—_-Theht.heories of kingship involve, although in an unsyste-
matic fashion, the balancing of the principles of authority
and responsibility—The mutual relations of the king and the
Brahmana order.,.

11

The early Arthaéiastra contributed some of the most
original chapters to Iflindu political theory—Its two
sources—Antiquily of the Arthasastra—Prof. D, R.
Bhandarkar’s view considered—Definition, scope, and
method, of Arthasastra —Definition of Dandaniti—Mr. K. P.
Jayaswal's view  considered—Criticism of the tradi-
{ional enumeration of the sciences by three Arthaséstra
schools—Arthadastra and Rajadharma compared—Relative
value of Rijadharma and other groups of duties—The doctrine
of seven elements of sovereignty and the oategory of three
powers of the king—Graded arrangement of the seven
elements indicates the absence of the idea of organic
unity of government—The importance of the kihg’s office—
The king's divine nature and the dutiegof the suliiqota
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towards him—The king’s duty of protection and the rule of
justice—The right of tyrannicide—The Arthaéastra state-
craft and ite strong Machiavellian note—The Brahmana and
the king rule by Divine ordination—The king.rules by
sufferance of the Brihmana—Early Arthasistra thought
was distinguished by the qualities of boldness and enthu-
siasm, although not free from the defec.t.s of youth—The
gervices of the Arthasastra authors to Lhe calise c:zf Hindu
political theory.

111

The Buddhist canonists deal incidentally with a few chosen
topics of the State, but they share with the authorsgof the
Dharmasitras and the Arth.a,éﬁ.stra. the credil of being the
makers of Hindu political theory—The Buddhist story of the
origin of kingship involves Social as well as Gowernmental
Contracts, but is unconnected with any sytem of rights and
duties—The Buddhistic list of.bhe seven condilions of success
of the Vajjian (republican) confederacy.

I

With the period forming the subject-matter of
the present chapter we open a new and interesting
page in the history of Hindu political theory. The
age of experiment, as it may be called, is past, that
of growth and development has begun. The Brah-
manas which are the true fountain-head of the Hindu
ideas of the State are not wanting in striking reflec-
tions relating to the nature of the king’s office, the
mutual relations of the king and the Brahmanpa order
a.ﬁd the Yike questions. But these, as we have endea-
voured to show glsewhere, involve a long and painful
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. process of groping which is the mute witness of the
bi!'th-tli_roes of a new thought, and they occur inter-
mixed with extrancous matter in the form of dog-
matic expositions of the great ceremonies of royal and
imperial consecration.o/fn the present period a
change comes over the scene. The practical spirit
of the age found vent in the prepgration of short
-aphoristic manuals based on the teachings of the
earlier canon, and the priestly authors of these
works, the founders of the Vedic schools of sacred
law (Stutracharanas) carefully separate their descrip-
tion of the sacrificial rituals that are treated in the
Srauta and the Grihya Siitras, from the first arranged
list of duties pertaining to the constituent classes
and sections of the (\:)nmunity, that is laid down in
the Dharmasiitras. YA new departure moreover,
is signalized by the «chools and authors of the Artha-
-sdstra who bring into beirg an independent branch
of knowledge avowedly concerned with the acquisi-
tion and the preservation of States. “Finally, the
fousnders of the Buddhist canon, the leaders of a
new heresy, introduced a rich leaven into the general
ferment of ideas through their daring speculations
into the origin of the social and the po]itic:il order, and
the conditions of the republican communities.

_ With this brief survey of the prevailing tendencles

of the present period, let us embark on an examina-
tion of the avorks that fall within the limits of this
fapter. \K:d first, as regards the Dharmasiitras,
‘it has to be remarked at the outset that the political
Hddeas of the priestly authors do not assume the.
rcharacter of a system: theyare rather of the nature of
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scattered hints which it is left for other schools
and authors to develop and' mature. At the root of
these idcas, however, there lies the unified concept
of a social order.V” The canonical authors of the
Dharmasiitras,” indeed, treat the public functions *6f
the king not in themselves, but as part and parcel
of the Whole Duty of this personage, dnd,ina'wider
sense, as an incident in a comprehensive scheme of
duties ordained by the Highest God. "i‘his might
perhaps be taken to imply that Politics compris-
ing -the sum of the king’s governmental functions
did not rank in these canonical works as an indepen-
dent science, but it counted as a branch of Posifive
Law governing the whole conduct of the king, and
claiming to derive its origin from the Divine will.»
V"\Mhe concept of Dharma introduces us to the grand
notion of our authors which has been just men-
tioned, namely, the notion of the social order. As
conceived in the Dharmasiitras, the concept pre-
supposes the division of society into a number Jf
component parts, such as the four castes(vurnas) and
the four stages of life (asramas), gach of which is sub-
ject to a specific body of rules.The source of these
social divisions as well as of the rules binding
/?em is said to lie in the will of the Supreme Being.
t therefore follows that Society, as here conceived,

is the rule of Law, the Law being held to he-
imposed from without by the Divine will.* This

* W& mast, however, observe that apart from the
authority atteching to the rules of the varnas and the
isramas by virtue 'bf,their divine creation, they are held
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might seem to exclude all possibilities of rational
speculation in respect of its nature. Su¢h, however,
is not the case in actual practice. In the social
scheme unfolded in the Dharmasiitras, one may
detect beneath the outer garb of dogma a keen
#ppreciation of the principle of specialization and
division cf labour, as well as that of the organie
unity of society..”‘Brahman forsooth,” so runs
a passage of Baudhayana, ‘‘placed its majesty

even in the Dharmasitras to contain their sanelion within
themselves, This is based on the certainty that the
observance of these rules will lead to true welfare, while
their violation will bring about misery. Cf. Gautama XI 29-
30 : *(Men of) the (several) castes and orders who alwayslive
acoording to their duty enjov after death the rewards of their
works, and by virtue of a remrant of their (merit) they are
born again in excellent countries,castes, and families, (endowed)
with beauty, long life, learning in the Vedas, (virtuous) con-
duect, wealth, happihess, and wisdom. Those who act in' a
contrary manner perish, bging born again in various (evil
conditions)’ ; Apast. I, 5. 11. 10-11 : * In successive births
men of the lower castes are born in the next higher one, if
they have fulfilled their duties. In successive births men of
the higher castes are born in the nexatl lower one, if they neglect
fheir duties’ ; 1bid II. 9. 21. 1-2 : * There are four orders,
viz. the order of householders, the order of students, the
order of ascelics, and the order of hermits in the woods. If
he lives in all these four according to the rules (ol the law),
without allowing himself to be disturbed (by anything), he will
obtain salvation.”

Thus the Dharmasiitras would appear fo prLdlc&ﬂs a l:.wo-
fold source of the authority of their rules of human conduct.
It is interesting to observe that these principles of divine-
creation and intrinsic worth are held in some of the great
philosophical systems to inhere in the concept of Dharmsa
itself, of which the above rules are the product. Kanida,
the reputed author of the Vaisegike Sitras, indeed
stresses the latter quality alone, for he deﬂnes {I. 1.2)
Dharma as that from which results the fulfilment of welfare.
and salvation (yatohbhyudayanihéreyasasiddhih sa dharmah).
On the other hand Jaimini appears t. combine the twofold
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in the Brahmanas, together with (the duties and
privileges of) studying, teaching, sacrificing for
themselves, sacrificing for others, liberality, and
accepting (gifts), for the protection of the Vedas;
in the Ksatriyas it placed (strength), together with
(the duties and privileges of) studying, sacnﬁcmg,
liberality, (using) weapons, and pmteritmg th®
treasure (and the life of) created beings, for the
growth of (good) government; in the Vaidyas (it
placed the power of work), together with (the duties
of) studying, sacrificing, liberality, cultivating (the
soil), trading, and tending cattle, for the growth of
(productive) labour. On the Sidras (it imposed
the duty of) serving the three higher (castes).’J*
In the scheme of (]Ut.ics.just described, it will be
noticed that the function of protection is reserved
for a special class, namely, thee Ksptriyas. - This
would seem to involve as ifé necessary corollary an

basis of Dharma, for he defines it (Mimafisasiitras, I. 1. 2.
as that which is desirable and is indicated by the Vedic injung-
tion (choda.nalakgam:tho dharmah). In the Mimafisi sys-
tem the intrinsic authority of Dharma is sought to be explained
by assuming the existence of an invisible force (apirva)
attaching to men’s actions. The doctrine is thus interpreted
by Colebrooke. “The subject which most engages attention
throughout the Mimadafisid, recurring at every turn, is the
invisible or spiritual operation of an act of merit. The
action ceases, yet the consequence does not immediately
arise, a virtue meantime subsists unseen, but efficacious to
connect the consequence with its past and remote cause, and
to bring about, at a distant period or in anether world, the
relative effect. That unseen virtue is termed Apiirva, being
a relation superinduced, not before possessed.” (Quoted,
Priyanath Sep, Principles of Hindu Jurisprudence, p. 27).

* Ibid 1, 10, 18.¢2-5 8. B, B, Vol. XIV. p. 199.
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oligarchical constitution in which the Ksatriyas
monopolised the political power. Nevértheless the
Dharmasitras expressly entrust the :function of
-government to the king who is indeed the Kgatriya
par excellence. To him belong the duties of lawful
punishment, State relief of the Brahmanas and other
f}ebpig, fighting the enemy, levying of taxes, adminis-
tration of justice, appointment of State officers,
performance of sacrifices, and the like.* The bare
enumeration of these duties is enough to show how
the king’s public functions are blended in the
Dharmasiitras with his domestic functions in the
category of the Whole Duty of this personage.
\hgmceeding to the theories of kingship in the
canonical works, we may observe that the conception
of a system of laws governing the constituent mem-
bers of the commpnity, which is that of the Dharma-
siitras, has obviously the result of limiting the king’s
M_cm.) Yet the ideas of the Dharmasiitras are
not centred on the limitation of the king’s powers
alone but {they mvolvo in however unsystematic
a fashion the i
wmm': L In this respect, indeed, the
" Dharmasiitras _follow in the track laid down by the
Brahmanag. The basis of the king’s authority however
is soughtin the later canon tolie, not inthe dogma of
the king’s divine nature, but in his fulfiljment of the
fundamental needs of the individual and of £he society )
Gautama writes in one place, ““‘A king and a Brahmana, .
deeply versed in the Vedas, these two, uphold the

* Cf. Gaut. X. 7-48; Ibid XI; Vas. I. 41-453; Ibid,xvl.
2-9 ; Ibid XIX ; Baudh. I. 10. 18. Apaq\t_; 11 10. 25-26,



moral order in the world. On them depends the
existence of the four-fold human race, of internally
conscious beings, of those which move on feet and on
wings, and of those which creep, (as well .as) the
protection of offspring, the prevention of the confu-
sion (of the castes and) the sacred law.” * “This
striking dictum might have been basgd Epon:a text.
of the Satapatha Brahmana describing the king and
the learned Brahmana as upholders of the sacred
law.f/ Bugﬂvhilc the earlier author derives from this
text the conception of the natural and necessary
limitations of the powers of hoth, the later writer
amplifies it with the object of magnifying their im-
portance. the later view virtually amounts toghis,
that the king’s office is, aldng with that of the Brah--
mana, the foundation of the social and the moral
order as well as the indispensablg condition of the
bare existence of the people, The full’i is
idea as justifying a wide range of duties owed by the
subjects to their suvereign is not brought out till we_

_Eﬁﬂﬁh_ﬁhum&mlzgry_mmaﬁmwer
Brahminical canon }Nevertheless it is observable

that Gautama in one place derives {rom the king’s
function of protection his right of immunity from.
_censure, He writes, “The advice of the spiritual
teacher and the punishment (inflicted by the king)
- guard them. Therefore a king and a spiritual teacher
must not be reviled.” }

* Gaut. VIIIL. 1-3. 8. B. E. Vol. II. pp. 211-212,

1 Supra, p. 41.

{ Gaut. XI. 31-32, S. B. E. Vol. IL. p. 235. The same duty
‘isincyloated Jhy Apastamba who declares (1. 11. 31. 5) that a
Eii::s householder must not speak evil of the gods or of the



83
"Let us next consider the ideas and notions of the
Dharmasiitras ‘which tend to counteract the above
doctrine of the king’s authority. ﬁfo begin with the
most fundamental point, the concept of Dharma
implies, a e, that the kin
governed in the whole course of his conduct by a
body of rules claiming to derive their origin from the
highest source, namely the will of the Supreme Being.
Specifically, this responsibility to the Divine Law
is illustrated in the rule of the Dharmastitras making
,the king liable to sin _for the unjust exercise of his
_power The Dharmasitras invoke the aid of the
penitential discipline to enforce the duty of just
government upon the king.t With this may be
connected the fact that Gautaraa imposes an intellect-
ual training as well as moraldiscipline upon the king.f
The sanction of spiritual or temporal penalty, how-
ever, it should be observed in the present place, is
not the only incentive to the king’s good government.
For the authors of the Dharmasiitras inculcate
protection by making the king participate in the

* Cf. Apast. I1. 11. 28. 13. ¢“If the king does not punish
a punishable offence, the guilt falls upon him.”” Baudhayana
(L. 10. 19. 8) makes the king liable {o one-fourth of the sm
following from-unjust trials.

¥ Thus Gautama (XTII. 48) prescribes a penance for the
king who neglects to inflict punishment, while Vaéistha
(XIX. 40-43) imposes a penance upon the king as well
as the purohila in the event of the unjust decision of
suits.

1 Gaut. X1. 2-4. * (The king shall be) holy in-acle and
speech, fully instructed in the {hiveefold (sacred science) and i in
logic, pure, of subdued senses, surrounded by companions pos-’
sessing excellent yualitics and by the means (for upholding
his rule).” Bihler's translation.



spiritual merits and demerits of the subjecfs.*

While in the above cases the king’s duty is derived

directly from the Divine Will, a somewhat rational

basis of the same is suggested, by a passage of
Baudhayana. -He writes, ““ Let the king protect (his)

subjects receiving as his pay a sixth part.” § In

this passage is evidently involved the vigw that_the

king is an official paid by the subjects for the service

_of protection. In this case the king’s duty of protec-

tion would follow as a logical corollary from his-
collection of taxes. This doctrine of the relation of
taxation to protection is of great importance in

Hindu political theory. The later writers recur

to it far down into the Mlddle Ages, and it is incerpo-

rated in the theories, Buddhlstrc as well as Brahmi-

nical, of the origin of kingship.}

* (tautama, e.g., declares (XY 11) that the king obtains a
share of the spiritual merit gained by his subjects ; while
Vigpu (III 28) mentions that a sixth part both of the
virtuous deeds and of the iniquitous arts commilied by the
subjects devolves upon the king. "

1 1. 10. 18. 1. ‘Receiving as his pay’. the term used in the
original is ‘bhritah * which the commentator Govindasvimin
explains as ‘ bhritirvetanam dhanam tadgrihi bhritah,” The
use of ‘vetana’ (wage) to indicate bhe king’s dues is
notic blun

The rule of Baudbhayana just cited, along with similar
passages from other Hindu authors, has been interpreted-in
recent times as justifying a wider power of the people over the
king than, we think, is warranted by the texts. Prof. Pramatha
Nath Banerjea (Public Administration in Ancient India, pp. 72-
73) claims on the authority of the above text of Baudhiyana
as well as other passages from Kautilya, the Sukraniti and ,
the Mahiabhjrate that * the conception of the king as the:
servant of the state was one of the basic principles of political
thought in Anciegt India.t— Practically the same view is
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In the course of our survey of the ideas of kingship
in the Dharmasiitras, we have seen how one of the
priestly authors treated the office of the Brihmana
in conjunction with that of the king, and declared
both of them to be in effect the foundation of indivi-
dual existence as well as of social order. This dictum,
we think, is infjportant as furnishing, probably for the
first time, a theoretical argument in favour of the
old canonical doctrine of the joint authority of
the king and the Brihmana over all the rest,

held by Prof. D. R. Bhandatkar XCarmichael Lectures, Part I,
pp- ¥22-123) who quotes Baudhayana’s text along with other
passages from the Dharmasatras, Kautilya, and the Santi-
parvam to show that according to the Hindu notion the king
‘“ never wielded any ungualified power, but was looked upon
as merely a public =ervant though of the highest order.”
We are not quité sure whether the claim advanced on behalf
of the people can be uphelt in the present case. There is
no warraut in the authorities cited for a statement such as
that the king derives his aunthority from the people in whom
is vested the ultimate sovereignty. On the contrary, the
deeply rooted idea of the authors is that the Ksatriya order
in which the king is included is ordained by the Supreme Being
to protect the people and is subject to the Dharma imposed
by His will. In the passage (I. 188) gquoted by Dr. Banerjea
from the Sukraniti in this connexion, the king is indeed declared
to be appointed to the service of the people, but this appoint-
ment, it is expressly stated, is ordained by Brahma. It might
be argued that the text of Sukra (II. 274-275) quoted by Dr.
Banerjea which justifies the right of deposition of the bad
king, along with other texts from the Mahibharata justifying
the right of fyrannicide, pointed to the popular control over
the Lking. Such passages, however, are of too exceptional a
character to be accepted as the standard expression of the
Hindu theory. We are, therefore, inclined to hold that the
Hindu thinkers tended to the view, which is howsver implied
rather than expressed, that the king is the servant of the!
Supreme God.
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Regarding the mutual relations of these powers, we
may first observe that Vasistha quotes with approval
the old Vedic text declaring Soma to be the king of
the Brahmanas, while Gautama expresses fhe idea
more clearly by saying that the king is master of all
with the exception of the Brahmanas.* Not anly do
our authors hold, after the fashion of®the Brahmana
works, that the priestly power is independent of the
kingly powcr, but they also make in the earlier
manner the one superior to the other. Speaking of
the respective functions of the king and the Brahmana,
Vasigtha says in one place, “The three (lower)
classes shall live according to the teaching of the
Brahmana. The Brahmana shall declare their dfities,
and the king shall govern them accordingly.”t
‘l‘he king, then, is as it werc i e
charged with the duty of carryifg ogt the law laid -
down by the _B_n@“rg_z@_a_s.} *After this, it is perhaps
linnecessa;)r_ to mention that Gautama quotes in
one passage a Vedic text to the effect that Ksatriyas
who are assisted by the Brahmanas prosper and do
not fall into distress.f And yet it is noticeable
that, perhaps owing to the greatermoderation of the
priestly pretensions, the authors do not press the
theory of the Briahmana’s superiority to the point
reached in some of the Brahmana texts, namely that
the priestly power is the source of the kingly powera

* Vas. I 45. (Cf. Sat. Br. V 4, 2. 3} ; Gaut. XI 1.
t Vas. I'3941, 8. B. E. Vol. X1V, pp. 7-8.
$ Gaut. XI [4.6Cf. Sat. Br. IV 1. 4. 4-8.
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While the Dharmasiitras are the product of the
Vedic theological schools and are inspired by the
canonical tradition, the works with which we are
concernéd in the present place trace their origin to
the independent schools and authors of politieal
science (Arthasastra) and contribute some of the most
original ard valuable chapters to the history of
Hindu ‘political theory.)”The early literature of the
Arthasastra may be shown, even from the scanty
evidence at our disposal, to have been not only rich
in stores of thought, but also to have attained a
considerable size and extent.‘-{ Its present condition,
however, is no index of its true character.” For the
whofe of it has perished with the exception of a few
fragments that are scattered through the pages of
the later Brahminical canon as well as secular Artha-
$astra. \/ Kautilya uotes the opinions of four specifie
schools and thirteen inditvidual authors of the Artha-
§astra.* Most of these citations are reproduced in
the Nitisara of Kimandaka, who moreover mentions
some authors unknown to Kautilyay/ The Santi-
parvan section of the Mahabharata (LVIIT-LIX)
furnishes two lists of authors of political science
(dandaniti or rajasistra), in which no less than six
names can be identified with those mentioned by
Keutilya.f The Santiparvan, moreover, contains
a mass of traditions and legends connected with
statecraft, which are attributed to schools and
individual teachers some of whom were not known to

* For a full list of these names and references, vide D. R.

Bhandarkar, op. cit., pp. 89-90. '
t Infra, p. 89. Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar (op. cit. pp. 91-87)

treats this point in full detail.



Kautilya.* In some cases, again, the simultaneous
occurrence of identical or nearly identical verses in
the Mahabharata and the Manusamhita stamps
them, in accordance with the usually accepted canon
of interpretation on this point, as the specimens of

* The following is & list of authors and schools “of~ the
Arthagastra that are common to the Kauﬁﬂya #nd the Santi-
parvan. In the latler case those references alone are given,
which clearly relate to treatises on the science of polity or
else its subject-matter.

1. Viéalaksa, S. LVIJI 2, LIX 80-82; K.pp. 13, 27,
32, 322, 328, 382.

2. Indra, S, LVIII 2, LIX 83, LXIV 186 ff.,, LXV, C111
4 fi. Bahudantiputra, K. p. 14.

8. Brihaspati, S. LVI 39, LVIII 1, Ihid 13 ff. LXVIII
7 ff., CXXII 11 ; Angiras (Brihaspati), &, LXIX 72-734King
Marutta’s saying in accordanee with the teaching of Brihas-
pati, 8. LVII 6-7. School of Bribaspati, X. pp. 6, 29, 63, 177,
192, 375.

4. Manu, S. LVII 44-15, CXXI 11, School of Manu, K.
rp. 6, 29, 63, 177, 192, ,

5. Sukra, S. LVI 29-30, LVIb 3, Ibid 41, LVIII 2, LIX 85.
CXXIT 11, CXXXIX 71-72. School of Sukra, K. pp. 6, 29, 63,
177, 192.

6. Bharadviaja, §. LVIIl 3, CXL 3 ff.; K. pp. 18, 27,
32, 2566, 322, 427, 382,

The list of teachers not mentioned by Kautilya bul quoﬁed
in the Santiparvan is as follows :—

1. Gaura$iras, LVIII 3.

2. Wind-god, LXXII 3 fi.

3. Kadyapa, LXXIV 7 fi,

4. Vaidravapa (Kubera) LXXIV. 4-18,

5. Utatbya, XC 3 f., XCI.

6. Vamadeva, XCII 3 fi., XCIII-XCIV.

7. Bamvara, CII 31.

8. Kalakavriksiya, CIV 3 ff., CV, CVI 1 £,
9. Vasuhoma, CXXII 1-54.
10. Kamandaka, CXXIII 12 ff,

EKamandaka mentions three names not known to Kautilya 1

1 Maya XII 20,

2 Puloman XII 21.

8 The Mahpargis XII 23,
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a pre-existing collection of metrical maxims and
presumably the relics of the lost litcrature of Artha-
Sastra. '

"ThusCthe sources of the early Arthasastra works
fall into two principal categories, namely, the
Arthagastra of Kautilya and the Mahabharata along™
with the Manusamhita. Kautilya’s treatise is generally
assigned td the period of Chandragupta Maurya’s
reign (c. 322-298 B. C.), while the Manusamhita and
the Mahabharata are held to belong to the first two
centuries before and after the Christian eraw It would
therefore appear prima facie that Kau‘gllya/b citations
belonged to the early stage of the Arthasastra literature,
while those of the Mahabhara7 represented a some-
what later phase of the samne.¥ This presumption is
confirmed by the internal evidence, since the extracts
quoted in the Santlw_n__advanced stage
of speculation ind often involve the formulation of
abstract principles, while Kautilya’ s cxtatmm belong
_!&a’wiihispeculatwn had nc not yet emerged
from the leading-strings of the dlscusmon on concrete

_;_s_gy,e_s_& and it still bore the stamp of immaturity.
Nevertheless the quotations in the Mahabharata
must have acquired a respectable degree of antiquity
at the time of its composition, for the canonical
author cites them as authoritative expositions of
the king’s duties (rajadharma) and applies to
them the significant title of old legend (itihasam
puritanam).t

* Vide 8. B. E. (Vol. XXV, Introduction, p. xc) and
D. R. Bhandarkar (op. cit. p. 103).

1 If is of course not only possible but probablé that many
of the authorities quoted in the éintipm?n, especially those
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How far may the date of the Arthasastra be
carried back into the past ? We have no means
of giving a precise answer to this question, but the
following data_may help us to form some idea of
its antiquity. ( Already in the time of Kautilya the
literature of the Arthadistra must have reached a
considerable size, since he quotes nd less than four
specific schools and thirteen individual guthors.
“A School,” as Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar remarks,
“ means a traditional handing down of a set of doc-
ancs, andEMﬂﬂ@ ol dcharyas or teacheps,
who from time to timc carried on the work of exe-

getics ‘gici Eystgl}a_t@M’ * Rich and cxtensive
as is the literaturc of Qerthasistra referred %o by
Kautilya, it contains within itself sufficient evidence
pointing to a still earlier stratum in the history of
this science. The discussions of tAc awthorities whom
Kautilya quotes involve,®as will appear from the
sequel, a number of political categories. Such are the
foursciences (vidyas), the seven elements of sovereignty
(prakritis) the three powers (8aktis) ol the king, the
seven royal vices (vyasanas) divided into two sub-
groups, the six expcedicntsof foreign policy (gunas),
and the four means of conquering an enemy. These
categories must have come into general vogue when®
the authoritics quoted by Kautilya composed their
treatises, for otherwisc they would not have been

about whom Kautilya is silent, belonged (o the period inter-
ing between the composition of the Kautilya and the
bhiarata. Nevertheless it has been thought desirable
to consider the extracts of the Mahabhdrata in this section
gince their ftudy could not very well be dissociated from that
of the schools and tcachers mentioned by EKautilya.
* Op. cit. p. 1094
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accepted more or less implicitly’ by those authors.
A long interval, therefore, which may well have
extended over three centuries, separated these dim
beginnings of Arthasastra thought from the time of
Kautilya.*

* We are prepared to accept Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar’s date for
the beginning,of tLe Arthasastra but we demur to some of his
argumenfs. He writes (op. cit. p. 110), ““All things considered,
it is impossible to bring down the beginning of Indian
thought in the sphere of Arthasastra to any period later than 650
B. C.” In support of this view he advances, inter alia, the follow-
ing reasons :—(1) One of the concluding verses of Kautilya's
work, which begins with the words ‘yena sastram cha 3astram
cha,” means that the Arthasastra was falling into desuetude
in Kautilya's time and was rescued from oblivion by that
author. (2) Kautilya does not mention Gauradiras while
he qnfot.es the six other teaclgrs of kingly science that are
referred to in Ch. LVIII of the Santiparvan. Therefore
Gaurasiras and probably other teachers as well were forgotten
in Kautilya’s time. (3) The Santiparvan (Ch. L1X) attri-
butes the origin of Dandaniti to the god Brahma and the
creation of the different treatiges on it to the different gods and
demi-gods. “‘This means that in the 4th century B. (.
Arthaéastra was looked upon as having come from such a
hoary antiquity thal it was believed to have emanated from
the divine, and not from the human, mind.”” Now the correct
meaning of the reference to Arthasastra in the verse above
stated seems to 