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sanctions.* It should further be ohserved that as
in the Manusamhita, the conception of the king’s
divine creation is here held to involve his divinely
ordained duty of protection rather than his divine
right to rule.{

* The Brihaddharmapurans (Uttars andam I1II 10-11)
states that the king who protects his s. jects acquires the
sixth part of their spiritual merit and pertorms, as it were, a
thousand Advamedha sa.crlﬂceq According to the Marka r_u;leya-
purana (XXVII 31) the king ga.ms a portion! of righteousness

. by protecting Lis subjects. The king, we are told in Lhe Agm-
puripa (CCXXII 7;0-11), who oppresses his subjects shall live
for ever in hell. The person who pro*ects his subjects, the
author continues, lives as it were in heaven, while hell is the

.aboe of the man whose subjects are not jprotected. The

_king earns a sixth part of the merits as well \as the demerits
of his subjects. He acquires virtue by mean‘g of protection

-and ineurs sin br its default.

1 Cf. Matsya Purina (CCXXVI 1) wherte the king is said
to have been created by the Sclf—existent One' (i.e. Rrahma)
for the purpose of inflicting punishment and ot ing all
creatures. For the view in the Manusamhita, « 185,
BUpra,



CHAPTER VI

ToeE COMMENTARIES oF MEDHATITHI, VIINANESVARA,
AND APARARKA—THE JAINA NITI?AKYA-
MRITAM AND SHORT (LAGHU) ARHAN-
N1T1. Crrca 900—1200 A. D.

I

General tendencies and eharacteristics of political ideas
in the commentariecs—Rajadharma and Dandaniti—The
duties of kingship are not limited to the Ksatriya order, but
apply to all rulers of te.r1'itories—Tlle king’s duty of protedtion
is not confined to the taxable cls‘.s:qes alone, but it extends to
all subjects—The duty of punishment is compulsory, not
optional—The right of the subjects to take up arms extends to
normal times—The right to rebellion on the ground of incom-

petency of the ruler.

II

Character of the Nitivakyamritam and the Laghu-arhan-
niti—Hemachandra’s view of the origin of the science of polity
(rajaniti)—Someadeva’s dodkride of the king's divinity and
of the duty of the subjects with Peference to their ruler.

I

We have endeavoured in the precgding chapters
to describé the more or less connected theories of
politics that are presented by the Hindu authors.
The writers who shall immediately occupy our atten-
tion in this chapter, namely, the commentators of
the two great Smriti treatises of Manu and Yajiia-
valkya, fail from their very nature to formulate
such theories. On the contrary they touch, in the

800
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course of their survey of the rijadharma sections of
the original works, on some of the points raised
therein. The scholiasts, moreover, are distinguished
from the earlier authors by their peculiar method
which involves, as we shall presently see, a curious
admixture of verbal interpretation and reasoned
argument.” With all these disadvantages the authors
whom we are now treating deserve to occupy an
important place in the history of Hindu political ideas.
To them belongs the credit. of clarifying the concep-
-tion of the king’s duties which was in danger of being
obscured by a narrow and pedantic interpretation
of the canonical texts, and in the case of Medhatithi,
the greatest of them ail that of amplifying as well
the rights of the sub]ects beyond the point reached
by the canonists.*

Before taking up the theories of these authors
relating to the king and his subjects, let us consider
briefly Medhatithil; treatment of the allied, if not
identieal, concef:its of rijadharma and dandaniti.
To understand this point, it is necessary to remember

* The three great scholigsts of this period whom we propose
to treat in this section are Medhitithi, Vijfikneévara, and
Apardrka. The first is the author of the oldest extant com-
mentary of the Manusamhitd, and he is believed to have lived
not later than in the tenth century A.'D. (Vide Biihler, 8. B. E.,
Yol. XXV, Introduction, p. cxxi). The second wrote the
famous commentary on Yajiavalkya called the Mitaksara
which is to this day the text-Bdok of all schools of Hindu law
except that of Bengal. He is said to have fourished in the
latter half of the eleventh century A. D. (Vide West and
Biihler's Digesf, p. 17). The third author Aparirka who wrote
a fresh commentary on Yajilavalkya is said to have been a
king of Western India and to have reigned between 1140 and
1186 A. D. (Vide Mayne, Hindu Law and Usage, seventh
edition, p. 28),
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that much as some authorities (especially the Sinti-‘
parvan) expressly declare some branches of the
rajadharma to be based not upon the Vedas but upon
reason and experience,* the association of this
concept with the great doctrine of varnasramadharma
would of itself suggest its descent from the Vedas
which form the primary source of the dharma. We
must further observe in this connection thal{ Mgnu
(VII 33) applies the epithet eternal ($§asvati) which
is usually reserved for the Vedas alone to the science
of Dandaniti, while the Santiparvan (ch. LIX) as-
cribes its creation to the god Brahma. Medhatithi
takes up an attitude that is opposed to these tenden-
cies. Commenting bn the opening verse of Manu’s
seventh chapter he writes, ‘®Here indeed the duties
having other authorities (than the Vedas) for their
source are explained. All duties have not the Vedas
as their source.) With regard to duties having other
sources, what is not inconsisteqt with the sacred
canon is explained.” Again, whilee expounding the
verse in which Dandaniti is characterised as above,
Medhatithi explains away the term °eternal’ by
calling it a mere eulc;g).r. * Ip the above extracts, it
will be observed, the author’s meaning is expressed
in a negative fashion. ( YVe may perhaps put it posi-
tively by saying that rajadharma is based, in so far
as these are not inconsistent with the canon, upgn
the lessons of reason and experience, and that
¢ dandaniti ’ §s a science of historical origin.

Turning to the next point which relates t# the
concept of kingship, we may begin by observing that
the canonical doctrine of varpasramadharma implied

* Cf. pp. 19'7~—-198, supra.
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that the duty of protecting the people was ordinarily
reserved for the Ksatriya alone.) Accord ingly Manu,
while introducing his description of the king’s duties,
expressly ascribes them to an individual of the
Kgstriya caste.* { Medhatithi,) however, applies his
mixed method of verbal interpretation and reasoned
argument‘ to enlarge the connotation of kingship
beyond the bounds of the Ksatriya order. (He
writes (commentary on VII 1), “ The word ‘ rijan’
(king) here does not signify the Ksatriya caste alone,
but (it) applies to a person possessing (the attributes
of) coronation, lordship and such other qualities.
Therefore the expression ¢ what conduct the. nripa
(king) should follow’ is used. The use of the word
nripa signifies the right of one possessing the lord-
ship of a territory."” ) Commenting on another verset
he says, *“ By (the tse of) the words ‘by the Ksatriya
ete.’ it is indicated that the Ksatriya alone is entitled
to (the possession, of a) kingdom. The expression
implies that in. the Ksatriya’s absence assigning
(atidesa) (of his functions) is also to be allowed,
otherwise there would follow the destruction of the
subjcets.”” Lastly, while 615::;51:-121,ining the first verse
of the -eighth chapter of Manu, Medhatithi
states, (f‘ The word parthiva (i.e. king) signifies
that this precept applies not mérely to the Ksatriya,
kut also to aiother lord of territory whg is a ruler
on earth. For otherwise the kingdom would not be
stable.” ) TPC gist of the above extractsmay perhaps

* Manu VII 2: ‘A Ksatriya, who has received according
to the rule the sacrament prescribed by the Veda, must duly
protect this whole (world).”" 8. B. E. Vol. XXV p. 216.

t VII 2.
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be expressed by saying that the incidents and duties
attached to the Ksatriya ruler apply to anyone else
who discharges the.functions of the former. This
conclusion is based, as far as the reasoned argument
is concerned, upon the plca that the observance of
the limitations imposed by the sacred canon upon
the ruler is a necessary condition of the security of
the kingdof.

+ The above conception of the king’s duties as
transcending the limitations of the Ksatriya order
is amplified by(Vijﬁﬂneévara. Commenting on the
introductory verse of Yajfiavalkya’s chapter &h
judicial procedure he observes, ‘‘The use of the
word ‘nripa’ shows that this duty (namely, that
of protection) does not belong to the Ksatriya alone,
but (it extends) to any other person that is occupied
with the task of protecting the people (prajapalanadhi-
kritasya). )Explaining an earlier verse * he states, .
* Though this aggregate of kingly duties is laid down
with reference to the king, it should be understood
to apply to (an individual) of another caste who is
engaged in the work of gdverning a district, a pro-
vince- ete. (visayamandaladiparipalanadhikritasya);
for the word ‘ nripa’ in the texts ‘I shall speak of
the kingly duties (rdjadharma)’ and ‘as the king
(nripa) should heha%e ’ is separately used, and be-
cause the collection of taxes has protection for its
ob;ect and protection depends upon the exerdise of
the scepl:re. According to these passages, then,
the duttes ‘of kingship appertain #ot only to the
Ksatriya ruler, but alsc@o all other persons including
governors and district officers who are charged with

* Yaj. I 368,
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the task of government. )’This contention, it should
be observed, is upheld as far as rational argument
is concerned, by the old principle of the necessary
connection between taxation and protection. )
(Apanﬁ.rka.)ﬁnally, inculcates the above idea of the
incidence of tHe Ksatriya duties by insisting that
the government of the subjects necessarily involves
the ful:r'ilment of the duties attached thereto, and
in particular that the collection of taxes involves
the duty of protection. He fobserves, in the course
of his commentary on a verse of Yijiavalkya,*
“8A11 this is laid down for the Ksatriya who governs,
the kingdom. When, however, a non-ksatriya does
the duty of a Ksatriya, he too showld perform this
whole (set of duties) by vestue of the] maxim * from
having recourse to that (particular) occupation
follows the acquisition of that particular duty,’(and
because thef protection of the people is involved in
the acceptance of taxes. ) Every one, indeed, who
offers wealth secks g benefit inseparably attaching
to himself. (Moreover, offering of taxes has no other
reason than self-protection. Therefore it is proved
that he who takes the taxes i bbund to protect the
people.” )
Next-to this remarkable extension of the canonical
duties of the king beyond the charmed circle of the
Ksatriya order,} ;may be mentioned Medhgtithi’s

* Yaj. 1366,

1 The above dé'scussion relating to the incidefice of the
Ksatriya duties may, we think, be connected with one of the
most important events in the history of India during this
period, namely the rise of the Rajputs. In the interval of six
or seven centuries between the death of the emperor Harsa
c. 648 A. D, and the Muhammadfn conquest Rajput hnuses
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insistence upon the principle that the king’s duty
of protection is applicable to all classes of his sub-
jects. (The key to the author’s conception lies, we
think, in the connection traceable as early as in the
Dharmasiitras* between the collection of taxes and
protection.) This, when interpreted in the narrow
dogmatic sense, would lead to the view that the
taxable classes alone were entitled to the .benefit
of the king’s protection. Medhatithi’s observations
may be construed as an emphatic denial of this
extreme dogmatic position. Manu states in ope
place, “A Ksatriya, who has received according to
the rule the sacrament prescribed by the Veds, must
duly undertake fhe protection of this whole (world).”t
Commenting on this ve¥se Medhatithi writes that
the use of the word ‘ sarvasya’ (of the whole) in the
text shows that it includes the subjects paying taxes
along with those who are poor and friendless. Again
while commenting upon anpther verse which en-
joins the king to restore stoen property to the
owners thereof,{ Medhatithi says that by the men-

tion of the word ‘all’ in the text it is to be understood
» @

ruled most of the kingdoms of Northern India and the Dececan.
These families, in spite of their claim to Ksatriya ancestry,
derived their origin ingeality from the Hinduised foreign
immigrant or indikenous tribes (Cf. Vincent Smith, Oaxford
¥History of India, p. 172). In these circumstances the relations
of Lthe fuling families with their subjec’os would, it nf®ght be
supposed, become @ burning question of the times, and this,
it might be, was ated by the canonical scholiasts in the
pasgages quoled above.

* Vide p. 65, supra.

t+ VII 2.

t VIII 40 : * Property stolen by thieves must be restored
by the king to (men of) a.ll castes (varna): a king who uses
such (property) for himself incurs the guilt of & thief.”
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that property should be restored even to the chanda-
las.” The third extract bearing on this point is more
important than the preceding ones in as much as it
is based upon sound reasoning. Manu writes in one
place; “ By protecting those who live as (becomes)
Aryans and by removing the thorns, kings solely intent
on guarding their subjects reach heaven.” * Com-
menting on this verse Medhatithi states, “ By them
(namely, those who live as become Aryans) are under--
stood the indigent, the friendless and the Srotriyas
pvho are exempt from taxes and tolls. Attainment
of heaven by protecting them is justified. In the
case of others, since (protection is) purchased by
means of subsistence (vrittiparikritattvat), its denial
gives rise to sin,—while from the exchange of pro-
pitiation by (means of) protection follows only
the absence of sin, and thence heaven (is attained).”
Here, it will be observed, the author agrees that there
is a difference in the nature of the obligations devolv-
ing upon the king with reference to his taxable sub-
jects and the rest, for while the protection of the
former is held to ensure the king’s immunity from sin,
that of the latter is conceived merely as ensuring a
spiritual reward. Medhatithi, indeed, goes so far as"
to refer in the immediately follewing sentence to an
opinion according to which Manu’s text relating to
the Ling’s attainfnent of heaven is a mere orecom-
mendation (arthavida). In the skt passage, how-
- ever, the author.takes up a bolder position ald affirms
that the king’s protection of the non-taxable classes
is his obligatory duty. (He writes, “ Even in the
matter of protecting thosg who do not pay the

* IX 253,
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taxes, the (duty) laid down by way of livelihood
belongs to the king.”) This lesson is driven home
in the following lines with the help of analogies.
“Artisans employed in crafts as a means of livelihood
are made by the king to perform work by way of
taking taxes from them in accordance with the rule
‘artisans should perform some required work every
month,’ so the king engaged in the performance of
his duties and in protecting the people is made by
the sacred canon to protect the Aryans (in the
same way) as he is made to perform obligatory duties.
just as the houscholder keeping the sacred fire per-
forms obligatorv dutics in accordancee with the saered
texts rccommendhg desired objects, not for the
attainment of heaven.” ** Thesc (duties),”” the author
sums up, ‘* are not uttered for their power of pro-
ducing (any visible) result, vet they are done ; simi
larly this (viz. the king’s duty of protecting the nor
taxable classes) should be undgrstood.”

Allied to the above idea of Medhatithi—mame
that the king’s duty of protection extends to
classes of his subjects—-is the opinion of Apararka t!
the duty of punishment of *he guilty is a compuls
duty. The duty of punishment, it seems, mucl
it is inculcated by the Hindu authors, is often supj
ed as in the following passage from Yajnavalky
the promise of spiritual rewards alone In accorc
with the rule of interprctation applicable to
cases this <-ould signify that the above dut:
not compulsory, but optional. Aparirka meet
possible argument by quoting the canonical
that impose penances for the king’s default
infliction of punishment, He observes with re

81
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to a verse of Yajnavalkya requiring the king to
punish the guilty,* * By these words it is not to be
understood that punishment is a duty performed for
some particular object (and therefore optional).
Because Vasistha prescribes penances for not carrying
out this function : ‘if people deserving punishment
are set free, the king should fast one (day and one)
night, and the purohita three (days and) nights ; if
those not deserving punishment are punished, the
purohita should perform a krichchhra penance (and)
the king should fast three days and nights.” ’*
From these extracts that emphasise the king’s
essential duties of protecticn and the punishment
of the guilty, let us turn to those wnich seck to extend
the rights of the subjects. First among these may
»e mentioned the right of taking up arms. ¢ Twize-
orn men,”’ says Manu in one place, “may take up
'ms when (they are) hindered (in the fulfilment of)
eir duties, when destruction (threatens) the twice-
rn castes (varng), in (cvil) times, in their own de-
e, in a strife for the fees of officiating ﬁﬁi:,
1 in order to protect women and Brahmanas ; he
v (under such circumstances) kills in the cause of
%, commits no sin.”f Commenting on these verses
1atithi first explains the meaning of the author
wying, ¢ When the king is neglected and destrue-
ensues, rceourse should be taken to grins. At
times, however, when the kingdom is well-
ed, the king himself protects -his people.
this is the sense.”” Then he proceeds to
v the author’s precept in the following way.

57,
1 348-319.
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“ The king indeed cannot stretch his arms to reach
every individual. There are some wicked persons
who obstruct even the royal officers (that are) very
valorous and intent upon (the discharge of) their
duties. But one always fears a person wielding
weapons. Hence using weapons on alfl occasions is
justified.” Ir:thc following lines Medhatithi reverts
to the rule of Manu and says, ““ On such occasions
fecourse should be taken to arms for protecting one’s
own wealth and relations. According to others the
intercsts of other people also (should be served) in
such times.” In the above cxtract, it will® be
ohservcd,('the author extends the canonical rulg so
as to open to the Subjects the right of bearing arms
cven in normal times, and” for the purposc of self-
defence as well as the protection of others. This is
based on the very sound argument of insufficiency of
the state administration and the value of sclf-help.
We may mention in the las} place a remarkable
passage inculcating what may be ealled the right to
rebellion on behalf of the subjects, Manu says in
one place,* “The (man), who in his excceding folly
hates him, will doub’tlgssﬂy perish; for the king
quickly makes up his mind to destroy such a (man).”
This injunction, Medhatithi observes, applies when
men seek the kingdom out of sin (pratyavayat), but
not wheg they do so out of longimg for a desiged
object (abhipretarthalabhena). * By seeking redress
from an ineompetent king,” Medhﬁtitl.li explains in
the samec context, * payment of the king’s judicial
dues becomes a waste of money. The accumulated
wealth too assumes a different complexion through
* VII 12. S.B. E. Vol. XXV, p. 217.
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witnesses changing their minds and prospective’
wealth does the samec.” This passage evidently
involves a deliberate modification of the canonieal
doctrine relating to the submission of the subjeets.
(Rebellion, the author implies, is justified provided
it is based not on the lust of power but on what may
be called the *‘ will to sovereignty.” This startling
doctrine is characteristically supported by the plea
of the public good in as much as the author’s argu-
ment turns upon the inability of an incompetent
ruler to serve the interests of his subjeets. ‘

11

While the great commentatoss of the Smritis
maintain on however modest a scale the carlier tradi-
tions of original and vigorous speculation, the authors
whom we have now to consider do not, it seems 10 us,
present any points of original interest so far as our
point of view is copcerned. This result may, we
think, be explained in the case of the latter writers
by considering the circumstances in which they
were placed. The Jaina canon, unlike that of the
Buddhists, seems to have beenl wanting in germs of
political thought that might be developed in lates
times. The Jaina writers of this period, it may
be further remarked, had the misfortune to live in
an age when HRindu political thought had passed
its meridian, and therc was nothing in their genius
that might compensate for the lack of outwgrd inspira-
tion. Hence when they undertook the systematic
examination of the phenomena of the State, they had
no other alternative than to copy more or less com-
pletely the rules and principles that had been
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bequeathed by their Brahminical rivals in the
past.

" Of the two works which we propose to examine in
the present section the first in chronological order is
the Nectar of the Maxims of Polity (Nitivikyamritam)
of Somadevasiiri, who flourished sometime in the
tenth century A. D. In matter and in form it agrees
most clnsely.wit}i Kautilya’s Arthasastra. It is in
fact® a poor copy of the latter work. although its
author characteristically conceals his debt to the
earlier writer. The second treatise is the Laghu-
arhanniti of the renowned Jaina divine and schlar
Hemachandra (1089-1173A.D.). It consists of four
sections (adhikirad, dealing successively with the Izood
qualities of the kings and tMt: state officials, the rules
of warfarec and public policy, the administration of
justice (vyavahara) and, lastly, penances (prayas-
chitta). It is therefore in spite of its title a work of
the same nature as the Brahminical Smritis.

The Laghu-arhanniti, it appeags to us, makes no
contribution to political theory properly so called.
Nevertheless it deserves a };assing consideration in
this place becausc of t§ rgmarkable theory relating
te the origin of the science of polity (rajaniti). * Once
upon a time, the authi)r says in opening his treatise,
the Lord Mahavird was staying in a garden outside
Rajagrihg, attended by Gautama amd other pugils.
King Srenika (Bimbisara), having heard of his arrival,
sallied forth to meet him, and after the usual saluta-
tion, ‘asked him a question in the following terms :
“ By whom, O Lord, were the rules of the science of
polity (rajaniti) disclosed in the past, what were
their kinds, and what wa$ their nature 7 In reply
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the sage declared that the first king in th§ present
age was the chief Jina Risabha. This personage
found the people of India (Bharatas) plunged in
misery and subject to the snares of the Iron Age in
consequence of the trees of plenty having lost their
potency through the influence of time. Out of pity
he tore out the primeval law (dharma) and disclosed
the division into castes and orders, the rules relating
to the sacraments, the means of livelihood and the
pri;llcip]es of judicial administration, the rules of
_public policy followed by the kings, and the means
of founding towns and cities,—in short, all sciences
and all duties relating to this and the next world.*
"The above story obviously belongs,,unlike the theory
“of the origin of dandaniu in Ch. LIX of the Santi-
parvan to the realm of pure mythology,—in fact it is
hased upon the Jaina canonical account of the
mythical prophet—king Risabha such as is found,
for example, in the .‘Kalpasﬁtra.'l') Nevertheless it
is interesting as showing how the Jaina author in-
geniously contrives to annex the Brahminical science
to the literature of his own sect by claiming for it
an orthodox origin. )

( Turning to the Nitivakyamritam we find that
the only branch of spceulation touched by the author
—and here again, as we have alrcady observed, he
is apything but .original—is the theory of kingship.
With Kautilya Somadeva believes the king to be the
.root of the seven ‘limbs’ of sovereignty {prakritis).
“ With the king as their root,” he writes,} “ all the’

* 1 8-17.
t Cf. S.B. B. Vol. XXII, pp. 281-285.
1 p. 82.
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prakritis ,become (fitted) for fulfilling their desired
ends, (but) not those without the king.” In the
following extract Somadeva repeats the familiar
view of the paramount importance ol the king’s
office from the point of view of the subjects, .* The
king is the cause of the Golden Age ; if e protects the
people justly, the quarters satisfy all desires of the
subjects and“the god Indra pours forth rain in the
proper season.”’ *Q With this is combined the old
doctrine of the king’s divinity which, as befdre,
is based upon his function of protecting the people..
“All the guardians of the quartcrs,” Somaeeval
writes,§ “ truly wait upon the king. Therefore
though the king 4s an intermediate guardian of the
quarters, he is held to be*the best of them.” In
another passage the king is declared to be the only
visible deity on the ground that he assumes the
forms of the Crecator (Brahma), the Preserver (Vispu)
and the Destroyer (Siva) accopding as he fulfils his
three separate functions. (Snmadcvu, Mmore¢over,
follows the authority of the Brihmana writers in
inculcating the duty of obedience upon the subjects.
The king’s orders, he%ays, must not be transgressed
by any one, and the king should not tolerate even
his own son who disrcgards then.y) It should, how-
ever, be observed®s indicating the strong monarchic

* p. G

T p. 114

t p. 64. In the Digests of the Jaina Sacred Law belonging
to this peri®, it may be observed in this connection, loyalty
to thé king is enjoined as a religious duty. ® Thus both Hari-
bhadra (fl. latter half of the 9th century A.D.) in his Dharma-
vindu (I 1) and Hemachandra in his Yogaéistra (1 48) include
the act of refraining from disrespect to the king in the list of
duties that are binding on tige householder.



246

leaning of the author tha.l('l'le ignores the principles
imposed by the carlier writers for the purpose of
checking the abuses of the king’s power.) On the
contrary he contents himself with an impotent sigh
when . considering the case of a bad ruler. Ifeven a
king who is' a god,ﬂ he asks, were to keep the
company of thieves, how should the welfare of the
people be sccured ? * Further on he states that the
king’s commission of wrong like the ocean’s crossing
its shores, the sun’s nourishing darkness and the
mother’s devouring her own child is the fruit of the
‘Irom (Kali) Age.t

* p. 85.
1 p. 66,



CHAPTER VII.

TaE vAsT PHASE—THE EssenceE ofF Povrry (Niri-
SARA) OF SUKRACHARYA—MADHAVA’S COMMEN-
TARY ON THE SMRITI OF PARASARA—-THE
RAJ'ANTTIPRAKiéA oF MITRAMISRA,

AND THE NITIMAYUKHA OF NILA-
KANTHA  Circa 1200—1625 A.D.

I

Influence of the Moslem conquest upon political thow@ht—
The Sukraniti is a work of compilation but contains original
elements-——The conception of Nitisastra and of its use a3 com-
pared with that of the other#Mciences—The king's rule by
virtue of his personal merit, and the equivalence ol his func-
tions to those of the deities—The doctlrines of perpetual
dependence of the subjects upon the king and of the king's
immnnily from harm -—Principles tending to counteract the
abuses of the king's authority :—(® the king is the servant
of the people by divine creation : (2) $lo distinetion between

the good king and the {yrant : [3) the vight of deposition.

1
The king, according to Madhava, is an incarnation of the
gods and he is created out of divine elements—The incidence

of the rights and duthes I:elrmgin;z to the Ksalriva ruler,

I

In the.course of our survey of Hindu political
thought in the preceding chapter, we have brought
down its history to the period of the great catastrophe
which overtook the land in the eleventh and twelfth
centuries A, D,—we mesan, of course, the conquest

32
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of Northern India by the arms of Islam.* The
works that we have to consider in the present place,—
‘the Sukraniti no less than the commentary of
Madhavacharya and the two great mediaeval Digests
incorporating separate sections on the rules of polity
(Niti),—)—belong to a time when the foreign conquerors
had established their unquestioned.sway over some
of the fairest and largest provinces of India. Yet it
is noticeable that the chain of continuity in this
case was not broken at all, that the authors of this
period, in other words,(follow however modestly
the “track laid down by their great predecessors)
Indeed if we have to look for any direct trace of the
influence of foreign rule in the fitld which we are
now treating, we shall fid it perhaps merely in the
scantiness and the(pronounced dogmatic tendency
of the latest phase of the indigenous thought.)

( The Sukraniti which in spite of its complex and
miscellaneous naturc, represents the literature of
»Niti during this pertod, is the last notable monument
of the Hindu genius of political speculation.) It
freely incorporates whole passages and cven extracts
from the old literature on polity.t -But it is distin-
guished, as we hope to show presently, from other
medizeval compilations of a similar nature by the

S—

* Hemachandra lived from 1086 to 1173 A. D. The
Indian invasions of ‘Sultan Mahmud of Ghazni begea ¢. 1000
A. D.

t Thus to confine ourselves fo the first chapter of the
Sukraniti, we find that Sukra I 22b =8anti parvan CXXXIX
57 ; Sukra I 64-65=Kamandaka I 0-10 ; fukra I 71 =Manu
VII 4; Sokra I 97-104 =Kamandaka 1 26-27; 29; 39-40;
42-44.
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freshness, not to say, originality of its outlook upon
certain standard branches of political theory.*
Sukra applies to his own work the title (Nitisara)-
that was used by Kamandaka as the designation of
his treatise. His conception of the science, however,
is somewhat different from that of tht older writer.
To him Nitisastra is much more than the Art of Gov-
ernment in the stereotyped monarchic State. Thus it
is significant that while Kamandaka addresses him-
self specifically to the kings,t Sukra introduces®his
work by stating in a géneral fashion that it has been
written for the benefit of kings and others whosd
span of life is too short to permit the study of the
archetype of Nitiastra prcparcd by the god Brahma.j:

'f'I‘he Sukraniti is attri lmbr\d to Hukra.ch’trya., the preceptor
of the demons, hutl it wes doubtiess produced by an unknown
author of the late medizeval pericd who aspired to cast the
halo of venarable antiquily arrund his production by tracing
its creation back to an indefinite past. ) Its cxact date is still
uncertain. Gustav Oppert who published the standard edi-
tion of this work held (Preface. p. viﬂ} that it ** belonged to the
sume period which prodnced the Sm¥ili and the early epic
literature.”” His view which nece=sitated the belief ip the
existence of guns and gunp';wde'r in Ancicnt India is at the
present time completely ﬂiwr'ﬁdited. One of the latest contri-
butors to the contraversy ragarding Sukra‘'s date is Prof.
Benoy Kumar Sarkar (1’esitive Background of Hindu Sociology.
Vol. IT Part J, pp. 65-67).

1+ Vide Kamandaka I §: updrjanc pialano cha bhimerbhimi-
§varam prati otc. "Here the words ‘bhamiévararm prati’
‘to the rulers of the earth’ are used, gas the commentator
remarks. 8n the ground that any other person is not eligiBle to
the science of polity (anyasya tu rajavidydyamanadhikirat).

t Vide Sgkra I 2-3 : “ The divine Self-existent One revealed
the Nitisasira consisting of one hundred lakles of verses for the
good of the world. The summary of that work, concise and
filled with argument, thas been prepared) by ourselves, Vasistha
and the rest, for the sake of ensuring prosperity and for the
good of kings and others grho enjoy a limited tenure of
existence,”
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In the same context we are told that Nitidastra
is the source of livelihood of all persons (sarvopajiva-
kam) and maintains the established usage of the
people (lokasthitikrit). In accordance with this
conception of the science we find the author devoting
a separate ch'apter of his work* to the subject of
general (saddharana) Nitisastra which is conceived
by him to be applicable to all perséns. In this
chapter he gives a list of moral maxims and rules of
good conduct which he declares at its end t to
pertain to the king as well as the subjects.:

Thus politics or the art of government in Sukra’s
system is not an independent branch of study, but
is merged in a science of genera}® morals.; What,
then, is the use of this confprehensive science, especial-
ly in comparison with the sister sciences. As the
rules of kingly policy are conceived to be the core
of the Nitisastra, it follows That its primary use must
be for the king. On }his point Sukra expresses him-
self quite clearly. eSince the Nitisastra, he says at
the beginning of his book, is the root of virtue, wealth
and desire, and bestows 5alvat10n it should be cons-
tantly studied with care by the king ; through its
knowledge kings and others conquer their foes, and
gratify their subjects. Further on the author observes
that the primary duty of the kmg {viz. the protection
of the subjects and the chastisement of I:hetwmked}
is impossible without Niti: indeed, the neglect to
follow Niti is t.he king’s principal loopholegfor attack,

* Ch. 1IL
+ IIT 324.
t For a similar conception gf. Garuda Purana CVIII 1

quoted, p. 223 supra,
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and increases his enemies and diminishes his strength.
The king who gives up Niti and becomes self-willed
(svatantra) suffers pain.* The author continues
in the same strain through the following lines, but
these do not add anything to the argument.
Niti$astra, then, is the sine qua non of the king’s
suceessful ad.ministration. But since it is much
more than an Art of Government, it necessaily fulfils
a higher purpose than the interests of the king aloixe.
The author’s view in this matteris presented in con-
nexion with a remarkable estimate of the relative
values of Niti§astra and the parallel sciences. %®he
contrast first turns on the scope of the two sets of
studies. Other brinches of knowledge, Sukra states,
enlighten the people only $h one aspect of human
activities (kriyaikadesabodhini), but Nitigastra is
the source of livelihood of all creatures and main-
tains the established usage of men. ) Turning to the
next point the author states fhe case against the
other studies in the following manner. May not,
he asks, there exist the knowledge of words and
their meaning without Grammar, or that of ordinary
categories without re.as::n‘u'ngs discussed in Logic,
d* that of the regulation of rules and actions without
Miméamsa, or that of transitoriness of the body
and such other things without Vedanta ? These
branchesg of knowledge, Sukra gramts, teach their
respective doctrines and are constantly upheld by
those perséns who severally follow thc:r teaching.
But, he asks, what does this skill In intelligence
which is derived from these sciences avail to persons

* 15-8; 14-16.
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engaged in their ordinary occupations ? While such
are the limitations of the above seciences, Nitisdstra,
the author conceives, stands on a quite different
footing. Without Niti, he says, thc maintenance of
the established usage of men is impossible just as
that of the body is impossible without food.* [In
the above extract, it will be observed, primacy is
claimed for Nitiastra on two grounds which, yet,
are closely connected with each other. Firstly, it
is urged that this sciencc unlike the rest fulfils the
interests of all people. In the second place, and here
wé wouch on the intense realism of Sukra’s thought,—
.—while Grammar, Logic, Mimamsa and cven-the
h& Vedanta are conceived by ‘the author to be
merely theoretical studiies having no importance
even within their own province and no bearing on
the ordinary affairs ol men, Nitisastra is held to be
the most practical science: it is, in the author’s
expressive words, as indispensable to the social
order as food is to the human body. )

We may begin our analysis of political ideas in
the Sukraniti by considering the author’s treatment
of the concept of seven factot's ‘of sovereignty. After

giving the standard list of those factors he write;,
“Among these the king is declared to be the head,
the minister (is) the eye, the ally the ear, the treasury
tht‘:u mouth, the army the mind, while the fort and
the territory are the two arms and legs.” ¥ In
this striking passage is presented for the first time,
so far as we are aware, in the history of Hindu poiitical
theory, a complete analogy between the factors of

-
* 14-5; 7-11.
t 161-62,
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ssovereignty and the organs of living beings. This,
we think, is not sufficient to warrant the conception
of organic unity of sovereignty, although it implies,
without directly expressing the same, the notion of
wco-ordination of the factors thereof to a common end.
{ The theories of kingship in the §ukraniti, we
think, are largely based upon those of the earlier
writers, but t}.ley present some points of remarkable,
if not original, interest. Sukra admits in one plage
that the king and the people are helpful to each
other, for he writes, *“ The people do not follow their
respective duties without the king’s protection ;%on
the other hand, the king does not prosper on eggth
without the peope.” *) This passage, howavems
preceded by two other vees which occur likewise
in Kamandaka.t According to these the king when
he is approved by thc aged causes prosperity and
rejoicing, but if he were not to be a perfect guide, the
people would suffer utter destguction like a_boat
at sea without the helmsman. pAccording to this
view, then, the happmes‘- as well as the misery
of the subjects depends upon the varying quality
of the king. With thi% 1% gonnected an idea that we
have found to occur in the Mahabharata,i namely
that the king is the gnaker of the epoch.) Time,
Sukra says in one place, is divided according to the
seasons (gamely, the rainy, the cold and the hqf),
the courses of the stars, as well as the obse:vance of
good and had along with greater and less conduct.
As thé king, the author continues, directs the obser--
vance of conduct, he is the cause of time ; for if time
were to be the authority, the fruit of good works

* I 68. 1 I 64-065 —Kn.m J 9 10. 1 Supra p. 187.
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would not belong to the performer thereof.* The
conception of the king’s office that is embodied in
the above passage is not, as we have said, an"original
one, but a greater definiteness may, we think, be
observed in the present case in as much as the varying
degree and quality of the conduct that is enforced
by the king is brought by Sukra into relation with
the astronomical and the seasonal measurements
of time.t '

(Bemdes exhibiting the 1mportance of the king’s
office from the point of view of the subjects, the
auvhor mentions in justification of monarchical
aut{xority a doctrine which is shared by him with
at least one other writer,f namely that the king
rules his subjects by viicue of his merit.) Sukra is
a great believer in the doctrine of karma, and expresses
himself on this point with characteristic emphasis.
‘“ Karma alone,” he writes in one place, “* gives rise
to good and bad conditions on this earth ; the deeds
done in a previoug birth (praktana) are themselves
nothing but karma ; who can even for an instant exist
without karma ?”’§ In'the following lines he explains
that the division of society inco five classes, namely
the Brahmana, the Ksatriya the Vaiéya, the Sudra
and the barbarian arises not from birth but from
quality and ment (gunakarmaohxh) In another

* 1 21-22.

f It may be further observed in this connection that Sukra
bases his conclusion in the above extract upon what may be
called the doctripe of Free Will. Sukra, indeed, while believing
in the joint operation of self-exertion and destiny in the affairs
of men, inculcates reliance upon the former rather than upon
the latter. Cf. Ibid I 48-40.

{ The. reference is to Nirada whose view is quoted
pp. 228-229 supra.

§137.
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place he declares that men are directed towards
virtue and vice by desires assuming such forms as
would help the fulfilment of the deeds done in the
previous birth, and he concludes that it is most
certainly in accordance with such deeds that every-
thing happens.* {Applying this basicmept of Hindu
thought to the specific case of the king, Sukra writes,
*“The king acquires supernatural lustre (tejas) by
means of his austerities (tapas), and he becomes the
director, the protector as well as the source of delight ;
the king sustains the earth by means of his work
done in his previous birth (praktana) as well &% by.
his austerities (tapas)”’t According to this yiew,
then, the king rlles his subjects by his own merit
—merit conceived as conﬂsting mainly in the sum
total of deeds donein the previous birth.) The doc-
trine is repeated in another passage where the author,
we think, boldly alters a text of the Manusamhitd
to suit his own theory.’yHe writgs, *“ The king becomes
the lord of (both) the movablesund the immovable
beings through his own austerities (tapas), iaking
(for that purpose) the eternal particles of Indra, ef
the Wind, of Yama, of the Sun, of Fire, of Varuna,
®f the Moon, and of the Lord of wealth (Kubera).” }

* 1 45-47. Sukl:a,, indeed, is sucl} a staunch believer in
karma that he explains (I 49) destiny itself to be the work
performed in the previous birth. ° '

I 20. For a similaridea compare I 122 where aovengignty
(svamitvam) is said to be the fruit of austerities.

1 I41-®. Jivananda Vidyasagara, in his edition of the
Sukraniti (p. 17), prefixes to these verses aflother verse which
is identical with Manusamhitdi VII 3. This would make
Bukra reproduce verbatim Manu’s theory of the creation -of
kingship. The last-named verse, however, does not occur in

Gustav Oppert’s standard edition which has been uniformly
followed in this work, :
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The last passage obviously brings Sukra into
line with the exponents of the doctrine relating to
the divine nature of the king. Of the two forms
in which this doctrine occurs in the earlier writings,
Sukra’ adopts the one that involves the equivalence
of the king’s functions to those of the deities. This
is embodied in the lines immediately following the
extract quoted above. As Indra, we are told, is
capable of collecting his own dues and of protection,
so is the king : as the Wind propagates smell, so the
king directs the good and the bad actions: as the
"‘Sufl’ removes darkness, so the king directs ‘men té
.virtue and destroys .unrighteousness : the king,
while punishing the evil deeds, i Yama since the
latter inflicts punishment" like Fire the king is pure
and appropriates his own dues from all persons for
their protection: as the god Varupa sustains the
whole earth, so does the king with his wealth: as
the Moon gladdens tke people with its rays, so does
the king with his Own merits and deeds : the king
who is able to preserve his treasure is as the god
Kubera with respect to his ]ewels

| We have thus found in SuKra a twofold principle
justifying the king’s authority over his subjects.
The king, it is held, is the maker of his age and rules
by personal merit. With this is combined the notion
that the king i¢ a multiple deity by vittus of the
resemblance of his functions to those of the deities.
Let us next consider what privileges are ¢lairthed by
the author on behalf of the king in the light of the
above principles. We may begin by mentioning the
remarkable passage whlch makes monarchy ‘as it

. 17373
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were, the natural and necessary condition of the
subjects. “ The king, although endowed with good
qualities, may sometimes lack sovereignty over his
subjects, but the latter, be they never so wicked,
must not live without a king.” The author makes
his meaning clear in the immediately following passage
.by employing a bold mythological simile. ‘As,
Indrani (i.e. the qieen of Indra) is never without a
husband, so are the subjects never (without a
master,”* Sukra, moreover, inculcates in the earlier
fashion the duties which the subjects owe to their
ruler. The people, he says in one place, shomld
salute the king as if he were an incarnation of Visnu,
and they should mot divulge the king’s secrets or
even think of harming or sl#®ing him.}

The above represents only one aspect of Sukra’s
thought with regard to kingship. The other aspect
is concerned as in the earlier works with the formula-
tion of principles tending to ch%ck the abuses of the
king’s power. Thus in the firstg place the author
insists that protection is the hlgh duty of the klng
“The gods kill and cast dbwn the king who does not
afford protection, th® B;a.hmana who does not
psactise austerities and the rich man who does not
give alms.” } In another place where he mentions
the eightfold occupation of the king, Sukra includes
protectim;l of the subjects in the category.§

* 103049

+ I 212; 231. Elsewhere (I1I 50) the® author enjoins
honouring of the king along with that of the gods, the
preceptor, Fire, ascetics and the like,

$ 1121, § I 124-135.
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While on this subject we may mention a remark-
able dictum of Sukra which involves, we think, an
extreme development of the old Hindu maxim of the
co-ordination of taxation and protection. { The king,
says the author in one place, having the aspect of a
master was appointed by Brahma to the service~
(dasyatva) of the people, with his own share of the
produce as his fee (svabhagabhritya) for the purpose
of constantly protecting them.* According to this
view, then, the king is the servant of the people by
divine creation, and he receives his share of the
preduce as his fee for the service of protection.f

Besides insisting with the earlier writers upon
the king’s primary duty of protection, Sukra follows
them in making righteocusness the rule of the king’s
conduct.} )It is in this connection that the author
distinguishes, for the first time, so far as we are
a';v;:'e, in the history of Hindu political thcory,
between the good kmg and the tyrant)rom the point
“of view of the klpgs divine nature— a distineticn
which, we think, was not needed by the older writers
because of their uniform inculeation of the primary
duty of protection. The righteous king, Sukra says
in one place, is a part of the gods, while the reverse

* ] 188.

t It is instructive to compare the Joctrine of Sukra with
ite counterpart in the work of Aryadeva (p. 209 supra). Both
there writers cateforically state the doctrine that#he king is
the servant of the people, receiving his share of the produce
as his fee. But while the Buddhist author apparently derived
it as a corollary from the theory of Contract, his Bribmana
successor explicitly based it upon the king’s divine creation.
This divergence may tend to show how completely the Brahmi-
nical view of the origin of kingship had swept its Buddhist
rival out of the field.

$ 167-69. Of. Kam, I 15-17.
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who destroys righteousness and oppresses his sub-
qects is a part of the demons.* In another place
‘we are told that the good king is derived from
particles of the gods, while his opposite is a part
.of the demons.t {Elsewhere Svkra divides kings
into three classes, namely those endewed with the
quality of goodness (satva), of darkness (tamas) and
of passion (Yajas), and he declares that while the
first class of kings assimilates the particles df the
gods, the second assimilates those of the demons,-and
the third those of men’f )

{ Finally, it must be observedghat Sukra, hovgeveg
much he may insist upon the duty of obeying the king,
is no believer in ghe doctrine of unlimited obedience,
He counsels the subjcctgein one place to abandon
the land ruled by a bad king.§ In another place,
without going so far as to sanction the right of
tyrannicide, he concedes to the people the right of
deposing bad rulers. y&‘ the king, we are told, although
high-born, becomes averse to® good qualities, policy
and strength (gunanitivaladvesi.) and is unrighteous,
he should be repudiated«as #he enemy of the kingdom
(rastravinasaka). Im his place the purobita should
instal a virtuous prince Of his family for the protec-
tion of the kingdoyp after obtaining the approval
of the subjects.’q ||

* 170, t I 8G-87. T 129-35.

§ 1L #8; 45.

 II 274-275. The above view may ®e connected with
&ukra’s insistence upon merit instead of birth as constituting
the king’s title to respect. The king, he says in one place (I 182),
is honoured not so much for his high birth as for his possession
of the qualijties of strength,gprowess and valour,
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II

When we proceed to examine the next class of
works that falls within the limits of this chapter, we
cannot fail to be struck with a sense of disuppoint-
ment. The commentary of the distinguished scholar
Madhava on the Smriti work of Parasara represents
during this period the tradition of the canonical scho-
liasts, just as the Nitimayiikha of Nilakantha and the
Rajanitiprakasa of Mitramiéra may be held to be
the representatives of the literature on polity (Niti).
Thet® authors, however, present few theories of
lelthS properly so called, and none marked by
ongma] thinking. Beginning with Madhava we find
that he conceives the kiffy to be an incarnation of
God, and connects this belief with the king’s fulfilment
of his elementary duty of protection. He writes,
““As the divine incarnation in the form of Rama and
others came into existence for punishing the mighty
Ravana and others dike him, so the divine incarna-
tion in the form of the kmg (rajavatara) is born for
the purpose of punishing lowly beings like thieves
and the rest.” * In another place Madhava men-
tions in justification of the king’s right of jurisdiction'
the old Brahminical doctrine of the king’s divine
creation out of the cssences of thé' gods. He says,
“ In gs much as thz king by virtue of his being greated
from the essences of the Moon, Indra and other gods,
is competent to decide suits like the nontpayment
of debts, he should try the same.” }

* Commentary on Paréara, Vyavaharakhapdam, pp. 5-6,
t Ibid pp. 10-13,
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We may next consider the author’s treatment
of the question relating to the incidence of the rights
and duties pertaining to the Ksatriya ruler. The
great scholiasts of the preceding epoch, as we have
observed in another place, held these. duties to be
applicable to all rulers of kingdoms and even in one
case to the gubordinate executive officers as well.*
Madhava characteristically adopts the contrary.view,
and upholds it by the method of dogmatic inter-
pretation alone. He devclops his argumendt in the
style of the medieval Hindu schoolmen by put-
ting forward a preliminary objection (pﬁrvapazga)'
and ending with the demonstrated conclysions
(siddhanta). Comimenting on a verse of Parasara,
he says, “ It may be contended that in the words
‘the king (rdjan) should punish’ [Parasara I 60]
the right even of the ruler of the kingdom (bhiipala)
to punish is indicated. How then can this (punish-
ment) be said to be the special daity of the Ksatriya 7"’
To this the author replies, “ N®t so, since in the
section on the expiation of sins by the performance
of sacrifices (avestl) the term ‘rajan’ has been
explained by means of the office of a Ksatriya.” t
This argument is expanded by Madhava in the
following lines, but ﬁ is unnecessary to quote them
here.

The above idea of kingship as®an office appli-
cable to the Ksatriya order alone is repeated by
Nilakanth®, who adopts the identical method of
dogmatic interpretation. He writes in the opening
passage of his work, *“ Now the word ‘ rajan ’ applies

* Vide pp. 234-236 suprae
t p. 883, Bibliotheca Indi®a edition.
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to the Ksatriya alone, not to one who is qualified for
kingship. For it has been explained in the sectiom
on the expiation of sin by performing sacrifices
(avesti) that kingship comes into existence afber
consecration, while the canonical directions given
beforehand in the words ‘the king should be com-
secrated ’ can appertain to the Ksatriva alone.”
Mitramiéra differs from both the above writers
in his treatment of the concept of kingship. Indeed
he follows the example of the great scholiasts of the
former period in extending the duties of kingship
to &l1 rulers of kingdoms and even to the subordinate
officjals. His argument like that of the earlier
writers depends upon verbal interpretation combined
with the idea of the necessary relation between protec-
tion and the collection of taxes. He observes, after
quoting the first verse of Manu’s seventh chapter,
* In these cases too (nantely, those of the texts cited
by the author in the nbove context from the Smritis
and Puranas), in ¢the following words explaining
kingly duties ‘I shall explain the kingly duties’
etc., the term king (rdjan) implies by derivative
interpretation a king pos«essing the lordship of a
kingdom. This is the correct interpretation, for by
the above-quoted reasoning (viz. that of Vijnanesévara)
the word king (rijan) would signify the Ksatriya im
general.” Furthe: on he writes, ‘ Though this
body of kingly dutics is explained with reference to
kings, it must be understood to apply in ¥ome sense
to one engaged in protecting a part of a kingdom ete.,
who may be of a different gaste. For in the extracts
(from the Manusamhita), ‘I shall speak of kingly
duties’ and  what conduct the king (nripa) should



follow,’ the word ‘nripa’ is separately used, and the
collection of taxes has protection for its c;bject, while=
protection (itself) depends upon the exercise of the
sceptre.”*

‘Im p. 14.

84



CONCLUSION,

We have now brought to a close our survey of
the political thought of the Hindu people extending
for a period of at least two thousand and five hundred
years. We have seen how political speculation
beginning in the Vedic Samhitas and the Brahmanas,
mostly as an adjunct of dogmatic interpretation of
the sacrificial ritual, entered upon a career of vigorous
ang independent growth in three more or less parallel
branches of literature,—the Dharmasiitras, the Artha-
"$astra, and the Buddhist canon,—of which the second
underwent a virtual regonstruction at the hands
of its great master Kautilya. The Rajadharma
sections and chapters of the Mahabharata, and to a
much lesser extent those of the Manusamhita, involve
something like a synthesis of the Arthasastra material
in harmony with t}:e"essential concepts of the older
canon, while the interesting work of the Buddhist
Aryadeva, fragmentary as it is, represents incidentally
an independent speculative trudition. In Kamandaka
as well as in the minor Smritis and the Purinas, the
tendency towards decline is already manifest, but an
original departure is made by the great scholiasts
who boldly attempt to rescue the political ideas of
the Smritis from the danger of lapsing into théological
dogmas. The Jaina works on polity and law, on the
other hand, have littlg independent interest as they
for the most part echo the thoughts of the older
masters. . Finally, amid the,general decay of political
speculation the Sukraniti makes itself conspicuous
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by its refreshing originality, while the mediaeval
Digests and commentaries on the works of Sacred
Law which come within our purview deal in a more
conventional way with the concept of kingship.

Let us endeavour in this concluding chapter to
sum up the leading concepts of the Hindu political
thinkers and set them forth in the broader perspective
of their relation to Western thought. It has, we
believe, been abundantly made clear in the foregoing
pages that the political ideas of the Hindus presént
in the main two distinet types, of which one is
principally associated with the Brahminical camon,
while the other forms the core of the Arthaéa.stra
and the Niti¢astrfi. These two types, it seems to us,
are related to each other ntt as religious and secular,
but rather as generic and special, forms of specula-
tion, and so far from flowing in independent channels
they frequently cross and recross each other’s path,
furnishing thereby one of the gtrongest incentives to
the development of political theqry. * In consider-
ing the generalisations that are attempted in the
present place for the * pu.rpose of analysis and
comparison, it will Be “pll to make due allowance
Tor the existence of these interrelated but distinet
strata of thought.

Beginning, théh, with the fundamental issues, it is
obvious,that the polity of the Hindw thinkers corres-
ponds neither to the polis of classical antiquity
nor to the® nation-state of niodern times, but may be

rendered more vaguely as a coun’crx—state. We
may, however, observe that this Hindu polity is

* Cf. pp, 80-81, 160, 215 pgte. supra.
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doubtless charged with an ethical meaning and
purpose : it is within its own limits a true partnership
in a life of virtue. It is no doubt a fact that the
king’s office as the grand instrument for repressing
"the evil tendencies of man’s nature is stressed in the
Hindu theory as probably in no other system, while
monarchy itself is conceived by some of the authors
as arising out of man’s fall from a state of pristine
‘purity.* But the monarch’s function is not limited
to’ the protection of the people from anarchy. To
him, above all, is assigned the task of enforcing the
sckeme of duties (dharma) which, it is conceived,
is the means of fulfilment of individuals and classes
'alonng the path of earthly bliss and heavenly happiness.
This conception of the ffinction of the king or the
State may suggest comparison with the well-known
ideas of Plato and Aristotle, but it presents, we think,
on closer inspection at least two peculiar features.
For, in the first plage, the State represented in the
Hindu theory by *he office of the king does not
directly promote the good life and is not a positive
maker of goodness : it pr?;motes virtue indirectly
by the agency of the prescribed scheme of duties
(dharma). In the second place, the fulfilment of thé
individual through the State is not absolute, but
relative : it is a stage, and a very necessary one, in
a course of proggessive perfection of which the goal
transcends the discipline of organised existence and
consists in complete self-realisation.

* Ct. pp 9J-81, 154, 170-171, 174-178 etc., supra.

t The Hindu goal of life, mokg or nirvana, may be thought
to present a parallel to the Stoic or the Augustinian conception
of a spiritual city embracing unjversal humanity. But this
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Let us next consider what ideasof the Individual’s
place in relation to the State are involved in the
political theories of the Hindus. We may, we think,
point out three lines of approach towards the solution
of this problem. In the first place, the Hindu'aathors,
as we have elsewhere observed, ‘conceive the
social order of which the king is a member as
produced by the will of the Supreme Spirit, Brahman,*
—a tonception equivalent to the notion that society
is an expression of the cosmic order or the @niversal
law. Secondly, the theory of the king’s divine
creation in the Manusamhita and the Mahabhafata
was, as we think, formulated deliberately with the
object of countergceting the individualistic tendencies
of the Buddhist canon exftessed in this case in its
remarkable theory of Contract.t Nevertheless and
this brings us to the last point, the Brahminical idea
of the social order i;;l;_lies that the Individual is
charged with a bundle of dujies which owe their
existence not to the will of the king or the State

apparent likeness really masks fundamental differences. The
Mindu view involves not merely the idea of communion or
fellowship on the basis of gbsolute equality but that of complete
identity, and it posils theqmif of cosmic creation, not merely of
cosmic humanity,concbived asthe manifestation of the Absclute.
Furthermore, it is not based on the notion gf a sharp antithesis
between t#e city of Cecrcps and the city of God, but it Bolds
the latter to be the crown and completion of the former. Third-
ly and lastlyg the Hindu idea, dificring in this respect from the
idea of St. Augustine but rosembling the not#ns of the Stoics,
is not represenied by & visible symbol on earth, but is realised
in the inner nature of man.

* Of. pp. 60-81, supra.
t Of. p. 172, supra.
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but is derived from the same source as the latter,
namely, the will of the Supreme Spirit. _

Turning to the other aspects of the Hindu political
theory, we may observe that it distinguishes although
not completely between the concepts of the State
and society—a distinction which could not have
presented itself within the narrow limits of the Greek
city-state. In the Brahminical social order, it is
true, the king’s function is envisaged in its entirety
so ‘as td include his political as well as his domestic
activities, but his essential task, it is repeatedly
‘ur@td, is executive government and the administra-
tion of justice.} Next, we may consider what we think
to be the pivot of the Brahminical social scheme,
namely, the differentiatibn of the ruling and the
fighting Ksattriya or king from the teaching and
sacrificing Brahmana. This presents at first sight
a remarkable analogy to the dualism of Church and
State in mediaeval Furopean thought, but a closer
study reveals important differences between the
two sets of ideas. For apart from the fact just
mentioned, namely, the absence of a complete separa-
tion of the concepts of State and society in the Hindu
theory, it has to be remembered that the antithesis
between the secular and the teligious concerns and
interests of man involving as its necessary corollary
two distinet jurisdictions, is foreign to the Hindu
mind. On the contrary the Hindu view, looking
upon both as equally necessary in their proper places
for the fulfilment of the individual, applies itself

* Aslo vide pp. 15-18 supra«
t Cf. supra, pp. 62, 164-165, etc.



269

to their synthesis and reconciliation to the end of
perfecting man’s progressive nature. For the above
reason the question of the Brahmana’s position in
relation to the Ksattriya or the king has not, we
think, the same significance as that of the’ mutual
relations of Church and State in European theory.

The Hindu political theory, as we have repeatedly
observed, is e.ssentia.lly the theory of the monarchic
Staté,—resembling in this respect much of the media-
‘eval and modern European thought and @iffering
from the thought of classical antiquity. Let us
then endeavour to set forth, more or less in relatfon
to the parallel Western ideas, the principal features
of the Hindu idea ®f kingship.* As we have observed
elsewhere, the Hindu auth8®s frequently declare the
king to be created by the Divine will, and the Maha-
bharata, in particular, suggests in its elaborate
stories of the king’s creation that kingship is the
divinely ordained remedy for mgan’s sin. The Hindu
thinkers more often conceive the king to partake of a
divine nature as emhodymg the essence of Visnu
or of the eight guardian deltles or at least by virtue of
the resemblance of his® fungtlons to those of the gods.
Brom these arguments follow as a natural corollary
the duties of non- ln]urv,-obedlence and the like on
the part of the sub}Ects with reference to their ruler.t
These idgas and notions will at once suggest to Jhe
student of European thought striking analogies in

* A detailed comparison of the Hindu theories of kingship
with the Western theories of Social Contract and of Divine
Right is reserved for the Appendix.

t Of. pp. 32, 84-086, 173-18?..225-229, 245, 264-257, 260, ete.
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the speculations of the medieval Church. The Hindu
writers, however, more frequently mention in justi-
fication of the king’s authority the essential import-
ance of kingship from the standpoint of the Individual
and the society*—a conception which, as we have just
observed, may be matched in Greek philosophical
thought. Incidentallyit may be noticed as illustrat-
ing the peculiar development of the Hindu view that
Kautilya derives from his implied theory of Contract
an additional plea for the king’s prerogative of taxa-
tion, while Sukra discovers a fresh basis of the king’s
rufé in the latter’s personal merit.t
The above represents one aspect of the Hindu
view of the king’s position in relation to his subjects.
The other aspect which'Tinks up the Hindu theory
with the view of the mediaeval Church and differ-
entiates it from the theory of Divine Right, is concern-
ed with the safeguards against the abuses of the
king’s power. Kingship, to begin with, is most often
conceived in Hincﬁf: thought as an office and rot as
a lordship. We may prove this by pointing to the
arguments noted above, namely, that the king is held
in the Brahminical canon to be subject to the para-
mount law of his order imposing upon him, above ali,
"the duty of protection, that the maxim making the
king’s taxes his fee for protection rtins almost through
the whole of Hirdu thought, that even the exponents
of the doctrine of divine creation contemplate protect-
ion to be the specific object of the institution of
kingship, and lastly, that the Santiparvan expllicit}y

# Vide pp. 62-683, 89-92, 170-171, 216-217, 224, etc., supra.
t Vide pp. 134, 136, 255, suypra,
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permits the subjects to abandon the king lacking in
this essential qualification for his post.* Besides
thus insisting upon the duties of the king the Hindu
authors sometimes, as we have seen, declare justice
or righteousness to be the essentiul prindiple of
kingship,—a view which naturally leads"to the differ-
entiation of the good king and the tyrant.}

In developing the principles limiting the arbitrary
exercise of the king’s authority, the Hindu thinkers
occasionally throw out principles and maxime which
might be and have been taken tn signify the idea
of popular sovereignty.f Of the former kind is #he
plea advanced in two passages of the Santiparvan
in favour of the people’s right to tyrannicide. Less
conclusive, since it does nd¥ contemplate the whole
people as participating in the right in question, is
Sikra’s advocacy of the deposition of unworthy
rulers. We may also mention in this connection,
in accordance with the current oginion on this subject,
the characteristic Hindu view @f the relation of
taxation to protection.§ To the latter class, that of
maxims, belongs Sukra’s description of the king
as the servant of the people by Brahma’s ordination,
t® which we may add the Buddhist Aryadeva’s designa-
tion of the king as the servant of the multitude |j.
Granting the wvalillity of these arguments it may,
we think, still be doubted whether thg Hindu autlaors
arrived at the true idea of popular sovereignty. In

* Qf. pp.%4-65, 97, 184-186, supra. 1 Of. pp. 100-101.

t gf the views of Profs. P. N. Banerjea and D. R. Bhandar-
kar, quoted, pp. 65-66 footnote, supra. Also cf. Benoy Kumar
Sarkar, Political Instifulions and Theories of the Hindus, pp.
174-176.  § Vide pp. 65, 101, 188, 259 ete. || Vide pp.
209-210, 258.

85
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the cases mentioned ahove. it will be noticed that
the pleas in favour of the popular control over the
king are put forward, except in the dictum of Aryvadeva,
along with the principles justifying the king’s authori-
ty. In vhe second place, the Hindu authors, again
with the solitary exception of Aryadeva, faii to connect
their principles and maxims with the idea of the
popular will as the source of the king’s authority,
such, e.g. as is involved in the Buddhist theory of
contract: On the contrary the whole trend of their
thought, as we have observed elsewhere,* is in
favour of the view that the king derives his office
and his authority from the wili of the Supreme Being.
We are therefore led to the conclusion that though
there were germs of the‘idea of sovereignty of the
people in the Hindu theory, these were never
worked out into an independent and logically
complete system.

The reflections of the Hindu thinkers on the art
of government properly so-called, bear a striking
resemblance, as we have seen, to those of certain
European thinkers, notably Machiavelli.f In parti-
cular, the Florentine’s ruthless sacrifice of morality
to political expediency finds its counterpart to a
considerable extent in the ideac of the Arthasastra,
not to say those of the later canouical works of the
Brahmanas. We are particularly interested to notice
in the present place that the Mahabharata, while
setting just bounds to Machiavellianism, sanctions

a limited depacture from the strict moral law in
furtherance of the interests of the State.

*' Vide pp. 85-66 footnote, supra. t+ Vide pp. 102-105,
155-156, supra.



APPENDIX.

A Comparison of the Hindu and some Western
theories of kingship.

In view of some recent attempts to establish points
of analogy and contrast between the Hindu and
certain Western theories of the king’s ‘origin, it seems
desirable to consider the question with some fulriess
in the present place. Before doing this we think it
necessarv to mention a point that has, we hepe,®
been sufficiently indicated above, namely that the
‘Hindu theories do not admit of a clear-cut division
into two distinet 'types, sweh as those of the divine
and the human origin of the State, or of Social Contract
and the divine creation of kingship.* Consider, for
example, chapter LXVII of the Santiparvan which
has been held{ to represent. the theory of social
contract. In this case, as we hgve seen, Manu, the
original king, is declared to have been first ordained
by Brahma and afterwdrds®to have cntered intov a
kind of contract witlf the people.i In an earlier
aerse of the same chapte'r and in the same context
it is categorically stateq that the kings are created
by the gods. Om tHe other hand the story of the
creatlon of kingship in chapter LJX of the Santi-
parvan %and in the Manusamhita—the first of which

* The Brroer division is adopted by Prof. Pramatha Nath
Ba.nerjea. (op. cit. pp 35-37), the latter by Brof. D. R. Bhan-
darkar (pp 119-128).

t e.g. by Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar, loc. cit.
i Supra, pp 174-175.
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has been taken* to represent the divine creation of
the king—combines, as we have observed before, the
latter idea with the notion of a preliminary state of
nature, and in the first-named instance that of a
coronation-oath as wellt.

It thus appears that the Hindu theories involve
at least in the later examples a composite blending,
of the ideas of contract and divine creation. With
this preliminary word of caution we shall now proceed
to' comnare them with the Western theories of
social contract on the one hand, and those of Divine
Right on the other. As regards the first article, it is
well to begin by emphasising a point that is apt to
he lost sight of in the current estimates of the two
groups of theories. It -uppears ‘that none of the
Hindu theories approaches the character of a system,

-and that while embodying rational speculation they
are placed in a mythological setting. On the other
hand, Hobbes, to mention one example of a Western
political philosopher with whom it has been sought §
to establish a close resemblance on the part of the
Hindu thinkers, was the duthor of a great system
uniting in itself the principal ¢urrents of contemporary
thought, and he carried the spirit of rationalism to =
point unknown even to his greet forerunner Grotius.§
The Hindu theories of contract i this respect fall
below the level attained by the European exponents

* See, for instance, Prof. D.R. Rhandarkar, lc2. cit.
t Supra pp. 176-178. '
:‘ See, for instance, D. R. Bhandarkar, op. cit., p. 122.

§ Cf. Dunning, Polilical Theories from Luther to Mon-
tesquieu, pp 300-301.
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of the contract theory in the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries. '

' Passing from these general observations to the
detailed study of the problem, it may be observed
that the antecedent state of nature as cbnceived
by the Hindu thinkers is, like the Eutopean, not of
the same uniform type, but varies according to
different authors. In Kautilya’s Arthadastra and
in dhapter LXVITU of the Santiparvan this makes
the closest approach to the Hobbesian formula’ of
bellum omnium contra omnes, while the description
in the Buddhist Digha Nikdaya and in chapter LIX ofe
the Santiparvan which involves an original state of
perfect peace andhappiness followed after an interval
by strife and violence, is® reminiscent of Grotius,
Pufendorf, and Locke. As regards the specific nature
of the pact terminating the period of anarchy, it would
seem to follow from what has been told above that
while Kautilya and the auth.or of the Mahavastu
imply or mention what should be strictly called
Governmental compact in Western political philoso-
phy, the Digha Nikaya‘®and chapter LXIX of the
Santiparvan contemplﬁte. two or more, successive
ecompacts resulting in the creation of society and
the state. The notion of contract, then, in the latter
case alone would upp.roach the view o\f_ﬁ_ﬁ Hobbes, who,
as has been observed, first developgd in Europe the
conception of social countract as distinguished from
the earlieg Governmental Pact.*

. B -

* For the above reason t.h: generic designation of Social
Contract given by Prof. D. R. Bhandarkar and other scholars
to the group of Hinda theories that we are now considering,
is, we think, not quite apppgite.
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Finally as regards the mutual relations of the
sovereign and his subjects following from the contract,
we have already endeavoured to show that the
Hindu exponents of the contract theory, with the
exceptién of the Buddhist canonists who fail to
connect theit views with any system of rights and
duties, press their notion into service for the purpose
of justifying the authority of the ruler and the essen-
tial prerogatives of his office. In this respect, then,
the Hindu view must be distinguished alike from the
theory of Hobbes, and that of Locke and Rousseau.*

We have endeavoured to analyse the Hindu
theories of kingship in so far as they present points

“of contact with the Western Social Contract. Let
us next consider them fréxm the point of view of their
relation to the theories of Divine Right. As we have
observed before, the Hindu authors frequently lay
down doctrines of the king’s ordination by the Sup-
reme Being, and ascribe divine attributes to the ruler.
These points suggest obvious analogies with the
ideas of the Western thinkers. But the analogies
turn out on a closer inspéction to be more or less
illusory. We do not refer for®this purpose, as some

* 1t has been alleged (vide D. K. Bhandarkar loc. cit.) as
the ground of superiority of the Hii.du theory over the Hob-
besian, that while the latter involved the irrevocahle transfer
of absolute power to the ruler, the former contemplated the
king to be still a servant of the people. We are not guite sure
whether this view can be accepted as correct, for apart from
the fact that even Hobbes permits the subjects t. cancel their
obligation to the sovereign in the event of the latter’s -failure
to protect them from the evil of anarchy, the Hindu thinkers.
as we have insisted before, do not appear to have developed
thefcase for popular sovereignty into a complete system (cf. p.
272 supra).
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have done,* to the distinction drawyp in the Sukraniti
between the good king and the tyrant from the
standpoint of the king’s divine nature ; for we hold
this particular view to be peculiar to Sukra. Nor
do we set much store by the contentiont that the
Hindu doctrine of the king’s divinity is a metaphorical
«<xpression of the attribute of sovereignty, for we
find that the king’s title to rule is expressly derived
at least in the Santiparvan from his absorption of
Visnu’s essence.f The true difference, it 'a.ppeai'rs
to us, is to be sought elsewhere. The divine creation
of the king, it is conceived by the Hindu authots,
imposes upon him the duty of protection rather than
the right to rule, ® while his divine nature sigm’ﬁes
that he is the manifestatiorf f the Divine protecting
powers of the universe,—of Visnu, the World-Preserv-
er, or of the eight guardians of the quarters.

Turning to the other points, it may be remarked
that the king in the Hindu theogy is not accountable
to God alone for his actions. Fow much as we deny
the claim of the Hindus to have worked out the idea
of popular sovereignty, we n'l.ight, we think, argue
from the conception of the.au-embracing Law (Dharma)
that the Brahmanas were conceived as qualified to
supervise the conduct of the king.§ Furthermore,
it has been shown®that none of the Hindu authors
with the jpossible exception of Nirada countenanges

* (Of. the views of Profs. P. N. Banerjea and D. R. Bhan-
darkar, quot®. p. 132 footnote, supra.
t+ See, for instance, Prof. Benoy Kumar Sarkar in the

Political Institutions and Theories of the Hindus, pp. 179-180.
1 Supra, pp. 181-182.
§ Cf. p. 112, supra.
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the unlimited obedience of the subjects: on the
contrary, they develop in the course of their argument
principles tending to justify the right of deposition,
and even that of tyrannicide.* Finally, it may be
mentionéd that the Hindu theory contains no trace
of the doctrine of indefeasible hereditary right which
is an essential element of Divine Right in the Western
system.

.

* Vide p. 273, supra.
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of eontract, 210 n. See also under Contract,
King, Republics.

Chanda, Rama Prasad, q.uoted, 122-128, 129 n.

Commentators on the Smritis (Medhatithi, Vijianes-
vara, Apara,rka) character of political thought
of, 231- 232, relation of ideas of rajadharma
and dandaniti and of i theory of kingship of, to
the Manusamhita, 233-234; Medhatithi ex-
tends Manu’s list of rights of subjects,
240-242. Also see under King, Punishment,
Subjects, Taxation.

Dandaniti, Kautilya’s definition of, 75 ; distinguished
from Arthasastra, 78 m.; Kautilya’s view
of the relation pfy to other sciences, 127-180 ;
the Mahabharata ® assimilates the concept
of, to ra.]adharma 165; the end of, 166;
doctrine of, diwine' creation of, in the Maha-
bharata, 176 177.

Dharma {Law, Duty, Justice etc.) : fwofold sanction
of,jn Dharmasiitras, 59-61 n. Also see under
King, Society etc.

Dharmasiitras, contain the first arranged list of duties
(dharma) 58 ; character of political ideas ¢n,
58-59 ; connectior of, with Kautilya’s theory

87 .



of kingship, 185-186. Also see under King,
Brahmanas, Politics, Society eto.
Divine creation of king. See under King.
Divinity of the king. See under King. Divinity of
_~the Brahmana. See under Brahmanas.

Dunning, History of Political Theories Ancient and
Mediaeval, quoted, 4.

Government or Sovereignty : category of seven limbs
of, in early Arthagastra, 84-89 ; in Kautﬂva,
‘181 ; in the Manusamhita, 169-170 ; in Kaman-
daka, 216 ; in Sukraniti, 252-258,

H'emachandra, his Laghu Arhanniti is of the same
nature as the Brahminical Smritis, 248 ; his
theory of origin of science of polity compared
with theory of the Mahabharata, 244.

Hindus, influences favouring the growth of poiitical
ideas among, 1-2 ; Max Miiller on, 3 ; opinions
of Janet and Bloomfield on, 4-7 ; opinions of
Willoughby and Dunning on, 8-11 ; character-
istics of Hindu political thought, 11-13;
preponderance -of schools and systems, 18;
defective chronology, 18-19.

Hobbes, Hindu theories of kingship compared with
the Social Contract theory of, 274-276.
Indo-Aryans, &éribal society of, 25:26; tribal society

of, transformed into the State, 34.
Jacob, Col. G. A., quoted, 136 n. '
Jacobi, H., quoted, 125 n., 126-127 n.

Jaina legal arid political treatises : their lack of ori-
ginality and indebtedness to Brahminical
thought, 242-248. See also under Hemachan-
dra, Somadevasiri,



Janet, Histoire de la Science Politique, quoted, 4.
Jayswal, K. P., quoted 15-16x., 74 n., Y6 n., 78 n.,
' 84 n., 178 n., 204 n., 207 n.

Jenks, Law and Politics in the Middle Ages, quoted,,
85-87.

Kamandaka : his relation to Arthasastre authors and
especially to Kautilya, 214-215: relation of
his theory of kingship to earlier theories,
216-218 ; his conception of relation of state-
craft to morality connected with the Maha-
bharata, 220. Also sec under King, Govern-
ment, Morality, Kautilya, Mahibharata. »

Kautilya : citation of early schools and authors in, 68 ;
plan and scope of his work, 125-126 ; on®the*
education and discipline of the prince, 139-
140 ; the gospel of expediency in, 148-144 ;
the end of state-craft is not territorial annex-
ation but hegemony, 145-146 ; on the kind
treatment of subjects and the maintenance of
established customs, 143-;47; compared with
Machiavelli, 155-156 ; influence of his thought
upon later times; 15%6-157 ; influence upon
Kamandaka in *respect of the gcneral plan
of his work 215, the category of seven limbs
216, the doctrine of punishment 219. Also see
under Arthadastra, Dandaniti,.Buddhist can-
on, Dharmasiitras, Morality, Sciences.

King, his position and functions in the standard
Inglian polity, 18-16 ; the conception of king’s
divinity in the Rigveda 27; im the Atharva
veda 28 ; twofold basis ef the king’s diyinity
(as & member of the ruling class and a5 a
participant in sgerificial ceremonies) in the



Ysajurveda and the Brahmanas, 28-80 ; king’s
rulé based upon his divinity in the Taittiriya
Samhita and the Satapatha Brahmana, 82;
the king has no indefeasible hereditary right,

.88 ; king’s authority limited by the moral basis

of his office 41 ; anticipations in the Brah-
manas of the doctrines of king’s creation by
Divine Will and by popular agreement 42, 48
relation of king to ‘purohita’ in the Aitareya
Briahmana, 51-52 ; importance of king’s func-
tion in the Dharmasitras, 62-68 ; the king’s
duty of protection and the conception of the
king as an official, 64-65; Arthasastra view
of the importance of the king’s office, 89-92 ;
king’s divinity in, Arthasastra, 93-96 ; king’s
duty of protection derived from his divine
ordination, 97 ; king’s justice is the foundation
of ordered existence of the world, 98-100 ;
justice the essential attribute of kingship,
100 ; good kifig and tyrant first distinguished
in Arthadastra, 100-101 ; Buddhist theories
of contract, 117-121; king, according to
Kautilya, is the hcad of the elements of
sovereignty, 181-132 ; Kautilya’s view of the
source and nature of the king’s authority,
188-137 ; Mahabharata on,the importance of
the king’s office, 170-171 ; anti-popular origin
of Mahabharata theories of king’s origin, 172-
178 ; doctrine of king’s divine creation in the
Manusgmbhita, 178-174 ; the theories of king’s
creation in the Mahabharata involve blend-
ing of the ideasof divine creation and coro-
nation-oath or popular agreement, 174-180;
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doctrine of king’s divinity in the Manusam-
hitd and the Mahabharata. 180-182 ; king’s
duty of protection, 184-186 ; king’s proper or
improper exercise of dandaniti entails corres-
ponding merit or sin, 186-187 ; king eonceived
by Aryadeva to be servant of she people, 209-
210 ; Kamandaka’s idea of importance of the
kmg s office, 216-217 ; the same, accordmg to
the Purinas, 224 ; doctrme of king’s divinity
in the Puranas, 225-226 ; incidents and duties
of kingship, according to the Smriti com-
mentators, extend beyond the Ksatriya oxden
284-286 ; king’s duty of protection, according
to Medhatithi, extends to all classes of his
subjects, 287-239¢# Somadeva on king’s im-
portance and divine nature, 245 ; Sikraniti on
king’s rule by virtue of his merit and on
king’s divine nature, 254 ; king, according to
Sukra, is servant of people by divine creation,
258 ; doctrine of king’s divinity in Madhava,
260 ; kingship, according to Madhava and Nila-
kantha, confinéfl tothe Ksatriya order, 261-
262, but, a!:(!'ordmg to Mitramisra, is an
attribute of all rulers of kmgdorns 262. Also
see under Sub]gects, ete.

a
Law, Narendra ﬁath, quoted 207 n.

Law-books (Smritis), minor. See under Purands.

Ma_chiaélli, Kautilya compared with, 155-156. Also

see under Morality.

Madhava, his commentary on Raradara is wantipg in

originality, 260 ; relation of his theory of



kingship to that of earlier scholiasts, 261.
See also under King.

Mahabharata, rajadharma sections in, involve syn-
thesis of canonical and Arthadastra ideas
6¢  polities, 160, 162-163 n.; embody a
standard list of the king’s duties, 161-162 n. ;
inculcate a middle or a mixeg course of
policy, 192-194 ; connection of Mahédbharata
theories of the king’s function and nature
and of the duty of the subjects with Kaman-
daka, 220 ; with the Puranas and later Smritis,
225-226. Also see under Riajadharma, Danda
niti, King, Arthasastra, Morality.

Majumdar, Ramesh Chandra, Corporate Life ir
Ancient India, quoted, 22 n., 207 n., 208 n.

Matsyanyaya, 135-186 n.

Manusamhita, rajadharma chapter in, involves syn-
thesis of Arthadastra and ecanonical ideas,
160 ; influence of theories of kingship
in, upon later ti_mes,“ 218 n., 258 n., ete.
Also see under Rajadharma, Dandaniti,
Government, Punishment, King, Mahdabharata
ete.

Mitramiéra, relation of his theory of kingship to the
earlier scholastic theories, 262.

‘Morality, Machiavellian conception of the relation of
statecraft to, in early Arthasastra, 102105 ; in
Kautilya; 148-150 ; in the Mahabharata and
the Manusamhita, 198-200; justified by the
gospel of self-preservation, the natural law of
existence, the supreme euthority of the canon,
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and the importance of the state-function
200-204 ; polities wholly subservmnt to morali-
ty in Aryadeva, 210-212.

Moslem conquest, effect of, upon political theory,
288.

Natural state of man, conception of, in Satapatha
Brahmana, 41-42; in Arthadastra, 92; in
the “Buddhist canon, 118-119 ; in the Maha-
bharata, 178-179.

Nature, conception of human, in Arthadastra, 107 ;
in Manusamhifa, 196 ; in Kamandaka, 220.

Organic unity, conception «of, of society in Dhatina
sttras 60 ; in Arthasastra 100-101 ; conceptlon
of, of go?cmment (prakriti) in the Manusam-'
hita 169-170; in**Kamandaka, 221-222; in
Sukraniti, 252-253.

Orientals, Janet’s estimate of, 4 ; opinion of Willough-
by on, 8-9.

Powers (Saktis), a technical jerm : conception of the
three, in early Arthasastra, 86 ; in Kautilya,
143. -

Prakritis, (a technical term). See under Government.

Punishment (dandaf, dogtrine of, in early Arthasastra
106-107 ; in Kautilya, 153-154 ; in the Manu-
samhita and the Mahabharata, 195-196 ; in
Ka,mandhka 219-220 ; duty*of, not optlonai
but compulsory, accordjng to Apararka,
289-240. '

Puré.na‘ and minor Law-bouks, decline of political
speculation in, 223 ; analog® of some theories
of popular obedience™in, to Wester® theory
of Divine Right, 229.4 Also see under King,
ete.
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Purohita, relation of, to the king in the Brahmanas,
51-52 ; in Arthagastra, 88-89.

Rajadharma, conception of, compared with the
concept of Arthasastra, 81-82; assimilated
10 Dandaniti in the Manusamhitd and the
Mahéabharata, 165 ; comprehends and trans-
cends all other duties, 167-168 ; the Maha-
bharata bases it partly upon reason and
gxperien'ce, 197-198,

Rajputs,»inﬂuence of rise of, upon political theory,

f 286 n.

Ramayana, on importance of king’s office, 171-
172 n.

Republics (Sanghas, Ganws, Kulas ete.) : Buddhist
theory of seven conditions of success in, 122-
128 ; Kautilyaon, 154 ; Mahabharata on, 205-
207 ; comparison of Mahiabharata theory with
that of the Buddhists, 207-208.

Righteousness, king’s, is the foundation of ordered
existence of the people, 99-100.

Rigveda, state of socicty in the age of, 25-26. See
also under King.

Sarkar, Benoy Kumar, quoted 188 n., 249 n.

Sciences (vidyas), criticism of the traditional division
of, by th-ee Arthasastra schools, 79-80;
Kautilya’s rehabilitation of, 127-180.

Shamasastry, R., quoted 74 n., 84 n., 184 n.

Society, or the social drder: germs of conception of,
in Upanisads, 54-55 ; scheme of, in Dharma-
stutras, 59-60.



Somadevasiri, (a Jaina author) : his Nitivikyamritam,
is & copy of Kautilya's -Arthadistra, 248 ;
eonnection of his theory of kingship with
theory of Brahminical canon, 245-246. Also
see under King.

Sovereignty. See under Government.

State, mpltiplicity and variety of Indian States, 2 ;
chargcteristies of standard Indian State, 16 ;
transformation of original tribal society of
Ir.xdo—Aryans into the, 54.

Subjects, doctrines of respectful submission and obe-
dience of, in Dharmasiitras 68 ; in Arthasastrs,
94-96 ; limited by right of tyrannicide, 101 ; in’
Kautilya;, 185 ; in the Manusamhitd and thg
Mahabhirata, 183-184 ; limited by right of
tyrannicide, 188 ;.qm the Puranas and minor
Smritis, 227-229 ; the subject’s right of bearing
arms extends, according to Medhatithi, even
to normal times, 240-241 ; Medhatithi’s plea
for the right-of rebellien, 241-242 ; monarchy
is the natural and neBessary condition of
subjects accordjfyg to.Sukra, 256-257 ; Sukra’s
advocacy of thg right of deposing bad kings,
259.

Sukraniti, character ofy 248-249 ; its date and author-
shlp, 249 foetndte ; conceptlon of scopeiand
practical apphcatlon of Niti¢astra i in, 249-252 ;
conception of king as serfant of people in,

mpired with that of Aryadeva, 258 foot-

te; distinction between ogood king and
tyrant in, 258-259. Also see under govem-
ment, King, Mahéabharata, Subjects, Taxa-
tion.
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Taxation, doctrine of connection of, with protection :
in Dharmasiitras, 85 ; in Buddhist canon, 210 ;
in Kautilya, 186 ; in the Mah&bharata and the:
Manusamhiti, 185 footnote; in Smriti com-
mentaries, 285-288 ; extreme development of,
n Sukraniti, 258 ; application of, by Mitra-
miéra,' 262.

Tiruvalluvar, a Tamil poet, on kingship, £18 n.

Willoughby, Political Theories of the Anciest Werld,
ioted, 8 ; Nature of the State, quoted. 9.



