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now considering arrived at the familiar doctrine of
the two powers, not as in the Dharmasiitras by making
these the source of the other classes, but by adopting
+the plea of Divine ordination. As regards the mutual
relations of these powers, we may first mention the
view attributed by Bhisma to the sage Kasyapa.
Where the Brahmana and the Ksatriya quarrel with
each other, says the sage, the kingdom perishes. He
concludes by saying that thc Brahmana and the
Ksatriya powers are constantly joined together for
mutual support. ‘ The Ksatriya power is the source
of the Brahmana, and the Brahmanas are the source
of the Ksatriya power, When these two powers
constantly help each other, they attain high pros-
perity ; but if their primeval alliance is broken,
everything is plunged into confusion.” * In this
passage it will be observed, not only are the interests
of the Brahmana and the Ksatriya held to be inter-
dependent, but their origin is said, howeverillogically,
to be inter-connected.
“The view stated above, namely that relating to
f_,Ha_E"_fﬁTé_rdeE_endence of the two powers, rep_g_e;enf;s
one aspect of the Arthasastra thought. We may
approach the other aspect through some remarkable
pretensions which the priestly®pride of the authors
led them to advance on behalf of the Brahmanas.
In the first of the three verses quoted above from the
address of the Wind-god, it will be noticed that the
Brahmana’s lordship is made to vest in him by birth-
right. The contrast between this verse and the
following one which charges the Ksatriya with the

* Santiparvan LXXIII 8, 11, 12.
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divinely ordained duty of protection is significant.
In the following lines the Brahmana’s pretension is
pushed further so as to involve his ownership of all
things, the king’s sovereignty not excluded. There
the Wind-god states, “ Whatever exists in the world
is the property of the Brahmana on account of the
excellence, of his origin—this is dedared by those
that are versed in the Sacred Law. The Brahmana
eats but his own food, wears but his own apparel,
bestows but his own _in alms, for the Brahmana is
the chief of all castes and the greatest and the best.
As a woman in the absence of her husband accepts
the hand of his younger brother, so this earth makes
the king her lord after tlae Brihmana.” ¥ As®the
first two verses of this extract arc nearly identical
with Manusamhita (I 100-101), we have a corro-
borative evidence of their antiquity.e In a similar
manner the reference to th@custom of ‘niyoga’ in the
third verse stamps it as belonging to the early
times. According to the above view, then, the
Brahmana is the universal owner, and the king rules
by his sufferance. ‘The spirit of priestly arrogance
which breathes through the above manifests itself
in another series of verses attributing divinity to
the Brahmana irrespectively of his merits., “A
Brﬁhrr.mna," says Manu in one place, “ be he ignorant
or learned, is a great divinity, just as the fire, whe-
ther carried forth (for the performance of a burnt-
oblation) or not carried forth, is a great divinity.”
And again, *‘ Thus, though Brihmanas employ them-
selves in all (sorts of) mean occupations, they must

* [bid LXXII 992.
15
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be honoured in every way ; for (each of) them is a
very great deity.” * As these verses occur with
very slight changes in the Anus$asanaparvan CLI
21-28, they are evidently derived in both cases from
an earlier and common source. It is in relation to
these extraordinary pretensions laid down by our pre-
sent authars that we have to consider theiy final view
of the mutual relations of the Brahmana and the
Ksatriya. In two verses which are practically com-
mon to the Manusamhitd and the Mah&ibharata we
read, ‘“When the Kshatrivas become in any way
overbearing towards the Brahmanas, the Brahmanas
themselves shall duly restrain them; for the
Kslatriyas sprang from the Brahmanas. Fire sprang
from water, Kshatriyas from Brahmanas, iron from
stone, the all-penetrating force of those (three) has
no effect on that whence they were produced.” + In
this passage, it will be vbserved, not only does the
author revert to the extreme view of the Brahmana ‘
texts, but he connects therewith_the Bra s
right of punishing the king for misconduct.
’_'“Uét—ﬁs conclude this section with a general account
of the leading tendencies of the early Arthasastra
Mt t, and its place in the history of Hindu politi-
cal theory. The number and variety of these authors
have, it is hoped, been sufficiently demonstrated in
the course of the foregoing pages. Nevertheless it is
possible, we think, to discover some uniform charac-
teristics transcending this undeniable diversity.
thus appears that these authors, much as they were

* Manu IX 317, Slg,SBE Vol XXV. pp- 398-399
t Manu IX 320-321, 8.B.E. Vol. XXV p. 399. Cf. Santi-
parvan LXXVIII 21-22.
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restricted by the strict definition of their science to’
the domain of practical politics alone, contrived to
incorporate a mass of abstract speculations in their
teaching. In judging the attributes of the _early
Arthasastra thought, we cannot but mentmn, at the

very start, its : striking origmahtv Not to speak of
its categories, the Arthasastra in someef ity branches
such as those dealing with the administrative orgams-
ation and statecraft, virtually broke new ground. Nor
must we omit to mention the new light that the
authors who arc quoted mm the Santiparvan threw
upon questions which were debated by the contem-
porary canonical writers, the questions, for example,
relating to the nature of ;he king’s office and sthe
Brahmana’s position in the society and in the State,
Originality in respect of political ideas however, is
a quality shared by the Arthadastra with the
Dharmasiitras as well as the Buddhist canon. The
distinctive merit of the Arthagastra, it seems to us,
Ts to be sought in its fearless Freedom of Thought,
We thus find, in the list of these secular teachers and
schools, those that tlid not hesitate to exclude the
Vedas from the category of sciences on the ground of
their uselessness in practical life, and those who
set u_p_th gospel of naked self-interest of the king or
M the individual rmnmtei- as ?hg'éi'“aid canon
of statecraft.* Wlth this boldness of speculatlon is
allied a spitit of boundless enthusiasm which makes

* 1t is instructive to consider in this connection a remark-
able dictum attributed to Brihaspati by Bhisma in Chapter
OXLIT verse 17 of the Sintiparvan. This is to the effect
that the rules of duty should be understood neither by
means of the sacred text alone, nor by reason alone.
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‘the teaching of the authors quoted by Kautilya
vibrate with the animation of personal rivalry even
at this distance of time. While such may be held
to be the merits of the Arthasastra, the candid critic
must not ignore its blemishes and defects. The
au(t,f ors cited by Kautilya often betray some degree

of want of balance* or else of %i{ffness and formalism

— e

of thonght.t These authors, in short, had many
of the defects of youth and inexperience. Yet even
this was not without some compensating advantages.
There had not, so far as we can judge, yet appeared
on the scene a commanding personality whose voice
might hush the rest into silence and impose a common
stardard upon the whole science. Hence the writers
of this period were free to indulge their convictions
or even idiosyncracies without let or hindrance.
Thus they bear in most cases the stamp of a richly
diversified individuality, such as is rare in the sub-
sequent periods of our history.

What, then, are the services rendered by the early
ArthaSastra to the cause of Hindu political ideas ?
We think that the Arthasastra tepresents the grand
formative stage in the evolution of these ideas. To
the authors of the Arthasistra works belongs the
credit of emancipating politics from the tutelage of
theology and raisin g it to the dignity of an indepen-*

* Cf., e.g., the views of the schools of Mahu Brihaspati
and Sukra regarding the classification of the sciences, and
that of the ‘' masters ' about the rule of punishment. Supra,
pp. 79-80, 106.

{1 Vide the mechanical rules laid down by the above three
schools for the selection of the council of ministers (EKaut.
p. 28), and the punishment of criminals/(Ibid- p. 192).
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dent science. \//They made political speculation
E&Epﬁﬁf, for the first time so far as we are aware,
with the phenomena of abnormal States as well as the
normal monarchic State. The criterion which they
applied to their rules of publlc policy was, as we have
seen, the interest of the king and in one case even
mdividual minister. Thisled them often
to sacrifice the cherished principles of morality with

an almost callous indifference. All these 1deas and
Totions were Bequeatﬁg& by the authors to the later
times and built up, as we hope to show presently,
first by Kautilya and afterwards by the Brahminical

canonists into a system.*

——t Ny

Note on the ‘Brihaspatisutras’ :—We have endcavoured to
deseribe in the above pages what e conceive to be the leading
political ideas of the early schools and teachers of the Artha-
dastra, in so far as these have been preserved for usz by the
citations of Kautilya and of the Brahmana canonists, While on
this subject. we may consider a shorl collection of aphorisms
on niti (general moralitw) that is attributed to Brihaspati and
purports to embody the sage’s addreﬂs to Indra, the king of the
gods. The ‘Brihaspatisatras’, ‘s this work is called, has been
edited with an accompanying English translation by Dr. F. W.
Thomas in Le Museon, 1916. In its existing form it undoubted-
ly belongs to a somewhat later period —its learned editor brings
down its date ‘at least to the twelfth century A.D., on the
sttengtﬂ of an apparent allusion to the Yadavas of Deogiri in
the stitra I1I 105. Nevertheless, as the same authority remarks,
“ The tone and style and even the disjointed and miscellaneous
character of the work produce a sense of antiquity : it is hard

It is worthy of remark that the early Arthaddstrs was
nurtured in a country of small states, not in a unified empire.
As in Ancient Greece and in Mediaeval Ttaly, a system of small
States became in An#ent India the nursery of original ideaa,
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to conceive of such & work being deliberately compiled by
persons acquainted with the Nitisira of Kimandaki and the
Sukraniti.” On the other hand, there is little reason to doubt
that the ‘Brihaspatisiitras’ does not represent the lost Arthasis-
tra work of the school which is so often quoted and criticised by
Kautilya. As the editor has rightly pointed out, it does not
contain the matter indicated by the citations of Kautilya :
on one point, indeed, namely that, relating to the number of the
sciences, e daﬁew, as we shall presently ohgerve, from the
view atfributed by Kaulilya to the school of "Brihaspati.
Furthermore, while the latter school, as we learn from Kau-
tilya’s quotations, treated the branches of ¢ vil law and warfare
as well ag public administration, the author with whom we are
now concerned confines himself to the subject of general mora-
lity, of which public policy is conceived to be a branch.

Turning to the political ideas of our aubhor, it will,
we think, be enough to: mention two examples to illustrate
their nature. Dandaniti, he says at the beginning of his book
(I 3f' is the only science (vid Elsewhere (II1 75-78) he
observes that Danpdaniti should bo studied by the people of
India (Bharatas) past present and future, as well as by the
four castes. By virtue of Dandaniti, he goes on, the holy
Sun is king, and Wind and all the gods, and all creatures. The
main idea embodied in the Jatter passage is. we think, that
Dandaniti is the basis of authority and the security of universal
existenee—a conception which might be properly mmatched with
the description of the function of punishment (danda) that
occurs in the early Arthasastra. The former passage, by exclud-
ing all sciences other than Dandaniti, would seem to bring the
author into line with the extreme school of Sukra of which
we have spoken in the early par$ of this section.

The rules of statecraft laid down by the author reflect
at least in one place the genuine spirit of the Arthadastra,
in as much as these involve the suburdination of morality to
expediency. He writes (I 4-5), “ Even right he (viz. the king)
should not practisc when disapproved by the world. ~Should
\he practise it, it should be after recommending it by persons
'?i intelligence.” (Dr. Thomas’s translation).
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We have endeavourcd in the early part of this
chapter to describe the two groups of political ideas
that derived their origin from as many independent
fountain-heads.v‘fhese ideas, as we have. seen, are
associated,'in the case of the Dharmasiitras with the
first ordered presentation of the sum of the king’s
duties, and in that of the Arthas$istra with the first
systematic exposition of tire rules of public adminis-
tration in a monarchic State. The Buddhist canonical
works with which we are concerned in the present
place, mostly came into being at a somcwhat lgter
period than either of the 'ﬁbove, and they decal in-
cidentally with a markedly limited range of topics of
the State such as principally, the origip of the king’s
office and the conditions of success in republics¥ And
yet the Buddhist thinkers open, we think, new vistas
of thought which justly entitle them to rank with
the authors of the Dharmasiitras and the Arthadastra
as the makers of Himdu political theory.

The view of the origin ef kingship in the Buddhist
canon is beyond doubt one of its most notahle contri-
butions to Hindu political thought. In saying this
we are not unmindful of the remarkable anticipations
of thi®*theory in some of the Brahmana texts. But
while the Vgdic author sets forth what he conceives
to be the source of tiie divine sovereignty of Indra,
the Buddhist canonist attempts in the following

passages to trace the origin of the human kingship,

fm;jhgﬁ.ts_t__time'ig far as we are aware, to its roots
in a hypothetical State of Nature. The Buddhist
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author moreover introduces, apparently for the first

time, the notion of an original compact as forming the
foundation of the political order. In its fuller form,
as an incident, that is, in the evolution of man and
of society, the theory occurs in a well-known passage
of the Dighanikiaya. There the Brihmana Vasettha
(Vasistha), is iatroduced as asking Buddha whether
the Brahmana’s claim of precedence over the other
classes was justified or not. In refuting this
claim, the Master traces the history of creation
since the end of the period of dissolution of
the world. At first the peopie were altogether
perfect—having no corporeal body, living in satis-
fackion, resplendent, capable of traversing the air,
and long-living. As the}'? declined more and more
from their original state of purity, there gradually
appeared among them the differences of colour and
of sex, while the institutions of family and property,
punishment and -the division of the four eclasses,
were introduced into their midst by a series of mutual
sgreements. The origin of kingship is described in
this connection in the following® way. When it was
found that theft had appeared in the society, the
people assembled together, and agreed to choose
-as king one who would punish those deserving punish-
ment, blame those deserving blame. banish_those
deserving banishment and in return would get a
share of paddy from the e people. Then they selected
the most beautiful gracious and powerful indivi-
dual among themselves and ‘made a contract with
Kim on the above terms. He was c

{(Mahasammata) for being chosen bb a great multitude
of men (mahijana-sammats), Ksatriya as he’ was
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lord of the fields (khettanam pati), and king (radjan)
as he delighted (raijeti) the others in accordance
with the law.* ) A shorter version of the above
theory, which concerns itsellf exclusively with the
origin of monarchy and treats even this somewhat
perfunctorily, since it does not ment1gn the original
state of rfaturc at all, may be found in a,paaéage of
the Sanskrit Buddhist canonical work, the Mahavastu
Avadanam. There the Buddha is 1cprcsented as'
recountmg to the assémbled monks the story of the
origin of kingship. The creatures, so runs the story
in substance, dwt,mbmg:t_h(_"r and agreed among
themselves to choose one that was the most gracipus
and lmghty of them all, fmvfhc IC_purpose that the latter
_IE‘_g_llt punish | those de Servmg punishment : and cl}er_lsh
those descrvmg to be cherished, Then the creatures
ﬁxcd their choice upon an mdwxdual of the above
type and induced hlm, in rcturn for their

own payment of one-sixih of thc produce of the
‘paddy fields, to undertake the taqk of pumshl_g__l_le
Wwicked and favourigg the good. This person was
‘called Mahasammata, as pe was chosen by a large
mass of people (mahajana-sammata).f

Sucli is the famous theory of the origin of king-
ship framed by the Buddhist canonists, which for its
striking analogy to the Western _theories_of Social
Contract has sometimes been called by the same

designation.; We shall examine in a later chapter

* Apganfia-—suttanta, Digha Nikaya, Vol. 3, section 27,
P. T. 8. edition.

T Mahdvastu, Senprt’s edition, Vol. I, pp. 347-348.
-1 Cf. D. R. Bhandarkar, op. cit., p. 110 fi.

16
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how far the title is justified. Meanwhile we shall
try to analyse the component elements of the above
theory, our remarks being mainly confined to_its
fuller version alone. VThe Buddhist theory, it will
appear from the above, starts with the conception
of a mythical perfect age when men were not sub-
ject to the ills of the flesh and the frailties of human
nature. This was followed by a period of growing
degeneracy and accumulating evil which in the
canonical story furnished the occasion for the crea-
‘tion of organised society. Thus the Buddhist
state of nature, as it might be called, has its basis
in mythology : it purports to be a historical fact
and is certainly not a 1mere philosophical concept.
From this condition the transition was effected to
the next, according to the author, by a series of
agreements involving the creation of kingship as well
as of the institutions of family and property. Thus
{the Buddhist theory seems to involve two sets of
contracts which, translated into the language of
Western political philosophy, would be called the
Social and the Governmental contracts respectively.
With the first which implies the creation of an orga-
nised society we have no concern. The second,
resulting in the creation of the State, implies two
contracting parties, namely on the one he.d the
people, and on the other the king whose very title
indicates his elective origin. The terms of the
contract, lastly, involve merely the exchange of the
just exercise of the sovereign power on the king’s part
for the payment of the specified taxes by the people.,
The contract, in other words, giv s a historical basis
in the past to that view of the relation of taxation
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to protection which we have found to occur in one
of the Dharmasiitras and which, we think, is\ye of
the root ideas of Hindu political philosophy.

Great as is the interest attaching to the Buddhist
theory of the origin of kingship, \it unfortunately
does not stand correlated to any system of rights
and dutles on the part of the king apd hlS subjects.
In his insistence upon contract as the foundation of
the political order and above all in the terms of the
contract itself, the Buddhist canonist had evidently
discovered a weapon which might be used to justify
almost any degree of popular control over the king,
and in particular to counter the contemporary doc-
trines of the respect and obedience of the subjgets.
Nevertheless, as will apﬁear from the above, no
single claim is advanced on behalf of the people in
the above passages, the first of which mentions the
theory as it were incidentally in an attempt to refute
the Brahmanas’ claim of social precedence. Nor, so
far as we are aware, was the hidden significance of
the theory brought out in any other work except
apparently in a passage of the Chatuhsatika to which
we shall return in a later ghapter.* Thus the Buddhist
theory of contract virtually exists as an isolated
phenomenon in the higtory of Hindu political thought.

"We may next consider two other passages of the
Budd®ist canon which are chiefly important as
bringing, fqr the first time, so far as we are aware,
a new type of constitution within the ken of Hindu
political theory. The theories of the State with
which we have been occupied so long are, it will be

* Chapter IV, mgtion 2, infra.
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seen from the above, the theories of the monarchie
State. The two passages, however, which we propose
to take up here deal withthe phenomena of republics,
since they give identical lists of seven conditions
that are thought to be necessary for ensuring the
prosperity of one of the most famous republican
communities of Ancient India, namely the Lich-
chhavi'-Vagjis. They are thus summarised by
Mr. Ramaprasad Chanda. “1In a short dialogue of
the Anguttara Nikaya [VII 19] we arc told, when
Buddha was staying at Sarandada-cetiya (caitya) at
Vaisali, a very large party of the Lichchhavis came
to him. Buddha explained to them the seven condi-
tions of welfare (satta aparihanive dhamme). These
are (1) holding mectings®of the elan regularly, (2)
concord, (3) observance of the time-honoured customs
and usages, (4) obedicnee to the clders, (5) abstinence
from detaining by force or kidnapping women anl
maidens of the clan. The two other conditions
relate to the religious practices and may be translated
in full : (6) so long as the Lichchhavi-Vajjis honour
and esteem and revere and snpport the Vajjian
chetiyas in the city or ontside it and allow not
proper offerings and rites as formerly given and
performed to fall into desuetude, so long may the
Lichchhavi-Vajjis be expected not to decline but
to prosper, (7) so long as the rightful protection
defence and support shall be provided for the Arahants
of the Lichchhavi-Vajjis, so that Arahants from a
distance may enter the realm and the Arahants
therein may live at ease, so long may ete. In the
Mahaparinibbanasuttanta of the Digha Nikiya
Buddha is made to repeat the se¥en conditions of
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welfare of the Vajjis when addressing Vassakiara the
Brahmana, the prime minister of king Ajatasatru of
Magadha.” * Two important points at once suggest
themselves in this most interesting analysis. 1t is,
in the first place, intensely practical in form ‘as well
as in substance: it deals with the case of a specific
republican community and it gives l‘ut a bare list
of what the author conceives to be the %onditions
necessary for ensuring the success of the commaunity,
On the other hand, the author is completely silent
about the inherent terfdencies and characteristies of
the republics, which doubtless furnish the basis of
his practical precepts. Inthe second place, the above
extracts involve a moralist’s analysis of republican
conditions, not that of a palitical philosopher strictly
so called, for in the list of qualifications mentioned
therein are included not only the qualities of public
spirit, harmony, and confopmity to the established
usages, but also those of obedience to the elders,
protection of women, performance of religious rites,
and honour to the saints.

* Calcutta Uwiversily Journal of the Depariment of
Letiers, Vol. IV, p. 5t



CHAPTER III

THE ArRTHASASTRA OF KAUTILYA AND THE
RECONSTRUCTION OF THE BSCIENCE.

Kautilya’s work involves a virtual reconstructior of the
Arthadastra, but confines itself exclusively to the Art of
Government and kindred to‘pics—Theoriea of Professors H.
Jacobi and D. R. Bhandarkar considered—EKautilya’s renabi-
litation of the four traditional sciences is based upon a just
appreciation of the cnds and purposes of each science in
relation to the needs of human existence—His view of the
end of Politics {Arthaéu.stra’, and the extent of its applica-
tion—Doctrine of the king’s headship of the seven con-
stituent elements of sovereignty (praekritis)—Kautilya's
theory of kingship combines in furtherance of the principle
of authority the idea of the king’s divine nature and the
theory of his elective origin—G. B. Bottazzi's view consider-
ed autilya on the preservation of dominion—His rules on
the acquisition of dominion—His attitude towards morality
and religion—Kautilya and Machiavelli—-Kautilya’s influ-
ence upon the subsequent development of political theory.

In the course of our survey of Hindu palitical
ideas in the preceding period, we have endeavoured
to descrihe the surviving fragments of the lost litera-
ture of Arthasastra. The grcat work which shall
occupy our attention in this chapter belongs, as its
title indicates, to the same branch of literature as
these forgotten treatises. But if is conspicuously
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distinguished from the rest from the Qei'nt of view
-of its general plan and purpose. In the very opening
lines the author secems to strike his distinctive note,
for he says, “This single Arthasastra (work) has been
prepared mostly by summarising whatever Artha-
§astra (treatises) were prepared by the early masters
regarding she acquisition and the prese}vation of do-
minion.” The Arthadastra of Kautilya thus announces
itself as an abstract of the earlier literature on the
subject. It might appear from the above that Kau-
tilya drew the diversified and often conflicting views
of his predecessors into a common synthesis.: This
description, we think, corresponds at the best to
one aspect of this author’seperformance. The ofher
and the more important aspect is hinted at in the
concluding verse which states, *‘This manual
($astram) has been written by the persén who quickly
and angrily rescued (uddhritani) at once the science
($astram), the Art of War, and the earth that had
passed to the Nanda king.” * In so far as the obvious
reference to the science of Arthasastra in the above
passage is concerned, We may perhaps explain it in
some such manner as’the following. In Kau-
tilya’s time the literature of Arthasastra had grown
to be a tangled maze &Y divergent views. This condi-
tion of the science provoked the indignation of Kau-
tilya, an intensely practical teacher if ever there was
one, and hé undertook at once to sweep away those:
doubts and difficulties that clogged its progress.

* Kaut. p. 481, Prof. Jacobi's translation, quoted, Indian
Antiguary, 1018, p. 193. Throughout this work the references
to Xauntilya’s Arthadistre are to the revised edition of Dr. R.
Bhamasastry (Mysore, 1019).
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If our explapation is correct, it follows that the
treatise of Kautilya involved some degree of over-
hauling of the science. This interpretation, we
think, is supported by the internal evidence. For
we find the author frequently contestirg the views
of the early schools and teachers whom he quotes,
and offerifig his own solutions of the points at issue—
solutions bearing invariably the mark of his superior
political insight and practical wisdom.

Thus the Arthasastra of Kautilya is much more
than a summary of the earlier literature on the sub-
ject : it involves, in the form of a closer analysis of
the earlier ideas and notions, *a virtual reconstruc-
tion of the science. Wek may Kamandaka, himselfl
an enthusiastic disciple of Kautilya, acclaim his
master as the maker of a new science.* But much
as Kautilya stands high above his fellows, there is
one respect, we think, iLn which he fails. The most
obvious attribute of his genius which stamps itself
almost upon every page of his work is its intensely
practical nature. The same bent of mind which
apparently made the author impatient of the con-
flicting views of the older Arthasastra manifested
itself in a studied neglect of abstract speculation.
Thus Kautilya’s work strictly corresponds to the
definition of Arthasastra—it deals not with the
theory of the State, but with the Art of Government
and kindred topics.t \

* Kimandaka (I 6) applies the termm vedhas (creator) to
Kautilya,—a term justified by the commentator on the ground
that Kautilya created a new science (prithakéastrapranayanit).

t The above view of Kautilya's plage in relation to the
early Arthaéietra is at variance with two theories that have
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The Arthagastra of Kautilya opens ﬁh a remark-
able rehabilitation of the four traditional branches

been advanced on the point in recent times. The cmx of the
problem lies in this case in the meaning of the word ° uddhri-
tani * with reference to its application to the science of Artha-
gastra in the concluding verse of Kautilya which has been
quoted above. Prof. Jacobi (loc. cit.) explaims bha term in the
sense of ‘reformed,” and he describes the purport to be that
Kautilya contemptuously brushed aside the dogmatic views
of his doctrinaire predecessors. This explanation is
evidently a forced one, and we agree with Prof. D. R.
Bhandarkar (op. cit., p. 109, footnote 1) in rejecting it. Judging
indeed from the meagre extracts cited by Kautilya and Kamanp-
daka, the views of the carly teachers of the Arthadastra may
often appear to be crude and one-sided, but they cannot, we
think, be justly charged with being unpractical.

The second theory bearing eon the above point is that of
Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar, who explains (op. cit. pp. 108-109)
the concluding verse of Kautilya to mean that the Arthadastra
was falling into desuetude in that author’s time and was
rescued from oblivion by him. We are not quite sure whether
this interpretation conveys thes true meaning of the author.
It fails, we think, to account for the word ‘ amarsena ' in the
text, since it is inconccivable that the mere neglect of the
science by his contemporarics roused Kautilya’s indignation.
It may further be observed that apart from the doubtful
testimony of the above verse, Dr. Bhandarkar adduces nn
evidence in support of s contention. While the case for
Kautilya’s recovery of the @Arthaastra from oblivion thus
geems to rest on very slender foundations, the theory of his
partial reconstruction of the science can, it seems to us, be
supported on valid grunds. For besides the internal
evidence which we have mentioned above, there is the testimony
of liteygry tradition in our favour. An anonymous verse
tagged on to the end of Kautilya’s work runs as follows:
* Observing she discrepancies in many ways among the com-
mentators ‘of the secience ($astra), Vispugupta (Kautilya):
himself composed the Aphorisia (Sitra) and its commentary.”’
Whatever might be the degree of weight attaching to this
verse, it at any rate points to the confused condition of the
Arthadastra in Kautilya’s time and mentions that author’s .
effort to end this ponfusion. Another point that may be
mentioned in this connection is that Kamandaka who was

17
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of knOWIedEQ (vidyds). As we have sezn elsewhere,
the three preceding schools of Mana Brihaspati
and Sukra limited the number of these sciences to
three, two, and one, respectively.* Kautilya, while
yielding to none of these in his love of realism,
emphatically rejects their views {, and he justifies.
the traditional list of sciences by pointing out the
ends and purposes of each in relation to the needs
of human existence.f Beginning with philosophy
(anviksaki), he writes, ‘ Philosophy viewing the
other sciences in the light of reason does good to the
world, keeps the mind steady in weal and woe, and
bestows skill in knowledge, speech and action.
Ph;losophy is ever declared to be the lamp of all
the sciences, the means of accomplishing all deeds
and the support of all duties.” The triple Veda,
he goes on, is' useful (aupakarikah) because it estab-
lishes the four classes (varnas) and the four orders
(&8§ramas) in their respective duties: the fulfilment
of these duties, Kautilya adds, leads to heaven and

L |

doubtless in a position to know the nature of Kautilya’s
services deseribes (I 6) his mhster as having extracted the
nectar of nitisastra out of the ocean of Arthasdastra. This
remarkable description, we think, can be justified not on the
assumption of Kautilya’s rescue of the scicnce from oblivion,
but only on the basis of his reconstruction of the same
upon the old foundations.

* Supra, pp. 79-80.
t Cf. Kaut. p. 6: chatasra eva vidys iti Kaut,ﬂy&h

1 Cf. Kamandaka (IIT 6) who, after quoting the above view
of Kautilya as to the number of the sciences, observes that the
people depend upon the four sciences for attaining different
kinds of results, In this as in other cases, Kamandaks's.
text may be safely used as a kind of &cunning commentary
upon that of Kautilya.
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salvation, while their violation brings gbout inter-
r.nixture of the castes and consequenf destruction.
Vartta, in its turn, is useful (aupakariki) because it
confers grain, cattle, gnld, base metals and forced
labour, and because by its means one is able to bring
under his control through the instrumentality of the
treasury and the army his own ang his enemy’s
partizans.* Lastly, punishment (danda] which is
the subject-inatter of Dandaniti, Kautilya states,
promotes the security and the prosperity of the three
other sciences, and in Tact is their root.}

In the above it will be observed, a place is found
for each of the four traditional sciences. Philosophy,
instead of being merged, as by the school of Manu,
in the triple Veda, is liftd to the position of the
foremost science, and declared to be the guide philo-
sopher and friend of men. The triple.Veda, instead
of being looked upon, as if was by the school of
Brihaspati, as a superfluity from the point of view
of material existence, is observed to embody the
essential duties of the castes and the orders. Vartta,
instead of being rulgd jout from the list of sciences
as was done by the schogl of Sukra, is discovered

* Kamandaka expresses the idea more emphatically by
saying in the corresponding passage (I1I 14) that vartta
is life.

1 Kawt. pp. 9-10. In translating the above extract
we have adopted the version of Mr. Ramaprasad
Chanda (Indo®iryan Races, p. 228), which commences with
the words ‘¢ (Philosophy) viewing the other sciences in the
light of reason.” He rightly rejects Dr. R. Shamasastry’s
translation of ths above passage (‘ when seen in the light
of reason, the scieace of anviksaki ' etc.) on the ground of its
inoonsistency withk the following verse in which &nviksaki
is said to be the lampYof all the sciences.
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to be the means of ensuring livelihood and supplying
the sinews b{ the State’s existence. On the other
hand, Dandaniti is held through punishment which
is its essence to be the ultimate condition of the
functioning of the other sciences.*

We are thus able to form some idza of the high
function assigned by Kautilya to what may be called
the science of politics. An equally advanced idea
relating to the end of the science is conveyed
by the author in two of ].:gis concluding vcrses,
where he declares Arthasistra to be the means of
\acquiring and preserving both this and the next
world, and states that it promotes and secures
the. threefold end of life (namely, virtue, wealth

-

* Kamandaka expresses the last idea in the following way.
“Philosophy, the triple Veda and Vartta are called the mani-
fest sciences, buvt if Dapdaniti were to be disturbed they
would be evil, even if they cquld exist ** (Ibid III 8).

A word may be added here as to the meaning of the term
anviksiki which is grammatically more regular than Kautilya’s
anviksaki, Kautilya defines the term to consist of Samkhya,
Yoga, and Materialism (Lokfyata). Later writers, however, use
it in a more restricted sense. Vatsyiyana (commentary on
Gautama’s Nyayasiatras (I 1, 1) fakes anviksiki and nydya-
vidyd or nyayasastra to be syhonymous terms. Medhatithi
and Sarvajlianarayana commenting on Manusamhita VII 43
interprets the expression ‘anviksikim chatmavidyam' as
the science of dialectics which gives self-knowledge (cf.
8, B. E., Vol. XXV, Introduction, p. xxxvii). Kaimandaka
(III 11) renders anviksiki as ‘ atmavidya ’ which meansgaccord-
ing to the commentator, the science of the nature of categories,
i.c. the science of dialectics, The author of «the Sukraniti
declares (I 153) anviksiki to involve the science of Logic like
the Vedanta and the rest. It has been justly remarked by a
recent writer that Kautilya’s description of the characteristics
of anviksaki better suits the nyidya philosophy than the Sim-
khys and the Yoga as we have them (vide Ramaprasad Chanda,
op. cit., p. 229).
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and desire), and destroys what is gpposed to
these. Politics, as thus conceived, if’ the source
of fulfilment of almost the whole life of the individuala
We are however bound to state in this place that
there are grave doubts as to the degree to which the
conception of politics as above described had a
practical application in Kautilya’s system.. The pas-
sage bearing on this point which has been just quoted
is evidently put in at the end to magnify the import-
ance of the science. Further, and above all, the
rules of policy laid down by the author are, as we
hope to show presently, dominated by the idea that
the State is virtually an end in itself. }

Kautilya’s theories relating to the category of the
seven_clements of sovereignty follow on the whole
the lines l&ld down by his predecessors. Thus he
arranges the ‘calamities’ of these elementsin a graded
scale, reverting to the orderof an unnamed authority
whom he quotes. * Kautilya, however, applies
in one place T the phrase limb-like (pratyangabhiitah)
to the seven elements indicating, we think, in how-
ever rudimentary aJform, the conception of organic
unity of the factors of govgrnment.

The theories of kingship in Kautilya ocecur
charactenstxcally eno,ngh as an incident in the dis-
cussion of concrete problems of statecraft. Thus in
the first place, he cites in one passage a discussion
of the earljer authors relating to the comparative

* Pp, 322-324. In the same connexion, it may be noted,
EKautilya (p. 324) contemplates the possibility of the
‘calamities’ of one or two elements being counteracted by
the ‘healthy’ elements.

t P. 250,
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seriousness of the ‘calamities’ befalling the factors of
govemment\f;lnrakritis). Rejecting the view of Bha-
radvija, he states in this passage that the king’s
“ealamity’ is more serious than that of the minister
(amatya). The king alone, he argues, appoints the
ministers, the domestic priest and the servants; he
employs the superintendents; he applies remedies
against tréubles ; as is his conduect, so is that of the
other factors of government (prakritis): the king
stands at the head of these factors (tatkiitasthianiyo
hi svami).* In this important passage is evidently
involved the doctrine of the king’s headship of the
elements of sovereignty.t This view reaches its elimax
in a later passage of the Arthadastra, where Kautilya
sums up the constituent elzments of government (pra-
-kritis) by declaring that the king is the government
(raja rajyamiti prakritisamksepah).} Government,
then, while involving the seven constituent factors, is
according to this view, ultimately resolvable into one
element, namely the king, that absorbs all the rest.

From this view of the king’s relations with the
other factors of sovereignty, let us turn to the broader
theory of his relations ygij:.}_;__hi_s _subjects. It is
characteristic of the intensely practical nature of the
author that for the most part one looks in vain for
such a theory in his work. Nevertheless there is at

least one remarkable passage which, howevey, much

* Kauf. p. 322.

1 Other illustrations of this view may be cited.
Kautilya (p. 259) declares that the self-controlled king can
make oven the imperfect elements of sovereignty whole,
while the king who is not self-controlled destroys even the

» progressive and loyal elements of sovereignty.

1 Kaut. p. 325.
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it might be pointed to the practical erjfl of ensuring
the internal security of the State, embodies a view
of the source and mnature of the king’s authority.
Even this, it seems to us, represents what may be
called the current theory of the times tather than
an original contribution of Kautilyags gemus For
it is addr®ssed, as it is hoped to show presen'tly,

the man in the street, as it were.* In the chapter in
which the above passage occurs Kautilya describes
the measures that the'king should adopt for winning
over the friendly as well as the hostile factions within
his kingdom. In the course of this description he
states that a specific class of spies called the satrins
should divide themselves igto contending parties and
carry on disputations in places of pilgrimage, in
assemblies, in residences, in corporate bodies and
amid congregations of pe:)plc. One spy should
speak, ‘“This kingly class is heard to be endowed with
all qualities, but no quality of it is seen which
causes the folk in country and town to be burdened
with fines and pum.shments Another spy should
contradict the first and those who concur with the
latter by speaking in the following way. People
overcome by anarchy (matsyanyayabhibhiitah)
selected Manu, the son of the Sun, as their king and
they figed one-sixth of the grain, one-tenth of the
merchandlse as well as gold, to be the king’s due (bhaga-
dheya). Supported by this, the kings become capable of

* An analogeus case is presented by a passage of Kautilya
(p. 367) where he asks the king engaged in a fair fight to
address his troops on the eve of battle with the words,
“I am a paid servant like yourselves,” This shows in our
" view that the idea of ‘the king being an official was very much
*in the air’ in Ksutilya’s time.
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promoting tBp security and prosperity of theirsubjects,
so that they take away the sins of the latter in the
event of their failure to inflict just punishments
and levy just taxes. Kings in fact promote the
security and prosperity of their subjects., Hence
even the herxplts living in the forest offer the king
one-sixth Of the grain gleaned by them, stating that it
'is a tax payable to the person who protects them.
"The kings who are the visible dispensers of slights
and favours occupy the position of the gods Indra
and Yama. He who slights them is afflicted with
divine punishment. = Therefore the kings should not
be slighted. Thus the lowly persons should be
contradicted.* This extrb<t, we think, is an important
landmark in the evolution of the Hindu theories of

* Tbid pp. 22-23. In the above extract the portion rela-
ting to the address of the first spy is translated by Dr. Shama-
sastry as follows :—** This king is said to be endowed with all
desirable qualities ; he seems to be a stranger to such tenden-
cies as would lead him to oppress citizens and country people
by levying heavy fines and taxes,”” We hold this version to
be hardly satisfactory. ‘Ayam Ira,jfm,' we think, should be
interpreted as ‘ ayam riajapadavachyo janah’ and translated
as ‘ this class of kings,” othetwise the following lines which
evidently are of the nature of a contradiction (pratisedhana)
would be pointless. We are also of opinion that in the words
¢ yah pidayati,” ‘yah’ stands not fof ' ayam,’ this class of kings,
but for ‘ gupah’ quality, and that the verb ‘pidayati’ is
used in & causative sense,

In the latter part of the foregoing extract the term
‘bhigadheya’ is translated by Prof. D. R. Khandarkar (op.
cit. p. 119) as share. We think that the term as here used is
the technical designation of a specific kind of taxes, such
as the sixth part of the agricultural produce. Cf. the follow-
ing quotation from an unknown Arthadistra in Ksirasvamin’g
commentary on the Amarakeosa II 8. 27: rajagrahyah
sagbhagidih bhagah pratyekam sthavarajafigamadadeyah
kerah niyojyopajlvyo balih.




185.

kingship. Kautilya here evidently stabts with the?
idea of justifying the king’s authori*y,—the idea,
that inspired in part the theories of kingship in the
canonical Dharmasiitras and the secular Arthadaétra.
For the whole point of his story consists in its answer-
ing the apparent anomaly involved in the statement of
the first spy quoted above, namely fhat sthe. kingly
class is heard to be endowed with all good qualities,
but no quality of it is seen which causes the people
in country and town .to he burdened with fines and
punishments. With the above object, then, Kautilya -
invokes the doctrine of the king’s divine nature,
interpreting it like the carlier writers in the sense
that the dignity pertains to the king’s office. From
this follows, as in the earlier examples, the corollary
that the subjects are bound to abstain from slighting
the king—an obligation which, as befote, is sought to
be supported by spiritual® sanctions. Along with
this familiar notion of the king’s divinity is conjoined
in the above extract in a kind of incongriuous union a
remarkable and, as it seems to us, original application
of the theory of elfcfive origin of the king. This
virtually involves a Br8hmanised adaptation of
the Buddhist theory of contract. Like the latter
it starts with the® conception of an original
state of nature. While the canonist, however,
conceives it to be initially a perfect state, the secular
writer consilers it to be wholly evil from the first*.

* Matsyanyaya which is mentioned in the above and in
another (Kaut. p. 9) extract as the technical designation of
the evil state of nature preceding the creation of kingship is,
we think, as here used, a new importation into the vocabulary
of Hindu political thought. Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar (op. cit.,
pp- 116, 119) translates it as the proverb (or the praptice) of

18
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This anarcHigal condition forms in Kautilya, asin the
Buddhist théory, the immediate prelude to the
creatipn of Kingship by popular election. While
however this involves in the latter case the formula-
tion of an express contract, in Kautilya the contract
is tacit and has to be understood from the manner
of the kirg’s Selection. We may note in passing
that the designation of the first king in the Kautilyan
theory is the surest index of its distinctly Brahmin-
ical character, since this is held to be no other than
Manu, the son of the Sun, the individual so well known
in the Brahminical mythology as the progenitor of
the present race of human beings." The last point
that has to be mentioned in this connection is that
while the Buddhist author is wholly silent about the
implications of his theory as fixing the respective
rights and dutizs of the king and his subjects, Kautilys
suffers from no such omissions. Yet Kautilya, while
eommitted to the view of justifying the king’s author-
ity, brings out with great clearness the principle
involved in one of the Dharmasiitra texts,* namely
that the king is an official recevving the revenue as his

the greater fish swallowing the smaller—an interpretation
that conveys the literal meaning of the term in guestion.
In ite figurative sense it refers to .*he anarchic condition in
which Might counts for Right. We guote the following ex-
tracts to throw light upon the meaning of the term,: yatha
prabald mstsyah nirbalanstdn nasayanti tathe ardjake amuka-
deée prabald jandh nirbelén jendn nasayantifi nydyarthah
(Raghunithavarman, quoted, Col. . A. Jacob, Laukika—
nydyafijali, Part II pp. 57-58); atra balavanteh durbalan
hinsyuriti matsyanyiya eva syadityuktam (Kialluka's com-
mentary on Manusamhitd VII 20); mitsyo nyayah balavata
_yadabalagrasenam (Sapkariryya's commentary on Kaman-
daka V 40).

* Suprs, p. 66.
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fee for the service of protection, and he casries the ides
to the point that the kingis spiritually responsible
for the faithful discharge of his functidns. It is the
necessary condition of this relation cbnsisting in the
payment of the stipulated taxes by the people, which
Kautilya boldly forges in the above passage into
a weapon_ in support of the king’s jutisdigtion over
his subjects.*

* The view of the origin of monarchy embodied in the
above extract has been characterised by some scholars (e.g
Dr. Bhamasastry, English translation of Kautilya’s Artha-
éastra, p. 26, footnote ; G. B. Bottazzi, Precursori di Niccolo
Machiavelli in Grecia ad in India, Kaufilya ad Thucidide,
pp. 98-89 ; and Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar, op. cit. p. 119) as a
theory of Social Contract. Fog the reasons mentioned in the
text, namely that Kautilya h& in view what may be called
a governmental contract which again is not expressed but
tacit, the above title hardly seems to be apposite. A safer
designation probably would be the theory ef the human or
the elective origin of kingship. g'his point itis hoped, will be,
again considered in connection with our discussion in a later
chapter of the alleged resemnblances and contrasts between
the Hobbesian theory and that of Kantilya, We may
consider in this place some other remarks relating to
the general nature of Kautilya’s theory as above described.
According to Bottazzi®(ldc. cit) the whole extract that we
have just cited from Kautilyagpp. 22-23) embodies a complete
theory of Social Contract. The king, he further holds, is here
declared {0 be invested with a sacred character solely by
virtue of the authority which the people conferred upon him
on fhe ground of his being the only defence of their existence,
On the_basis of this interpretation he considers the above
passage Jo be completely free from the influence of the Barhmi-
nicHl theory ig which, he thinks, the king is held to be a divine
emanation.- For the reasons that are stated below, the
above judgment does mot commend itself to our approval.
The belief that Eautilya propounded a peculiar theory of the
king's sanctity is, we think, based upon a mere assumption,
namely that the whole extract which we are now considering
represents a complete theory of kingship. This assumptior
is hardly likely to correspond with the facts, since Kautilya's'
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"

From the meagre record of political theory that
has been presgnted above, let us turn to consider what
forms in Kaytilya the essence of his phiiosophy, we
mean the brynch relating specifically to the art of
government. There is little reason to doubt that
this is largely based upon the ideas of the older
masters of tge Arthadastra, although only such
fragménts of those ideas have survived as were quoted
by Kautilya for the purpose of refutation. However
that may be, we may, we think, consider this branch
of our subject in its two natural divisions of the
acquisition and the preservation of dominion, which

object in the present case is evidently not to lay down a philo-
sophical theory of kingship, blt to justify on as broad a basis:
as possible the king's jurisdiction over his subjects. It would
. seem to follow from this that the idea of the king’s divige
' pature is more likely to occur in Kautilya as an appendage
of the theory of the king’s grigin than as an integral feature
thereof. Nor are we left to depend upon mere surmise in
support of our criticism. Doctrines essentially similar to that
of Kautilya, involving in other words the equivalence of the
king’s functions and attributes to those of the deities are not
unknown to the other teachers of the Arthaéastra whose views
are quoted in the Santiparvan. In nune of these cases is the
king held to be invested with 2 sacred character by virtue of
the popular authority. The authors indeed are completely
gilent about the theory of the king’s elective origin. In these
circumstances it seems more reasonehle to hold that Kautilya
adopted the current idea of the king’s divine nature than-
attribute to him an altogether unique interpretation of the
same. Regarding the alleged contrast between Kautilya's
theory and that of the Brahminical canon we ggree with the
italian scholar in holding that the king is often conceived by-
the Brabmapa canonists to be a divine emanation. This
idea occurs, for instance, in the Manusamhita, the Maha-
bharata, the later Smritis and the Purdnas (Chapters IV.-V,
infra). Along with this notion, however, there occurs in these
works, as we hope to show later on, the notion of Kautilya,
namely that the king is a god by virtue of his functions. -



are embodied in the standard definition of Arthadastra.-
It is under the second head that most of Kautilya’s
rules on the subject of home and forei f policy may
be ranged. An examination of the rost typical of
these rules which is all that can be attempted 'here
exhibits, we think, some remarkable traits of the
author’s nature. Such are the qualities of, profound
insight into human nature and into the essential
character of government, amazing resourcefulness
and ingenuity, and intelligent appreciation of the
factors making for the advantage of the State
combined with a more or less studied disregard of
morality and religion. Kautilya begins by urging
upon the prince a thorough course of intellectual*
training and moral disci}ﬁ'ine,)the former involving
the study of the four traditional sciences under the
guidance of specialised teachers, and the latter center-
ing round the control of the senses which are branded
by the author as the six enemies. Kautilya sums up
his view on this point by saying that the king should
avoid injuring the women and the property of others
and should shun felsehood, haughtiness, and evil
proclivities : he should enjoy pleasure without dis-
regarding virtue and wealth, or else enjoy this in an
equal measure with ghe last.*4 In thus ma.kmg the
king’s education and self-control'the first requisite of
succesfful government, Kautilya or rathsr the earlier
authors whaeseideas he'is echoing, made, it seems to,
us, a notable advance in political theory. For the
similar, although much shorter, rule in Gautama's

* Kautf. pp. 10-12.
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Dharmagéstra* is laid down merely as part of the
general duty (dharma) of the king.

With all his anxious care to fit the prince by
education and Wiscipline for the discharge of his office,
Kautilya insists that the king should rule with the
help of the State officials (amatyas) and consult the
ministers /maxtrins). In one of his ea;rly chapters
he speécifies the qualifications of the amityas—a
point that was already discussed by the early masters
—and he mentions four tests (namely, those of fear
virtue wealth and love) by “which the fitness of the
amatyas is to be detected. Kautilya discovers the
necessity of the Civil Service in the very nature of
government, and he fortifies his conclusion by a
homely analogy, for he whites, “Sovereignty can be
carried on only with assistance. A single wheel does
not move ; hepce the king shall employ the ministers
and hear their advice.”’f In the same connexion
Kautilya analyses the king’s function as being of
a threefold nature, namely the visible, the invisible
and the inferential, and he declares the amatya’s
business to consist in carrying eut the invisible work.}
In a later chapter Kautilyga considers the ways and
means of ensuring proper deliberation,—here again he
merely continues a discussion started by the early
teachers,—and he mentions what, according to him,
should be the composition of the council of mBisters.
It is noticeable in this connection that Kautilya
exhibits a just appreciation of the function of delibera-

* Gant. XI 2-4.
t Kaut. p. 13.
t Ibid p. 16.
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tion by saying at the outset that all undertakmgs
depend upon it.*

Kautilya urges upon the king as pne of his first
tasks the necessity bf securing Lo his side, by various
methods of diplomacy and force, the friendly and
hostile factions within as well as outside his kingdom.
In this cohnection he mentions four classes’ of people,
(namely, the angry, the greedy, the timorous, and the
haughty), as being the instruments of the king’s ene-
mies, and he states how spies with shaven head or
braided hair may win over these classes to the king’s
side by appealing to that quality which is the leading
characteristic of each class.tf In another place
Kautilya urges the king f@ protect his own person,
especially from his sons and wives.f The rules under
this head, however tedious they might appear, are
justified by the author on the very intelligible ground
that the king, by protecting his own person, becomes
capable of saving the State from those near him as
well as from foreign kings.§

In another part of hs book bearing the apt title of
the suppression of dlsturbers of the public peace
(kantakasodhanam), Kaui;llya enjoins the king to
avert eight specific kinds of providential visitations,
namely, fire, flood, p%stilence, famine, rats, snakes,
tigers gnd demons,—a list which exhibits the author
as sharing in the popular superstitions of his time. ||
One short precept which he lays down in this connec-
tion aptly expresses the spirit of this part of his

* Ibid, p. 26.
t Ibid, pp. 22-26. t Ibid, pp. 32-45.
§ Ibid, p. 52. | Ibid, pp. 207-210.
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teaching. The king, he says, should always propi-
~tiate the affi'cted as the father does his son,* In the
following cha ters Kautilya mentions various methods
of enttapping by the agency of spies the people of
criminal tendencies—methods, which, while doing
credit to the author’s ingenuity, betray in some
measure Ais moral obliquity.t Rules of a more
unserupulous nature to which we shall presently
return, are laid down in the later chapters for the
purpose of dealing with those: whom Kautilya ealls
the disturbers of the king as well as the kingdom.}

1t is, above all, in his application of foreign policy
that Kautilva discovers the fullest means for ensur-
ing the interest of the S{ate, and finds ample scope
for the display of his peculiar genius. The author, it
appears, has a just appreciation of the advantages
of foreign policy, for he says in introducing the
subject that the traditional sixfold policy is the
source of enjoyment ($ama) and effort (vydyama)
which in their turn are the sources of the acquisition
(yoga) and security (ksema)§. In the same connexion
he analyses what he considérs to be the threefold
status of a kingdom, namely, decline, stationary
~ condition, and progress. | Moreover, he mentions
those factors which in his view determine the relative
position of two kings, namely their possestion, in
a greater or a less or the same measure, of the
threefold strength ($akti) and its threefold fruition
(siddhi). §

* Ibid, p. 210. § Ibid, p. 259.
f Thid, pp. 210-217. Il Ibid, p. 260
1 Ibid, pp. 287-242, 245-246. ¢ Ibid, p. 261.
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Running all through the mass of Kautilya’s rules
of foreign policy may be detected the ijfluence of the
notion that expediency is the golden yule of politics.-
This idea is reflected, for instaunce, in the short list
of fundamental rules with which Kautilya opens his
description. He who is losing strengtlyin Eomparison
with another shall make peace: he who Is growing
strong shall meke war : he who thinks that neither
can the enemy hurt him nor he the enemy, shall
observe neutrality : *he who has an excess of
advantages shall march: he who is wanting in
strength shall seck protection: he who undertakes
work requiring assistance shall adopt the dual
policy.* In chapter aftergthapter in the course of
the following pages Kautilya indulges in a delicate*
balancing of the -circumstances of E.wo or more
States so as to discover the exact policy that
should be fullowed. Politics, as thus treated, rises
almost to the level of a fine art. The key to this
eminently intellectual character of the Kautilyan
statecraft is to be found we think, in the author’s
remarkable appralscment of the thrce traditional
powers ($aktis) of the klng Differing from his un-
named predecessor whom he quotes, Kautilya declares
the power of deliberation (mantra$akti) to be superior
to thatgf the army and the treasury (prabhusakti),
and the latter to be more important than energy
(utsahasakti. Regarding the second point Kautilya
argues with characteristic contempt for the impotent
exhibition of energy, ‘“He who has power overreaches
by virtue of his strength the king possessing mere

* Kaut. p. 263.
19



144

energy,” and again, “Rulers possessing power (even
those that wel.e) women, minors, lame and blind, con-
quered the eaith by defeating or buying up those who
had mete ene:gf'.” As regards the first point, to which
reference has been made above, Kautilya exhibits
his sense of ‘[;he supreme excellence of intellect
by saying'that the king who is intelligent and versed
in the sciences can apply his skill in deliberation
with little effort and can overreach even those enemies
who are endowed with energy and power.*

While on the subject of foreign policy Kautilya
makes some very sensible remarks regarding the
manner in which the evil condition of the subjects
renders the king open to gttack from outside, and he
advises how this should be remedied. In the chapter
in which he develops this point, he first discusses in a
series of pairs the question as to which one of two
kings is to be marched Uagainst in preference to the
other. The alternatives that he considers in this con-
nection are infer alia an enemy of virtuous character
but under grave troubles and one having a vicious
character and disaffected subjects but suffering from
less trouble, an enemy whose subjects are impoverish-
ed and greedy and another whose subjects are oppress-
ed, and lastly, an enemy that is'powerful but of wick-
ed disposition and one who is weak but riéiteous.
After giving his opinion on these cases Kaatilya
launches into a minute analysis of those faults on the
king’s part that create impoverishment, greed and
disaffection, among the subjects. When the people
become impoverished, Kautilya goes on, they become
:greedy ; when greedy, they become disaffected; and

* Kaut. pp. 889-340.
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when disaffected, they either go over to,the enemy’s
camp or themselves slay their master. Hence the king,
Kautilya concludes, should avoid thc;‘se causes that
produce impoverishment, greed ayd disaffection
among his people. Continuing the discussién about
the remedies in the following lines, the author considers
that the loss of gold and grain on }the part of the
subjects imperils the whole kingdom and’ is shard to
be remedied, while the loss of efficient men can be
made up for by means of gold and grain. The greed
of the subjects, Kaufilya thinks, can be removed by
allowing them to plunder the enemy’s wealth. Lastly,
disaffection can be got rid of by putting down the
leaders, for the people deprived of their leaders are
easy to be governed, asfd are incapable of being
seduced by the intrigues of the enemy.*

(The end to which the application of all his exten-
sive rules of foreign policy, is directed by the author
is not, it appears, territorial aggrandisement.) In one
place Kautilya cautions the king against coveting
the territory, wealth, sons and wives of one who
is slain, and (hg urges that the king should
restore to their own ppsition the relatives of the
slain prince, and instal on the throne the son of one-
who has died whilg helping him. Thus, Kautilya
argues, would the dependent princes obey even the
sons snd grandsons of the conqueror. On the other
hand, if the conqueror were to slay or bind the
dependent prince and covet his territory, property
sons and wives, his circle of states (mandala) would
become agitated and would rise against him, and even

* Kaut. pp. 276-277.
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his own ministers would either take refuge with the
circle of states or themselves threaten their master’s
life and throre.* While Kautilya thus deprecates
territorial anndxations in the most express terms,
it appears from" the general tenour of his thought
that his ideal is, next to security, the achievement
of polltlcal influence over the neighbouring kings
comprised in the circle of states.f )

Although the rules for the preservation of dominion
form in Kautilya’s work the most important branch
of his philosophy, he mentions in one short section }
his ideas relating to the e acquisition of terrltory The
territory, Kautilya thmka,wr_nay be either newly
acquired, or recovered from a usurper, or, lastly, in-
herited from an ancestor. Itis most important to note
that in all these cases the author urges kind and con-
siderate treatment of the subjects. The king who
acquires new territory, we.are told, should put to the
shade the enemy’s vices by means of his own virtues,
and the latter’s virtues by doubling his own. He
should bestow rewards according to his promise upon
those who deserted the enemy’sL side for his own. For,
says Kautilya with true insjght into human nature,
he who fails to fulfil his promise forfeits the
confidence of his own and his enemy’s people. The
king should follow the friends and leaders of the
people, for, as Kautilya urges in a later passage, he
who acts against the will of the people becomes un-
reliable. The king, moreover, is asked to favour
learned men and orators as well as the charitable
and the brave, to release all prisoners, and to relieve

" % Kaut. p. 313. 1t Cf Ibid. p. 262: nemimekanta
radrajfish etc. 1 Ch. XIII 5. :
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the migerable, the helpless and the diseased. In the
same spirit Kautilya advises that the king who
recovers a lost territory should give up those faults
of his which caused him to lose the throng and increase
those virtues through which he regained it. Of the
king who inherits a kingdom Kautilya likewise says
that he should put to the shade his father’s yvices and
display his ‘own virtues.

Next to the considerate treatment of the subjects
Kautilya urges in the first case respect for the esta-
blished customs. The  king who acquires a new
territory, the author declares, should adopt the same
mode of(iving, the same dress, and the same la.nguage
and man -°rs as those of his subjects, and should
participate in their congeegational festivals and
amusements. Not that all customs are to be enforced,
for the king is asked to abolish those customs
which he considers to be injurjous to the revenue and
the army, or holds to he unrighteous. Along with
these wise and beneficent counsels Kantilya exhibits
in the first case an example of that intellectnal
cunning which is so cQargacteristic of him, A member
of the enemy’s family whaq, can wrest the conquered
territory, Kautilya says, should be provided with a
sterile tract or else with a fourth part of a fertile
tract on condition of his supplying a fixed sum of
money #ad a fixed number of troops: in raising
these he woyld incur the displeasure of the people
and be destroyed by them.*

When we turn from the above survey of the
Kautilyan statecraft to consider a point involved

" K&utn p.4,09 .
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therein, nAmely the author’s attitude towards religion
and morality, we find him following, as might be
expected, in the footsteps of the early masters. We
find l3im, in}y other words, frequently inculeating
rules of a grossly unscrupulous nature on the plea ofs
public interest and without the least pretence of moral
disapprawal. @ Thus Politics, distinguished as it is in
the system of the Arthadastra as a separate science
is, as before, further separated from the science of"
Ethics. Let us quote a few typical examples from
Kautilya in support of our statement. Speaking of
. the conduct of a prince who is kept under restraint,
Kautilya suggests among a number of harmless
measures that the prince, having acquired a close
intimacy with heretics,“rich widows or merchants
engaged in ocean traffic, may poison them and rob
them of their wealth.* Speaking in the same connect-
ion with reference to the treatment of a prince kept
under restraint, Kautilya coolly suggests in one place
that secret emissaries may kill the abandoned prince
with weapons or with poison. In another part of his
book dealing with the suppression of disturbers of the
public peace, Kautilya states that spies in disguise
may mix with thievish foresters, and instigate them to
attack companies of merchants and villagers and may
contrive the assassination of those people with weapons
or with poison.f In alater chapter where tfe author
describes the measures ensuring what he calls the
extirpation of disturbers of the king as well as the
kingdom, he says that the king may for the sake of

* Kauf. p. 36. I follow the version of R. Shamasastry
which, however, is not free from difficulties.
t Inid p. 214.
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righteousness inflict secret punishment upon those
wicked persons (disyas), consisting of the royal
favourites singly or collectively injuring the kingdom,
who cannot be put down openly.*  This form of
punishment comprises, as the immediately following
samples show, various methods of compassing the
assassinatipn of the culprit by the sliregt agency
of spies as well as by the seduction of the culprits’
brothers, sons anid wives.f In another place where
he speaks of corporate bodies (sanghas) Kautilya,
while conceding that the well-disposed among these
should be treated with conciliation and gifts, adv-ig;_
without even the pretence of an apology that the
methods of dissension and secret punishment should
be applied against those {Hat are ill-disposed, and he
proceeds to enumerate various concrete measures
suggested to this effect by his remarkably fertile
and resourceful intellect. *Among these measures
assassination in different forms plays an important
part.} In the following scction Kautilya deelares
that a weak king, when he is attacked by a powerful
enemy, should avert the invasion either by making
an alliance,gor by means of the battle of intrigue
(mantrayuddha) or treacherous fight (kitayuddhsa).

L J

B Kaut p. 237. In our translation of the above we have
used thigparallel passage of Kamandaka (IX 9) which may,
we think, be safely utilised to throw light on the difficult text
of Kautilya. e

+ Ibid pp. 237-241. Some further rules of the same type
are mentioned by EKaufilya in another place (pp. 245-2486)
a3 being applicable to the wicked persons (dfisyas). Kau-
tilya concludes this portion of his subject with the warning
that the king should adopt the above line of policy towa.nh
the wicked and sinful persons, and none else.

t Ibid, pp. 378-381.
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These last comprise, as we learn from the numerous
examples given immediately afterwards, sundry
methods of sowing dissensions and of secret assassina-
tion.*, Finally we may mention a long and curious
list of drugs and tricks of black magic said to ensure
in various ways the destruction of the enemy and the
immunity of the king’s own troops, which is com-
piled by the author in the penultimate chapter of
his work.f In introducing these rules Kautilya
justifies them on the plea of welfare of the four castes
and confines their application to the sinful persons
olone.f

Thus Kautilya would scem to betray in his rules
of policy a more or less cemplete indifference towards-
morality. His attitude towards rcligion is more
complex. As we haveseen inanother place, Kautilya
deliberately dissociates himself from those radieal
schools that eliminated the Vedas from the list of -
sciences.§ In the same connection he urges the king
not to upset the canonical scheme of duties relating
to the castes and the orders, on the ground that the
performance of these leads to heaven and salvation,
while their violation would result in @ntermixture
and destruction of the people. And yct it would
seem as if Kautilya, in framing his actual system of
statecraft could not resist the temptation of jurning
religion into an instrument of State policy. In-
the list of spies mentioned by Kautilya, for instance,
no less than three out of nine specified classes belong

* Kaut. p. 382 ff.
t Ibid ch. XIV.
1 Ibid p. 410.

§ Bupra p. 128.
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to pseudo-religious orders, no doubt because the
cloak of religion was held best to ensure the success
of espionage.* This tendency of the author to
indulge in the political exploitation of religion is
more clearly exhibited in his section orf the replenish-
ment of the treasury.t' There Kautilya suggests
among a number of other measures that tl"ne Super-
intendent ‘of religious institutions (devatadhyaksa)
may set up at night a shrine of the gods or a place
sacred to the pious ascetics, and earn his subsistence
by holding processions and’congregations. ' Or else,
Kautilya goes on, he may proclaim the arrival of
the gods by pointing to a tree in the temple gard&;,'
that has borne untimely fruits and flowers. These
suggestions are followed be’ other rules to the same
effect, but we need not concern ourselves with them.}
As another illustration of the author’s attitude to-
wards religion it may ke mentioned that he
advises the would-be conqueror to afflict the
enemy and hearten his friends by proclaiming,
through various methods of religious deception
which he specifies, the conqueror’s association
with the gods.§

1t wouldseem from the above that morality

* Kaul. pp. 18-20. Te three kinds of spies alluded to in
the text are the religious mendicant renouncing his order
(udasthi‘g), the ascetic (tapasa) and the mendicant woman
(bhikguki). It may be noted in this connection that Kau-
tilya (p. 19) wrges the ascetic spy deliberately to delude the
people into a belief in hix own extreme asceticism and gift
of prophecy.

T Ibid V. 2.

1 Ibid p. 244. The translation of this part is incomplete
because of the exceptional difficulty of the text.

§ Ibid pp. 394-305.
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and to acess extent religion had no place in Kau-
tilya’s politics. Nevertheless there are some passages
in the Arthasastra which exhibit the author as deli-
berately parting company with the extreme expo-:
nents, among his predecessors, of an immoral state-
craft. 'Even in these cases, however, we feel that
the author is impressed not with the inherent worth
of morality, but with the belief that hofiesty is the
best policy. Thus in his chapter relating to the
safeguarding of the princes he indignantly and
emphatically rejects two extreme views which he
quotes. The first is that of Vatavyadhi who advised
“tiat the princes might be lured to sensual indulg-
ence, for in that case they would never hate their
father. * This,” Kautilya retorts, ‘“is death in
life. Like a piece of wood eaten by worms, the royal
family in Whlch the princes are lacking in discipline
perishes as soon as it is. touched.”” With this rebuke
he proceeds to mention what steps, according to him,
the king should take for ensuring the prince’s safe
birth and training in discipline. The second view
criticised by Kautilya is that of the Ambhiyas who
advised that while one spy should tempt the prince,
another should restrain him. Kautfya solemnly
replies in language indicating a true insight into
the principles of child-training, * (It is) a great sin
to excite an unawakened (mind), for a free!? object
sucks whatever class of things it is smeared with,”
amL he goes on to recommend that the prince should
be mstructf;d in virtue and wealth, not in their
opposites.* 'In another passage, rejecting a charac-

* Kaut, pp. 33-34.
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teristic suggestion of Bharadvaja, namely that the
minister (amatya) should usurp the vacant throne
on the death of his master, Kautilya argues that this
would be an act causing provocation tb the péople,
as well as very unrighteous and uncertain. Hence
he recommends that the minister shoyld sgt up a
prince who s possessed of sclf-control.* In a third
passage Kautilya, rejecting the opinion of one of.his
unnamed predecessors, declares that a peace or
alliance depending merely upon promise or upon
oath is immutable in this world and in the next.f
Somewhat apart from the other rules of state-
craft and deserving to be studied by itself is Kauti-
lya’s short discussion relating to the rule of punish-
ment (danda). In this case, we think, the author
introduces, in place of the one-sided yiew of the
earlier period, a more balanced judgment based upon
a Lruc insight into the possible consequences of
different forms of punishment. In the passage
bearing on this point Kautilya, rejectingth(:.‘:_ru -
tion that the king shguld be ever ready to s
says, “ He who inflicts sevgre punisl_uﬁe.nt *hecom
oppressive to ‘all creatures: he who inflicts mild
punishment is overpowered : he who inflicts just.
punishment is respected.” Tracing this dictum
to its ultigate cause, Kautilya states, *“ For, punish-*
ment when directed with consideration unites the
people with Virtue, wealth and desire, but when
it is misapplied under the influence of greed and.
anger through ignorance, it irritates even the'
hermits and the ascetics, not to speak of the

* Kaut, p. 256. t Ibid p. 313.
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householders.” * While thus distinguishing
between the different shades of punishment,
Kautilya agrees with the older teachers on the
fundamental' point relating to the conception of
punishment as the guarantee of social order. For
he writes, in the lines immediately following those
we have quoted, ‘“ When indeed (punishment is)
not. applied (at all), it profluces (the state of anarchy
known as) the mitsyanyaya, for in the absence of
one who wields the sceptre the strong man devours
the weak, (but the weak man) being protected by
the king prevails (over the strong).”

Turning to another aspect of the Kautilyan art
of government, it has v be observed that the out-
standing feature of the author’s thought is his
preference for -the monarchic State. Nevertheless
there' is at least onge passage in which he treats
parenthetically the conditions of clan-republics
(kulas) and predicates of them the twofold merit
of invineibility and permanence. There, after
mentioning the dangers threatening the king from
the royal princes and the measures to be adopted
against these, Kautilya says, * Sovereignty may
likewise belong to a clan, for a republic consisting
of clans [as the political umt] (kulasangha) is hard
to conquer, and being free from the danger gf anarchy-
enjoys a permanent existence on earth.”i This
tribute, coming as it does from the arch-apostle
of the monarchic cult that Kautilya is, shows him
ot to be a blind advocate of monarchical rule.

* Kaut. p. 9. t Ibid p. 9.
t Tbid p. 35,
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If now in the light of the above survey, we con-
sider the fashionable comparison between Kautilya
and Machiavelli,* we think our answer must indicate
some remarkable coincidences as wgll as contrasts.
While Machiavelli occupies as the * first modern
political philosopher ” a unique position in European
history,teKautilya was preceded in® Ansient India
by a long line of teachers of the Arthasistra whose
works he claims to have summarised in his own.
The work of Kautiiya embracing within its fold the
‘branches of civil law and military science as well as’
that of public administration, hud cvidently a widgr’
scope than the treatises of Machiavelli who confines
his attention to the art of government alone. Within
the limits common to both thinkers, however, the
Italian covers a wider ficld, for he studics the condi-
tions of republiecs as well as maenarchies, while
Kautilya’s gaze is fixed bn thc problems of the
monarchic State alone. On the other hand the
empirical method of Machiavelli, supported as it is
by (requent references to the history of classical
antiquity, has sothe® resemblance to the empiricism
of Kautilya which is fortified by occasional references
to the Indian traditional history. Turning from the
scope and method®to the subject-matter, we may
perhaps draw a parallel between the heads of the

* (f. the significant {itle of G. B. Bottazzi’s work, Pre=
cursori di Niccolo Machiavelli in fndia ad in Grecia, Koutilya
ad Thucidide. Bottazzi indeed directly styles Kautilya “il
Machiavelli dell. India > (Ibid p. 21). *

t Cf. Dunning, 4 History of Polilical Theories, Ancient
and Mediaeval, p. 324,



156

discussion followed by Machiavelli in his ¢“Prince,”
and those involved in Kautilya’s definition of the
Arthasastra and implicitly adopted by him in his
work. This comparison however serves to emphasize
an esscential difference between the ideas of the two
'masters. To Machiavelli polities is informed with
the ideal ¢f teiritorial aggrandisement, wkile Kau-
tilya’s goal as we have said in another place is, next
to the security of the State, its achievement of politi-
cal influence over the circle of States. Finally, as
regards the attitude of these authors towards re-
lioign and morality, it appeais at first sight that
Kal_ltilya rivals and cven surpasses Machiavelli
in his sacrifice of these pringiples to the end of publie
welfare, Nevertheless it has to bc remembered
that Kautilya reserves his immoral statecraft in
general for extremc cases, and he advocates, as in his
rules relating to the acduisition of territory, the
kind and even benign treatment of the subjects.
Kautilya’s politics, we cannot help thinking, is
based upon a dceper knowledge of human nature
than that of his European couuterpart.

Let us try, in conclusion,®o form an estimate of
Kautilya’s influence in moulding the subsequent
development of political theory.« We have already
endeavoured to show what in our view was the true
nature of Kautilya’s achievement, namely that he
carried into cffect a virtual reconstruction of the
science of Arthadastra. Keeping this point in our
mind we may perhaps trace Kautilya’s influence in
three principal directions.“In his own field he
became the founder of a tradition of statecraft
which earned for its author some amount of oppro-
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brium at a later period,* but was nevertheless adopted
by enthusiastic disciples like Kamandaka and the
Jaina Sumadevasiri. In the second place Kau-
tilya by retouching a number ~of categories and
concepts discussed by his predecesgors, ga;rc them
such a stamp of finality that his conclusions were
accepted without a demur in the later cgnonical as
well as Nitidastra literatures.t Finally, wé are of
opinion, although we arc here treading on a slippery
ground, that Kautilya’s remarkable reconstruction
of the Arthasastra may have prepared the way for,
if not stimulated, that wholesale incorporatio& of,
the Arthasastra material into the system of the
Brahminical canon, which, it seems to us, is the
dominant note of the ri!}adharma sections of the
Manusamhitia and the Mahabharata.

* The reference is to the oflt-quoted attack of Bana who
says in his Kadambari (Pcterdbn’s edition, Vol. 1, p. 109)
*“ Is therc snything that is righteous to those for whom the
science of Kautilya, merciless in its precepts, rich in cruelty,
is an authorily ; whose teachers are priests habitually hard-
hearted with practice of witcheraft; to whum ministers
always inclined Lo deceive others are councillors, whose desire
is always for the goddess ®f wealth that has been cast away
by thousands of kings; who®are dovoted to the application
of destructive sciences ; and to whom, brothers affectionate
with natural cordial love, are fit victims to be murdered ?
(Shamasastry’s translati®h, English translation of Kautilya's
Arthagastra, Introduction, p. ix). The Jaina Nandisttras
(quoted Zbid p. xxii) include the Kautiliya in the list of
false sciences.

+ Examples of this nature are Kautilya's list of the four
sciences (p. 6), his rule of punishment (p. 9), his inclusion of
the four sciences in the curriculum of the king’s studies (p. 10),
his arrangement of the elements of sovereignty in the order
of their descending importance (pp. 322-324), and his com-
parative estimate of the king’s vices (vyasanas) in which anger
is held to be a more serious evil than love of pleasure (p. 327).
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Note on’ the Chanakya-siitras :—While on the subject
of Kautilya's Arthaéastra we may properly coansider a shorbt
collection of aphorisms which is attributed to Chapakya
(Kautilya), although it appears on examination to bear little
or no resemblance Lo the first-named work. The Chanakya-
stitras, as this coleclion is called, deals with general morality
(niti) in which is comprised the branch of public policy. The,
only important contribution that the author makes to politi-
cal theory is, wg think, concerned with his idea of kingship.
He lays down, to begin with, the doctrine of the kixg's divinity,
for he says (siitra 372) that the king is the chief god. Wilh
this may be connected his inculcation in repeated passages
of the duties of the subjeets with veference to their ruler. The
subjects are not Lo act against the king's interests (satra 65),
not to slight him even if he were devoid of strength (1bid 87),
not even to look at him (Ibid 380), not to speak evil of him
(feld 445), not to disregard. his orders (1bid 532), and they
are to carry out what he commands (Ibid 533). While
thus justifying the principle of monarchical authority,
the author insists with Kautilya upon the qualities of
self-control, humility and association with the aged as being
essential requisites of the king’s successful government., The
root. of happiness, he says at the beginning of his work, is
righteousness, that of righteousness is wealth, that of wecalth
is the kingdom (or sovercighty), that of the kingdom is the
control of the senses, that of the control of the senses is humi-
lity and that of humility is the honouring of aged persons.
Elsewhere (sfitra 14) the author stresses the importance of
discipline on the king’s part by saying, “ 1t is better not to
have & king than have one who ig winting in discipline.”

* Published as an appendix to R. Shamasastry’s revised
edition of Kautilya’s Arthadastra (Mysore, 1010).



CHAPTER 1IV.

TaE MAHABHARATA AND THE MANUSAMHITA
AND THE SYNTHESIS OF THE ARTHASASTRA °
AND THE DUARMASUTRA MATERIAL
(circa 200 B:c.—200 A.D)—THE
CHATURSATIRA OF ARYA-
DEVA (CIRCA 200 aA.D.),

1

The ‘rajadharma’ sections of the Mahabhdrata and
the Manusamhitd involve the grafting of the Arthasistra
stock upon a canonical stem—The blending of the
king's public and his domestic functions—The approxima-
tion of the concepts of ‘rajalharma and dandaniti—
The end uf these sciences—Yhe conception of organic unity
of the factors of government- *The king's fulfilment of the
essential needs of the people—The theornes of the divine crea-
tion of the king—The doctrine of the king’s divine nature—
The theories of submissigp %nd obedience of the subjects—
The king’s reciprocal duty of protection and its relation
to the collection of taxes—The lﬁng‘a divinely ordained duty
of proteeting his subjects—Proteetion is the sole justification
of the king's office—The right of tyrannicide—The joint
authority of the Brﬁ,lamana&.nd the Ksatriya and the mutual
relations of these pawers—The rules of statecraft in the Maha-
bhirata and the Manusamhita—The attitude of the authors
towards religion and morality—The conditions of success in
republican commanities (ganas).

11

The Chatuhsatiks represents in part an independent tradi-
tion of political thinking—The king is the servant of the body,
politic—-Politica is completely subservient to morality.

21
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In the two preceding chapters we have endea-
voured to deferibe as completely as the surviving
materials at our disposal would permit, the exu-
berant growgh of political ideas in the literature
of Atthasastra. We have seen how the teachers
of this science not only explored the region of practi-
cal politics which was their special province, but
also made important and ofiginal contributions to
the theory of the State. In the two canonical works
of this period, especially in their sections and chapters
relating to the branch of kingly duties (rdjadharma)*
an attempt seems to ha¥e been made to graft a more,
or less considerable Arthadastra stock upon a slender
canonical siem derived from the Dharmasitras.f
To the stimulus derjved from contact with the
predominant Arthasastra clement it is, we think,
mainly owing that the Manusamhita and still more
the Mahabharata make, as we hope to show presently,
some of the most impgrtoant contributions to
political theory.

* These are chap. VII of the Manusamhita and the first
two parts (especially chaps. LVf——OLKKllI] of the twelith
bgok (called the Sintiparvan) of the Mahabhirata. The
latter chapters, besides being greater in bulk andr more com-
prehensive than the former, are distinguished by their dramatic
character inasmuch as they take the forn of a series of
addresses delivered to king Yudhisthira by the dying Ksattriya
hero Bhisma, the doyen of the royal house of Kuru.

t In this connection it should be especially noticed that the
Mahabharata in the course of its introductory chapters
twice (I 2, 383 ; Ibid 62, 23) annonunces itself to be, infer
alia, an Arthasastra work.
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The above characteristic of the works that we
are now considering, involving, that is, a synthesis
of ideas is, we think, closely connected with the
circumstances of their origin and their essential
nature. The Manusamhita, while sbased upon a
lost Dharmasitra work of the school of Manu,
is distinguished from the latter by the fact that
it is the ;n'oduct not of a Vedie schooT, but of
one of the special law schools which took over at
an early period the complete teaching of the Sacred
Law*. Hence it is able to develop in fuller detail
those rules of civil law and public administration to
which the authors of the Dharmasitras had gtven
the most perfunctory attention. The Mahabharata,
again, is unconnected wi’h any school, and while
belonging in form to the literature of heroic history
(Itihdsa), it claimed and obtained early recognition
as a work on the Sacred Lawg(Smriti or Dharmasgastra)
such as the Manusamhita was¥.

* Cf. Biihler, 8. B. BE. Vol. XXV, Introduction, pp. li—
vl

t For the evidence ,.vi(!e Biihler and Kirste, Indian Studies,
Vol. 2 pp. 4-27 (especially Bp. 24-26). With regard to the
Sintiparvan with which we are specially concerned it may
be added thet Bhigma’s discourse on ‘ rajadharma ’ is intro-
duced in such a fashioff as to suggest that it was meant by
the anthor to embody the standard list of the king's duties.
Conside? for example the historical setting of the scene inwwhich
Bhigma, stretched upon his bed of arrows, is made to utter
these discovkses as his parting message to the assembled
princes headed by Yudhisthira. Consider again how Bhisma
is singled out in the immediately preceding chapters by the
sages Vyasa (Santiparvan XXXVII 1-16) and Narada (Ibid
LIV 7-10) and above all by the lord Krigna (Ibid LIV 34-85)
as the fittest person to communicate this message on the'
ground of his unrivalled knowledge of the whole circle of
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We have noticed above, as the leading character-
istic of the canonical works of this period in so far as

human duties. Add to these points the fact that Krispa Him-
gelf (Ibid LIV 2§-31) inspired the hero with His own divine
wisdom (divyd matih) to qualify him for his task and blessed
his speech beforehand by prophesying that it would last on
the face of the” earth as though it were a Vedic discourse
(Vedapravida).

Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar, while rightly empbasising the
debt of the ‘rajadharma ’ section of the Mahabhirata to the
early authors of the Arthaéastra, has, we think, ignered the real
sharacter of this section as involving a synthesis of Artha-
gastra and Dharmasitra thought. This omission, it appears
to ys, has prevented him from indicating the true relation
of the rajadherma section to the older Arthasastra works.
He writes (op. cit. pp. 110-111), ** To the same period (viz.
600-325 B. C.) seem to belony the chapters from the Maha-
bharata, especially from the:Santiparvan, which deal with
rijadharminuéasana ; and it is not at all improbable that
this section repre&-enhs in the main the work of the pre-Kau-
tilyan political phlloaopher Kaunapadanta as this is bul
another name for Bhisma. ‘i'he account of polity which they
contain seems to have been drawn principally from the sys-
tews of Brihaspati, Ufanas and Manu.”' Now this pronounce-
ment is, we think, open to exception on the following
grounds :—(1) Dr. Bhandarkar’s date for the rajadharma
section of the Mahabhiarata appa.renlily rests upon his view
of the priority of the Santiparvan to Kautilya's Arthasastra—
a view which, as we have shown disewhere (supra pp. 72-73 foot-
note) not only runs counter to the general trend of authoritative
opinion on the point, but is unsupported by valid evidence.
Furthermore, it is directly contraditted by a historical allu-
sion occurring in one of the chapters of the above section. In
chapter LXV (13-15) Mandhata is quoted as asking®the god
Indra, * How should all these folk living in kingdoms, the
Yavanes, the Kirdtas, the, Gandharas, the Chinas® the Savaras,
the Barbaras, the Sakas, the Tusiras. the Kanpkas, the
Pahlavas, the Andhras, the Madrakas, the Pundras,
the Pulindes, the Ramathas, the Kambojag, the castes
which sprang from ‘the Brahmanas and the Kgattriyas, the

‘Vaiéyas and the Siadras live?” The same passage occurs
in the South Indx#.n recension (Ch. LXIV 13- 15] with
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our point of view is concerned, their I')Iending of
materials derived from the Arthaddstra and the
Dharmasiitras. One important consequence of this
connection with the egrlier canon is, we  think,
that the authors present their exténsive rules of

gsome minor changes. The mention of the Sakas ‘and the
Pahlavas in both the above lists precludes the possibility of
an interpolation in later times and it shows the second
century B. C. to be the upper limit of the composition
of the Sintiparvan. This dafe, it may be added here,
has been arrived at independently by the best autho-
rities. (Cf. E. W. llopkins, The Greal Epic of dia
pp. 397-398). (2) The rajadharma section of the Santi-
parvan, although professing to embody the teaching of
Bhisma, reveals no especial cgnnection with the views, few
and fragmentary as they are, tBat are attributed to Kaunapa-
danta by Kautilya. In the parallel example of the Manu-
samhitda, Manu often flatly contradicts the view of the school
of Arthaéastra called by that name. Thus*while the latter
(Kaut. p. 6) declares the sciences 1o be three in number, the
former (VII 43) includes all the four traditional sciences in
the curriculum of the king's studies. Again, while the Mana-
vas (Kaut. p. 29) make the mantriparisut consist of twelve
members, Manu (VII 51) gives the number of councillors
(sachivas) as seven or cight. A more general basis of difference
between the two sets oPwerks that we are now considering is
that while the Arthasastra sathors known to Kautilya are
distinguished by their controversial spirit, the canonical
authors of this period are principally concerned in their
rijadharma seclions toglay down the approved rules of
kingly conduct. These discrepancies can, we think, be
satisfactorily explained on our hypothesis of the synthesis
of the AYthasastra and early canonical ideas in the later
works. {(3) Much as the rajadharma sections of the
fSantiparvan a%e indebted to the Arthagastra it is not difficult
to detect in them some instances of original contribution
to political theory. Such, for example, are the theories of the
origin of monarchy which, as we hope to show later on, are
80 advanced in character in comparison with the earlier ideas
on the subject that they may be safely assigned on the ground
of internal evidence alone to the present period.
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public administration in the setting of the Whole
Duty of the King. Thus Manu has no hesitation in
mentioning in the course of his chapter on kingly
duties _that the king should worship the learned
Brahmanas, should marry a queen of equal caste and
should appoint a domestic priest as well as other
officiating priests for the performance of gacrifices*.
. Similarly Bhisma in chapter LVT of the Santiparvan
opens his address by observing that the king’s fore-
most duty is to behave towards the gods and the
Brahmanas according to the prescribed rule, for,
he explains, it is by worshipping these that the
king repays his debt to virtue and is respected
by his subjects.t The same mingling of functions
is observable in the 1';unent and characteristic
summaries of kingly duties that occur in these
works. Manu, for cxample, says in one place,
*“Not to turn back in lfattle, to protect the people,
to honour the Brihmanas is the best means for a
king to secure happiness”i.
Besides involving the fusion of the king’s public
and his domestic functions, the synthesis of the
secular and canonical material in the works we are

* VIT 37 ; Ibid 77, Ibid 78-78.

t+ Santiparvan LVT 2-13.

1t VII 88, 8. B. E. Vol. XXV, p. 230. It may be noticed
herd that the commentators of the Smriti works, whide treating
the concept of rajadharma, introduce a iwofold distinetion
which, we think, virtually corresponds to the difference between
the king’s public and his domestie functions. For they conceive
the rijadharma to be of two kinds, namely those bearing visible
fruit (dristartha) and those producing invisible fruit (adris-
tartha). The former are illustrated by the sixfold policy and
the latter by the Agnihotra sacrifice. Cf. Medhatithi’s com-
mentary on Manusamhita VII. 1.
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now considering tended, we think, to Bring about
a closc approximation of the concepts of rajadharma
and dandaniti, which, as we have seen in another
place, were at first associated respectively with the
literature of the Dharmasiitras and of €he Arthaéastra.
Rijadharma, to begin with, as conceived by the
canonical authors of this period consijts, in an over-
whelming measure, of the rules of internal adminis-
tration and cxternal policv. Thus its scope 1is
virtually co-extensive with that of dandaniti, involv-
ing in either case the c:onccption of an Art of Govern-
ment. Furthermore it appears that the canonical
writers magnified the antiquity and sanctify of
dandaniti with the result that the concept of this
science was brought into #ne with that of rajadharma.
Manu, for example, applies to it* the epithet eternal
($asvati) which is usually applied to,the holy Vedas
alone, while Bhisma in chapter LIX of the Santi-
parvan declares it to have been created by the god
Brahma along with the institution of kingship by
Visnu.t

What, then, in theopinion of these thinkers, is the
cnd of the Art of Goversment, as we may render r‘n‘m"e
or less roughly the concepts of rajadharma and danda-
niti. Itis, we thinkg a striking illustration of the im-
portance of the intrusive Arthasastra clement in their
thought that the authors take over and amplify the
necessarily one-sided estimate of the science furnished

* VII 43.

t It may be here remarked that Bhisma, while describing
the merits of rajadharma, implies in one passage (LXIII 289
dandaniti and réjadbarma to be synonymous terms.
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by the secular teachers. As we have seen in another
place, Kautilya conceives the Arthadastra to fulfil
the threefold end of human existence.* Now
Bhisma in chapter LIX of the Santiparvan sums up
his elabbrate description of Brahma’s original work
on dandaniti by saying that it treated the four ends
of life, namely,, virtue, wealth, desire and salvation.t
In another place, speaking on the great benefit
accruipg from dandaniti, Bhisma says that this
science, when properly applied by the king, directs
the four classes towards righteousness and weans
them from unrighteousness. When the four classes
obsefve their respective duties, Bhisma goes on,
and the established usage is not violated, when
security springs from dandaniti and the people are
free from fear, the three (sic) classes scek their wel-
fare according to the prescribed rule, and thence
ensues the happiness of the people. Continuing his
argument, the hero states in language of bold hyper-
bole, that the four ages of the world arise according
as the king exercises dandaniti in a full or more or less
partial measure or finally abandpns it altogether.
Dandaniti, he says in condlusion, fixes the limits
of duties and is the established usage that has for its
end the welfare of the people ; when properly applied,
it is, as it were, the mother and the father.}

In-the above extraects, it will be noticed® the
canonical author develops, however uncopsciously,
'the idea expressed by Kautilya with reference to the

* Supra, pp. 130-131.
t Santiparvan LIX 79.
%1 Ibid LXIX 76—103.
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end of the Arthadastra. The view of the author of
the Santiparvan relating to the nature of rajadharma
is similarly connected with that of an earlier teacher,
Indra, who held, as we have seen in .anothen place,
that the Ksatriya’s duty was the foremost of all.*
Its keynote is struck in the very first question ad-
dressed by Yudhisthira to Bhisma. "RajAdharma,:
says the king in introducing his question, is declared
by those versed in the sacred law to be the foremost
of all duties : it is the refuge of the whole world :
virtue, wealth and desire, nay, salvation itself depend
upon it : like the rein unto the steed and the gead
to the elephant is the rdjadharma unto the people.
If the king were to err with respect to that duty
which is followed by the royal sages, the stability of
the world would cease and everything t‘vould be
thrown into confusion. Rﬁjg.dharma does away with
Lhe evil condition which fails to secure heaven, just
as the rise of the sun dispels darkness.f This point
is treated in fuller detail in some later chapters where
Bhisma, after describing the duties of the four castes
and the four orders,’ winds up with a comparative
estimate of the merits of rijadharma and other
duties. All the duties of the three classes, he says,
together with their mbhor duties, are settled out of -
the king:s duties by the Ksatriyas who follow the
highest duty among man. All duties are swallowed
up in those of the king, just as the foot-prints of all

* Supra p. 82. ;

t Santiparvan LVI 2.7. 1In verse 5 of the above we adopt
the reading ‘narendradharmo lokasya’ of the South Indian
recension instead of ‘narendro dharmalokasya® (Calcutta
edition).
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other creatures sink in those of the elephant. Th
other duties are the refuge of the few and bear littl
fruit, while the duty of the Ksatriyas is the refug®
of many people and produces many blessings. If
dandaniti were to perish, the triple Veda would dis-
appear and all duties would decline : if the primeval
rajadhanna of the Ksatriyas were to be given up, all
duties of the orders would come to an end*. The
address is continued in the same strain through
the two following chapters, but these do not
add anything to the force of the argument. The
panegyric reaches, we think, its climax in some
earlier verses of the same address. There Bhisma
ssays that all duties havg rijadharma at their head,
and all kinds of renunciation are comprised therein.
Further he states that every enjoyment, all religious
ceremoniés, ail learning, and all worlds are included
in rajadharmat. The gist of the above passages may
perhaps be expressed by saying that rajadharma
comprehends all other classes of duties and is the
mainspring as well as guarantee thereof §.

The authors of the Santipatvan and the Manu-
samhita characteristically ‘take over from the Artha-

-8astra the category of the seven elements of sovereign-
-

* Santiparvan LXIIT 24-27,

§ Ibid LXIIT 27-30. In verse 29 we read ‘bhogéh’ of the
South Tndian recension instead of ‘tydgah’ of the Calcutts
edition.

t That this does not represent the considered view of the
author appears, among other things, from the fact that the
rijadharma and the apaddharma sections of the Santiparvan
lead up to the disquisition or moksadharma which Yudhigihira
introduces by saying (CLXXIV 1) that it is the foremost of
the duties pertaining to the orders.
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ty.* Thisof courseinvolves the exelusion, as before,
of the ‘purohita’ or the royal chaplain.f In this
connection it ought to be particularly noticed that
Manu develops an idea that is at best latent in the
system of the Arthasastra, for while a.rrang::ng the
‘calamities’ of the ‘limbs’ in an order of descending
importancg, he immediately qualifieseits effect by
saying, ‘“Yet in a kingdom containing seven consti-
tuent parts, which is upheld like the triple - staff
(of an ascetic), there is no (single part) more import-
ant (than the others), by reason of the importance
of the qualities of each for the others. For each
part is particularly qualified for (the accomplishr‘r'tent
of) certain objects, (and th:.ls) each is declared to be
the most important for® that particular purpose

* Vide Manusamhita IX 204« Santiparvan LXIX 64-66.
Cf. Yajfiavalkya I 353. Some slight verbal changes are
observable in these works in the designation of the component
factors of sovereignty. For Kautilya’s ‘ durga,” fort, Manu
and the author of the Santiparvan (loc. cit.) substitule * pura,’
city,—a change which was doubtless suggested by the anti-
thesis between ° pura’ 8nda ‘janapada.” Furthermore, Manu
(loc. cit.) has ‘rastra’ instead ofs‘janapada’, while Yajfiavalkya
(loc. cit.) uses the term ‘jana,” people.

1 This personage, however, was too important to be ignored
for long in the standar®list of the seven ‘elements.’ In
the Nitisara of Kamandaka (VII 31) the purohita’s good
qualities gre described under the heading of the exceMent
qualities of the minister (sachiva). Vijfiinesvara (commen-
tary on Yijfiayalkya (I 353} similarly includes the ‘ purohita *
along with the ‘mantrin’ in the list of amityas. Nilakantha
goes a step further and flnds (commentary on Santiparvan
LXXIX 1) a place for the ‘purohita’ as well as the
sacrificial priest (ritvij) in the category of svamin by
making the latter consist of these two persons along with
the king.



