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which is effected by its means”*. This important
extract exhibits, we think, for the first time, the
application of two principles in relation to the cate-
gory of seven ‘limbs.” These principles would be
called, if we were to borrow Western equivalents,
those of integration and differentiation. It follows
from the above that Manu presents a, completer
conception of the organie unity of government than
had oceurred to his predecessors.

"..The theories of kingship in the canonical works
with which we are here concerned involve, we think,
the amplification in a greater or less measure of the
pri‘;{ciples jointly bequeathed by the early Artha-
§astra teachers and the authors of the canonical
Dharmasiitras. The autnor of the Mahabharata,
to begin with, reproduces, obviously for the purpose
of justifying ¢he royal authority, the earlier concep-
tion of the essential intportance of the king’s office.
In chapter LXVII Bhisma, replying to one of Yudhi-
sthira’s questions, declares that the ‘chiefest’ duty of
the subjects consists in the consecration of the king.
A kingless State, he explains.ds evercome by robbers :
there virtue does not become settled, and the people
devour one another. In a kingless State Bhisma
goes on, fire does not convey¢libations to the gods,
even the wicked do not prosper; the two rob the
one and many others rob the two; he that is not
a slave is made a slave; the women,are forcibly
abducted. If the king, says. Bhisma in concluding
this part of his argument, did not exist in this world
as a wielder of punishment, the stronger would

# IX 296-297, 8. B, E. Vol. XXV, p. 385.
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devour the weaker in the fashion of fishes living in
the water*. The gist of the above passages may
perhaps be expressed by saying that the happiness
and indeed the existence of the people depend
upon the king’s office. In the following chapter
Bhisma reproduces what purports to be the address
of the sage Brihaspati to Vasumanas whergin, as we
have seen in another place, both the evils attending
the king’s non-cxistence and the blessings following
from his presence are described with great force.}

* Santiparvan, LXVIL 2, 3, 3, 14-15, 16.

t Supra, pp. 86-91. A similar conception of the extra-
ordinary importance of the king’s office occurs in chapter
LZV1I of the Ramayaga. There we are told how after the
exile of prince Rama and the®death of king Dasaratha the
Brihmanas and the ministers approached Va$istha, the
family priest of the royal house of Ayodhya. *‘The great king,”’
said they, " is gone to heaven, Rima again has betaken him-
self to the forest, the valiant Laksmana also has accompanied
Rama. Both Bharata and Satrughna have gone away to the
city of Rajagriha in the Kaikeya Lkingdom to live in the
delightful abode of their maternal uncle. Appoint a king
over the Iksakus this very day, for this kingdom of ours would
perish in the absence of a king.”” This prayer is supported
by a passionate plea gn behalf of monarchy. In a kingless
State, it is said, the clouds do not sprinkle the earth with rain #
the seeds are not sown ; the Son does not obey his father nor
the wife her husband ; there exists neither wealth nor family ;
truth does not prevail. Therec the Brahmana does not perform
sacrifices, festivities and social gatherings do not take place ;
the girls decked with golden ornaments do not stroll to the
gardens in the evening; the rich cultivators and herdmen
do not sleep with the doors of their houses unbarred ; the
merchants a¥customed to wander long distances with rich
wares do not ‘travel with security ; even the ascetic who is
always in the habit of meditating on the Infinite Soul, does
not stay ; and the soldiers are powerless to defeat a foe,
Buch a kingdom is like a river without water, a forest without
grass, and a herd of cattle without the herdsman. In such a
kingdom nobody is one’s own and the people constantly
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Turning to the doctrine of divine nature of the
king we have to observe that this is presented by our
authors principally in connection with the remark-
able, and as it seems to us, original theories of the
cLe_g;jpig_gf monarchy. These views, we are inclined
to think, were formulated in the works we are now
considering with the deliberate object of countering
the teéndencies inherent in the older theory of the
king’s origin. The Buddhist theory of contract,
as we have observed in another place, tended to
strengthen a notion already familiar to Hindu
political theory, namely that the king was an official
paid by his subjects for the service of protection.*
Such a notion could not but be repugnant to those
schools and teachers who {i‘pheld, as well in the canoni-

- cal Dharmasiitras as in the secular Arthadastra, the
king’s office as the guarantee of individual and soeial
existence. Kautilya, ast we have seen, was satisfied
with a modified version of the Buddhist theory
which he twisted to justify the king’s authority and
backed up with the doctrine of the king’s divine

-nature. But his attempt was obviously a bold
makeshift and nothing mose. "It was therefore neces-

devour one another in the fashiof of fishes, Even those
atheistical persons that are guilty of violating the established
usag> and have been punished by the king, give up fegr and try
to assert themselves., The king is the Truth, he is Virtue, he
is the pedigree of the high-born, he is, as it wegge, the mother
and the father ;ehe surpasses by his excellent conduct the
gods Yama, Kubera, Indra and Varuna. If the king did not
establish the distinction between good and bad deeds, this
universe, alas !, would be like darkness and no sound know-
ledge could exist.

* Supra, p. 121.
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sary that new theories of the king’s origin should
be propounded, involving a higher basis for the
king’s office than thc mere agreement of the people.
Of such a nature, in our view, are the theories of the
Mahibharata and the Manusamhit? which, while
based upon the ground-work of an antecedent state
of nature,aniformly express, as we hop® to show pre-
sently, the idea of the king’s creation by I}jy_i;lé,will.*

It will appear from the above that the théories
of the origin of kingship as conceived by the authors
with whom we are now dealing, were anti-popular in
their origin, their object being, in c-)_tL}Ei'_ﬂv_vord'g., to
support as against the anarchical tendencies of the
theory of contract the pringiple of the king’s authori-
ty. Let us consider thesé theories in some detail.
The Manusambhita describes the origin of kingship
in the briefest outline. ‘“For when these creatures
being without a king disper’sed in all directions, the
Lord created a king for the pmtection of this whole
(creation), taking (for that purpose) eternal particles
of Indra, of the Wind, of Yama, of the Sun, of Fire,
of Varuna, of the Moca, and of the Lord of Wealth
(Kubera).”t This passage?it will be observed, begins
with a reference to an original evil state of nature.
But the author, inst®d of considering this like the

[ 3

* The‘doctnnes of divine creation of the king mentioned
above appear,to have found tlheir ultimate supporf in the
Brahminical tﬁ]aory relating to the creationeof the world by
a Supreme Being, just as the Buddhist t:heoxsy of contract
apparently found its resting-place in the conoapﬁqrg of a
natural world-order (dharma or n.iya.ma.) i.ndependeaﬂ, of the
Divine Will.

t VII, 8-4, 8. B. E. Vol. XXV p. 218,
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earlier writers as the prelude to a contract between
the people and a human or a semi-divine being,
introduces the Highest God as Himself creating the
king oyt of His own will. The king, then, according
to this view is; so far from being an official paid by
the people for the service of protection, ordained by
God to rale ofer his subjects. His rule, in short, rests
not ui)on agreement but upon Divine ordination.
The further bearing of the above passage upon the
doctrine of the king’s divinity will be more conve-
nientlyv treated in another place.

The Mahabharata has two distinct theories of the
origin of kingship which are of a more elaborate and
complex nature than the #feory of the Manusamhita.
‘For these theories traverse at length the whole
process of social evolution from its beginnings in the
original state of nature, and involve the blending
of the two ideas of divine creation and coronation-
oath or popular agreement. It will be convenient
to begin with the shorter of the two stories which is
told by Bhisma in the course of his address, already
referred to, relating to the.‘clfiet'est’ duty of the sub-
jects. There he mentions, after describing what he
conceives to be the evil consequences of the king’s
‘pon-existence, ‘It was for this reason that the gods
created the king.” This idea of divine creption is
developed by the speaker in greater detail in the
followin_ lines, People having no king in arly times,
we are told. met with destruction devouring one
another as the larger fishes devour the smaller.
They then assembled together and made compacts
(samayah) mutually undertaking to expel from their
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midst persons guilty of abuse, assault, and connexion
with other men’s wives as well as those who would
break the compact. Thus they lived by the terms of
the compact for the purpose of inspiring confidence
among all classes without distinctign. Afterwards
they collectively (sahitdh) approached the God
Brahma, being afflicted with sorrow, “Wlthout a
chief, O Lord,” they said, “we are perishing, Give
us a chief whom we shall worship in concert and
who will protect us.”” The God appointed Manu to
rule over them, but he would not at first accept
them. “I fear,” said he, “thc sinful consequences
of acts. Government, again, is a very difficultstask,
especially among men who are always deceitful in
their conduct.”” The peeble, however, overcame his
scruples by saying, “Don’t fear. The sins will
only devolve upon those who perform (the sinful
acts). For the increase of your treasury we shall
give you one-fiftieth of our animals and gold as well
as one-tenth of gram. Of the spiritual merit that
the people, well protected by the king, will acquire,
the fourth part will l%elong to you.” Thus cvaxed,
Manu made a tour roungl the world, striking terror
into the hearts of all, and making them conform to
their duties.*

The story of the origin of kingship that we have
just described connects itself historically with the

* Gantiphrvan LXVI1 17-32. ‘Kartrineno gamisyati’ ‘the
sins will devolve upon the authors (of the sinful acts)’ is the
reading in the Calcutta edition. This is preierable to the
reading ‘' vidhasyimo dhanam tava’ of the South Indian
recension, since the object of the people’s address is clearly
to quiet Manu’s apprehension of sinful contamination.
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individual figuring in Kautilya’s version of the
king’s creation. The other story to which we have
now to turn our attention is associated with the
person who was remembered in Vedic tradition as
the first consecrated ruler of men.* In chapter
LIX of the Santiparvan Yudhisthira is .ntroduced
s asking Rhisma two distinet questions, which
“are substantlally as follows. How did the title of
‘king’ (rijan) come into existence, and why does
onc man rule over persons of great intelligence and
valour, although he has the same physical organs
and mental attributes, is subject to the same changes
of birth and death and is equal in all respectg to the
others ? The answer to these questions involves a
complete account of the ‘aceation of the king’s office
and of the basis of his rule over his subjects. For
the moment we are concerned with the former point
alone. There was at first, says the hero, neither
sovereignty nor sovereign, neither punishment nor
punisher (naiva rajyam na rijasinna cha dando na
déndikah). At that time the people used to govern
themselves by means of Justige or Righteousness
(dharma). Afterwards hawever they became com-
pletely worn out and were assailed successively by
the vices of intoxication, grged, wrath and self-
indulgence. The world was disturbed, and the
Vedas as well as Justice perished. The geds were
affrighted, and they sought the protection of the Lord
Brahma. The great God created for their sake and
for the good of the world a gigantic treatise consisting

* Cf. Satapatha Brahmana V 3.5.4 : “Prithu, son of Vena,
was consecrated first of men.” 8. B. E., Vol. XLI, p. 81,
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of one hundred thousand chapters which treated the
fourfold end of life—virtue, wealth, desire and
salvation. This was called Dandaniti and became
the archetype out of which successive summaries
were prepared by the gods Siva and Indra and
the sages Brihaspati and Sukra. Thereafter the
gods apprqached Visnu and implored Him to
select a person deserving to occupy the highest
place (§raisthyam) among mortals. The great ‘God
created by a fiat of his will a son produced out
of his own lustre. This person however did not
desire sovereignty, and he treated his authority as a
trust (nyasa). His fourth successor became skilled
in policy and p}otected the people, while the next
gained an empire, and bedame self-indulgent. Then
came Vena who was killed by the angry sages for
his tyranny. Out of his right arm, prrced by the
grcat sages, came forth Pfithu, handsome, fully
armed, skilled in the Vedas and in the science of
archery. He was enjoined by the gnds and the
great sages to follow the established laws (dharma)
without fear or favo@r, wnd with strict control of his
passions. The gods and fhe sages, moreover, pro-
posed to him an oath (pratijid) which he accepted
in the following terms? *“ I will constantly protect the
earth in thought, word and deed, as if it were
Brahman. I will carry out the established laws
in accordamce with dandaniti. I will never act
arbitrarily. The twice—born classe§ shall never
be punished by me and the world shall be saved
from the danger of inter-mixture of -classes.”
Prithu was consecrated by the Brihmanas and
the sages as well as by the gods including Visnu
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Himself. He was called king (rdjan) because all
his subjects were gratified (rafijitah) by him, and he
earned the title of Ksatriya as he healed the wounds
of the Brahmanas. The eternal God Visnu in person
established his status by declaring that no one
would transcend him. 'The divine Visnu, moreover,
entered the pérson of the king, and hence-the whole
universe worships the kings as if they are gods.*
Such are the two stories of the origin of kingship
that are set forth in the Mahabharata. The mytho-
logical atmosphere is patent in cither case as also
the curious blending of ideas and notions of an in-
congruous nature. ' Nevertheless thc above extracts,
it is hardly too much to $ay, mark the culmination
of the Hindu theories of the king’s origin, Let us
analyse the leading ideas in these passages. In
both, it will be observed, the starting-point is an
original State of Nature which is so vividly described
in the words of the latter extract, “ naiva rijyam na
rajasinna cha dando na dindikah.” While, however,
this involves, in the first case, from the verjr start a
dreadful condition of anarchy, il is presented in the
second case as a preliminary condition of Iieace and
righteousness followed by a period of growing degen-
eracy and accumulating evil. The first theory intro-
duces immediately at the close of the anarchical state
of nature a stage which, we think, has no parallel in
Hindu political theory except in the pascages of the
z

* Saptiparvan LIX 5-136. Mr. K. P. Jayswal (Calcutia
Weekly Notes, Vol. XVI p, xx, corrected and amplifled,
Modern Review, Calcutta, Vol. XI p. 193) was the first to dis-
gover in the above passage the two successive atages of the
evolution of kingship. as conceived by the canonical author,
as well as the formula of the coronation-oath,
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Buddhist canon that have been quoted in another
place.* This stage involves the formation by popular
agreement of society without-a —political superior,
in this approaching closely, to borrow the language
of Western political philosophy, to the notion of a
social contract as distinguished from a governmental
pact. ,"( Passing to the immediately fotlowing stage
it should be noticed that both the extracts attribute
the king’s creation,—and "herein lies the essential
difference of the Mahjbhirata story from the older
theorics of the Buddhist canon and of the Artha—\
§astra,—to the will of the Supreme Delty , For
while in the first story Manu is ordained by the god
Brahma to rule over the pe,ople in the sccond Vlbl;lu
crcates a mind-begotten Son for the same purpose.
Herc the story might well have ended, but
the author goes on to supplemént this by
importing notions having little or no affinity to
that of divine creation. In thesfirst case it is declared
that the people made what may be called a one-
sided contract with the king-designate, by which
they relieved him feorme the responsibility for their
own sins, while chargin® themselves to pay the
royal dues. The king, then, it would seem, rules his
subjects by the rigl® of divine creation, which is
reinforced by the voluntary agreement of the sub-
jects. ¥n the second case, Prithu_who is the ?irst
true king gnd is the seventh lineal descendant of
Visnu’s nominee has to accept an oatlf of observance
of the established laws and mstltutmns, and at the
same time he is mentioned to have been not only
ordained by Visnu but animated by the God’s essence.

* Supra, pp. 117-1189,
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From this it would appear to follow that the king,
according to the author, while ruling by virtue of
divine creation, is subject to the terms of his coro-
nation oath.

In éxamining the theories of the king’s origin
as above described, we have found involved in them
the notian ofethe king’s divine nature. This point
'deserves to be treated in some detail. The teachers
of the Arthaéastra including even Kautilya imputed,
as we have seen in another place, a kind of divinity
to the king by metaphorically assimilating his fune-
tions to those of various specified deities. This
view is not unknown to the authors whom we are
now considering. ;Manu,‘for example, enjoins the
king in one place to imitate the energetic action of
eight specific deities, and he scizes the occasion to
show how the king’s acts resemble severally the
functions of those deitles.* Similarly Bhisma, in
chapter LXVIII of the Santiparvan, asked as to
why the king is called a god, quotes the long address
of the sage Brihaspati in which, as we have observed
before, the king is said to asgume the forms of five
deities according to the varying nature of his func-
tions.} Yet the most characteristic pronouncement
of the canonical authors of this period on the present
point, and that which in their system bears directly
upof the question of the mutual relations of #he king
and his subjects, is centred in the doctgine of the
king’s divine *personality—a doctrine which, we
can not help thinking, was deliberately introduced
by these authors with the object of strengthening

* IX 303-311.
t Supra p. 95.
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the principle of authority. t-’in Manu’s theory of the
king’s origin, it will be observed, the king is stated
to have been created out of the particles of eight
guardians of the world. ' The consequence of this
act in investing the king with superhuman majesty
is deseribed in the immediately following
lines. * Because a king has beer? formed of
particles of those lords of the gods, he therefore
surpasses all created beings in lustre ; and, like the
sun, he burns eyes and hearts ; nor can anybody on
earth even gaze on him. Through bis (supernatural)
power he is Fire and Wind, he Sun and Moon, he
the Lord of justice (Yama), he Kubera, he Var.-una,
he great Indra.”® While Manu conceives the king to
be formed out of eight ghardians of the world, the
author of the Santiparvan declares him, by way
of justifying his authority, to have absorbed
the essence of the god %isnu,—a view which
recalls the idea conveyed in a %ext of the Satapatha
Brihmana.t In the passage bearing on this point,
Bhisma, after answering Yudhisthira’s first question
regarding the origis gf kingship, proceeds, as it
seems to us, to answer thesecond query of the king,
namely why the people submit to one man who
is their equal in all gespects. The Lord Visnu, he
says, entered the person of king Prithu, and
hence the world bows down to one man as td a
god. What reason is there, he asks, for the people’s
submission %o one man except his divine quality

* VII 5-7, S. B. BE. Vol. XXV p 217. With the last verse
cf. Ihid V 86 whaere the king is held to be an incarnation of
the same list of eight deities.

t V 1. 5. 14. of, supra, pp. 32-88.
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(daivadrite gunit)? A god, he continues, whose
stock of spiritual merit is exhausted comes down
upon earth from heaven, and is born as a Kking
versed in the science of polity and as a 1nan
endowed with Visnu’s majesty. As he is estab-
lished by the gods, no one transcends him and
everybedy shbmits to him. This capacjty of ruling
the earth does not aceruc to him by his own merit.
Meritorious acts lead to meritorious results, and hence
mankind obeys the voice of one man who is equal
toit.* In this case, it will be observed, the author
‘categorically denies the king’s authority to arise
from his intrinsic qualities. Hec derives it on the
contrary from the king’s divine origin and nature,
on the hypothesis of the king’s creation hy the
god Visnpu and his incorporation of the god’s
essence.t

We have thus far endeavoured to show how the
older ideas relating to the cssential importance of the
king’s office and his divine nature were developed
by the canonical writers of this period. As in the

* Santiparvan, LIX 128, 13>, ¥33-136.

+ We may consider in thke present place certain current
Jestimates of the Hindu doctrine of the king’s divinity. Prof.
Pramatha Nath Banerjea (op.cit. p. 11 and foot-note) holds on
the authority of certain texts of tha:Sukraniti (I 30-34 ; Ibid 87)
that in ancient India “only a righteous king was regarded as
divine,” and “the king was not o devata but a nara-devata.”
Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar (op. cit. p 130) virtnally ¥ndorses the
former statement and quotes one of Dr. Banerjea’s texts (Sukra
170) to prove that according to the Hindu thedry “a king is a
naradeva only so long as he is virtuous and he ceases to be
g0 the moment he goes 1o the bad.”” Now however important
Sukra’s qualification of the older doctrine of the king’s divi-
nity might be, it is dificvlt to understand the grounds on
which hig view is held to represent as above the Hindu theory
on the point in question. For Sukra’s theory, so far as we
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earlier case, these theories led as a logical .comllary
to the formulation of the doctrines of submission
and obedience of th¢ subjects. ‘“Even an infant
king,” says Manu in one place, ‘“must not be des-
pised (from an idea) that he is a (mere) mortal ;
for he is a great deity in human form. Fire burns
one man ogly,_if he carelessly approaghes,it; the
Jfire of a king’s (anger) consumes the (whole) family,
together with its cattle and its hoard of property.”
Again. he says, * The (man), who in his exceeding
folly hates him, will doﬁbtlc—ssly perish ; for the king
quickly makes up his mind to destroy such (a man).
Let no (man), thercfore, transgress that law which
the king decrees ¥ith respect to his favourites, nor
(his orders) which inflict paitt on those in disfavour.” *
Like Manu the author of the Sintiparvan inculcates
the submission of the subjects to their ruler. In
chapter LXVII where Bhisma develops his view
making the consceration of tlje king the ‘chiefest’
duty of the subjects, he says that the person who
desires his own welfare should honour the king as
he honours the god gIndra. Again, he states that
the people should respectfully salute the king as
the disciples salute their preceptor, and they should
wait upon him as theggods wait upon Indra, for he
who is honoured by his own subjects is feared even

are aware,%s peculiar to him and is notl shared by the other
Hindu authors As for the contention that the king was not
a ‘devata’ but 4 ‘nara-devata’, it is pointedly djsproved by one,
of the concluding verses of ehapter LIX of the Santiparvan|
which categorically states that the kings and the gods ever’
gince Prithu’s time have been declared by the sages to be
equal (tato jagati rajgndra satatam énbditam budhaibh devi-
écha naradevaécha tufya iti visédmpate).
* VII 8; 13, 8. B. E. Vol. XXV pp. 217-218.

24
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by his enemies, while he who is not so honoured is
overwhelmed by them : if the king is overwhelmed,
all his subjects feel unhappy.*

We have mentioned above those ideas of the
canonical authors of this period which, it ap-
pears, werc meant by them to justify the king’s
authority over his subjects. Let us next consider
what; if. any, counteracting principles derived
imore or less from the same source were drawn
'by thesc authors into their common synthesis.
'We find that however much these writers stressed
the duty of the subjects. they insisted, as before,
'upgn  the king’s observance of the reciprocal
duty of protection.f “1n some pPassages the duty

* Santiparvan LXVII 4,34-36.

+ Cf. fantiparvan LVIII 1-t where prafection is declared
to be the Tréam of the king’s duties and is held to be parti-
cularly “approved by -seven Specifird teachers who are the
authors of trealises on the science of polity. In the Manu-
samhitda as well as the . Santiparvan protection is frequently
inculcated in the earlier fashion by means of moral and
gpiritual sanctions. Thus Manu in one place, while urging
the king to punish thieves, compares (VIII 303) the king's
protection of the subjects to the performance of a sacrifice,
and he writes (VII1 306) ** A king who protects the created
beings in accordance with the sacred law and smites those
worthy of corporal punishment, daily offers (as it were) sacri-
fices at which hundreds of thousands (are given as) fees.”” Onthe
other hand Manu (VII 111-112) threatens the oppressive king
with the loss of life, family, and kingdom. In the Santiparvan
(LXXI 26-29) Bhisma, afler declaring the king’se protection
of the subjects to be his highest duty, observes, * In a thousand
vears the king expiates the sin which he commkits in one day
“by his failure ‘to protect his sabjects from fear. For ten
thousand years the king enjoys in heaven the fruit of the
merit which he acquires in a single day by just protection of
his subjects.”” In other passages the canonical authors incul-
cate protection by making the king participate in the spirit-
ual merits as well as demerits of his subjects, Thus Manu
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of protection is brought into relation, as before,
with the king’s collection of taxes so as to imply
that the former follows as a corollary from the latter.*
Furthermore the theory of divine creation in the
Manusamhitd while leading, as we have observed in
another place, to the doctrinc of submission and

obedience of the subjects, suggests in it® actual con-
“text that the king is liable to the divinely ordained

observes (VIIT 304) in the context from which we have'just.
quoted, “ A king who (duly) proteets (his subjects) receives

from each and all the sixth part of their spiritual merit ; if

he does not protect them, the sixth part of their demerit also
(will fall on him).”” Yajhavalkya (I 333) similarly states that

the king who justly protects his subjects obtains one-sixth of

their merits, since t8e gift of protection is greater than all
other gifts. Inchapter LXXV 540 of the Santiparvan Bhisma,
asked as to how the king may attain blissful regions, says
that the king enjoys a fourth part of Lhe spiritual merit earned
by his well-protected subjects. On the other hand the king
is liable to one-fourth or one-half or even the whole of what-
ever evil befalls the kingdom. Iom this the author draws
the practical eonclusion that the k‘kng who fails to recover
wealth stolen by thieves shounld return its equivalent out of
his own treasury.

* Cf. Manu (VII 144), * The highest duty of a Ksatriya
is to protect his subjects, for the king who enjoys the rewards
just mentioned (viz. the taxe® specified, Tbid 130-132 ; 137-189)
is bound to (discharge that) Quty ; Tbid IX 254 : * The
realm of that king who takes his share in kind though he does
not punish thieves (will be) disturbed and he (will lose heaven® ;
Ibid VIIL 207-308 : “A g who does not afford protection,
(yet) takes his share in kind, his taxes tolls and duties, daily
presents agd fines, will (after death) soon sink into hell. Bhey
declare that a king who affords no protection, (yet) receives
the sixth part pf the prodnuce. takes upon himseif all the foul-
ness of his whole people’” ; Santiparvan CXTell. 31 : “Anim-
potent Ksatriya is the king who unjustly exacts his dues
without fulfilling his duty of protection and he is P.nskﬂled in
the expedients of policy ”* ; Ibid CXXXIX 100 ; ™‘(The king)
should spend his taxes aft.er collecting one-sixth (of the
produce as) the same: he who does not properly proteet his
subjects is a thief among kings (parthivataskarah).”’ Similarly
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duty of protcction.* Finally, it should be remarked
that Bhisma in one passage, while answering the ques-
tion relating to the condition of a state in exiremis,
(pointedly declares protection to be the sole justi-
ﬁpatlon of the king’s existence,—a view which obvi-
Ously serves as a powerful counterpoise to the cano-
‘nical doctrine relating to the duty of the subjects.}

Allied to the conception of protection as being
the supreme duty of the king is the view mentioned
in chapter LXIX of the Santiparvan which relates
to the km&_‘observance of the science of polity
(dandaniti) in the fullest measure. In the extract

7T

Yajfiavalkva (I 3, 3, 5) savs 1h£Lt the king takes half of what-
ever sins are committed by the unprotected subjecls since he
“evies taxes. In this connexion wo may mention Sintiparvan
LXXI 10 where certain taxes levied by the king are called
his wages {velana)—a vmw involving the idea that Lhe king
is an official.

* Cf. Manu VIT 2 (a yerse which immediately precedes tle
author’s account of the king's creation) : “A Ksatriya who
has received according to the rule the sacrament prescribed
by the Veda, must duly protect this whole (world).”” S. B. E.
Vol. XXV, p. 216.

t The reference is to Chapter LXXVITI (35-44) of the
Santiparvan. There Bhisma replying to a question of Yudhig-
thira declares that the person who becomes a raft on a raftless
stream or a means of conveyance whare there is no other means,
should be honoured, no matter whether he is a Sadra or a
mn of any other caste. For, as the speaker pointedly asks,
what is the use of a bull incapable of bearing burdens, a cow
that gives no milk, a wife who is barren and a king who fails
to afford protection ? In picturesque la.nguﬁ.gc he declares
that a Brahmafia who does not study the Vedas, and a king
who fails to protect his subjects, are like a wooden elephant,
aleathern®eer, a eunuch or & barren fleld. TTe who constantly
protects the good, concludes Bhisma, and restrains the wicked,
should alone be made a king ; this whole world is sustained
by such a man,
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bearing on this point, Bhisma undertakes to teach
his royal interlocutor what he conceives to be the
great benefit accruing from dandaniti to the king
as well as the subjects. In the course of this address
he states that the king is the cause of time and not
vice versa. When the king acts wholly according to
dandanitie there arises the Golden Age. When he
- observes threc-quarters of the science, the Silver
(Treta) Age comes into existence. The Brazen
(Dvapara) Aze arisey when the king gives up half
of dandaniti and follows the remaining half. Lastly
the Iron (Kali) Age emerges when the king gives up
the whole of dandaniti, and oppresses his peoPle by
means of evil ‘cxpedientg. (ayogena). In the con-
cluding lines of the above thapter Bhisma repeats that
the king is the creator of the four ages, and he observes
that the king cnjoys a great reward in case of his
producing the Golden Agt, little reward when he
produces the Silver Age andsthe proper reward for
producing the Brazen Age, while for causing the
Iron Age he incurs great sin and lives for ever in<
hell.* The above oktgact, besides stressing the king’s
obligation in respect o observance of the science
of polity, presents, we think, some additional points
of interest. We hawe, in this case, presented to us in
a special sense, an idea known to another teacher
who i® quoted in chapters XC—XCI of the $anti-
parvan, tl;e idea namely that the king is the creator,
of the Agc-cycle. As in the latte» example, it is

* Rantiparven IXIX 79-101. In verse 89 of the above
extract we have adopted the reading ‘nityardham’ of the
South Indian recension in place of ‘nityartham’ of the
Calcuita edition,
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here used not to advance the king’s authority but
¥to impress him with a sense of his responsibility.*
Another idea involved in the foregoing extract is
that the varying nature of the king’s rule produces
corresponding wariations in the social and moral
and even physical conditions of the age—a view
which is paradleled by that of the sage Utathya as
known' to us from the quotation in chapter XC of
the Santiparvan.

We may mention, in the npext place, an extract
which, although occurring in a separate book of the
Mahéabharata, is most relevant to the subject of our
preseftt enquiry in as much as it inculeates, as far
as we are aware, for the s%cond timé in the order of
historical sequence, the rikht of tyrannicide.t In
chapter LXI of the Anusasanaparvan Bhisma
speaking on the Law of charity (danadharma)
observes, ** The king whd tells his people that he is
their protector but does not actually protect them
should be slain by his combined subjects like a mad
dog afflicted with the rabies”.

&
L

* The same idea relating to ﬂ]e king’s connect.ion with the
Age-cycle appears in the Manusamhbitda 1X 301-302, where it is
used to inculcate the duty of active exertion on the part of
the king.

+ For the earlier passage, vide p. 101 supra.

b X.nnéiaanapawan LXT 32-33. Prof. Benoy Kumar Sarkar
(Political Science Quarterly, March 1918, p. 498), considers
we think, without‘sufﬂcient reason, two verses i} the Manu-
samhitd (VII111-112) to involve ** an unequivocal enunciation
of the doctrine of resistance, i.e. of the righte of the people
against the king.”” In our opinion these merely convey a
solemn warning to the oppressive king, and may at the most
be construed into an inculcation of the duty of protection. Cf.
p- 184, footnote, supra. '
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Let us next consider the views of the canonical
authors of this period with regard to the Brahmana’s
position in_relation to the king and the people.
Here, again, it would seem that the writers absorbed
the ideas of the Artha$istra and the, Dharmasttras-
in a common synthesis. ~ Thus Bhlsma, to begin
with, saysin one place, “By honouring the Brahmanas
and the Ksattriyas, the people attain happiness ;
by disregarding these they assuredly perish;
Brahmanas and Ksattriyas are said to be the root
of all castes.” * This passage obviously inculcates
the old canonical doctrine relating to the joint
authority of the Brihmana and the Ksattriya over
all the rest. Astbetween these powers Manu teaches
in one place the docwfine of their interdepend-
ence. He writes, “Ksattriyas prosper not without
Brahmanas, Brahmanas prosper not without
K;g.a.ttriyas; Brahmanas end Ksattriyas, being
closely united, prosper in this (world) and in the
next.”” ¥ Yet the whole burden of the context
in which the above passage occurs is the idea
of the Brahmana’s immense potency and sanctity.
“Let him (viz. the king), not,”” says Manu, * though
fallen into the deepest distress, provoke Brahmanas
to anger; for they. when angered, could instantly
destroy him together with his army and his
vehicleg.”” I This is followed by other verses te the
same effect, but it is unnecessary to quote them
here. In &nother place Manu declargs, * The Brih-
mana is declared (to be) tjggereator (of the world),

* Sintipa;;;n LXXIII 4-5,
t IX 322, 8, B. E. Vol. XXV, p. 399.
t Ibid 313, 8. B. E. Vol. XXV, pp. 397-398.
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the punislier, the teacher, (and hence) a benefactor
(of all ereated beings); to him let no man say any-
thing unpropitious, nor use any harsh words.” *
These sentiments find expression in relation to
our subject jn the view already inculcated in
the earlier canon, namely that the Brahmana
is the one primary power of which thg Ksatriya
is the «derivative. Thus the Manusamhita and the
Sﬁntiparvan have two verses In common, stat-
ing that the Ksattriyas sprang from the Brahmanas
who are therefore cntitled to restrain the latter.}
With this may be connected the statement uttered by
Bhism.a in another place, namely that the security
and welfare of the kingdom depend upon the king,
~while those of the king*depend upon the ‘puro-
hita’.}

However important may be the part played by
the theories of the State‘in the rajadharma sections
and chapters of the works with which we are here
concerned, there is, we think, little doubt that the
bulk of thesc sections consists of rules relating speci-
fically to the art of government. These rules in-
volve, as we hope to show presently, the absorption
‘of a mass of Arthasastra material into the system
of the Brahminical canon. Both Manu and the
author of the Santiparvan, for ecxample, make
the king’s training and self-discipline the first
requisite of successful government. Manu
starts his description of the duties of the

* XI 35, 8. B. E. Vol. XXV, p. 436. Cfp: supra.
1 Manu IX 320-321 ==S¢'mtiparvan LXXVIII 21-22.
t Santiparven LXXIV 1.
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king and the royal officers by saying that the
king should worship learned Brahmanas, should
cultivate modesty, should learn the four traditional
sciences and should conquer the senses. The last
involves the suppression of eighteen viges (vyasanas)
which Manu declares to be worse than death.* The
reason for the exercise of this self-comgpand is indi-
._{E.ted in another place where it is declared that the
person who has vonquered his own senses is alone able
to keep his subjects under control.f Similarly
in chapter LXIX (3-4) of the Santiparvan, Bhisma
while instructing Yudhisthira about the primary
duty of the king or of one doing duty in his séead,
states that the Ring should first conquer his own
self and afterwards his ew®mies, for, he asks, how
can the king who has not achieved self-conquest
conquer his enemies ?  Again, in chapter LXXI}
Bhisma, asked as to how the king who protects his
subjects may not be afflicted with anxiety and may
not commit breach of rightcousness, says that the
king should give up covctousness and anger. For
the foolish king whg Eerforms his task under the
influence of anger and dgsire cannot secure either
virtue or wealth.

Like Kautilya the canonical authors of this period
urge the king’s appointment of ministers and other
officers yhose qualifications and employment they
describe in some detail.§ They lay down, moreover,

-

* VII 37-53.

t Ibid 44.

% Verses 1; 6-7.

§ Manusarhita VIT 54-68; Santipa.r*:. LXXX, LXXXIII.
25 )
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rules after Kautilya's fashion for the king’s consult-
ation with his ministers. * In this connection it
should be naticed as a further illustration of the
connection between  Arthasiastra and canonical
thought that Manu discovers the rationale of a civil
service in the very nature of government.} while
Bhisma declares sovereignty to have espionage for
its ropot and deliberation for its essence. ’

Turning to the rules of public policy we may
mention that Manu enjoins the king to protect his
kingdomn and destroy its opponents, by employing
the striking analogy of the weeder who plucks up
the wecds and preserves the corn.f In an earlier
verse he recommends the king tat adopt the tradi-
tional list of four expedients, namely conciliation,
dissension, bribery and force.§ Among these, it
should be observed, Manu prefers conciliation and
force to the rest, while, he justifies the employment
of the lacter expedient only in the last resort.|)

In connection with this point, it may be noticed
as a characteristic feature of the canonical statecraft
its frequent inculcation of a mixed or a middle course
of conduct upon the king. | Manu, for example, urges
the king in one place to be both sharp and gentle
on the ground that one who behaves in this fashion

¢ Manusamhitda VII 147-155.

1 Ibid VII 55: " Even an undertaking easy (in 1tself)
is (sometimes) hard to be accomplished by a single man; how
much (harder isct for a king), especially (if he has) no assist-
ant, (to govern) a kingdom which yields great revenues §”’
S. B. E., Vol. XXV, p. 224,

1 VII 110.

§ Ibid 107.

Il Ibid 108-109.
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is highly respected.* This precept is taught with
greater effect in the Santiparvan. In chapter LVI
Bhismi speaking on the duties of the king urges the
observance of the qualities of truthfulness, righteous-
ness, straightforwardness and the like,f but in
the same breath he mentions certain exceptions to
the general rule by pointing to the csgential needs
Qf statecraft. The mild king, we are told, is.cons-‘
tantly disregarded by all men, while he who is strict"
becomes oppressive to the people; hence the king’
should be both mild and strict.} In a later passage’
Bhisma forbids Yudhisthira to be merciful towards
all creaturces and, after quoting a text from Bahas-
pati, concludes %hat the king should neither be
constantly merciful noreonstantly severe, but:
should be like the vernal sun which causes neither
cold nor perspiration .§ Again in chapter LXXV
Bhisma, aftersaying that thesking who is self-seeking,
cruel and very greedy, can not rule his subjects; is
constrained to state in reply to u question of Yudhis-
thira that sovereignty can not be excrcised by one
who is wholly mercu‘ul In a later verse Bhisma
attempts to justify hv teaching by saying that no
righteous man, be he houscholder or king or student, |
ever scrutinized the nature of righteousness with
particular care.| This implies, as we Ilearn from
the commentator, that a slight breach of morality
is unavoidable. In another place the teacher, asked

* VII 140.

t Santiparvan LVI 17-20.

t Tbid 21.

§ Ibid 37-40.

] Su.ntlpa.rvan LXXV lé 18; 28,
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as to the qualifications of the ministers (sachivas),
confesses that the kings desiring success have to
adopt both righteous and unrighteous paths and
he proceeds to advise that the king should trust as
well ag distrust some people.*

Coming to the domain of forcign policy properly
so called, we find the canonical authors making
in the style of the Arthasastra expediency the grand .
canon of statecraft. In chapter CXXXVIII of the
Santiparvan Yudhisthira asks how the king should
behave when he is swallowed up by many foes.
How, he continues, can the king acquire {riends and
foes,» and how should he behave towards them ?
Bhisma replies by expounding waat he calls the
esoteric duty that is applicable in times of distress.
The foe, he says, becomes a friend and the friend
becomes disaffected owing to the regard for self-
interest. The course ofeaffairs is constantly shifting,
hence the king should rcpose confidence as well as
wage war. In a later passage Bhisma drives his
lesson home by indulging in an apparent paradox.
The unwise man, he says, wphqtdocs not constantly
ally himself with the foe {gils to attain his desires or
even slight rewards, while he who with an eye to his
own interest makes an alliance with the foe and war
with the fricnd wins great success.}

A Ibid LXXX 5; 12. In other cases the authomwabandons
this balanced attitude and commits himself straightway to
a more extreme position. Thus in chapter IXXXV 33-34
Bhisma urges tht king to make others trust him but not him-
self trust any mﬁ. Reposing of trust even in one’s sons, he
continues, is not approved, and he concludes by observing
that want of trust is the highest mystery among kings.

t Santiparvan OXXXVIII ¢, 7, 12-14, 16-17. The same
spirit is reflected in Manuy's rules of foreign policy, VII 169-180,
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While laying down their rules of public‘inj‘)olicy,
the canunical authors show themsclves ready enough
to justify the king’s sacrifice of personal and domestic
ties for the purposc of ensuring the good of the State,
The person who acts contrary to the igterests of the
kingdom consisting of seven limbs, says Bhisma in
one place, must certainly be slain, no matter whether
he is a preceptor or a friend@ Yct it is notideable
that as in Kautilya the goal towards which -the
system of statccraft is dirccted is not territorial
aggrandisement. Manu, for example, requires that
the king after winning a victory should place a rela-
tive of the vanquished ruler on the throne #fter
fully ascertaining The wishes of the conquered people.t

Another branch of statecralt that is treated in
these works and forms, as before, a distinet group
by itself, is concerned with the rule of punishment
(danda). Here, as in oth®r cases, the canonieal
authors would seem to elothe ing poctical and roman-.
tic garb the ideas of the Arthisastra. Thus Manu
for the purpose of stressing the importance of
punishment as the ggagd sceurity of public order,
personifies the abstract primeiple and invests it with
the highest attributes of sanctity and power. * For
the (king’s) sake,” he says, *the Lord formerly
created his own son, Punishment, the protector of
all creatures, (an incarnation of) the law, fornfed
of Brahman’s glory.” And again, ‘ Punishment is
(in reality) ﬂm king {(and) the male, thak the manager
of affairs, that the ruler, and that is called the surety

* Santiparvan LVII 5,
1 VII 202,
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for the four orders’ obedience to the ‘law.” * This
is followed by a verse of a sxrmlar import which, as
we now know, was borrowed by Manu from an older
text.f In another place Manu justifies the inflic-
tion of punishment, in the fashion of some of the
Arthadastra teachers, by pointing to the inherent
evil of cosmit nature. He writes, ** The whole world
is kept in order by punishment, for a guiltless man is
hard to find ; through fear of punishment the whole
world yields the enjoyments (which it owes.)”

While on the subject of punishment, Manu men-
tions certain qualities as being absolutely necessary
for “the king’s successful discharge of this all-
important function. Such are the qualities of straight-
forwardness, consideratertess, coftrol of the senses
and the like.§ We might perhaps take this in the
light of a much-necded corrective to the view laid
down by the author iIn an earlier passagel where
punishment is declated in effcet to be the king’s
divine prerogative.

Let us next consider the attitude of the authors
whom we are now considering, towards 1(‘1:_gion and
morality in so far as thi, is refleeted in their rules
relating to internal administration and external
policy. As regards the first, point, it is obvious,
since politics is here treated under the title of raja-
dharma, that it is part and parcel of the Sasred Law

* VII 14 17,

t VII 18 ; cf. p. 107 supra. For a still mors vivid and
powerful description of the nature of punishment, vide chapter
CXXI of the Santiparvan.

1 VII 22.

§ VII 28-31.

| VIT~u il yoted just above,



197

(dbarma). To say this, however, is not to state that
politics as conceived by these thinkers is derived
from the sacred canon, for, as we have seen in another
place, they drew freely upon the ideas of the Artha- .
$astra to fill in the dim outline of the carlier canoni-
cal list of the king’s duties. The point is brought
out in a characteristically dramatic ¢ fashion, in
chapter CXLII of the Santiparvan which, as stated
by the author, forms the grand apologia on behalf
of Bhisma’s teaching. There we are told how the
pious and gentle king Yudhisthira, after listening to
the Machiavellian rules and principles of his master,
can restrain himself no longer and bursts out ime the
agony of his souls* If this horrible and disreputable
course ol conduct is pregfribed by thee even for
persons like ourselves, does there exist any established
usage of the robbers which thou wouldst advise me
to shun? I am bewildered sand thrown into grief ;
my virtue (dharma) is relaxed ;.hmvcver much I may
try to reconcile myself to them, I have not the reso-
lution to act according to thy precepts.” Bhisina
makes the mcmorablc admission that his teaching
of duty to the king has notJaeen derived from hearing
the Sacred Canon alone, but is the ‘culmination of
wisdom” and is the ‘dlstﬂled honey gathered by the
learned.” This leads to a disquisition on the nature
of rajadharma. The king, it is urged, should arramge
for that manifold wisdom, by following which his
reason is nag characterised by a onc-sided morality.
Duty (dharma) having wisdom (buddhi) for its
source as well as the practice of pious men must
be always learnt from experlence Since those kings
who are supreme in wisdom are capable of desiring
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conquests, they should counteract the *dharma
by means of reason. The king’s ‘ dharma’ is not
capable of being performed by a one-sided morality :
"how can a weak king acquire wisdom which he has
not learnt before ?*  Politics, then, according to
this view, is based not so much on the sacred canon
as on reasoncand experience.f .

Tuarning next to the consideration of the authors’
attitude towards mo\_rgl_l_i_gy in so far as this is marfi.—
fested in their rules of statecraft, we think we ecan
wdetect in them a qualitied aceeptance of the teaching
of the Arthadastra. These authors, indeed, no doubt
in accordance with their stricter adherence to the
concept of the religions basis of*human existence
.repudiate almost entirely ¢he dismal crced of crueity
and deeeit which formed, as we have seen in another
place, the essence of the Arthadastra statecraft.
Manu, for example, while enjoining the king to be
‘on his .guard against the treachery of his enemies,

st

* Rantiparvan CXLI1I 1-7.

t The commentator Nilakantha brings oul this idea very
clearly by drawing a contrast between the rules of public
policy and the Vedie religious rites and ceremonics; He writes,
(commentary on Santiparvan (XLII 3), “This is not enjoined
(to be done) in the manner of the Agmht}tr& sacrifice and the
like, but because it was framed by learned men who found
serious evils arising from its non-performance.”’

UThe above conception of Politics as involving d'he lessons
of reason and experience leads Bhisma in the latier portion of
the chapter from which we have just quoted., to mention a
remarkable caron of interpretation of the Sacred Law in
general. The knowledge of dharma, he says (Ibid 17), is
acquired not by means of the sacred text alone, nor by reason
alone. [Cf. p.113 footnote, supra]. Again, he says (Thid 21)
that the canon is exalted by a verbal interpretgtion united with
reason that is based upon the canon.
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categori&ally forbids him to act with guile.* Both the
Manusamhita and the Sﬁ.ntiparvan, moreover, contain
a code of the rules of war for the guidance of the
Ksattriyas, which is distinguished by its hymane
spirit.t (Nevertheless the authors whom we are
now cons:iidering sanction, in the interests of the
king or of the State, some remarkable deBarture from
thg strict ethical standard. To illustrate this point
we need not, we think, lay much stress on those pas-
sages which exalt fighting as an act of merit on the
part of the king,I or those which justify the king’s
chastisement of his foes.§ More conclusive evi-
dence is furnished by other passages to which we
may at once turn’ our attention. In chapter C
Yudhisthira on whom the le¥sons of righteous warfare
have just been impressed by his master asks how
the kings desirous of victory may lead their troops
to battle even by slightly offehding against the rules
of morality. | Bhisma says in the course of a lengthy
reply that the king should learn both kinds of wisdom,
namely, the straightforward and ‘the tortuous™
While the king, the scagher continues, should not
follow the latter kind of wisom, he should use it for
removing the evil that overtakes him.| In another
place Bhisma, asked asto the line of conduct which
a king should pursue when his friends are dlmlmshmg
and foes are many, when his treasury is exhausted
and he has no troops, when his ministers and assis-

* Manusamhitd VII 104.

+ Ibid VII 00-93 ; Santiparvan. XCV-XCVI,
1 Cf. Manu VII 89 etc.

§ Cf. Ibid VII'32, 110 etec.

|| Santiparvan C1; 5.

26
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tants are wicked and his counsels are divulgcgll, replies
that the king should seize the wealth of all persons
other than the ascetics and the Brahmanas. Further
‘on he declares that the oppression of the subjects
for the purpose of raising the revenue is no sin and
he states on the analogy of the felling down of trees
for furnishing sacrificial stakes, that success is
impossible without slaying those persons who stand
in the way of cnriching the treasury.* Finally we
may mention a passage in chapter LXIX of the
Santiparvan where Bhisma seems to preach for
once that noxious cult of the poison and the dagger
whiéh, as we have seen in another place, was started
into vogue by the Arthadastra. -'In this passage it
is declared that the weak' king may afflict the terri-
tory of his powerful enemy by means of weapous,
fire, poison and stupefying articles.} _

It will appear from“the above that the canonical
authors while broadly inculcating the subordination
of politics to morality condone some slight breaches
of this principle for fulfilling what they conceive to
be the interests of the State. In justification of
this attitude the autho: of the Santiparvan first
mentions the argument that his rules of policy,
however much they might offend against the prin-
ciples of higher morality, are based upon the supreme
law of self-preservation which involves in this case
the acquisition of power as well. Thus in chapter
CXXX which forms the great storehouse of such
arguments, Bhisma begins by expressing his dis-
" approbation of the rule that he is about to suggest

* Santiparvan CXXX 1-2 20 ; 36 ; 41-42,
t lli'i'-{l LXIX 22,
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in the case specified by Yudhisthira—the ru.le, name-
ly, that the king ghould relieve his own distress by
seizing the wealth of all his subjects other than that
of the ascetics and the Brahmanas. This line of
conduct, he says, while fitted to cnsyre the king’s
livelihood is not approved by himself from the poinfz
of view of tyue morality in as much as iminvolves the
infliction of pain upon the subjects and in the end is
destructive like death itself. Nevertheless Bhisma
has no hesitation in urging in the lines immediately
following that the king should raise the revenue as
one raises water out of waterless tracts. In support-
ing this view he says, “ Virtue can be secured With-
out acquiring the revenue, but life is more important
than religious merit.” Beveloping this idea in a
later verse he says that since the weak man who
follows the path of virtue is incapable of securing a
just means of subsistence and since strength can not
be'acquired by mere effort, an umrighteous act a-sumes
the n\ature of virtue in tlm,es of distress, whlle a
righteous act becomes in such times a sul’t The
whole effect of thiseteaching is sumimed up 4§n the
dictates of unblushing ehoism. ‘ With his {whole
soul and hy all means, the king should seek to d\eliver
not his or anyone els®s virtue but only himself.X *

In support of his plea for a system of statecraft
based upon the creed of self-preservation, Bhi¥ma
is able to %ead in the ohapter that we are now éu;.-

* Santiparvan CXXX 8-9, 13-16, 18. We have adopted
in the rendering of the last verse but one the explanation of
the commentator who illustrates the author’s meaning by
- saying that the king's fleecing of the subjects becomes a right-
eous act in times of distr®ss, while its non-performance
becomes a sin,
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sidering the authority of the sacred canon and the
example of the pious. One set of duties, he declares,
is prescribed for those who are cémpetent to carry
them out and a quite another set for times of distress.
Again; he says that the Brihmanas themselves when
suffering from distress may perform sacrifices for
those who are not eligible and may eat forbidden
food .*

Not content with invoking the law of self-preser-
vation Bhisma appeals in the context that we are
now treating to the normal fendencies of existence
as furnishing a sufficient justification for his rule of
policy. Here again, it should be noticed, he supports
his argument by pointing to the example of the pious.
The livelihood of no man here, he says, not even
that of the ascetic living in the forest and wandering
alone can be maintained without hurting others.
No one can live by following the occupation that is
prescribed by the sage Sankha; especially is this
maxim true of one who desires to protec: his
avjlisore & I the above éxtract, it will De noticed,

Bhisma- lyirtyally declares in justification of his state-
reraft tYyat violence is the natural law of existence and
especitijly of the government of men. Of a similar
naturft js the statement contained in alater passage,
nameily that whatever exists in this world is desired
by 2'll men, each of them shouting * This is gaine .}
This’ passage which occurs in the midst of a panegyric

L

* Santiparvan CXXX 14 21,

t Ibid 28-20. ‘Sapkhalikhitam’in verse 29 is differently
interpreted by the commentator, as meaning ‘ what is written
in one’s destiny.’

1 Ibid 46,
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on wealth, evidently implies the acquisition of riches:
to be the natural law of existence.

Among the subsidiary arguments urged by the
author in justification of his partially unscrupulous
statecraft is one based upon the naturg of th_e'_Kgat-!
triya’s rule of life. The idea in this case is that the
inexorable guthority of the sacréd camon imposes
upon the Ksattriya or the king who is in distress
so;;xc rules of doubtful morality,—a view which
evidently implies the canon to be above and beyond
morality. Neither subsistence by begging, says
Bhisma in another place in the course of the above
argument, nor the occupation of the Vaisya or the
Siidra, has been %rdained for the Ksattriya whose
treasury and army are wéak and who is therefore
. overpowered by all people ; for him there has been
prescribed only that occupation which is next to his
proper duty.*

The last argument urged by ghe author in justify-
ing the rule relating to the king’s forcible seizure of
the property of the subjects is based upon the notion
of the paramount impogtance of the king or of the
State—a notion which, if pressed to its logical con-
ctusion, would involve the view that the State is
above and beyond mgrality. Since the Ksattriya,
Bhisma says in oné of the verses of chapter CXXX,
is the desgroyer as well as the preserver of the peofle,
he should take away wealth from them when he is

. .‘?ﬁntipa;‘van CXXX 23-24. The commentator explains
the last passage by saying that the king's proper duty is the
acquisition of wealth by mecans of victory in the battlefield,
and that the duty nearest to it is the acquisition of wealth by
the oppression of one’s own Kjngdom as well as that of the
enemy, :
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engaged in the task of protection. Further on he
says that the king and the subjects (lit. the kingdom)
should protect each other in times of Idiﬁicultj}.
Just as the king protects his subjects in their petil
by bestowing his substance, so should the latter
support the former in his difficulty. Inalater passage
Bhisma stat.s that the revenue is the root of the king ;
it is also the root of the army which again is the
roct of all duties which in their turn are the root of
the subjects. In the following lines the hero com-
pares, for the purpose of exculpating the royal exac-
tions, the king’s function to the performance of a
sacrificial act.*

Much as the monarchic State forms in the Manu-
samhita and the Mahabharata the centre of the
canonists’ speculation, the author of the latter work
steps in one place out of the beaten track and addresses
himself to the problem of non-monarchical com-
munities (ganas).f An Chapter CVII of the Santi-
parvan Yudhisthira tells Bhisma, ‘1 want to hear,

* Santiparvan CXXX 27, 30-31, 35, 37-39.

+ The political significance o. guna in the sense of a non-
monarchical or a republican community was first pointed
out (Modern Review, Calecutta, May 1913) by Mr. K. 2.
Jayswal who subsequently (J. B. O. R. 8. 1915, pp. 173-174)
reitcrated some of his argumen.s in the course of his
exposition of the following passage from the Mahabhéarata.
Th point has since heen treated with great thoroughness by
Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar who has distinguished (op. cit., Lect.
1V, passim) betwceen the generic sense of gana (namely, ‘Govern-
mentl of the Many ' or a republic of the Greek type), and its
special sense {namely, a ‘ republic of a tribal character which
was confined to the Ksattriya order’). Dr. Narendra Nath
Law, it may be noted, translates (Modern Review, September
1916) gana in the MahAbharata extract to be just quoted in
the more general sense of ‘ an autonomous tribe ’ or ‘ a self-
governing community,’
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O chief of the wise, the course of conduét of the
ganas, how they prosper and are not torn by dissen-
sions, (how they) conquer their enemies and acquire
allies ?”” Bhisma begins his lengthy reply by
tracing to their roots the causes of the destruction
of the ganas. Among the ganas as well as the royal
[families wh.ich form their unit], he says, it is desire
and anger that kindle hostilities. First, one [of two
patties] harbours desire, and [when this is not grati-
fied], becomes filled with indignation. Then [these
two] incur the loss of men and moncy and crush each
other. [A number of such parties| oppress one
another by means of espionage, intrigues and force,
by applying the, threefold policy of conciliation,
dissension and gift, and py the methods involving
the loss of men and money as well as intimidation.
In such a case it is by receiving [spies and the like]
that the ganas that live by unity are torn asunder,
and they, being divided and dispirited, succumbto the
enemy through fear. From this Bhisma concludes
that the ganas should always put forth their effort
in unison, for, as he explains, those who put forth
their strength and effort {n combination are capable
of acquiring wealth and they win the friendship of
external powers. Reverting to the earlier theme
he says in the concluding lines of his address that
the qugrrels among the families, when ignored, by
the family elders, produce the ruin of the clan as
well as dismnion in the gana. Contrasting the effect
of disunion with thaf of foreign a.ggre'ssion, he urges
in the same conne?kion that the external danger is
of no consequence; but the internal danger is to be
guarded against,r;*or it cuts at the root. Further on
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he says, referring to the special nature of the ganas,
that all their members are alike in respect of caste
and family, but not in the qualities of energy,
intelligence and physical accomplishments. Bhisma
closes his argument with the same practical advice as
before. * By means of dissensions as well as gift,
the ganas arg torn asunder by the cnemies: hence
unity is declared to be their principal refuge.”
Dissension, then, according to this view, is the
bane of the ganas and its avoidance their primary
desideratum. Next to this in the author’s estimation
perhaps ranks the necessity of concentration of
the rpain functions of administration in the hands
of a council of chiefs.* The heads of the ganpas,
we are told in the above“gontext, should be prineci-
pally respected, for the course of worldly affairs
depends largely upon them. Descending to delails
the teacher says that the safeguarding of counsel as
well as espionage should be left to the chiefs, for,
as he states with true insight into--the nature of
public assemblies, it is not meet that the gana as a
whole should hear the counsel. The heads of the
ganas should carry out in sgcrétq:he measures contri-
buting to their welfare, for otherwise the interests of
the separate, divided and scattered, ganas would suffer
decay and there would arise daﬁgers among them.
Among the minor conditions mentioned by
Bhisma in the foregoing chapter as ensuring the
welfare of the ganas are the appointment of righteous

* It may be observed that Yudhisthira in putting his
question points (CVII 8) to the same twofold weakness of the
ganas, namely the danger of digunion, and the difficulty of
secret eonsultation.
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officials, just laws and administration of justice,
discipline, attention to counsel, espionage and the
treasury, and lastly, respect for valour and wisdom.*

Such is the famous and oft-quoted extract
embodying the canonist’s view of the conditions
ensuring the success of republican communities. If
we have to look for a precedent, we giay perhaps
find one in fwo passages of the Buddhist canon which,
aswe have seen in another place, give identical lists
of seven conditions of welfare with reference to the
Vajji—Lichchhavi confederacy.t A comparison of
these passages, with the present one reveals, we think,

L ]

* Santiparvan CVII 6-32. In interpreting the above
extract we have felt it necessary to differ in certain places
from the versions of Mr. K. Py *Jayswal (J. B. O. R. S. 1915,
pp. 174-178) and Prof. Ramesh Chandra Majumdar (op. cit.,
pp- 110-111). ‘Kulanificha rijnaficha ’in verse 10 is, we think,
for reasons staled below, correctly rendered as ‘among the
kulas of the rijas ' (Jayswal) and not as ‘ among the kulas and
the kings, (Majumdar). Mr. Jayswal (loc. cit. p. 170 footnote)
explains it to mean °‘ aristocracies¢like that of Patala,” but
the context (vide specially verse 28) shows that ‘ kula’ is
closely connected with, in fact is part and parcel of, the * gaya.’
The true meaning of ‘ rajakula ’ in the above phrase is probably
the royal family or clan ghich, as we learn from other sources,
formed the political unit of the gana and was governed by a
chief or chiefs bearing the title of king. (Vide D. R. Bhandar-
Bar, op. cit., pp. 150-151, 160, 163 etc.). In verses 11-12
‘ lobhameko hi vrinute. . tato hyamarsasamyuktau....
prakarsantitaretarams’ evidently involves a transition from
the singular to the dual and thence to the plural number.
In verse 26 * prithagganasya bhinnasya vitatasya'® mga.mg,
we think, the separate, divided and scattered, ganpas. Finally,
the second lise' of verse 31 ' na chodyogena buddhya vi ripa-
dravyena vi punah ' should we think go with the former line
and not with the following couplet, since the application of
dissension and bribzry which is mentioned in verse 32 does
not exclude the exercise of energy, intelligence, and * tempting
with beauty.’ .

t Vide suprs, pp. 121-122.

oy



the superi;:rity of the later thought in form as well
as in matter. For while the Buddhist author addres-
ses himself to the case of a particular republican’
community and gives but a bare list of its essential
qualifications, the Brahminical writer analyses the
-qualifications of republics in general, and brings
out in cours¢ of this analysis some of their out-
standing characteristics. From the nature of the
qualifications insisted on in the foregoing passages
it further appears that while in the earlier analysis
the moralist preponderates over the political
thinker, the case is just the reverse in the latter

instance.*

* Prof, Ramesh Chandra Majumdar (op. cit. p. 107) thinks,
in view of the changed attitude of the author towards the
republics as compared with Kautilya, that the above passage
from the Mabhibharata ‘ ushered in a new epoch of political
thought which was a reac.ion against that represented by the
school of Kautilya’. We are not quite sure whether this claim
can be sustained. For much as we agree with Dr. Majumdar
in his emphasis of the different angle of vision from which
the non-monarchical communitier sre studied by Kautilya
and the author of the Mahdbhargata, we fail to find in the former
anything resembling a theory of republics,—Kautilya's treatise
as we have said elsewhere, is essentially a work on the art
of government ancl not on the theorv of the State. Nor must
it be forgotten that the reflections in the Mahabharata extract

aboze quoted, however acute they might be, roused not a

‘ie echo in the later systems of thought, while tke specula-
tions of the canonical author relating to the monarchic State
were eagerly drawn upon by the subsequent writers. In
these circumstaices we may perhaps correctly describe the
position held by the theory of the gapas in the Eintiparvan
in relation to the historical development of Hindu thought by
saying that it involved the consideration, after a long interval
and with an intensified insight,,of the problem of mpuhlim
eommunities.
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It has been our endeavour in the early part of this
chapter to show how the canonical suthors of the
present period incorporated a more or less considerable
branch of the Arthasastra thought with the teaching
of the older canon. We have now to mzption another
author belanging apparently to the close of this
period who represented, although in an incidental
fashion and within closely restricted limits, ail_ in-
dependent, not to say contrary, tradition of politicall
thinking. The Chatuhsatika written by the Buddhist!
monk Aryadeva is a didactic and philosophical york,
but it has even in, its existing fragmentary condition
at least two extracts bg#ring specifically on the
subject-matter of politics. It will be convenient to
treat these extracts along with the accompanying
commentary which, however distant it might be in
time, elucidates the author’s meaning by connecting
it with the imaginary prima jfwic argument (piirva-
paksa) to which it apparently furnishes an answer.
The first extract is concerned with thc nature of the
king’s office. Replyiglg: ag the commentator men-
tions, to the argument that the king’s pride is justi-
fied because all undertakings depend upon him,
Aryadeva states swith angry impatience, ‘‘ What
supercili;)usness is thine, (O King!), thou who apt a
(mere) servant of the multitude (ganadasa) and who
receivest tge sixth part (of the produce) as thine
wages.””* In the above passage, it will be observed,
an idea frequently represented in the earlier litera-

ture, namely, that the king is an official paid by the
. ! °

* Chatuhéatika, p. 461,
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people for the service of protection, is for once carried
to its extreme limit, and however much we may
be disinclined to treat Aryadeva’s outburst as partak-
ing of the nature of a well-considered political theory,
it'is impossible not to be struck with the broad con-
trast that it presents to the attitude of the Brahmi-
nical canonistis of this period who applied,. themselves
principally to the vindication of monarchical autho-
rity.*

The second extract which we may properly consider
in this connection is concerned with what may be
called the relation of politics_ to morality. The
wise‘ man, Aryadeva states in one place, should
not conform to all ithe doings of the sages since
even among them there ‘exist the grades of bad,
intermediate and good persons. This passage, the

* While on the subject of kingship as conceived by Arya-
deva, we may pause for a moment to trace the subsequent
fortunes of the Buddhist theory of Contract,~—a theory which
as we have seen in another place, hinges upon the election of a
fictitious king called Mahassmmata by popular consent. It
appears to us, from the evidence bearing on this point, that the
Buddhist theory was pushed into fhe background by the rival
Brahminical theories of the kmgs divine creation and was
finally extinguished on the Indian soil along with the faith
of which it was the product. It is significant to notice in
this connection that the author of th Sukraniti, while exhibit-
ing (I 188) at a later date Aryadeva’s conception of the
king’s relation to the people, is constrained to basegthis upon
the king’s ordination by the god Brahma (Infra, ch. VII).
Meanwhile, however, Buddhism had travelled to distant lands,
. and the theory of Contract as forming part a.nd'"i)arcel of the
Sacred Canon, found a secure asylum in the native literatures
of those countries. We thus get more or less identical accounts
of the election of Mahdsammata in the Tibetan Dulva (Vide
Rockhill, Life of the Buddhe, pp. 1-8), the Burmese Damathat
(Richardson’s translation, p. 7) and the Ceylonese sacred works
(vide Spence Hardy, Manyal of Buddhism, p. 08.)
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commentator thinks, answers the plea that the king
who even slays creaturea‘; in accordance with the
law (dharma) laid down by the sages (risipranita)
commits no sin. In days of yore, the author states
in the following verse, the people were.pmtect.ed by
the good kings as if these were their own children ;
but the world is now converted into a deer-park, as
it were, by klngs following the rule of the Iron-Age.
This passage, according to the commentator, is +in-
tended to teach that the canon which is consistent
with righteousness is binding, while that which is
inconsistent with the same has no authority. If
the king striking at his enemy through a loophole,
the author urges With pltlless logic in a later verse,
were to commit no sin, shful consequences would
not accrue to other thieves from beforchand. This
passage, the commentator thinks, refutes the argu-
ment that the canon declares the king striking through
a loophole to be exempt from sin. In a later verse
the author similarly observes, ‘‘ The sacrifice of
one’s all in the form of indulgence in wine and such
other things is not ecqngpended. How then can the
sacrifice of one’s own selP in battle be praised ?
Here we have, according to the commentator, the
answer to the plea thag if the king dies on the battle-
field, he surely attains heaven by virtue of his self-
sacrifice.¥

The above extract, it seems to us, controverts
the position ®of the Brahmana canomsts.of this period
at some important points. In the Manusambhita and
the Mahabharata, as we have seen in another place,

Chatuhdatika pp, 462-464.
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Politics is treated within eertain lirhits & more ot
less independent of momslity,* Hence the authors
not only justify lawful slaughter, but also approve
of the king’s treacherous attack upon his foe, and
in the same spirit commend the king’s death on the
battlefield as an act of the highest sacrifice. Far
different is‘the attitude exhibited by the Buddhist
author in the passage atzov:e quoted. To this
stern and uncompromising thoralist Politics, it would
appear, is absolutely subservient to morality. He
begins by boldly avowing, in justification of his ban
against lawful slaughter, that the sages themselves
must be judged by the eternal standards of right and
wrong. Continuing his argumen’f: in the following
verse, he points out by contrast with the conditions
of a hypothetical golden age in the past the wicked-
ness of the canonical laws of his own time. This
implies, if we may trust the commentator, that the
sacred canon itself ¢nust be judged by the ethical
standard. Turning to another point, the Buddhist
author declares, in flat contradiction of the Brahmana
canonists, that the king treackerously attacking his
enemy is just like an ordinary robber, while his self-
sacrifice on the battlefield is on the same moral level
as the spending of one’s whoiz sybstance in riotous
living.

=
* Vide supra, pp. 199-200,



CHAPTER V.

THE BEGINNINGS OF DECLINE—THE ESSENCE OF
PoriTy (NiTisirA) oF KAMANDAKA,,AND THE
PuraNas AND MINOR LaAwW-BOOKS
(Srertis). Circa, 200-500 A.D.

I

Kglpandaka's Nitisdra is not an original work, but a
scholar’s compilation based principally upon Kautilya's
Arthasastra—The theory of integration of the constituent
factors of sovereignty—The theory of kingship—The rule of
the king’s discipline ¢hd of punishment (dapda)—Relation of
Eamandaka's statecraft to mordifty.

II

General character of political ideas in the Purdnas and the
minor Smritis—The doctrine of the king's divine nature—
The theory of the king’s immunity from harm and of obedience
of the subjects—The principles limiting the abuses of the
king’s power.

Ie

In the preceding chapter we have endeavoured
to describe in zﬁpctﬁm with the two great works
of the Brahminical canon and  especially the
Mahabhafata the synthesis, under the influence "of
the dominagt conception of the religious basis of
human existence, of political ideas defived as well
from the secular Arthasastra as the older canon.
It is indeed in the last-named work that Hindu poli-
tical theory reached its kigh water-mark. In the
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present period the writers, as we hope to show present-
ly, tried at some points to amplify or at any rate
treat the ideas of the older masters, but their specula-
tions can not certainly compare either in depth or
in theroughness with those of their predecessors.
Of the wbrks with which we are concerned in
this chapter we shall first select for examination
the one which divides with the Sukranitisara the
credit of being the most popular text-book on-the
science of polity in the whole range of Hindu litera-
ture.* The Nitisira of Kimandaka, as this treatise
is called, may well claim to be reckoned as the re-
presentative of the literature of Arthasastra during
this period, for its author profes~es in the genuine
style of the latter class o works to deal with the
acquisition and the protection of territory.} Neverthe-
less there can, we think, be no comparison between
“Kamandaka and his predecessors in the same field, for
he can not, unlike the latter, lay claim to the merit of
originality or cven of first-hand study of the pheno-
mena of the State. Out of love for the science of
polity, he say- in the context in which the passage
just quoted occurs, we shall teach something that

* Kamandaka's Nitisara is repeatedly quoted in the
Rajadharma and Niti sections of the Megiaeval Digests of the
sacred law. Even the Matsya Puri.na, #"we shall see later on
in this chapter, borrows one of its longest discourse on Niti
frc a the same sovrce. A Niti work, lastly, purporting to be
the composition of Kimandaka is extant in the an%ient litera-
ture of the island of Bali near Java. Vide Essays Relating fo
Indo-China, Vol. I1, p. 93. (Triibner’s Orien.al Series).

t+ Vide Kamandaka I 8: upirjane pilane cha bhimer
bhimiévararh prati yat kifichidupadeksydmo riajavidyavidam
matam.|| Throughout this work the references to Kamandaka
in the Roman character stand for prakarapas, not sargas, in
the edition of T. Gapapati Sast.i (Trivandrum Sanskrit Series).
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is approved by those versed in the royal policy.
This is evidently the language not of onein touch with
practical politics, but of a man of books. Kamandaka
moreover leaves us in no doubt as Lo the <oyrce of
his inspiration. For in the same comtext be deli-
berately announces his work to be based upon the
teaching (dagSana) of Visnugupta (Kau%_ilya) whose
ancestry and achicvements he extols in the highest
«terms.*  The Essence of Polity, then, according to
the explicit testimony of its own anthor, is a scholar’s
compilation based principally upon the Arthadastra’
of Kautilya. In accordance with this dc:scriétion
we find that the author, while excluding from his
purview the wholé of Kautilya’s material relating
to civil law and the departments of the administra-
tion, furnishes what amounts to a metrical paraphrase
of the rest., It must, however, he remembered to
Kamandaka’s credit that he arranges his borrowed *
material under more convenien® headings. while he
multiplies, it may be with pedantic thoroughness,
the categories into which his master’s rules of publie
policy are resolvabled eWhile Kautilya’s work is
the chief source of Kamarldaka’s inspiration, he is
intebted, as we hope to show presently, to the Brahmi-
nical canon for some plase: of his thought.

* 12-7. Elsewhere (ITI1 6) Kamandalagciting an opinggn
of Kautilya® charactervises it ac the teaching of his master. -
t Cf. e.g. Kamandaka’s division of his work into separate
chapters dealing with the circle of States (mandala) (X1I-X1II),
the six forms of foreign policy (XI\T-XV'ﬂ, deliberation
in the State Counecil (XVID), and ihs: conduct of the Ambas-
sador (XVII1-XIX). Also ef. Kamandaka's lists of the
different kinds of alliance (X1V), war (XV), ncutrality and
marching (Ch. XVI), as well asdhe lists of kings with whom
liance should be made and of those with whom it should
ngt be mpde (XIV).



216

Beginning our survey of Kamandaka’s political
ideas with his treatment of the concept of seven
limbs of sovereignty, we have to observe that the
author takes over from his master the specific order
in which the { calamities’ of the limbs are described.*
Along with this Kamandaka combines, however
incongruoufly, a notion that was at best dimly per-
ceivéd by Kautilya, the notion, namely, of the organie

‘relation of the factors of sovereignty. Thus he
applies in one place the pgpithet ° helpful to one
another ' (parasparopakari) to the seven limbs, and”
‘e cxplains his meaning by saying that sovercignty
doés not flourish even if it is deficient in one single
limb.t In this passage is evidently embodied an idea
which, if we might express it in the technical language
of political theory, would be called that of the in-
tegration of the governmental units.

When we turn to consider the general theory of
kingship in Kiamandaka, we find him virtually
reproducing in a somewhat perfunctory fashion
some of the basic ideas of the older masters. He has,
to begin with, a lively serse of the importance of
the king’s office from the point of view of the subjects.

~Protection, he says in one place, depends upon vhe
king ; the science of agricult-re, cattle-breeding and
trade (vartta), in its turn, dEpe;ids upon protection,
if'this science were to be suspended, the people would
not live even though they might breathe. Like
the clouds,s Kamandaka goes on, th& king is the
refuge of all creatures: if the clouds were to go
wrong, the creatures could still live, but they could

* XXII 93. Cf. Kaut. pp»322-324.
t VIiL1-2,



not do so if the king werce to go wrong.™ According
to this view, then, the king’s office is the primary
as well as the essential condition of existence.t In
an earlier passage the au_.’thor shows how the happiness
as well as the miscry of the people depends upeon the
personality of the king. There he shys that the
king who is approved by the aged pegsons causes
prosperity and rejoicing, while he who is an imper-
fect guide plunges the people in utter destruction.}
While thus inculeating the old notion of ‘the
paramount importance’ of the king’s office, Kamany
daka, it should be particularly remarked, fails to
mention, as hc might very well have done, theftheo-
ries of divine creation of the king. Indeed it a.p-pears
that the author’s reference® to the divine nature of
the king, much as this doctrine was familar by this
time, are few in number and indirect in their nature.§
The result of this half-hearted acccptance of the
older teaching may be scen, we think, in the remark-
ably colourless fashion in which the author handles
the old doctrine relating to the submission of the
subjects. The people, he says, honour cven as they
honour Prajipati (Br?thfn;'i) the king who is virtuous,

* 112-13.

t Similarly in IV 34, after deseribing the duties of the castes
and the orders, the qutMor states that should the king not
exist, righteousness would perish, and if righteonsness were
to disappgar, the world itself would be desiroyed.

$ 19-10.

§ One such reference may be uoled. In the iniroduyctory
verse where Tt is customary to ofler salutationto a deity for the
purpose of removing obstarles, the author pronounces ber—
diction upon the king, the lord, the auspicious one, wiel
the seeptre, through whose might the world follows the ¢
path,” This is justified, as the commentator rema-
the plea that the king is crfated out of the essenc’
guardjan deities and is animated by the god Vis

nll:zirya’s commentary op Kamandaka I'1.)
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who protects his subjects well and who conquers the
towns of his enemies.

. When we look out in Kamandaka’s work for the
principles counteracting those of monarchical autho-
rity, we find it to be an almost complete blank. There
is, however, one extract which, while occurring in
the context of passages justifying the king’s authority,
incidentally embodies, we think, the idea of the
king’s duty of protcction. There it is said, *‘ The
king protects the people; the latter cause him to

hrive (by payment of the sixth part of the produce
and the like). Protection, however, is better than
causing prosperity, since if the former were to dis-
appear, the latter would be an evi: even if it could
exist.”t In this extract tir: last phrase is particularly
noticeable. Its meaning, as the commentator
. points out, is that in the absence of protection what-
_eirer is paid by the subjects for making the king
#hrive is impure in the sense of being mixed up with
the sins of the subjects.i

* ]111.

t 114,

{ Kamandaka's silence with 1.gued to the theory of the
king's divine creation and lus colourless reference to the
doctrine of submission of the subjects, are maiched by a Tami.
author belonging to the carly centurics of the Chrisiian era,
the illustrious Tiruvalluvar who trea.s the subject of kingship
in one of the scclions of his famous work called the Kural.
May “his coincidencs be taken to be a measure of the yualified
success as yet atltained by the Brahminical theories oi the
king’s origin such as those that are exhibited in the Manu-
samhitd and the Mahabharata ? It will probasy help us

~ answer this question if we remember that the attitude of
andpka and the Tamil poct presents a marked contrast
t of the canonical authors of this period, whose theories
‘hip are saturated, as we hope to show presently, with
‘nes of the king’s divinc nature and of the obedience
cts,
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Kéamandaka’s rules relating to the art of govern-
ment properly so called, which form as might be
eXpected the core of his thought, have little, if any,
independent interest. It will be enough to illustrate
their nature by means of two examples. Kaman-
daka urges upon the king in the early part of his work*
the nccessity, of self-discipline and intellectual train-
ing, his rules to this effect being mercly an ampli-
fication of thosc laid down by Kautilya. He cpn-
ceives this discipline to be the essential requisite
of successful government, for he says, * How car’
the person who is unable to control his own pnind
conquer the earth extending up to the sea ?’%, In
some later verses*he drives his lesson home in the
fashion of his master by qudting the instances of those
who achieved success through sense-control and of
those who failed through its neglect.}

Next to his inculcation of discipline on the king’s
part may be mentioned as an illustration of the
author’s statecraft his rule of punishment (danda).
Paraphrasing a text ol Kautilya Kamandaka shows
the evils of exccssivg severity as well as leniency,’
and he recommends the infliction of just punishment.§
With equal fidelity to his master he points out in
a later passage, the fynction of punishment as the
grand safeguard against anarchy, and he connects
this withythe old Brahminical idea 3f the univelkal
wickedness of men|. Since creaturcs with their
proper dutds violated, he says, have g tendency to

+ 1 21-680; T 61-71.

T I39.

% 156, 58-60.

§ V3T

|| Ct. pp. 107, 154 supra,
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prey upon one another, there arises in the absence of
punishment the destructive condition indicated by
the maxim of the fishes (matsyanyaya). Amplifyiné
this idea in the following verse, the author states that
this world, shelterless and being perforce caused to
sink into hell under the influence of desire, greed and
the like, is sustained by the king by means of punish-
ment.* This is followed by two other verses of the
same nature, but it is unnecessary to quote them
here.

" When we turn from the above to consider the
auth&g’s attitude towards morality in so far as his
rules of policy are concerned, we find him occupying
a position which, in its attempt to ¢ondone a partially
Machiavellian statecraft from the point of view of
authoritative example, betrays the influence of the
Mahabharata.t In the beginning of his work he
broadly inculcates the king’s observance of the rule
of virtuous conduct. The king who is devoted to
rightcous conduct, he says, unites himself and after-
wards his people with the threefold end of life, while
he who is of an opposite natur~ destroys both with-
out doubt. In the following lines he drives his
lesson home by quoting the example of the good king
Vaijavana and the wicked ling Nahusa, and he
admonishes the king to seek his welfare with righte-
ousness as his guide.f This, however, Goes not
prevent the author from reproducing in the actual
details of his ‘statecraft some of the typical rules of
the Arthasastra. Thus in his chapter relating to

* V 40-41.
t+ Cf. p. 202 supra,
1 Iis-16.
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the suppression of disturbers of the public peace
he writes that the king should slay without delay
‘the wicked ones (diisyah)—that is, as the author
explains, those sinful favourites of the king who
singly or collectively harm the kingdoma—either
secretly, or else publicly after causing them to incur
the enmity of the people.* In anothergplace Kaman-
daka, while analysing the seven traditional forms
of® policy (upaya) divides punishment into three
classes, of which the first-named (viz. slayiné) is_
subdivided into two kinds, namely the open and tlaép
secret. While the former should be applied, Kaman-
daka thinks, against the enemy who is hated by the
people, the lattet; should be inflicted upon those who
irritate the subjects,. wh®®are the king’s favourites,
and who are powerful and oppressive to the others.
This last form of punishment, the author explaixié,
consists in the application of poison, secret appliances,’
weapons, and ointments ca;using sores.f In the
third and Jast extract bearing on this point Kaman-
daka divides fighting into two classes, namely fair
and treacherous. The former, we are told, should
be resorted to wher? tTlc‘king has the advantage of
stime and place, has seduced the cnemy’s elements of
sovereignty (or subjects) and is powerful, but the
latter should beefollowed in the contrary circums-
tances., This last form of fighting compriscs, gs we
learn from the numerous ecxamples given by the
author, warious methods of slaying the ecnemy by

* IX 9-10. Cf. p. 149, supra. I{ may be mentioned in this
connection thaiw Kamandaka's example of contrivances for
secret punishmeat (Ibid 11-}3) is copied from Kautilya p. 239,

+ XXVII9-12.
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attacking him on unfavourable ground or when he
is off his guard.* .

Rules like the above might have been justified
by Kamandaka, as they were by his master, merely
from the point of view of the interests of the society
or of the State. It is, however, characteristic of the
author that she seeks in the course of fhe chapters
just cited to justify his statecraft on the higher ground
of morality. Thus while advising the king to sup-
press the disturbers of the public peace, he writes,
+¢ Kings that were almost like sages had recourse to
righteous slaughter ; henee the king is not afflicted
with ;sin by slaying the wicked in the interests of
righteousness.”t  Again, in his chapter relating to
unrighteous fighting the author winds up by saying
that the slaying of the foe by treachery does not
involve the obstruction of righteousness, and he
quotes the example of the Kuru hero Asvatthama
who slew the Pandave host during night-time when
ft was absorbed in deep slumber.

11
Let us now turn to the second class of writings
that may be said more or less properly to fall withir
the limits of this chapter. This is the collection of -
the Purinas and the minor Lav-books (Smritis),
which represents_during this period the literature
of the Brahminical canon, just as Kamandaka’s

* XXXI 54-85. Cf. pp. 149-150, supra.

t IX 5. In connection with this puint it should be noticed
that Kamandaka introduces (Ibid 7) an clastic definition of
morality (dharma), making it synonymous with the approved
opinion of the Aryas learned in the canon.

I XXXI 71,



228

Nitisara represents the literature of Arthadistra.*
Here again, as in the former case, the signs of decline
as compared with the vigorous speculation of the
earlier epoch are writ large on the surface. For in
the first place much as thelauthors ot‘;ﬁz Puripas
worked out in their sections un rajadharma and
Nitt the ideas of the older canon, espegjally in rela-
tion to the king’s office, their contributions are
essentially of the nature of compilations based upon
the earlier material.t Nothing, moreover, is more
characteristic of these authors, in so far as our pointﬁ
of view is concerned, than their endless and mono-
tonous repetition of the rules of kingly conduct in
the place of spetulations of an abstract nature,}
As regards the minor Lawbooks we find that how-
ever interesting may be the development of the
theory of kingship in these works, they make

* Strictly speaking it is the Mahdpuripas alon®that should
be included along with the minor Smritis in the present section,
but for the sake of convenience it has been thought advisable

to draw upon the minor I’ur"angs as woell.

® + A remarkable instance of what we think to be pious
plagi.risin occurs in the .Agni. Purana (CCXXXVII-CCXLI)
which contains u long®discourse on Niti that purports to have
been a.ddre.esaed by king Rama to his brogher La.ksmm_m. 1t
consists in reality of a string of unacknowledged quotations
culled from Lbe successive chapters of Ka.mandaka s Nltisn.ra.

1 A farther sign of declme in_our view 19 the descl’lptaon
in the Garuda Purana (gVIII 1] of NItigistra as a seionsii il
general morals, of whiﬁ:e art of government £43 S
s branch, '

a 29
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after all but a slight cuntribution to political
theory.*

To illustrate the political ideas of the works that
we are now considering, it will be enough to describe
their theorfigs of kingship.*The Purinas repeat in
some passages the older view of the primary import-
ance of the ing’s office from the standpoint of the
subjeets. The author of the Brihaddharma Purina,
for instance, declares in one place that the four orders
(@$ramas) are capable of enjoying their existence
poly under the king’s protection, while the pros-
perity that exists in the absence of the king depends
upon. another person and is therefore insecure.t It
is, however, mainly upon the doct¥ine of the king’s
divine nature—a doctriné whiech, as we have seen
elsewhere, is as old as the Vedic Samhitas—that the
authors whom we are now considering depend for the
purpose of stressing the principle of monarchical
authority. Thus the author last cited declares in
one place";i:hat the king has a divine body in the

* The paucity of political ideas in the Purianas and the
minor Smritis is explained partlyfat any rate by their nature
and scope. The Puranss, as Prof. Biihler pointed out long ago
(S. B. E. Vol. XXV, Preface, p. xci). are '* popular sec-
tarian compilations of mythology, philosophy. history and
the sacred law, intended, as they are now used, for the instruc-
tion of the unlettered classes, including the upper divisions
of tje Siudravarpa, the so-called Sachchhudras.” Tle minor
Smritis, again, aparl from the fact that they have come
down to us mostly in a fragmentary form, are concerned in the
in with the branches of civil and criminal lay alonc.
oted in Hemadri, Chaturvargachintamani, Vrata-
ol. T, p. 1750. tue .ame idea is conveyed in
of the Brihaddharma Purana (Parva-
the form of a striking metaphor. There
od without a kir-.ﬁg is like a woman
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form of a mortal, and again, that the king who has
the same physical attributes and limbs as other men
lives on earth as a god.* The idea of the king’s
divinity is presented by these authors in the two
distinet forms that we have found to occur’in the
Manusamhiti and the Santiparvan, namely, that
involving the equivalence of the king’s functions to
those of the deities and that signifying the king’s
creation by the Supreme God out of the divine [cle-
ments. Both these notions, it will be presently
seen, are connected with the king’s fulfilment og
the essential duties of his office. The first may be
illustrated by means of the following exapples.
The king, we %re told by Narada as well as
Brihatparasara. assumes the forms of five deities,
namely Fire Indra, the Moon, Yama and Kubera,
according as he fulfils an equivalent number of
functions.t Slightly altered versions of the above
may be traced in the Markangeya and the Brihad-
dharma Purdanas.i The account*in the Agni Purana
is somewhat different in as much as it conceives the
king as assuming thc {ormq of nine deities according
to the nature of hh fum:tlons The king, we are

* Quoted, IHemadadri (loc. cit.). Narada (XVIII 52) compares
the king to a deity.

T Quoted in Mitrmiéra's Rajanitiprakida, pp. 20-21. The
text of Narada here cited corresponds to ghapter XVIJI1 26-31
of the published work. (Vide 8. B. E. Vol. XXXIII pp® 217-
218). In another passage quoted by Milramisra (op. cit.
pp. 21-22) Jarada adds, * The king by virtue of his bright
and purity is like the Beiny without begirhing and wibhout
end, provided he does not stray from the path (of duty] 3

1 The list in the Mirkandeya (XVI1I 21) has the Sun and
Wind in place of Fire and Kubera, while that of the Brihad-
dharma (Uttarakhapdam IIJ 6-7) has i$a {Biva) and Varuna
in the place of Todra and Kubera, ’



bold, is like the sun because he can be gazed at with
difficulty on account of his lustre; he is like the
moon because he is the object of gratification to the
people through his sight; he is the god of wind
since he sweeps the world with his spies ; he is Manu
Vaivasvata because of his punishing crimes; he is
the god of fire when he burns the evil-minded ; he is
Kubera when he gives away wealth to the twice-
born ; he is Varupa since he showers wealth ; he is.
the Earth as he sustains the world by his forbearance,
-and he is the god Hari because he protects the people
by éxercising the powers of enthusiasm, counsel, and
the like.*

Let us next mention the passages illustrating the
doctrine of the king’s divifie creation. Brihatparagdara
states in one place that the Creator formed the king
out of the essences of eight separate deitics whose
names are specified by the author.f This idea oceurs
in an amplified form in the Brihaddharma Puriana
which states that the Lord of creatures (Prajapati)
formed the king’s person by taking lordship from
Indra, power from Agni, crgel}:y from Yama, pros-
perity from the Moon, rickes from the god of wealth,
and steadiness from Visnu.}

The theory of the king’s djvine nature naturally
leads to that of the submission’and obedience of
the subjects, wkich the canonical authors whom we
are now treating appear likewise to have derived
from the Manusamhitd and the Mahabhaata. This

v oqixV 17-20.
t Ve Mitramiéra, op. cit., p. 16.
{ Uttarakhandam IIT 8-8. The Matsya Purana (CCXXVI

1-12) combines the idea of tho king’s divine creation with
that of the equivalence of his fanctions to thosc of the deities.
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obligation on the part of the subjects is justified,
as before, partly on the ground of the primary im-
portance of the king’s office and partly on that of his
divine nature.* The Brihaddharma Purana states
in one place that the king assumes the forms of. five
distinct deities and therefore none should harm or
vilify him.f, According to Devala the mother is
Hari (Visnu), the father is a deity, the elder brother
“is the god Krisna, the preceptor is the god Visnu,
and the king is a god in visible form ; therefore none
should harm them.f The king’s command, so rung
a couple of wverses in Narada, makes impure ‘men
pure and vice versa: hence he should nqt be
slighted or abuseﬁ.§ Elsewhere Narada declares in
language recalling a celebrated text of Gautama’s
Dharmasistra, ‘ Two persons, a Brahmana and a
king, are declared to be exempt.fom censure and
corporal punishment in this world ; for these two
sustain the visible world.”))

While in the above extracts tHe canonical authors
would seem to teach the kjng’s right of immunity
from harm, they incyleabe in other passages more or
less on the same twofold basis of the king’s divinity

* Narada, it will be presently seen, adds a third ground
involving the king's persqpal merit, which we are doubtless to
understand was acquited by the latter in his previous birth.

t Titarakhandam 111 68-7.

i Vid® Hemadri, Chaturvarp;a.chint-ﬁ.rﬁani, Prayaschitta-
khandam pp. 76-77.

§ Vide Mjtraniéra, op. rit. p. 22.

I XV and XVI 20, Jolly’s translation. C& Gaut. VIII 1-3 ;
X1 31-32, quoted pp. 62-83, supra. We may mention in this
connection that Nirada (XVIII 12) forbids advising or rebuking.
a king as well as a Brahmana on account of their dignity and
sanctity, and elsowhere (Ibid "34) he includes both the king and
the Brahmane in the list of eight sacred objects.
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and the nature of his office the duty of obedience on
the part of the subjeets. The king’s command,
says Brihatparaéara in one place, is his great majesty ;
he who disregards this should be slain by means of
weapons. Whatever the king hears, does and speaks,
should be done by all his subjects. He who dis-
regards thecking’s power at once perishes. Finally
the author clinches his arguments by putting a ques-
t‘i(}}l. “ Who will not,” he asks, * obey the command.
of the person that quickly docs, sees, hears, knows,
-causes to shine and protects, everything, since he is
born out of the essences of all deities 7 ¥  'We may
notige in this passage a tendency to develop the
older teaching relating to the obeflience of the sub-
jects. This tendency, W& think, is most prominent
in the next passapge that we shall consider. The
king’s commandyisays Narada in one place, should be
-obeyed, otherwise dcath would follow. What the
king says, be it right, or wrong, is the law (dharma)
of the suitors. Tke king lives on this earth like a
visible Indra ; the people cannot prosper by violating
his orders. Whatever a kmg does is right, that is
the settled rulc. because the prntectmn of the world
is entrusted to him and on account of his majesty
and benignity towards all creatures. \s a husband
though worthless must be always worshipped by
his wives, in tke same way the king though feeble
should be worshipped by his subjects! Through fear
of the king’sﬁ command the people do mot swerve
from their duties. The subjects are purchased by the
king’s austerity, he is their master, therefore they
should submit to his con}mand their pursults of

* Vide Mitramiéra, op. cit. p. 23.
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agriculture, pasturage and the like (varta), depend
upon the king.* In this extract it is categorically
stated that the king should be honoured irrespect-
ively of his personal qualifications, and his orders
obeyed without reference to their moral justification.
Whether the further implication of this theory as
involving absolute non-resistance on the part of the
subjects was realized by the author, it is impossible
to say. But there can be no doubt that the above
passage marks the culmination of the Hindu doc-
trines of submission and obedience and makes the
closest approach to the Western theory of Divine
Right.

And yet while il;cia.enl'v cmphasizing as above
the principle of 1 ichical autkority, the authors
whom we are now onsidering arc careful to re-iterate,
however partially, the principles tending to check
the abuse "of th king’s power. These writers, to
begin with, repe ~dly efpress the idea that the
king is the uni J protector.t * The duty of pro-
tection moreove .s enjoined by means of the usual

* Quoted, Milramisra, op. c.t. p. 22,

t The Garudapurana (vide Mitramisra, op. cit. p. 30)
declares that the king is the strength of the weak. A passage
of the Kalikapurana ‘Tbia p. 30) states that the king is the
son of the sonless, the riches of the poor, the mother of the
motherless the father of the fatherless, the protector of those
who have no supporter, the husband of the widow, the servant
of those who hawve none such and the friend of men. Brihaspati
{Ibid p. 24) weclares that the king (riajan) is so called because
he gladdens (rafijayati) his subjrctls with the fourfold division
of his *roops and becauze he shines in his own person. A
text o ana (Ibid p. 30) mentions that the king is called
the p1 of those who have none, the home of the home-
less, t of the sonless, and the father of the fatherless.



