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PREFACE.

The accompanying lectures were first pubhshed in
1916. When the edition was exhausted, the Syndicate
of the University of Madras desired, in 1920, the
preparation of a new edition. Interest in ancient
Indian polity had meanwhile become widespread, vivid
and sustained. Important additions to the literaturg
of the subject were being made every year. The views
formed and expressed, in the lectures, had to be
reconsidered in the light of the steadily increasing mass
of new material. For this task, sufficient leisure was
wanting till a few months ago. In 1933, when I
obtained the time, and the Syndicate reaffirmed its old
decision, the re-examination of the views formed and

expressed twenty years ago was undertaken and the
present edition is the result.

A comparison of the two editions will show that the
text of the lectures remains unaltered but for an
occasional verbal change. The scrutiny of the new
material which has been accumulating since the first
publication has not disclosed justification to modify or
abandon the views and opinions then expressed. The
facts and arguments adduced since 1916 to support or
challenge old conclusions are now noticed in the
footnotes and the appendices.

The lectures represent the first of a group of
three studies in which, during a course of years,

I have made an attempt to interpret the material
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contained in the sociological literature of ancient
India. The present work is concerned primarily with
the political implications. I had the opportunity to
examine the economic ideas of ancient Indian thinkers
in lectures given in 1927 before the Benares Hindu
University. They were published in 1934 with the title
¢¢ Aspects of Ancient Indian Economic Thought’’. The
consideration of other implications of our old literature
was undertaken in the Special Readership Lectures,
which I gave in March 1934, at Calcutta, under the
auspices of the University. When they are published,
the three studies will be seen to be complementary.

A few differences between the old and the new
edition may be indicated. In the first edition, the
explanations and references, with which the formal
observations of the lectures were followed up during the
delivery, were subsequently recast and presented as
Notes in an appendix. Most of these old notes have
now been condensed, brought up-to-date and presented
as footnotes. A few mnotes which have served their
purpose have been omitted. Ten long notes have been
relegated to the Appendixz. Differences in views on
ancient Indian polity are chiefly due to varying inter-
pretation of ancient texts. As these texts are not
readily accessible, they have been cited in full wherever
necessary. Marginal headings have been provided.
Diacritical marks have been used, and the standard
scheme of transliteration adopted. The index has been
made fuller and a bibliography has been added.,
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The form Kautilya is retained though the present
fashion is to use Kautalya. A change in the spelling of
a historical name, sanctioned by centuries of usage,
requires very strong grounds before it can be recom-
mended for general acceptance. I am by no means

satisfied that such grounds can be adduced in support
of the new form.

In the preparation of this edition, and especially
in recasting the notes and in seeing the work through
the Press, I have received much help which has to be
gratefully acknowledged. My obligations are parti-
cularly heavy to Mr. V. R. Ramachandra Dikshitar, M.A.,
Lecturer in Indian History in the University of Madras,
who has himself made important contributions to
ancient Indian polity, and to my son and former pupil
Mr. K. R. Padmanabha Aiyangar, M.A., B.L., of the
Indian Audit and Accounts Service. Another former
pupil, Mr. A. N. Krishnan, M.A., sometime Lecturer in
History and Economics in the American College at
Madura, has given valuable assistance in the correction
of proofs, the preparation of the index and bibliography, .
and in the verification of references. The Sanskrit
quotations were checked by Mahopadhyaya, Mimamsa
Siromani, S. Sankararama Sastri.

RAGHAVA VILASA,

TRIVANDRUM, } K. V.RANGASWAMI
16th February 1935.
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THIS is not the first occasion on which it has heen' Tne toundation.
given to me to speak in this hall of many and hallowed
memories, dear to me for over twenty years, since I
entered it as a student in search of admission to a .
University course. It is, however, the first time when I
have the pleasure of doing so in the character of the first
lecturer of the University on a foundation which owes
its being to the enlightened munificence and burning
zeal for the advancement of Indian history, science and
culture, which characterized the eminent Indian, now no
more, whose glorious career, so full of dazzling promise
and of brilliant and many-sided achievement, was over,
even before the first of what he would assuredly have
deemed his series of further benefactions to his Univer-
sity had time to materialize and to take shape. The
Jectureship® founded by the late Mr. V. Krishnaswami
Aiyar has been further honoured by being named after
one of the most widely revered Indians of the past half-
century, the Nestor of our graduates, happily still
spared to us, in honouring whom, every one, from the
highest in the land, may feel that he is only honouring

himself.

1 On November 23, 1911, in the course of his Address to the graduates
assembled in the Convocation, the Hon’ble Mr. V. Krishnaswami Aiyar
offered the University an endowment for founding an annual Lectureship
in the honoured name of Dr. Sir 8. Subrahmanya Aiyar. This was
accepted by the Senate on March 1, 1912, The lectures now printed were
the first to be given under the Foundation. They were delivered at the
Hall of Pachafyappa’s College on March 18 and 19, 1914,

1
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Those alone who can do so from such personal
knowledge as has not been mine, can speak of the rare
traits, accomplishments and achievements which have
won, for these two, such extraordinary and universal
appreciation in the country. I have ventured, in all
humility, to recall their connection with the lectureship
to which it has been my good fortune to be appointed, to
show that though, in a sense perhaps, an initial lecturer
on the foundation may luckily be exempt from the
otherwise inevitable comparison with distinguished pre-
decessors, yet he must feel overwhelmed by the high
ideals of scholarship and culture, conjured up by the
thought of the eminent men with whose name the
lectureship is associated. The feeling that T am the first
speaker under this endowment gives me also an
increased sense of responsibility, since there is no one in
whose steps I may claim to tread or whose record I can
attempt to reach.

This is my excuse for attempting a survey of the
vast field of the literature and subject-matter of Ancient
Indian Polity, the subject chosen by me—from amongst
the topies which the wide range of Ancient Indian
History and Archaeology affords—for its natural attrac-
tion, as well as for its fitness to be associated with the
names of two such publicists and servants of the state as
Sir Subrahmanya Aiyar and Mr. Krishnaswami Aiyar.
My remarks will accordingly be restricted to certain
topics and aspects of my wide theme, which as a student
and as a teacher I have felt the need for stressing at the
present day. I would be content to leave it to other and
better equipped students of Indian history to earn the
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recognition that would come of treating in its entirety,
with becoming thoroughness said skill, a subject of such
range and difficulty.

The consideration of the present condition and
prospects of my subject has recalled to my mind certain
suggestive passages, written in 1888, in which. one of the
foremost institutional historians described the position
and possibilities of the historical study of English law.?
It has brought into relief the resemblance and the
difference between the condition described by him, and
those which appear to me to govern the destinies of my
subject. In India to-day, as in England when Maitland
wrote, the historical conscience is awake to the need for
dealing with institutions equally with men and events.
Students of history readily accept in the abstract such
propositions as that law and politics are important
elements of individual and national life, and that their
systematic study is the duty of the historian who desires
to understand his society aright. But, while in England,
this change in the historian’s attitude induced the
historical study of English law, resulting some years
later in the production of Maitland’s own illustrious
work, in India, we are yet far from such an achievement.
Issues are being obscured and findings vitiated by the
tendency to treat history as the ally of dogma, and to
look into the armoury of our ancient polity for weapons
to be used in the arena of modern political

2 See the “ Collected Essays of F. W. Maitland ” (ed. H. A. L. Fisher,
8 vols., 1911), vol. I pages 480—497 and vol. II pages 1—60, as well as his
monumental * History of English Law before the time of Hdward I”,
2 vols., 1895, written in collaboration with Sir Frederick Pollock.
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controversies.” While, as supplying a powerful motive
for continuing with enthusiasm those studies, it was a
fortunate coincidence that the renaissance of Indian
historical studies should have come along with a resur-
gent national feeling, in another aspect this conjunc-
tion has proved less auspicious. The temptation has
often proved irresistible for our students to fix their eyes
exclusively on the attractive or inspiring epochs of our
past, to write with purpose and with prejudice, and to
neglect the study of the whole development of the people
in the attempt to study only chosen parts of it. The
result is that one may not inaptly apply to much of the
historical work in India at the present day the amusing
complaint made by Macaulay—amusing because he
made it: ‘In our country’, said he, ‘the dearcst interests
of parties have been staked on the researches .of
antiquaries. The inevitable consequence was that our
antiquaries conducted their researches in the spirit of
partisans.’

Political bias is not the only impediment to the
scientific study of ancient polities. Propositions of a
controvertible kind, which have long exercised a baneful
sway over the minds of students of Indian history,
partly by the strength of long-standing prescription,
and even more on account of the weight of ‘high
authority’ behind them, have proved equally obstructive.
First among these is the assumption that in India politi-
cal conditions have ever been uniform and homogeneous.

3 For samples of such statements, see Madras Christian College
Meagazine, 1894, pages 94 and 99, as well a8 Modern Review, II., 1909,
pages 38 and 350, and Ibid III, 1910, pages 333 and 339.
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Next comes the old belief in the unchanging character
of the East—China aud Japan alone recently excepted—
to which even so subtle a thinker as Mr. Balfour has
professed adherence. Then we have the allied opinion
that, excepting perhaps for some forms of poetry, alinost
the only talent of India was for metaphysical specula-
tion, and that the characteristic of India in the realm
of practical life has been an invulnerable quietism.
This opinion has now risen to the rank of a tenet of
historical orthodoxy. Among other impediments of a
general nature may be counted: first, the habit of lump-
ing together all forms of Government in the East under
the head of ¢ Oriental Despotism ’; second, the tendency
to deny the conception of progress to the East, and lastly
the complacent disposition to regard the existing stock
of political knowledge as almost complete and as

unlikely to benefit by the study of the political institu-
tions of the early East.*

4 For Balfour’s opinion of oriental stagnation, compare the following
passage from his ‘Decadence’ (Sidgwick Memorial Lecture, Cambridge,
1908), pp. 34—39. “If decadence be unknown, is not progress exceptional?
Consider the changing politics of the unchanging East. Is it not true that
there, while wars and revolutions, dynastic and religious, have shattered
ancient states and brought new ones into being, every community, as soon
as it has risen above the tribal and nomad condition, adopts with the
rarest exceptions a form of Governwment which, from its very generality
in eastern lands, we habitually call an Oriental Despotism ? We may
crystallize and re-crystallize a soluble salt as often as we please, the
new crystals will always resemble the old ones. The crystals, indeed,
may be of different sizes, their component molecules may occupy
different positions within the crystalline structure, but the structure
itself will be of one immutable pattern. So it is, or seems to be, with
these oriental states. . . . No differences of race, of creed or of
language seem sufficient to vary the violent monotony of their internal
history.”
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These would seem serious obstacles to the growth of
an adequate perception of our ancient polity. There is,
however, no need for speaking in a hopeless tone. An
impediment that is discovered is half overcome. A
critical examination of the assumptions, which have just
been alluded to, should give an added impetus to the
study. So much has been written on the subject,
especially in recent years, and so much has also been
done in the way of collecting data, that, in respeect of
material for study, there is now, to vary Lord Acton’s
expression, less danger of a drought than of a deluge.

It would be equally ungracious to omit to acknow-
ledge the activity of so many scholars in this direction,
and unjust to condemn every contribution that has been
made to the subject as crude or prejudiced. Qurs is

Balfour adds a note to say that he does not include in the ‘East’
China and Japan, and that his observations have no reference to the
Jews or to the commercial aristocracies of Phoenician origin.

See also Vincent Smith’s observations on the effects of Alexander’s
invasion (Early History of India, third edition, 1914, pp. 112—3) :—‘India
remained unchanged. . . . She continued to live her life of “splendid
isolation.” The paradox of Niese that the whole subsequent development
of India was dependent upon Alexander’s institutions is not, I think, true
in any sense. . . The often-quoted lines of Matthew Arnold (Obermann)
are much more to the point:—

“The East bowed low before the blast
In patient, deep disdain ;

She let the legions thunder past,
And plunged in thought again.”

The powerful influence of Sir Henry Maine popularised a view of
oriental governments summarized and explained by T. H. Green (Lectures
on the Principles of Political Obligation, pp. 99—101) in a classical
passage.

Compare for instance the observations of Maine, on pp. 27—8 of
Ancient Low (ed. Pollock, 1906).
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not the only country in which national aspirations and
historical work have been so closely associated, or his-
torical themes studied as the means to specific political
ends. The history of historical writing during the last
hundred years in Europe and in America should make
us anticipate that as in the West so in India the further
growth of the scientific spirit and the widening of the
area of historical studies and interests will bring, in
their train, a state of affairs in which the national feeling
will quicken and historical method control the work of
research®. Further, has not an important point been
already gained by the universal admission that the key
to the present is to be found as much in the distant as in
the tmmediate past? Does not such a hypothesis imply
the ¢ transforming conceptions ’ of the unity of history
and ‘the continuity of historical development, in which
authorities like Professor Bury® have recognized the
motive power for the advance which history has made
for a hundred years? Let us also not forget the immense
progress made in allied studies. To the wise liberality
of a single nobleman of Bengal we largely owe the rapid
advance in recent years of the historical and analytical
study of Indian law’. Again, by the industry of a host

6 On the subject generally see G. P. Gooch—History and Historians
in the Nineteenth Century (1913)., Ch. V. to VIII dealing with the school
of romantic nationalism, Ranke, Giesebrecht and the Prussian School.
Treitaschke represents the apotheosis of aggressive nationalism in the

writing of history. The fortunes of the German historical schools should
provide both an inspiration and a warning te our own historical students.

6 See his Inaugural Address as Regius Professor of Modern History
at Cambridge, (1903).

7 The Hon'ble Prosonno Coomar Tagore (1801—1868) endowed the
Tagore Law Professorship in the University of Calcutta. It was first
filled in 1870.
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of scholars, the available law-books—Siitras, Smrtis,
Nibandhas and Commentaries—have been edited, ana-
lysed, translated and eompared, sometimes over and
again; so that, where Elphinstone and Mill had to
depend exclusively on Manu and Kullika, for their
pictures of ancient Indian Society, their successors
to-day can count their legal sources alone by the hundred
literally®, The emulation of Sanskrit and Pali scholars,
which in its strenuousness has sometimes threatened to
break out into a repetition of the ancient rivalries of the
Brahman and the Buddhist,® has amassed much precious
material for the study of the society of the so-called
Vedic, Epic and Buddhist epochs of our history. The

8 See Bibliography in Appendix for the literature of Dharmaédstra.

The names of the authors and of the titles of extant works on
Dharmasdstra alone listed in Appendix A. of Pandurang V. Kane’s History
of Dharmaédstra, vol. 1., 1930, occupy 170 pages of two columns each.
There are about 5000 entries,

See J. Jolly. Recht und Sitte 1896, trd. as Hindu Law and Custom
by Batakrishna Ghosh, 1928.; J. Jolly—History of Hindu Law (Tagore
Lectures, 1883), 1885 ; Introduction to Raymond West and G. Buhler’s
Digest of Hindu Laiw, 1869 ; and J. C. Ghose—Hindu Law (1903). The
notable additions to the published original sources are the bhagyas of
Aparéirka and Vi§varipa on the Smrti of YajBavalkya, published in
1903—4 and 1922—4 respectively and Sir Ashutosh Mookerjee’s discovery
and publication of Jimiitavaihana’s Vyavahdramdtrikd.

9 See the attacks on the Brahmanical or Sanskrit points of view
in T. W. Rhys Davids—Buddhist India, 1902, and especially the mordant
remarks in the Preface. See also E. J. Rapson’s paper “In what degree
was Sanskrit a spoken Language?” in J. R. A, S, 1904, pp. 435-—456,
and the remarks thereon by Rhys Davids, Sir George QGrierson and
Dr. J. F. Fleet. (Ibid. pp. 457—487). A “ Buddhist Age” or “epoch”
of Indian History is' a misnomer. It over-emphasises and exaggerates '
the spread and dominance of Buddhism and its rivalry and conflict with
Hinduism : see V. R. Ramachandra Dikshitar—Mauryen Polity, 1932,

p. 270,
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tireless salvage operations carried on for over forty
years have resulted in the collection of immense and
evergrowing piles of lost literature, in which one may
still delve and hope to come upon some invaluable trea-
sure. And, the remarkable progress of Indian
epigraphy, during the same period, has largely helped to
free ancient Indian history from the reproach of being
based exclusively on literature.

All this new material—Sanskrit and Pali literature
generally and the law books in particular, with the
available inscriptions and the accounts, fragmentary or
complete, of Greek or Chinese visitors—have placed in
the hands of the modern student an abundance of data
to be worked up. His good luck has, however, not
stopped here. In 1882, a professor in a Madras College
gave us the first satisfactory edition of Sukra’s Essence
of Polity. A great Sanskrit scholar of Bengal followed
with an edition of the more popular manual of
Kamandaka.' A little later, Dr. Oppert again
entered the ffield with an edition of a rare work,
the Nitiprakasika of VaiSampayana, whom, with
some indiscreet zeal, he identified with the epony-
mous sage of the Mahabharata.'* In 1887, a
Bombay magazine, the G'rantharatnamdalda, began

10 Dr. Rajendralal Mitra edited the Kdmandakiye Nitisdra for

Bibliotheca Indica. Mahimahdpidhydya T. Ganapati Séstri published
in 1912 a scholarly edition of it with Jayamangala, a commentary by
Sankararya. )

11 VaiSampédyana’s work is in eight chapters and purports to have
been recited to King Janamejaya at Takshadila. It deals specially with
\Dhanurveda, the art of war. It mentions (I, 20—28) as authors of
works on Polity the following :—Brahmi, Rudra, Subrahmanya, Indra,
Manu, Brhaspati, Sukra, Bharadvija, GauraSiras, and Vy&sa.

2
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to publish, in serial form, an annotated version
of the rare Nitivikyamrta** (Nectar of DPolitical
Maxims), composed in the tenth century A.p., in the
Dakhan, by the Jain polyhistor Somadeva, the asrita of
Yasodhara, a feudatory of Krsna I1I, the Rashtrakita
conqueror. In the following year, another Bombay
publisher printed a digest on polity named the
Vivadarnavasetu (Bridge over the'sea of Litigation).
The worki, which is not yet as well known as it might be,
is interesting as the publisher wrongly claims it to be
the production of a committee of eleven scholars com-
missioned to prepare a digest of Hindu Civil and
Criminal Law for Ranjit Singh of Lahore, while it is
really the original of Nathaniel Halhed’s forgotten
¢ Gentoo Code.’** Meanwhile, the deserved fame of the
Bhatta family of Benares, had led to the lithographing
of the part relating to polity in the great digest which
Bhatta Nilakantha,'* prepared in the seventeenth cen-
tury and named after his patron, the Sengara chief,

12 This edition of Somadeva’s work abounds in errors. The text differs
greatly from that of an old manuscript of the treatise in the Palace
Library at Trivandrum. Pandit Pannalal Soni published in 1923 an
edition of the work, with an elaborate commentary by an unknown author,
who makes numerous quotations from extant and lost works on
Dharmaddstra and Nitisdstra. Many of the quotations from extant works
cannot be traced in them.

13 Halhed translated the work from a Persian version of it. The
Gentoo Code was published in 1776, A manuscript of the Sanskrit
original in the Oriental Manuscripts Library at Madras bears the title
Vivddarnavabhanjana. 1t should not be confused with Vivddabhangdrnava,
of Jagannitha Tarkapanch@anana, the Sanskrit original of H. T.
Colebrooke’s famous Digest. A Lahore pandit started the story of
Vivdddrnavasetu having been prepared for Ranjit Singh. -

14 Bhagavanta-bhdskara was the title given by Nilakantha to his
Digest. It is encyclopaedic and is divided into twelve Mayikhas. Of
these the one on Vyavahdra has been translated or edited by Borrodaile
(1827), V. N. Mandlik (1880) and P. V. Kane (1926).
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Bhagavanta of Bundelkhand. The most sensational
discovery in the newly reclaimed tract of Nitiéastra
came about a decade later and was almost the result of an
accident. This was the finding of the Arthasdastra or
Arthasitra of Kautilya, a single manuscript of which
was acquired, along with a hopelessly incomplete com-
mentary, by the Mysore Oriental Library. About a
decade after it was acquired, an edition of it was
published by a Sanskrit scholar of our University.

The finding of the Arthadastra of Kautilya® will
remind students of Roman Law of the fortunate acci-
dent which made Niebuhr light upon the manuseript of
Gaius at Verona in 1816.'® The recovery of the

15 The manuscript from which the Arthasdstra was first published
in 1909 by Dr. R. Shama Sastri came from a pandit living in a village
near Conjeevaram (XKincipura). All the manuscripts of the work, which
have so far come to light, including the one in the Munich Library, have
come from South India. Dr. Shama S&stri used two manuscripts in the
Madras Oriental Manuscripts Library and a Manuscript of a fragment ot
Bhattasvimin’s commentary (Bk. II ch. 8—36) in preparing the second
Mysore edition (1919). Dr. J. Jolly, with the assistance of Dr. R. Schmidt,
published a new edition in two volumes with the fragment of Madhava-
yajvan's commentary Naydcandrikd in the Punjab Sanskrit Series, in
1924. But, the merit of further discoveries of manuscripts of the work
and the production of a critical edition with a learned Sanskrit
commentary Srimilam, composed by himself, is that of Mahimahopadhyiya
T. Ganapati 6&stri. This edition appeared in three volumes at
Trivandrum, 1924-26. It is based on five additional manuscripts, four of
which were found in Travancore and Cochin. The fragment of Bhatta-
svimin’s Commentary (Prafipadapaficikd), has been ecdited by K. P.
Jayaswal and A. Banerji-Séstri (Patna, 1926).

16 B8See J. Muirhead—Historical Introduction te the Private Law
of Rome (1889), pp. 308—311. For Niebuhr’s own account of the discovery.
S8ee his “Life”, vol. II. pp. 62—§3. See Meaine—FEarly History of
Institutions, p. 260, for the epochal nature of the diecovery.

£



Kautilya—name
and per-
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Indian work has inaugurated a new epoch in the study
of ancient Indian institutions—political and economic
—and the press in India and elsewhere, during the past
few years, has shown how largely and enthusiastically
the Arthasastra is being pressed to yield information on
the conditions of the epoch in which it was composed.

Kautilya,'” or Canakya—to give him the name by
which he is better remembered, is well known in Indian
tradition or legend. The Purana texts of the dynasties
of the Kali age, which according to their latest editor,
Mr. F. E. Pargiter, attained their present form by A.D.
250, refer to Kautilya’s part in the revolution which
overturned the Nanda dynasty of Magadha and placed
Candragupta Maurya on the throne.” The last verse*

17 Sec Appendix 1.

18 See Dynasties of the Kali Age, 1913, p. xxvii, paras. 48—52.
He holds that the Bhavisya Purdna account was revised, in regard to
subject matter about A. D. 320 and a few years later in regard to the
language.

19 The Matsya, Vdyu and Brahmdnda Purdnas have:

greay gar & et ewigrE A qur: |
AEIIRA YA At T A N
TgReafy @, waty S & Rrefn
ST AEY AN A A e )
Fitea: S5 g a1 Teashieafy |
S 7 T Hifeea: wafiefy |
(Matysa) (Vayu and Brahmdnda).
NI g T T T A[OS A L, |
FRATIGAIATY 3 A FoL

Arthaédstra, XV, 1,
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in the Arthasastra, as it stands at present, would appear
to confirm this story. For, it states that the author of
the work was the man, who, in his unforgiving anger,
took up arms, used his knowledge, and plucked the earth
from the Nanda Rajas. Another passage explicitly
states that the work was composed by Kautilya for the
use of the king of men (Narendra).** Kamandaka, who
begins his work by confessing himself a follower of
Kautilya®?, an admission which is confirmed by a com-
parison of the two works showing that Kamandaka
merely versified the passages of the Arthasastra, some-
times without even understanding them or verifying
their references—repeats the identical story, and adds
the statement that through Canakya’s efforts Candra-
gupta’s sovereignty was extended over the whole earth.
He.also specifically refers to Kautilya as the author of
a book on polity. If it is not possible to use effectively

2 gdTEaTER SANEIS T |
© Fifeea AwE e B @)

Arthasdstra, 11. 20.

Mr. K. P. Jayaswal has ingeniously argued on the strength of the
use of the word Narendra in Brahmdnda Purdna, instead of Maurya, that
Narendra is another name for Candragupta. See Indian Antiquary,
XLVII p. 55, (1918).

22 qeTR ATl 4 AT ARG |
AR THEE FEEE AR )
ffrararad MamdaeeRs: |
7 IgN FAERR oo A9 ||
g aEd gEA A s |

tRaiRaTar agfyassaaaag |l
(Nitisdra, L, 5—7.)
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the reference in Kamandaka—because dates ranging
from the first to the sixth century a.p.?® have been
ascribed to him by different scholars, what shall we say
of the specific references to Kautilya and paraphrases
of his words which occur in the great romance of
Dandin,** our inimitable master of rhetoric and realism,
and of Bana’s denunciation® of the immoral influences
which ‘were believed to radiate from Kautilya’s teach-
ings? The Prologue to the Pa#ncatantra—the Indian

28 The lower limit of Kamandaka is furnished by the Paficatantra,
which quotes from his work, and by Dandin’s reference to him
(circa 550 A. D.) The Nitisdra is plearly later than the extant recension
of the Mdnavadharma-édstra, to which Buehler has assigned the second
century A. D. as the lower limit. Kamandaka’s reference to Kautilya
as ‘Master’ does not imply that the two were contemporaries. Rather would
the description of KXKautilya as vedhas (ancient sage) indicate his
remoteness in point of time from his admirer, Kimandaka. Dr, H. Jacobi
(Indian Antiquary, 1918, p. 159) would place Kamandaka imx the
3rd century A. D., at the earliest.

24 Dandin’s famous ironical reference to Kautilya occurs 1In
Dasakumdracarita (ed. Buehler 1I, pp. 51—55). By a detailed comparison
of it with the Arthesédstra, Dr. Shama Sastri has showed that Dangdin
was familiar with the Kautiliya as we now have it. (See pp. vi—vii of
the Sanskrit introduction to the first edn. of the Arthasdstra.)

25 The following passage contains Béana’s (circa A. D. 630) reference
to Kautilya (ed. Peterson, 1889, Vol. I, p. 109):

f a1 ot |ind It stfrrdmmraaRateEr
Ffeazes s, StRERERTREE:
QMR IR, QORI dfor:
IR, AW FAEATRHAAT BT
AERE:, AXOTAFY A AR,
HESATE AT Il |

Every one of the above biting statements can be plausibly justified
from the Arthasdstra.
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story book which had attained, in its revised form, such
fame even outside India as to induce Khusru Anushivan
(a.p. 531 to 579)to get it translated into Pahlavi, the
official language of Persia—mentions Cinakya’s work
as the type of Arthasastra.® The work appears to have
been known, and regarded with some awe, in the cen-
turies following, especially after it began to obtain a
reputation for containing immoral or improper precepts
of action. Visakhadatta,?” a talented dramatist of the
seventh or eigth century, used the story of Canakya in

26 The Paiicatantra underwent many revisions, and attained nearly
its present form in the sixth century A. D. It contains fourteen
quotations from Kimandaka, as well as quotations from Vardhamihira’s
(circa 505—587 A.D.) Brhatsamhita (IX 25, XLVII 14), K&lidasa’s
Kumdrasambhava (II. 55) and Magha's gisupdlavadha (II. 54).
Tantrakhydyika, the oldest recension of Paificatentra (Harvard Oriental

Series, X1V), p.1opens thus:
Y TS PR EOA 9Ty |
AFAT T AEY TG TEIEHA: |

Paiicatantra vol. 1. (ed. P. Kielhorn, 1896, p. 2) in referring to typical
authoriti¢s states:

aan aigrenty A=, s
AT, FRTETO A |

For other references to Canakya, Sce ibid vol. I1 ed. Buehler, 1891)
p. 65, vol. II1 (ed. Buehler, 1891,) p. 50 and p. 65.

27 Vidikadatta has utilised the Indian legends concerning Canakya
(Kautilya) fully. K. T. Telang (edn. Mudrdrdksasa Intro. p. XXVII)
held that the play was composed early in the eighth century A. D.
Professor E. J. Rapson' (J. R. A. 8., 1900, p. 535) places it in the seventh
century, while Vincent Smith (Early History of India, 3rd edn. 1914,
p. 43 and p. 120) and S. Srikantha Séstri (Ind. Hist. Quarterly 1931,
pp. 163—9), hold that the play was probably comgposed about A. D. 400,
in the reign of Candragupta 1I, and that it is not later than the fifth
century A. D. The full Kautilya legend appears to have become current
before the Gupta period.



16

a popularplay. Despite the explicit praise of his ability
and the equally explicit condemnation of his ‘false teach-
ings’in the Jain canonical Nandisiitra,*® Somadeva, who
seems to have been a Jain teacher (circa A.D. 959),
based his own work—Nitivakyamrta—almost execlu-
sively on the Arthasastra, modifying such expressions
of opinion as conflicted with Jain views on ethics and
religion. The work seems to have been available to
scholars even later. Thus, Mallindtha,?® the Dakhan
commentator of the fourteenth century, quotes the
Arthasastra in his commentary on the Raghuvamsa
(xvii. 49, 76; xviii. 50). Arunicala, and older commen-
tator on Kalidasa—and a South Indian whose work is
just being published by the Travancore Darbar—
appears to have had the Arthasdastra before him. And
in the seventeenth century commentary on Arunacala’s
gloss on the Kumarasambhava, Narayana Pandita
(probably a Nambidiri of Calicut) quotes Kautilya.
We have thus proofs of both the dispersion®® and of the
vitality of the Arthasastra; but what we need is a con-
vincing explanation that would account for its uniform
rarity ending in its total disappearance, almost on the
threshold of our own times.

28 Nandisiitra, 391 in referring to {{EIMIE  cites as examples
ARE A e RS
29 Mallinitha was a Telugu Brihman of Tribhuvanagiri in

Cuddapah district, and his approximate date is A. D. 1350 (See
G. R. Nandargikar—Raghuvamsa, preface 1—9).

30 See Appendix I for further allusions in later literature to
Kautilya.
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The Purénic lists of dynasties, which refer to Cana-,
kya, attained their present form, according to Mr.
Pargiter about a.n. 250. It would thus appear that
Canakya must have lived at some earlier period pretty
far removed from the middle of the third century a,p
and that his work should give indications of this fact,
if it was really composed by him. What evidence of its
authenticity do we possess? Have we any further
evidence tending to establish its priority in date to well-
known works on Dharmasastra and Nitiéastra? Is the

Arthasastra, as we now possess it, homogeneous and the

production of a single author? These are the questions
that have to be considered bhefore the value of the
Arthasistra for the study of our ancient institutions
can be fully appreciated.

"To take the last point first. The question of homo-
geneity is decided easily in favour of the Arthasastra.
Every quotation stated to be made from it has been
found in it, and every discovered reference to its con-
tents by writers from the sixth to the seventeenth
centuries has proved capable of verification. Even un-
acknowledged borrowings, like those of Somadeva, are
easily detected by one familiar with its contents.®* Its
unity of plan and its individuality are evident from its

31 Somadeva often quotes the very words of Kautilya, but without
acknowledging the borrowing, and with much skill he weaves the
quotations into the genergl texture of his discourse. Compare Kautiliya,
D. 12, 1L 16—16 (First edn.) with Somadeva (1st edn.) p. 5, 1L 14—16;
Kautiliye p. 6 1. 9 with Somadeva p. 10, 1. 1; Kautiliye p. 26, 1. 10 with
Somadeva p. 28, 1. 4; Kautiliya p. 42, 1I. 156—19 with Somadeva p. 87,
1. 6—9. Other instances are cited by Pandit Pannalal Soni on pp. 6—17
of the introduction to his edition of Nitivdkydmrta (1923).

3

Questions in

The homoge-
neity of the
Kautiliya,
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beginning to its end. Its style is uniform. It is true to
its own description of its size and scope.*? It contains
just the 6,000 §lokas or groups of thirty-two syllables, it
professes to contain, and which Dandin referred to in
the sixth century a.p. as the measure of its size. With
characteristic thoroughness and eye to detail the author
of the Arthasastra has provided against both interpola-
tion and tampering by beginning with a chapter on the
contents (adhtkarana samuddésa), and ending with
another on the scheme of verbal contractions employed
by him in the work (tantrayufktr).

Other safeguards, .which Canakya ecould not
perhaps have ‘foreseen, have sprung up to protect his
work from alteration. To begin with, unlike the
Dharmasitras which were manuals for the use of parti-
cular caranas or Vedic schools, the Arthasitra was by
its nature common to followers of all Vedic schools.
Rules of law and conduct, on the other hand, like those
contained in a Dharmasdtra are of interest to all classes

32 The introductory chapter (Adhikarana-samuddéga) which appears
to give the headings of the divisions of the Arthasédstra, has been rightly
taken by Ganapati S@stri as containing the aphorisms (Siitra) of Kautilya,
the succeeding chapters containing his discourse thereon (Bhasya). This
interpretation will accord with the concluding verse of the work :

T RfalS sgan @y srsawrRon |
T UREgsR g3 | 9 1 ||

The indentical procedure is followed In Vatsyliyana’s Kdma-sitra.
Both works claim to be based on experience (prayoga). The fragment
of Mdadhava-yajvan’s commentary on the Arthasdstra, entitled Naya-
candrikd, treats the chapter headings from the introductory chapter as
Sittras.

H. Jacobi (Ind. Hist. Quarterly, I11. 669) holds the above verse to
be an interpolation from some old commentary.
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of men equally, while, from their highly specialized
nature, the contents of the Arthasdiras would have
attraction only to princes and those destined to adminis-
trative careers. Thus, the Arthasutra shared with
Dharmasitra the character of having a limited circle of
students, while it had, in common, with the later metrical
law-books or smrtis, a feature of universality in that it
appealed equally to men of all the Vedic schools among
the twice-born. This feature made the temptation to
interference with its contents less, and the chances of
detection of any tampering greater than in the case of
the law-books.

A second accidental circumstance restricting inter-
polation must have been furnished by the growing
unintelligibility of the meaning of the Arthasitra. This
may perhaps be due to the circumstance that, as pointed
out by Professor Rhys Davids in a similar ecase,*®
a sitra book was not intended to be read. It was
intended to help the students to follow their Master’s
lectures and to memorize what had been taught. The
stitras of Kautilya are often, and naturally, fuller than
other siitras. But for such fulness, they would have
rapidly become completely unintelligible, especially as
from their nature, the meaning of the Arthasiatra must
have been kiept within a close circle. While no one is
interested in keeping an aphoristic work on grammar,
or philosophy, or religion or even law as a mystery,

33 Dialogues of the Buddha, vol. I. Preface, pp. xx—xxii. The
observations of Rhys Davids in the cited passage will prove illuminating

to students of the Arthasdstra. See also E. J. Rapson—Ancient India,
1914, pp. 76—77.
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powerful interests become desirous of maintaining the
inviolable secrecy of the interpretation of such import-

ant—one may almost say dangerous—works as the
Arthasitras.®

This point is worth some elaboration as it may help
in part to answer a question raised earlier, as to why
the Arthasastra of Kautilya has always been rare, and
why it appears to be quoted, when quoted at all, with an
appearance of learned self-consciousness. It may also
serve to explain why when the works in other branches
of knowledge are numerous, those on Arthasastra are
so few. It is certainly significant that every work on
the subject of Niti or Artha has to explain its existence
—stating either, divectly, as in the case of Canakya, or
by implication, as in the case of Somadeva, that it was
written for the guidance of a prince,* or professing to
be the abridgment of another work, as in the case of
Kamandaka, or claiming to be the work of a famous
sage—as in the Nitis of Sukra and Vaisampayana.

34 In the ages of belief in the supernatural, parts of the Arthadstra
like Book XIV, XIII 3, IV 2, etc. which dealt with secret means, magic,
spells, and incantations should have been regarded by kings as dangerous
literature which should not pass into the hands of enemies and disaffected
subjects. Kautilya's inductive treatment of such topics as the overthrow
of princes, etc., should have made kings eager to prevent the popularisation
of the Artha$dstra. The tremendous prestige of Kautilya’s name would
also have cast a glamour on his treatise and generated even a fear of it.
That it was frequently annotated is evident from the references to previous
commentators (anyé, aparé) in Mddhave-yajvan’s (pp. 35, 61, 62, 104,
115, 131 and 191) and in Bhat{a-Svamin’s extant commentaries. The
former even discusges salternative readings.

35 Mr. K, P. Jayaswal’s discovery (1918) and publication (1924) of
Candeévara’s Rdjaniti-Ratndkara has rendered accessible another treatise
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When the fewness of the extant sehools of Artha-
Sastra is contrasted with the indieations we now have of
the intellectual activity in the field of Politics and
Economics in the day of Canakya, and the generations
before him, the conviction is forced on us that mere
moral or intellectual degeneracy could not satisfactorily
explain decadence in this respect, for such a decline
must, if general, be traceable in every branch of intel-
lectual activity; and no such decline could apparently
be referred to. Nor would the triumph of Buddhism
over Hinduism be any explanation of the cirecumstance,
for when a Jain like Somadeva could write a treatise on
Politics, adapting, the work of the Brahman Kautilya, a
Buddhist could have equally done so. Nor could it be
due to the rise of dynasties of non-Hindu or of Sudra
origin. For we have in the much later Sukranitisira
amusing attempts at reconciling Brahman claims and
immunities with the need to treat politely the suscepti-
bilities of those of influence who were not among the
twice-born.®® An explanation that would appear to meet

on Polity written by command by an experienced minister for the use of
his prince :

T AR qofarfeETRg |
Fta afomared: s, 9o &t |

BhaveSa or Bhavasimha was a ruler of Mithila who became King
about A. D. 1370, when Cande§vara must have been an octogenarian.
Another work of the kind, which exists in fragments and is unpublished,
is Rdjadharma-Kalpataru, composed for Govindacandra, King of Kasi, by
his minister Laksmidhara (11th century A. D.) A lost work guoted by
Candéévara is Gopéla’s Rdjaniti-Kdmadhenu.

36 For Sukra on the privileged position of the Brahman, see his
work, Ch. 1II, 11. 5646—550, Ch. IV. iii. 1. 32, 37—40, Ch. ¥V, v, 11. 38—39,
ch, IV, vii, 11. 468, 604—-7, 634—5, 649—b60, 633—5 and 664—7. Sukra
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the case, all round, is that the unification of a large part
of India, for a fairly long period, under a single ruler
or dynasty or throne, made it unnecessary and undesir-
able to perpetuate or continue such free discussions on
Politics. Were we to accept as true the tradition that
Canakya was the contemporary of Candragupta
Maurya, the fate of his work and of the schools of
Politics which had been active in and before his time,
will become intelligible. The ‘prolongation of an
empire’s existence to the unusual length that fell to the
lot of the empire of Magadha, and its extension over so
large an area, may have made it an object of imperial
concern to close the academies where first principles
could be applied to such delicate questions as those in the
discussion of which Canakya and his predecessors seem
to have found delight. And, where the chicf works were
in sitra form, and were treated as fit only for a very
select esoteric section of the community, the chances of
their survival would appear to be less than those of their
apparently intended that the higher civil offices of the state should be

held by Brahmans, but for the command as well as for the rank and
file of the army persons of any caste are eligible (Ch. II, 279—280) :

ET AT WA A2 RS FHEHAT: |
garforar: Sfvwe St T saféEr o

Compare also : Ch. I, 75—76 :
T ST SO R 33 O T |

q D T T ¥ =S ARAT UL ||

and, Ch. II, 110—111:
¥ wif 4 2 39 IS oA
wafleom: g4 a7 mfagea i
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speedy extinction. If it be true that Canakya was res-
ponsible for the building up of the empire whose
triumph made the eontinuance of such works as his
undesirable, cynics among historians may have another -
instance of a man’s work proving too thorough. Let it
also be borne in mind that, to the generations which
believed in the Purdnas, the share of Canakya’s wisdom
in the erection of the Mauryan empire must have
appeared so real that it should have roused public
curiosity to infringe and royal vigilance to protect the
mystery of his teachings and opinions.

These are surmises; but they are not altogether
baseless. Kamandaka who appears to have been
separated by a long interval from Kautilya, whom he
lauds, expressly declares that he summarises Kautilya’s
‘Artha$iastra. And yet, in doing so he omits altogether
the subject-matter of four books out of the fifteen of the
original—forming in length about half the work, and in
importance, not less than half. For, the omitted
portions include the elaborate description of the admi-
nistrative system, (Book I1),>” and the shorter state-
ments of civil and criminal law—besides a whole book
containing spells in the efficacy of which Kamandaka
must have believed as implicit_y_ as hismodel.?®* That the

37 Adyaksa-pracdra, Dharmasthiyam, Kantaka-Sodhanam and Aupani-
gadikam.

38 Ki&mandaka (IV 38) recommends the appointment of an astrologer
to the King, Kautilya while allowing the astrologer condemns addiction
to astrology, (IX, 4, 142) :

g Sfygee arengisiEd |
ol f oden e % wRsafa amw: ||
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subject-matter omitted was still deemed of general
interest is evident from the circumstance that the
Sukranitisara (which, in its present form, is probably
not older than Kamandaka’s work) deals with part
of it. The suspicion that the professed admirer and
apologist of Canakya did not quite understand his
original, and, therefore, omitted what he failed to grasp
is strengthened by two circumstances. These are, (1)
Kamandaka’s habit of almost literally turning into
verse the aphorism of Canakya® in which he meets the

Kautilya’s faith in the efficacy of spells is evidenced by the
qualifications he prescribes for the King's Purohita (I, 5):

ffR guediat =, sifafRiaamet
Ymrgdt srefienda ik w1l

See also Book XIV.

39 As illustrations of Kamandaka’s merely turning into verse the
prose of the Kautiliya, cf :

frrrrRrafERa e Raaww i
gﬁaﬁj&dnﬂz VII, 1, 99), and !
Fdfmed ol Ag: FIREEE |
S FAEW e T R
et oy s faal )
(Edmandakiye—V, 77), R. L. Mitra’s edn. reads q[g[q and HoBIH

and a comparison with the original passage in Arthaédstra shows the
superiority of the version cited above, from Sankardrya’s text—edn.
Ganapati Sastri, 1912.

The {llustrations given by Kautilya (I, 20) are cited by Kdmandaka,
without alteration, (VII, 561—4) :

IS TN WA TEHTART |
AGEEAE: T TRE: ga: ||
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position of a previous writer, without any indication of

his understanding clearly the point at issue, and (2) the
importance which Kamandaka gives in the heirarchy
of government, against the spirit of Kautilya’s
‘teachings, to court parasites, favourites, female attend-
ants in the seraglio, jesters and astrologers.t® Another
circumstance leading perhaps to the same conclusion is
that VaiSampayana’s Nitiprakasikd appears to horrow
freely from Kamandaka, while, at the same time, it
does not give any indication of being familiar with
Kamandaka’s original.

We may now proceed to a consideration of the

second point, namely, the chronological position of
Kautilya’s Arthaéastre in our literature of Law and

o=, fRAm daea agafy REea 99

& g wRweR feem @ )

Rl afi Amembrr v

TEM 9 J&CH TEeq T4 T ||

Joat wex wAMrA aon =i fRgee ||
The Arthasdstra has ATEY for FATTSY.

A comparison of Kautiliya I, 15 (on the strength of the Mantri-
parisad) with its versified form in Kdmeandikiya XII, 48 will show how
the latter equated Manw, etc, with Kautilya’s Mdnavdh, ete., without
noting the difference.

40 BSee Kdmandakiya :

G AT I8 w& |
7 qaatay: aif Rl afa =g

(V. 19—20.)
For female attendants and courtesans in the Seraglio, see ibid, VII 28,
41 and 45.

4
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Polity. Inregard to the latter it is needless to consider
any further question except the priority of the Artha-
éastra to the Nitisara of Sukra, since Kamandaka’s
work (which Messrs. Kane and Ganapati Sastri would
assign to the period between Kalidasa and Dandin), is
a professed abridgement of Kautilya’s, and VaiSampa-
yana’s book is based largely, though without acknow-
ledgment, on Kamandaka's.

In regard to the Dharmasastra literature, it would
be sufficient to compare the Arthesdstra with two
well-known works of great and abiding influence,
namely the extant Smrtis bearing the names of Manu
and Yajfiavalkya.”* To the former, in its present form,
Dr. Buehler has after careful research assigned a date
between the second century B.c. and the second century
A.D. The latter, Dr. Jolly once assigned to the first
century A.n. But, as admittedly, Manu’s smrts is an-
terior to the smrtis of Vispu and Yajfiavalkya, there has
been a tendency, since Dr. Buehler’s translation of Manu
was published, to bring the date of Yajfiavalkya’s work
to about the middle of the fourth century a.p.** These

41 Compare, for instance, Nitiprakdsikd 1. 51, 1. 53, 1. 64 and VI, 89,
with Kdmandakiye V, 78—79, XIII 61 and XIV, 7., VIII, 18 and 24 and
XIX, 18.

42 For a full resume® of the evidence and the literature bearing on
the dates of the extant Smrtis of Manu and Yajfiavalkya, see P. V. Kane—
History of Dharmasédstra, vol. 1, 1932, pp. 136—1568, and 168—190. See also
Mr. K. P. Jayaswal’s striking Tagore Lectures (1917) on Manu and
YajRavalkya, 1931, Buehler’s conclusion fixing the lower l1imit of the extant
Manusmrti ‘at the beginning of the second century A. D. or somewhat
earlier’ is argued out fully in the elaborate introduction to his translation
(S.B.E. 1886) of Manusmrti (pp. exiv—cxvii). Buehler (ibid. p. cxviii)
essigned Yajfiavalkyasmrtl and Néradasmyti to the fourth or Afth century
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are points to remember with reference to the argument
that follows. For, if it be clear that the Arthadastra is
much anterior to Manu’s extant work, the date of the
composition of the Arthasitra will be brought within
measurable distance of the period, in which Kautilya is
traditionally stated to have flourished ; and, thereby, an

important step would have been taken in establishing
the authenticity of the Arthasastra.

To begin with, we may compare Manu and Sukra
with Kautilya. Kautilya allows Nigoga*® (the appoint-
ment of women) in its ancient fulness, equally to widows

A. D., and Brhaspati-smyti to the sixth or seventh century A. D. Jolly
(Hindu Law and Custom, Eng. Tn. 1928, pp. 33, 44, 48 and 56) agrees with
the above conclusions. Dr. A. C. Burnell’s curious view that the extant
Manusmyti was composed in the Dakhan about A. D. 500. (see Intrn.
p. xxvii to his trn. of Manu, ed. E. W. Hopkins, 1891) is no longer seriously
debated. Mr. K. P. Jayaswal (Calcutta Weekly Notes, vol. 15., p. ccc)
urges that Sendpatya in Manusmyti, XII 100, refers to Pusyamitra.
Mr. Kane accepts Buehler's conclusions in regard to Manusmrti, but
considers ‘the third century A. D. as the latest date to which the
Ydjaavalkyasmyrti can be assigned with any show of reason’.

Mr. Batakrishna Ghosh (Indian Historical Quarterly, 1927, p. 607 f£.),
holds that Apastamba is earlier than Gautama.

43 ‘Niyoga means order, commission, and this order or commission
in which the whole practice centres was to the effect that a brother or
other near kinsman (sapinda), or on the failure of such, any member of
the highest or Brahman caste was to beget a son and heir to one either
deceased, or alive but incapable of begetting male issue. (Jolly, History
of Hindu Law, p. 162.)

The chief referenees on the subject in the Dharma-édstras are to
be found in :—

Gautama, XVIII, 4—14; XXVIII, 22—23; Vasistha, XVII, 14, 56—66;
Baudhl8yana, II, 2, 4, 7, 10; II. 2, 3, 17; Vigpu, XV, 3; Manu, IX,
56—63, 143—7, 164—7; Yajfiavalkya, 1I, 127-—8; Narada, XII. 80—S88;
and Hirita, IV. 17,

Dr. Jolly (idid., p. 163—4) holds on insufficient grounds that Niyoga
was originally restricted to widows and was in later times extended to

Comparison of
Kautilya's
views with
those of
Manu,
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and to the wives of men afflicted with disease. His
views are, in these respects, similar to those of Gautama,
the author of the oldest extant treatise on Indian law
(Sixth century B.c.). Manu roundly condemns the
practice of Niyoga. Again, courtesans*t are, according
to Kautilya, to be organized under a department, for
police, sanitary and sumptuary purposes and are to form
members of a recognized Government institution.
Manu would unhesitatingly punish them as being a
public scourge. The ancient vices of gambling and
drink*® are allowed by Kautilya, who would provide
for their regulation and control by the State, viewing
them not merely as necessary evils, but as valuable aids
to the police and the fisec. Manu would punish gambling
and treat the use of intoxicants as a deadly and almost
wives, and apparently overlooks the data in the Mahdbhdrata an;l the
available evidence in reference to the growth of the institution in other

countries, which point the other way.
Ariéhasasira, 111, 5 :

A% =¥ FAIOT g/ 9§ & |

GHGAAT: T QU TR |

Ibid., I1I., 6 :

g a1 swagE fges: aEs g |
A GEN a1 A a SIS Il

Manusmrti, IX, 64 :

At e 0 faavwsar fgenfafn: |
safed, & Figamr o &g: aarawg 1l

44 See Arthasdstra, 11, 27, on Ganikddhyaksa; and conira Manu-
smyrti, IV 209, 219 and 1IX, 259.

45 For ‘gambling’ see Arthaddstra 111, 20; as also VIII, 4 and X, 1.
For ‘drink’ ibid II, 25; contra Manusmrti IX, 235 XI, 55 (a mortal sin);
and IX, 2370 XI, 49 and XII, 56 (punishment).
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inexpiable sin. The much later fragments of the insti-
tutes of Brhaspati are aware of the contradiction, and
notwithstanding their own teaching that any text
opposed to Manu loses its binding force,*® they would
permit gambling under State supervision, for the
purpose of helping to detect crime.”” Again, Kautilya
knows of remarried widows, and unmarried mothers.*®
Manu forbids such remarriage, allowing an exeeption
only in the case of those who are widowed as virgins.
Again, in Manu heresy entails banishment.** Sukra

46 See the following citation of Brhaspati by Apardrka in his
comments on Ydjiavalkya 11, 21 :

WraleREraar aMFa g AgeEat |
qeufaadiar ar eafa: & @ gwed )

47 Thus Brhaspati :

© g Fifg Agr EaR e |
FRafaRaeg TeMETaRta, ||
Rl o aEREERE |

48 Kautiliye, 111, 7, 60 :

FATT: FEN: ; SAIEARERR: ; TEEn Q.

49 Manu, IX, 64—65 :

At fwar art fRawear fenfafin
i & fgamr 98 &g e |l
Ty Ay v FG &l |

a Raefgs ReERE o

Ivid, Vv, 162 :

7 fidtaeg it sfvpriviea |

Manusmyrti, IX, 225 :
e, FEfiear, $O7, TIeEiT AFE, |
Prrieur=sifterien R fated T

Sukra,
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would go further and assign to the State the duty, which
in English law was, or still is, its, viz., the punishment
of blasphemy.*® Kautilya, on the other hand, would go
no further than deprive apostates of the right of main-
tenance from the family estate, and even there he would
make an exception in favour of the mother’s right to be
always maintained by her offspring®. In regard to
succession, Kautilya would give special shares to the
eldest and other sons in the private estate, but would
ordinarily recognize a right of primogeniture in the

50 Sukra’s condemnation of tl;}e atheist (ndstikba) and the blasphemer
(Arya-deva-disaka) is implied in the list of persons who are to be punished
by the just King (Sukraniti Ch. IV, Sec. 1, 1. 1%34—222). The list
significantly includes ‘the violator of the rules of conduct for the.castes
and orders’ (tyakta-varpfisramacéra). On apostasy and blasphemy in
English law, See Maitland—Collectcd Papers, vol. 1. pp. 3856—406, and
vol. II. pp. 274—279, and W. Blake Odgers—Law of Libel and Slander
(1896), pp. 463—490.

51 Thus Kautilya (II, 1.) :

HUGERI, ATIRAY AR
afirft: F=r faara sifisra: et
ZITAI0N gOT: ; AR qRAN:, 4T WIg: |

This should be translated thus : ‘When a person who is able to do
80 does not maintain his child, wife, parents, brothers not of age, and
sisters (unmarried and widowed) he is to be fined twelve panas. [The
benefits of the rule shall be] otherwise in the case of outcastes, but the
case of a mother who is an outcaste is an exception to the proviso’.
Dr. Shama Sastri’s version (p. 47, Eng. trn.) “When a capable person
other than an apostate (patita) or mother neglects to maintain his or
her child etc.” i1s wrong and errors both against the letter and the spirit of
Kautilya’s injunction and teaching generally. Dr. Ganapati S&stri has

accepted my version: ¢J{Iq g YIAATY TaORAT.’  (his edn. of
Arthasdstra, 1, vol. 1. p. 113). The only persons, according to Dr. Shama
68stri, privileged to discard their obligations are the apostate and the
mother!
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succession to the throne.** This Manu would apparently
also allow. But they differ in regard to the equal rights
of sisters in inheritance. Again, Kautilya forbids
suicide of every kind and penalizes it by stringent post-
mortuary punishments directed against the suicide, and
penalties enforceable against those who attempt or those
who condone suicide.®® This prohibition would, there-

62 BSee Arthaédstra III, 5 to 7. The rules in regard to unequal
distribution of property among sons are almost the same as in the older
smrtis, e.g., Baudhdyana II. 2, 3—9; Gautama, XXVIII 5—13; Apastamba,
II, 6, 13; and Vasistha, XVII, 42—45 and Manu IX,, 131. Primogeniture
as the rule in regal inheritance is explicity laid down py Kautilya

(L, 17): SH~AANE Q&qﬁ Gﬁgmﬁ] g %qﬁ' i.¢.; except in dangers,

povereignty is commendable only when it descends to the eldest son.
Sukra’s list of persons eligible for selection as Yuvardja or heir-apparent
indicates that primogeniture was not the rule in his time; e.g. II,
1. 28—31:—

| ¥RqIq ZAUST SR WA |
@niag Rgsd a1 g a1 SHREE ||
o e g9 Aasashii=da |
FARAN SN @& a1 P ||

According to Manu (IX, 131) only unmarried daughters can inherit
their mother’s separate property. Kautilya (III, 5 and 6) makes no
difference in the shares of sisters, whether married or single, in inheriting
parental property, but for an unmarried daughter he provides an addition
as dowry from the paternal estate.

68 See the foilowing verses at the end of Bk, IV, Ch. 7, of the
Arthaddstra :

wTRtRaish TR a: |
TN AT & q7 QR RAr i
AT YSWART Al FOSTIATIHIL |

A swamiirREt @ dafufama
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fore, extend to Sati, the immolation of widows.’* Manu
will only interdict libations to suicides (V. 89) and
apparently go no further. Sukra, on the other hand, dis-
tinetly permits Sa#i (IV. IV. 57). Kautilya condemns
royal addiction to astrology though an astrologer is
among his list of Court officers.®® Manu would only
attach impurity to following astrology as a profession,
while Sukra believes in it thoroughly, even having pas-
sages, whose curious resemblance to similar ones in

YT g I FA AaErRERATEARE |
aER | ReqAE &SR 99
faeaor qafa afeda |ara )
AT TS AR |

The corpse of the suicide is to be dragged through the 'streqts by
an outcaste, cremation and funeral rites are to be denied the suicide, and
relations who in violation of the law, perform the suicide’s funeral rites
are liable to punishment and are to be deprived of their rights of sacri--
ficing, teaching and receiving gifts.

Cf. Mahdbhdrata, Parva I11, Ch. 253, verse 2.

At & o afy areaat 3 slamesda |

54 Niarada, XII, 97, Manu IX, 115, and Pari&ara, IV, 28, which refer
to the son of a remarried widow (punarbhii), show that even in times
long after Kautilya, Sati was not general. Visnu, XXV, 14, Parésara IV.
80—31, Dakga, IV, 18, and Vyésa, II, 15 which commend &8ati, are
admittedly later than even Vigpusmrti, whose mention of the week days
shows its being a comparatively late work. (Kane, Hist. of Dharmasdstra,
p. 69).

§5 Kautilya (Bk. V Ch. 3, Prak. 91) provides a salary of one thousand
for the soothsayer, the reader of omens and the astrologer. The
Brhajjdtaka of Vardhamihira (Allahabad edn., 1912, pp. 131—2) refers
to an astrological work of Vispugupta, i.e., Kautilya, while Bhattotpala,
the commentator, quotes verses on astrology ascribed to Capakya, i.e.
Kautilya. The Mudrdrdksasa makes skilful use of the tradition that
Kautilya was himself an adept in astrology.
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Varsahamihira’s Brhatsamhita (about A.n. 505) would
call for explanation.’® Lastly, Kautilya believes in the
immunities of Brahmans in several matters,®” frees them
generally from corporal punishment, only providing
that they be branded, or imprisoned in cases of sertous
crime, exempts their property from escheat and from
forced contributions, and even jprovides for their receiv-
ing substantial largesses from the King, in cases where
an innocent man has been punished. In these, he is like
Manu, though he does not go to the lengths to which

56 <Compare §ukraniti, IV, 4, 11. 91—146 and IV, 7, with Brhatsamhaia,
Ch. 29, 55, 56, 68, 66 and 67.

87 (a) Arthaéastra, IV, B .
qEiaay rdiefal smor: |
FEATIIEATE TSI €A SATENETTA |
| ST QAT STGATEHEA |
FAATT AT ATHIZTRE T ||
(b) Ibid., II1, 5:
AL T &3 SR THETI 5
= AaFA ; a4 AR sasd
(c) Ibid. V. 2:
AAAG Afae 7 aRaq
‘(d) Ibid. 1V, 13:
HZUEIAZISA TN IrefamgaEisY |
TEONE AR O A 9T |
Manu, VIII., 8379—381; IX, 229, 240—2.
(e) Arthaédsira, IV., 11:
AU TS I |
(/) Manu, 111, 13—19 and 155,

(9) Manu, VIIL 339, X. 81—94, 101—114, 116—117, XI. 11—23.
3
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Manu would proceed in giving such privileges and ir-
munities. But, Kautilya would apparently not exempt
even Brahmans from the law against suicide, while, in
cases of their committing treason, he would have them
drowmed, and he would also allow Brahmans to be killed
in the battlefield or in self-defence. He would allow
Brahmans to marry below their caste, and to enter the
army as soldiers. Manu would interdict both, and
restrict the number of professions open to Brahmans
even in times of distress. Sukra would appear to follow
Manu in these respects.

Such examples of resemblances and differences of
views may be multiplied. They would tend to show that,
as regards date of composition, so far as it may be
judged from their subject matter, the Manavadharma
Sastra, in its present form, belongs to a much later age
than the Arthadastra and stands between it and
Sukranitisira.

The same may be said of the chronological
position of Manu in regard to Kautilya and
Yajfiavalkya,”® since the law-book of the latter

58 The Appendix to Dr. J. Jolly’s Dharmaddstra und Arthaédstra
(2.D.M.G., 1913, pp. 43—96), exhibits in parallel columns gimilar passages
in the Arthaédstra and the Smrtis of Gautama, Baudhfiyana, Apastamba,
Nirada, Brhaspati, Katydyana, Pardéara, Vyisa, Devala and Vrddha-Manu
(ibid., pp. 61, 90). Over two hundred passages from the Arthaédsira
(Books III to V, pp. 147—234) are cited in this statement.

The parallels from Yéjfiavalkya are not only more numerous than
those from any other single Dharmaédstra (over eighty as against, for
instance, about fifty each from Manu and Nérada and only a score from
Vispu), but they also present in many cases closer affinities in phraseology
and point of view. The significance of this feature has been indicated in
the Lecture.
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shows unmistakable signs of belonging to a period
long subsequent to that in which the extant recen-
sion of Manu was made. The important point in
regard to the relations of the treatise of Kautilya

nThat Manu and N&rada should, after Yajiavalkya, presen{ the
greatest number of parallels to the views of Kautilya is also quite
explicable.

For, as Buehler (Laws of Manu, 1886, pp. liv.-lvil.) has pointed out,
the Smrti of Manu (1) is a text-book, (2) is more systematic and compre-
hensive in character than any Dharma-sttra, (3) is free from sectarian
bias, (4) claims (on account of its comprehensive nature and the tradition
regarding the omniscience of its reputed author) the allegiance of all
Hindus, and to form an integral part of the necessary studies of all Aryas,
and (5) has attained its great influence through ‘the myths which, since
very early times have clustered round the name of Manu, and in progress
of time have been more and moré developed and brought into a system.’
A Smrti with such wide claims might naturally be expected to show
leanings to secular views like those in the Arthasdstra,

.In the case of Narada, numerousness of the similarities is even more
easily explained, for ‘it is the only work of its kind, in which Civil Law is
treated by itself without any admixture of rules relating to rites of worship,
penances and other religious matters.” (Jolly, History of Hindu Law,
1885, p. 49.) :

Points in Y&jfiavalkya Smrti making it necessary to ascribe a late
date to its composition are: (1) its reference to Buddhists, (2) its
advocacy of astrology of an elaboiate character, (3) its commendation
of the worship of Gapapati and the planets, (4) its condemnation of
Khyasthas, (5) its comprehensive scope and literary finish, and (6) above
all, the fact that considerable parts of it are traceable to Siitra works like
the Mdnavagrhya Sitra and Visnu Smrti.

Dr. Ganapati Sastri (pp. 5—9 in the Introduction to his edn. of the
Arthas$dstra) has contended (1923) that Yajilavalkyasmrti is ages older
than the Arthagastra on the ground that Kautilya refers III. 7:

G ga: | DRoRereaaEm A AgyAr Raea:
to the Purapic legend of the ancient sage Sifa, the epic contemporary
of VaiSampByana, the teacher of the sage Ydjfavalkya. This argument
fails, as it assumes the identity of the jurist Ydjiflavalkya with the Vedic
sage of the name,
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and Yajiavalkya-smrti is not so much their relative
chronological position as the remarkable parallelism,
often amounting to identity, between their pronounce-
ments in criminal and even in civil law. The learned
pandits who have respectively introduced the recent
editions of the Arthasastra, and the four commentaries
on Yajiavalkya (viz.,, Mitaksara, Balakrida, Balam-
bhatti and Subodhini) have already brought to light
several instances of this feature, and I have observed
some more. These passages appear to show first, that
Yajfiavalkya was the follower and Kautilya the model,
second, that occasionally the meaning or the significance
of the original was also perhaps not quite clear to the
later writer, and thirdly that there were strong grounds
for the Y ajnavalkya-smrti borrowing from Kautilya’s
Arthasastra rather than from the smrié; literature
current in his time. It is submitted that the motive for
this imitation or borrowing was the eminently practical
nature of the Arthasastra—the feature which one would
naturally look for in a work claiming to be by the most
practical-minded political theorist of Ancient India. In
the centuries immediately preceding and following the
Christian era, the troubled conditions of India should
have made the claims and teaching of the canonical
law-books harmonize far less with actual conditions
than the precepts of secular Arthasastras. The
remarkable extension of the inflence of Yajfiavalkya’s
law-book all over India, resulting in its becoming almost
the final authority on law for most parts of India, may
itself be due to its reflecting the usage and the tendencies
of the times. If this hypothesis of the obligation of
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Yajiiavalkya to Kautilya is justified, we shall have
another unique proof of the enduring influence of a
political theorist on the history of his country. It is
certain that in the eleventh century, when Vijiianesvara
wrote the Mitaksara on Yajiiavalkya, the teachings of
the smrti largely coincided with the practice of the
people, for he declares pointedly—*‘The texts in this
section are mostly recitals of what actually prevails
among the people’.’® The same view is taken by the
digest writers of later times, Bhatta Nilakantha com-
paring (in the Vyavahare Mayukha) civil law to
grammar, on account of both being based on ysage, and
Mitra Misra repeating the statement.

The last question for consideration, under this head
is the authenticity of the Arthasdstra. That is to say,
granting the tradition in regard to the personality of
Kautilya and his work to be substantially true, we have
yet to see how far the substance of the Arthadastra
justifies its attribution to such a man (of the fourth
century B. ¢.) as Kautilya is believed to have been. The
settlement of this issue will have an importance in a
historieal study of our institutions that cannot possibly
be overrated. For, we have already seen reasons for
taking the Arthasastra to be the production of a single
author, who should have lived long before the existing

59 Mitdkgara on Yajiiavalkya, II, 118, 119:

PHRITRTGTCHEAT TR AR FFN 0 |

Mitra Midra has the following passages on the same subject in
pD. 18—19 of the Viramitrodaya (Edited by Golapcandra Sirkar, 1879).

W AERE WAy | SWRE T Al ow @ e
s eEifRvEafed ; afeeal  afemmaR sl

Authenticity
of the Kau-
tillya.
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version of the laws of Manu was composed. If a
further examination of the contents of the Arthadastra
tends to establish its authenticity, the evidence already
collected in favour of its antiquity and homogeneity will
go far to ripen presumption into proof—and to enable
the work to be attributed to the fraditional Kautilya.
And, the settlement of the question of date and
authenticity® in the case of so unique a work is bound to
exercise some influence on the nature and direction of
all future studies in the history of ancient Indian
culture and life. .

To proceed with the evidence: We may, for
convenience, classify it under six heads, as the data
refer to religious, political, historical, literary, philo-
logical or astronomical matters, and take them up for
consideration one after the other.

To begin with the data relating to religious
conditions : We have first of all Kautilya’s undeniable
superstition and sacerdotal leanings.

If his rule regarding the distribution of sacrificial
wages®! be merely for the convenience of people in an
epoch when such disputes might often arise, the same
cannot be said of his prescription of a specially heavy
fee of 1,000 panas for the royal charioteer, when the
king performs the Rajasiya and other rare sacrifices.®
This statement, combined with the Brahmanical curri-
culum, he provides for the education of princes (who are

60 V. R. Ramachandra Dikshitar Mauryan Polity, Ch. 1. sec. II and
Appendices I and II.

61 Arthaéastra 111, 17.
62 Ibid. Vv, 3.
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to learn the three-fold Veda and its adjuncts, among
other things)® would show that the ruler (Narendra),
for whose guidance he expressly composed his work,
was a follower of the Brahmanic religion. Kautilya,
who warns princes not to indulge in astrology, is a firm
believer in the Brahmanic theory of the universe. He
states that the prevalence of pratiloma or improper
unions between the sexes is the result of regal neglect of
sacred precepts or virtue (dharma).** He believes in
and repeats the well-known story (that we have in the
Mahabharata) of the social compact between the first
king, Manu, and the race of man.’® He believes in
the potency of spells, the power of goblins and evil
spirits, the efficacy of incantations and witcheraft, and
even goes to the length of providing a series of spells to
be used on special occasions.®® While classifying the

63 The 3 R’s. are to be learnt before the investiture of the sacred
thread. Vedic and philosophical studies, including some study of the
Six Vedangas, i.c., $iksd (phonetics), XKalpa (ceremonial rules).
Yydkarana (Grammar) Nirukta (Exegetics), Chandas (metrics),
Anvikgiki is taken by Kautilya to include only S8dnkhye, Yoga and
Lokdyata and not in the more general sense of Philosophy, which
Kamandaka (II. {i) would assign to it. Somadeva would appear to include
Logic, and Ethics along with Metaphysics, upder Anviksiki; and Sukra
(I, line 305) includes both Logic and Vedi.ntg,,' pnder it. The prince has
also to learn under Government Officers of position, the subjects of Vartd
(i.e., commerce, agriculture and cattle-raising) and Dandaniti under those
expert both in its theory and practice. After his 16th year he has to
learn all that appertains to the possession of arms, and to become con-
versant with secular history, traditions, Dharmasastra and Arthagastra.

Somadeva adds to the regal curriculum Instrumental Music (both
ordinary and martial), the knowledge of precious stone (Ratnapariksd)
and Erotics (Kdmaédstra).

64 Ibid. 111, 7.

85 Idid. 1, 13; compare also Mahdbhdrata, Santiparva, Ch. 59.
66 Ibid. IV, 8, 4; XIII, 32, etc,
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recipients of State pensions and salaries,®” he places
the three spiritual guides, of the Brahmanic caste, viz.,
the Priest (Rtvik), the Preceptor (dcdrya) and the
Chaplain (Purchita), in the highest class, along with
the Queen-mother, the Queen-consort, the Heir-
apparent, the Prime Minister and the Commander-in-
Chief. Among the gods he mentions as worshipped in
his time, there are none, with the exception of Siva,
Brahma and Senapati, of the popular deities of a later
epoch. They are either old Vedic gods (Indra, Varuna,
Agni, Yama, the As$vins, VaiSravana), the epic
Digpalakas or the forgotten popular deities Aparajita,
Apratihata, Jayanta, and Vaijayanta. There is mo
direct reference to Buddhism or Jainismo® anywhere

67 Arthasdstra V. 3., gives an elaborate civil list which is Interesting
for the light it throws on the relative values attached to the work of
various functionaries in an elaborate administration, such as he idealised
or was possibly describing from actual conditions.

Pensions and special consideration are to be given and shown to the
children and wives of those who die on duty and to their dependants and
to public servants in cases of sickness, funerals and child-birth.

68 The sentence in Arthasdstra I11, 20,

s, Feeafwal Jafigery M sarve:,

appears in the Munich. MS. with the variant Mwhlch

Dr. Jolly (p. Vol. I, p. 117) adopts and regards (Vol. I. p. 41) as clearly
referring to Buddhists. This is by no means established. Jivaka means
a mendicant, Hindu, Buddhist or Jain, and may even mean an usurer or a
snake-catcher, Pravrajite means an exile or an ascetic, and Vrsala an
outcaste, sinner or §udra. Ajivaka, if the Munich reading be accepted,
should be taken to refer to the sect of the name, which existed from the
time of the Buddha (8ee Rhys Davids—Dialogues of the Buddha, 1889,
P. 71) and was influential in the Mauryan epoch. &dkya can only refer to
the Buddha or his family or his clan, and cannot, as translated by
Dr. Shama §éistri, mean Buddhists. The prefixing of this word to Jivaka
or Ajivaka is therefore an evident later interpolation. The purpose of
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in the work, and the prohibition of suicide®® (including
religious suicide) is decidedly anti-Jain, as the
provision of State slaughter-houses and schemes of
Vedic sacrifices would be also anti-Buddhist. The
terms Caitya™ and Stipa do indeed occur, but only
in the original sense of altars, mounds or crematoria,
haunted by evil spirits and bad characters, and not in
the sense of places of Buddhist worship. He menticns
shavelings (munda), those of the matted hair (Jatila),
heretics (Pdsanda), female ascetics and mendicants
Kautilya’s injunction is clear. It i{s a merit to feed ascetics in $raddhas.
But, if the ascetic is a professional (jivdka, in Dr, Shama Séastri’s text)
or a heretic (d4jivaka), and a Slldra or outcaste ascetic, there is no such

merit; and one who feeds them in a $§rdddha should be fined. My inter-

pretation is in accord with the similar injunction in Y&jfiavalkya-smrti 11,
235.

. In the absence of the conjunction sﬁiﬁam should be taken as

qualifying ﬁmaﬁ[ﬁﬁ[ Even with the Munich reading, this passage
cannot be treated as containing a direct reference to Buddhists or Jains.
Dr. Shama Sastri’s translation errs against grammar. See also Dikshitar’s
article on the Religious Data in the Arthasdstra in Zeitschrift fir Indolome
und Iranstik., Vol. VII, 2 (1929.)

69 The Jains believe religious suicide (Santharo) to be a meritorious
act. Jain monks and nuns can voluntarily take the vow of andsana (star-
vation) and fast to death. The sulcide of Mah#ivira’s parents (4cdrdnga-
Siltra, S. B. E. XXII, p. 194) is one of the earliest recorded cases. But
ordinary suicide, as contrasted with religious suicide, is treated by Jains
a8 an almost inexpiable sin.

70 Arthasdstra XIII, 2:

RremfeIamRTtmmreientmag - a1  afge
geRnRRmien deom: @i |

Ivid II, 4:
YEguaeEARgE: A |
The word caitya occurs in the following other places in the Arthasdstra:
11, 85 (twice); III, 10,; V, 2,; XI, 1.; XII, §,; XIII, 2. (thrice).
6
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(bhiksuki), and (Parivrdjaka), but these may refer
only to unorthodox Brahmanical sectaries and not
necessarily to Buddhists or Jains. The proh1b1t1on of
the castration of animals™ (which would recall Asoka’s
law on the subject to our memory) may be viewed less as
due to Buddhist influence than as common humane
feeling and practical wisdom. And, in the rule prohi-
biting people, by stringent penalties, from becoming
religious recluses or anchorities till they had made
suitable provision for their families,” we may either see
statesmanship or prejudice against the Buddhists or
Jains. ” However we look at them, the religious data
affor ded by the work would lead to the conclusion that
it is the production of an age in which, to put it mildly,
(1) neither Jainism nor Buddhism had come to
sufficient prominence to be regarded as serious rivals to
the existing Brahmanism, and (2) the later Hinduism
had not yet been evolved.)

The political data furnished by the Arthasasira are
even more valuable. To begin with, we have a
monarchy, as well as a specific statement, which we
have no reason to disbelieve, that the work was written
for the guidance of ‘a king of men’.”® The elaborate

71 Arthaédstra, 111, 10.;
GRITTN JRATeA: GERETEHRTE: |
72 Arthasdstra, 11 1:
GARAIRINT Sawa: qieareaqve:, R 7 sema: |

73 The roundabout expression has perhaps been used in view of the
King being other than a Kgatriya; See Nilakanta—Nitimayikha (Bombay

edn., p. 1) : (SIS ﬂﬁﬂ:ﬂ% Qﬁﬁ, q Wﬂﬁ[ﬁ'.lﬂr. Jayaswal thinks

that Narendra is another name for Candragupta, See Indian Antiquary,
1918, p. 65.
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and detailed character of the work, which makes it'half
encyclopmdia, half state-manual, arouses the feeling
that Kautilya was largely describing what he had
personally witnessed, or considered easily realizable in
theé kingdom and under the conditions in which he
lived.”* The king is practically an autocrat, who is
generally inaccessible, showing himself to the people
only once in a month or two months, in order to prevent
disturbances caused by rumours of his death. He is so
removed from common folk that he is to converse with
envoys and subjects only through his ministers.” He
is constantly guarded by troops of women armed with
bows, a feature noted of Candragupta Maurya by
Megasthenes. During his progresses, staff-bearers are
to guard the whole route—which is also a feature
noted by Megasthenes. Much importance is attached
to high birth, not only in royalty, but even in officers,
for it is stated that ‘prosperity, and the people follow
one of good ancestry’.’ The position of the ruler is
so exalted, that impalement is the punishment appointed
even for the man who merely teases the king’s animals.”
But, at the same time, the king lives in an atmosphere
of suspicion and treachery, guarding himself even from
his family, for, ‘princes like erabs have a well known

74 Ree Dr. D. R. Bhandarkar—* Foreign Elements in the Hindu
Population,” (Indian Antiquary, 1911; pp. 7—37.)

76 Arthaddstra, V. 8.
76 Ibid VIIL 2:
S YEdnERRgad.

77 Arthaédstra, IV, 10:

TR T, QA 91 PR |
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trait of eatmg' up their parents’ " and confiding rulers

had come to grief.” The royal blood is so sacred that,
like the Brahman’s it cannot be needlessly shed, and
the heaviest punishment for an offending or unruly
prince of the blood is only imprisonment.® ~

Cotner and The king is to be assisted by a grand council and an
inner cabinet of ministers. The rise of a vazirate is
expressly provided against by the rule that no absolute
authority vests in any minister, and by the existence of
an elaborate administrative heirarchy, which is
apparently to act as a set-off to the power of a sole
minister. The public servieeis organized in many highly
specialized departments, whose routine and functions
are detailed with meticulous care, provision being made
for a system of counter-checks, periodical audits, and
even for yearly administration reports to be presented
in the month of asada.®** That the public service was
costly is evident from' the scale of remuneration for
officers, which is described, the rates of pay ranging
from 48,000 golden panas for the highest officers to

4,000 panas for colonels of infantry and commandants

78 Ibid. 1. 17:
°
FHIHATN § SewoEm: qagar: |
79 Ibid. Historical or traditional instances are cited in I, 20.
80 Arthaédstra. I1X., 8:

m@mmmm aﬂﬂﬁaﬂﬂﬂ
for®) a1 gomefeeata o |

81 Ibid. II, 7:

muitaeare AR s |
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of forts, and still lower pay to the lower officers.®
These features would denote a large, opulent and well-
organized kingdom. That the State was not primitive,
and that it was strong enough to assert itself, is evident
from the substitution of sentences of death, mutilation,
imprisonment and corporal punishments for the archaic
schemes of fines and wehrgilds that we read of in Vedic
literature. It is further indicated, perhaps, by the
significant rule that ‘the king should give only gold and
not villages’.®®

In the military department much stress is laid on
elaborate organization and discipline, the retention
of a standing army, and the possession of a strong
elephant corps, victory being supposed to incline to the
side which is strong in elephants. The last point is
very' important, since we must recollect the unusually
large contingent of elephants assigned to the kingdom
of Magadha by Greek writers, as compared with other

sections of the army, and we also remember that of all

ancient Indian kingdoms that of Magadha alone had
apparently this unique feature.

82 Ibid. V. 3. The salaries are for the month. This has been
demonstrated by Dr. Narendranath Law (Indian Historical Quarterly, 1929,
p. 783.) Dr. Shama Sastri is in error in taking the figures as referring

to annual salaries. Such high salaries are possible only in a very big
State.

83 IVid. V. 3:

Reoadg g A AW

cf. also Sukraniti, I, 11, 420—421:
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In regard to forms of the State, Kautilya knows
of free aristocracies® of a tribal kind, and has a
whole section devoted to the means by which their
governments may be corrupted and their freedom
under-mined—means, which are curiously similar to
those by which, as we learn from the Buddhist and
Jain canonical writings, the neighbouring kings of
Kosala and Maghada overcame the tribal republics of
Videha (Tirhut) and of the Nepalese region.®® And
lastly, there is a remarkable passage in which Kautilya

84 cf. (a) Arthasdstra, 1L 2: ERATEF fASAY U, and, vIL 11,
M& qﬂ:ﬁﬁq:,also 11, 2: Emﬁ'( &3 |

(b) ‘The King of the Palibothri has in his pay a standing army of
60,000 foot soldiers, 30,000 cavalry, and 9,000 elephants’—Pliny..

(¢) On Kautilya’s scheme of military organization generall);, Bee
Arthasdstra 1X., 1—7, and X., 1—6. It is noteworthy that an Army
Medical corps, with nurses, is prescribed:—

fufas:  TETERRERIEEW:, (Was SR
geIT SgNfar: geaaftaRy:

(d) Kautilya considers that the flower of the army consists in
strong infantry, and in really good horses and elephants, e¢.g. X., 6:—

FUSETETS I9i, sy 33w ; 39 aify &

85 Arthadastra XI, 1, on Sanghavrttam mentions two classes of triba}l
aristocracies. In one of them, the heads of the executive bore the title of
Rajd (King)—radju-sabdopajivineh. The chief tribes under this head were
the Licchavis, the Vrjikas, the Mallas, the Madras, the Kukuras, the Kurus,
and the Pancélas. The other class, by implication, had no ‘'rdjds’, and
their special character lay in the emphasis of a tribal militia and the
pursuit of agriculture and industry (vdrttd-éastropa-jivineh). Under the
second head came the Kambojas, Surdstras, Srents and Kgatriyas. The
last 1s not a caste, but a tribe of Sindh, known to the Greek writers as
Xathroi. See Jayaswal—Hindu Poléity (1928) vol. 1, ch. VII,
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maintains, as against his own teacher’s view, the.

superiority of routes to the Dakhan over those to the
Himalayan distriets, as desirable additions to a king’s
possessions, preferring the Dakhan for its diamond and
gold mines, pearl and chank fisheries and numerous and
opulent marts.®® It is hard to believe that this is a
mere academic discussion, and not an echo of an ancient
controversy. o

If, from the drift of all this evidence, we aceept
provisionally the hypothesis that Kautilya was a
contemporary of Candragupta Maurya, the discussion
Just referred to might help to solve a difficult problem
raised hy Vincent Smith as to the t¢me when the Dakhan
became part of the Mauryan empire. We know that
the Dakhan and Nepal formed parts.of Asoka’s empire,
and ‘even of his inheritance, for the only conquest of
his reign was, according to his own statement, that of
Kalinga.®’” At no subsequent period could the conquest
of these regions have been a hotly debated question of
policy, for, except in the times of the Guptas and Harsa
(A. D. 606 to 648), who come too late in history to have
the reference in Kautilya’s work applied to them, no
other dynasty or king appears to have made the attempt

86 Arthasdstra, VIL 12:

R ﬁ&w—mﬁmwm
TETIACDET: GIOTUATE TR
Fioned | g ig@ﬁ( quoy:
sftrgTiReTsaram a1 afirgey: 3, |

87 A recent view is that Afoka’§ conguest of Kalinga was only the
suppression of a revolt and not a fresh conquest. Cf. Dikshitar,, Mauryan
Polity, pp. 66—67.

Dakhan, a part
of the Maur-
yan Empf{re.
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to acquire both. May we not reasonably conclude, from
this passage, that in Kautilya’s time these annexations
had not been made, while they had been so made as a
matter of fact before 273 B. ¢., when ASoka became
emperor? !
As minor points suggesting Kautilya’s connection
with Magadha, or at least a country like it, we may cite
the scant importance he attaches to forts (valueless in
such great plains), the provision of superintendents of
ferries, river-tolls and a navy in his scheme of public
admfinistration (as would be natural in a riverain
country),®® his advocacy of great royal hunts, such as
are described by Megasthenes as those in which the
king of Magadha delighted, and as were abolished by
Asoka,®® his magnification of floods over fires among
calamities,”® and his description of the kingdom as one
of many cities. :
The historical and literary data are also significant.
Among the former may be mentioned the fact that the
names of kings quoted by Kautilya are either found
only in the eptcs, or are still unknown to history, like
those of Bhoja Dandakya, Karala Vaidehaka, and
88 Bee Bk. IV of the Arthaddstra generally.

89 Arthaédstra, VIII. 3. For the chase as a royal amusement, see
fragment 27 of Megasthenes. ASoka’s interdiction of the Royal Hunt is

contained in Rock, Edict VIII (2569 B.C.)
90 See Arthaédstra, VIII, 4:—

REA: wfified swmfemd; sdq & v avwow
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Ajabindu the Sauvira. In spite of his glorification of
kingship and royalty, apparently the position of
monarch was not oversecure, perhaps, because the
monarchy was still young; for Kautilya gives elaborate
instructions as to the devices by which the king might
impose on his subjects, so as to obtain a name for
obiquity and omniscience, which would strengthen his
hold on the people.®* Kautilya also knows of inter-
regnums,®® and cases in which kings have lost their lives
in popular tumults, as well as of usurpations, abdica-
tions and annexations by conquest.?® The aristocracies

91 Ibid. IV. b.
92 Ibid.1.17:

TS a1 WRFHE ToaN & g
ASEEIETY: wagEara fafe

Mr. Jayaswal (Hindu Polity, 1928, I, p. 97 et. seq.) takes ardjaka
as an idealistic ‘non-ruler’ constitution, and urges that the term for
‘anarchy’ is not ‘ardjaka’ but ‘Matsypenydya.’ This is ingenious but
opposed to the traditional sense of the term ‘Ardjaka’, for which see
Vaimiki-Rdmdyana, Ayodhya-Kdnda, Sarga 67, especially the verses

beginning :
AR §EA wiErer frdfiaary |
sash & A e a FResErgaE o
IREE sIR Rrg=rd wEra: |
sty osFn adl fa arfoon |

93 On the anger of subjects as a danger, see Arthaddsira XII. 2; also
VIII. 3:—

1, (AT, ) JIREAM: —* RATHT:; Praswaga:;
A fN ThEr ;@91 R Sy grama feEm e
TERET: FAR | WA gratiteaREatt: 7 e

Ivid. IX, 6:
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1



Literary :

Schools of
Polity.

50

or free clans he speaks of are those of the North-West
Frontier and Gujarat, (Kambhojas and Suragtras)—
near which such organizations appear to have existed in;
Alexander’s days, or those of the Lichchhavis, Vrjjians,
Mallas, Kurus, and Paficalas—tribes famous in the
early history of Buddhism.*

In regard to literary testimony, the important
points are Kautilya’s hundred scattered references to
eighteen previous writers,” or schools of Polity.
Among them are the famous schools of Manu, Sukra or
USanas and Brhaspati, besides Kautilya’s unnamed
teacher, always respectfully mentioned in the honorific
plural, even when being subjected to scathing eriticism,
and other writers or heads of schools,”® (Bharadvaja,
Vidalaksa, Parasara, PiSuna, Kaunapadanta, Bahu-
dantiputra and Vatavyadhi), who are generally
enumerated in the same order, suggesting that the
earlier names are those of the older authorities. The

(In repressing seditions force is futile against the leaders of the
people.)

Ibid. V. 6, refers to usurpation and abdication.

94 For an account of some of these tribes, see B. C. Law, Some
Ksatriya Tribes of Ancient Indie, and Ancient Mid-Indian Kgatriya Tribes,
Vol. 1. (1924.)

95 For Kautilya’s predecessors, sce Appendix I.

96 Five Schools are quoted by name, viz, Manavdh (5 times),
Barhaspatyah (6 times), AuSanasdh, (7 times), Pardgardh (4 times),
Ambhiyah (once). The following are quoted individually: Katydyana (1),
Kifijalka (1), Kaupapadanta (4), Ghétakamukha (1), Dirgha-Cardyana
(1), Pardgara (2), PiSuna (6), PiSunaputra (1), Badhudantiputra (1),
Bharadvdja (7), (once as Kanika-Bhdradvdija), Vitavyadhi (5) and
Visildksa (6). There are about forty citations of the views of Kautilya's
own teacher (&cdryih). See Appendix I. According.to the commentator
Madhava-Yajvan, PiSuna, Bhdradvéja, Kaunapadanta and Vatavyadhi stand
for Nirada, Dropicdrya, Bhigma, and Uddhava respectively. (ed. Jolly,
11, pp. 73, 69, 74, and 91), .
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treatises of these schools were apparently lost by the
time of Kamandaka, though the opinions of two of them
are quoted by Medhatithi, the erudite ninth century
commentator on Manusmyti. Further, it is noteworthy
that the references to the views of Manu, Brhaspati and
Sukra are not only not always traceable in the existing
works bearing their names, but are contrary, at times, to

the views actually found in the existing recensions of
their works. These facts would, accordingly, necessitate
the attribution of a very high antiquity to Kautilya’s
Arthasastra—and the sitra form in which the work is
composed will lend an additional confirmation to this
conclusion. The numerous points of difference between
Kautilya and his predecessors, a few of which are on
questions of fundamental importance, while the
majority are on points of detail, would indicate an
atmosphere of lively academic discussion on points of
wordly affairs and admlinistration, recalling to our
memory the subtle controversies on ethics and religion,
in those epochs of intellectual fermentation that
witnessed the composition of the Upanisads, and the
rise of Jainism and Buddhism. May these political
discussions also not show how intensely the Indian
mind, in those days, strove after truth and excellence,
In worldly as much as in spiritual and moral questions,
and how, in spite of the depressing effect of the intimate
association of religion with science, a continuity of
tradition in favour of independent thought in political
theory was kept up, right down to the time of Kautilya?

The discovery of the existence of these eighteen
schools of Polity,—and the possibility suggested thereby
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of the existence of other and unnamed schools—should
assuredly prove a corrective to the prevalent belief of
our day in the total absorption of the ancient Indian
intellect in metaphysical speculation. May we not. also
look on it, with some pride, as indicating the presence of
extensive schools of political thought and opinion in
ancient India, in the days corresponding, and even
anterior, to those of Plato and Aristotle, if the remain-
ing data—the philological and the astronomical®’—do
not militate with the conclusion to which all the other
evidence has hitherto pointed, namely, the contempo-
raneousness of Kautilya and the founder of the
Mauryan dynasty (321 B. c.) ?

We have seen how in the vast body of material, out
of which we have to reconstruct a picture of the political
conditions of ancient India, especially in what* are
somewhat invidiously described as the historical epoths,
a very large place has to be assigned to our voluminous
literature of Dharmasastras, and to the ecomparatively
scanty and recently recovered literature of Polity
proper. But, even when the importance of- these
branches of literature to the historian is conceded, we
may still have to meet the general disinclination to
admit the historicity of their contents, To many, the
celebrated dictum of Sir Henry Maine, in regard to the
Code of Manu, would seem to apply, with equal force
and justice, to every Indian work on law and politics.
The Code of Manu wrote Sir Henry Maine, in 1861,
(note the date) ‘ does not represent a set of rules
actually administered. It is in great part an ideal

97 See Appendix I (b) and (¢) for these data.
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picture of that, which in the view of the.Brahmans,
ought to be the law.””® Putting aside the other
implications of the verdict, the main proposition, which
denies historicity to the subject matter of the Code, can
hardly be maintained to-day in regard to the entire
content of even the Manusmrti, and much less of some
of the other Dharmasastras. :

In the Nitiéastras, we have on the other hand an
independent body of literature, whose origin, stand-
point, outlook and standards differ from those of the
canonical law books. A comparison of the passages—
and they are very many in number—which disclose an
identity of view, precept or statement, in both classes of
works, justifies the conclusion that every instance of
such general identity may be deemed to be an approxi-
mation to fact, to the actual conditions of the times in
which these works were composed. For, it is
inconceivable that practical men like the writers on
Nitisastra, who based their precepts on experience (vide
Kautilya), should have written on the basis of idealized
rather than actual conditions. To the author of a work
of the canonical law, the treatment of civil conditions
was adventitious and not obligatory, e. g. Parasara, and
the true standard of right and wrong was furnished by
religion. To the author of a Niti$astra or Arthasastra,
on the other hand, the material and civil condition of
the population was the real subject of investigation, and
common sense and logic the final and sole tests of
validity. It is hardly necessary to enlarge further on
this difference between the canonical law-books and the

98 8ee Ancient Law (ed. Pollock), p. 15.
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books on polity. It should suffice to say that it is on this
ground that a' canonical law book would claim to
supersede a mere work on polity. ‘Dharmadastra is
stronger than Arthasdastra,”® urges Ydjravalkya. In
the conditions of ancient India, as will be shown in the
next lecture, the Dharmasdastra had the task of
regulating certain matters of conduct; and hence it is
that even Kautilya would appear to accept this claim of
the Dharmasdastra. Thus, in a striking passage, he
says: ‘The science of affairs (Vyavaharakam $astram)
has to rest on the canonical law (dhkarma). Hence,
where the sense of a text is obscure, it has to be found
by reference to the canon (dharma). Where, however,
whether within the body of canonical law or in the
science of affairs. (Sasiram wvipradipadyeta), there
appears to be a conflict of canon and logic, (nyaya),
logic should prevail, and the text opposed to it lose its
validity’.1°°

Apart from the claim to historicity based on
identity of statement in both classes of works, we have
other grounds for the position takien. We have thus to

99 Ydjfiavalkya 11, 21: .
& R Arwg deaH [ |
sdaETy svagine gfa Rafd: |
100 Arthaddstra; 11I. 1: o
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See the Note on Conflict of Laws in Appendix II, infra.
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consider several circumstances. The administration
and the enunciation of‘law rested in the hands of the
very class responsible for the Dharmasastras. This
body had all the advantages of forming a learned class,
specially dedicated for learning and kindred work. The
control of the education of the people—and, what is
more important, of the princes,—lay in the hands of this
very class. The influence and prestige of this body was
increased, rather than diminished, after every addition
of a foreign element to the Indian population, every
such foreign race soon proving anzious to obtain the
recognition implied by its admission into the Hindu fold
through the co-operation of the members of this class.
Its influence waxed rather than waned with the rise of
non-Hindu or non-Ksatriya rulers and dynasties. And,

the hlgh-watermark of its power was—paradoxical as
it may appear to say so—usually reached after a period
of foreign immigration, inroad or conquest—as for
instance, in the epoch of Gupta supremacy, following
the irruption of the Yavanas (Indo-Bactrians and Indo-
Parthians), the Sakas, the Kushanas and the Pallavas,
and in the Rajput period, after the inroads of the
Hinas, the Girjaras and kindred races. If we recall
to our minds similar instances in European history—
the insensible transformation of Roman law by the
influence of the bar on the bench, to which Sir Henry
Maine'®* drew attention, the silent changes effected in
English law in the thirteenth century through the
agency of ‘popish clergymen,’ who were trained in the
systems of Roman and Canon law,°? changes which have

101 Ancient Law, ch. 2 and 3.
102 Pollock and Maitland—Hist. of kng. Law, I., pp. 12—35 and
132—135,
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been described very fully by Maine, Maitland and
Vinogradoff, the expansion of Roman law in Mediaeval
Europe of which!*® Vinogradoff has now given us a
most fascinating picture, and the ecstasy of the
barbarian conquerors of the Roman empire, whenever
the distant emperor, whose lands they had ravished,
chose to address them a few ordinary compliments—
instanees of which would be familiar to Dr. Hodgkin’s
readers'®*—we shall, by analogy, be able to realize the
transforming influence of Brahmanie law and polity in
ancient India. That these inferences are not based
entirely on analogy or surmise will also be clear, if we.
take into further consideration the imposing series of

1083 P. Vinogradoff—Roman Law in Mediaeval Europe (1909), pagsim.

104 “ At the close of sixth century”, Dr. Hodgkin notes of Childqbert's
fourth invasion of Italy, “mighty were a few courteous words from the
‘great Roman Emperor to the barbarian King” (Ifaly and her Invaders,
vol. V., p. 267.)

Similar instances in ancient Indian History are easily recollected in
the pride, with which the early Imperial Guptas mention their connexion
with the Lichchhavis, and in the exaggerated language of praise used by
Bina, the courtier of Harsavardhana, in speaking of the Maukhari princes
of Kanauj, into whose family the sister of Hargavardhana married, e. g.—

«oprfn At ARaUTEE @ aRegEEWeEdl
e a7,
(Harsacarita ed. Fuhrer, 1909, p. 200).

There could be no comparison in point of strength between the
Maukharis and the family of Hargavardhana, but it is evident, from the
sufix ‘varman’ appended to the names of the princes of the Maukhari
line, that they claimed to be Ksatriyas, while Hargsavardhana was not a
Ksgatriya, but is said to have been a member of the Vaifya caste (Beale’s
Biyuki, vol. ii, p. 247: and M.L. Ettinghausen’s ‘Harshqvardhane’, Louvain,
1906, pp. 20—21.) ‘
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references in our inscriptions,’*® and in the literature of
India and Ceylon,—from the Gupta period down to the
threshold of modern times,—in which the rulers of
different parts of India, living in different times, often
rulers of non-Aryan descent—display keen anxiety to
be remembered by posterity as those who strictly carried:
out the precepts laid down by Manu, the Dharmaéastras
and the Nitiédastras. ' "

The scientific value of a historical deduction must
depend primarily and ultimately on the conditions in
which it is arrived at. It is on this ground that the
investigation of the extent and the character of the
sources available for study, forms the first step in
historical research. Now-a-days, there is indeed little
necessity for the student of history to enlarge on the
glories of the comparative method, as the somewhat
prosaic conclusion has been reached that science is one,
and that the method of history is the same as that of
any other social science. These are some of the general
considerations on which I would seek to justify the
extended discussion of the range, nature, date, and
validity of the original authorities that we now possess
for the historical study of our old institutions, and
especially of my study of our most interesting source.
To attempt any historical reconstruction without a
preliminary investigation of this kind appears to be,
at the present time, both futile and misleading. For
want of such inquiry, much unequal work, which-
‘combines the information ’ gathered from sources of

105 F;or epigraphic testimony to the influence of the th'ma&astras.
see Appendix III, infra.

8
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different periods, localities and character, has been in
evidence, not merely in the periodical literature of the
day, but in ‘standard works’ in which, agreeably to the
tendencies of the times, sections, ‘neither too long nor
too serious’, sum up ‘the society and manners’, of wide
epochs. A meritorious book, which represents much
valuable work, accepts, for instance, the tradition about
the synchronism of Candragupta and Kautilya and
their relations, ¢n all thetr detail, without making a
serious attempt at any enquiry or proof. If, in the
light of what has been said in the course of this lecture,
it be held that in this daring surmise we have a proof
or a vindication of the historian’s ¢nstinct, an unimagi-
native student of facts may still urge that the more the
area of such guesses, happy or otherwise, and of easy
acceptances of tradition are circumsecribed, the happier
will the future of research in our ancient history prove.
‘What would such a student of history say to another
authority, as eminent as the writer just referred to and
still more recent, who warily refers to XKautilya’s
Arthasdstra as ‘an early work’—how early he does not
say, because he does not attempt to discover it, and who
proceeds less cautiously to combine the information in
the Arthasastra with that regarding polity given in the
didactie chapters of the Mahabhdarata and in the
canonical law-books from Baudhayana to Narada,
which are separated from each other by an interval of
centuries ¥ Is the student to assume an identity of
views and outlook among all these writers, and also an
absence of progress and even movement, both in the
world of theory and in the world of facts, during this
great stretch of time, in order to validate the historieal
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averaging, represented by this fashionable tendenecy to
‘combine 1nformat10n’ ?

The necessity to subject these propositions to
scrutiny will appear pressing to any one who has found
his pleasure in the study of our institutions and has
witnessed the paralysmg effect of these assumptlons on
historical studies in our country. It is, however,
impossible to attempt such an examination with any
degree of fulness in the course of this lecture. Accord-
ingly, I would restrict my remarks to merely indicating
how far the general history of India appears to confirm
these hypotheses.

It would, of course, be admitted generally that a
question of survival is one of fact, verifiable from
observation in life or in the records of the past; and
that, specifically, in regard to survivals of Indian polity
such traces of the ancient form of government and
administration, and the old ideals, are to be found even
to-day in feudatory India, for example, the States of
Central India and Rajaputana.’®® The careful obser-
vations of B. H. Hodgson in Nepal, towards the end of
the first quarter of the nineteenth century show that, in
general and judicial administration, the conditions of
Nepal in his day closely approximated to those of pre-
Musalman periods of Indian History. We know that
such institutions had persisted in the Maratha country
also down tg its conquest in 1817. It is also now a
matter of common historical knowledge that Sivaji
merely revived the ancient form of the Indian State,

. 106 See Tod's Rajasthan, passim; Sir J. Malcolms Central India
ch. 12 and 13; and B. H. Hodgsou—‘System of Law in _Nepav, J.R.AA,
old series, I, pp. 46—57 and 268—280,
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on his coronation in 1676.1" A comparison between the
nomenclature and functions of the members who formed
his council of eight ministers (Astapradhan) and the
list of his state departments, as given in Sabhasad’s
contemporary account, with those of the royal council
in our books, would reveal how closely the system of
Sivaji followed those recommended in Manusmri: and
Sukranitisara. The reception of his measures, and
their persistence, in several features, for nearly a cen-
tury and a half may show that he could not have been
much of an innovator, and far less a revolutionary in
political matters.

‘We have, further, to remember in this context that
at no period of Indian Hlstory, since the introduction of
Islam into India, has India %ot had some considerable
tracts free of foreign rule, where the ancient ideals and
institutions could survive.

Going further back in our history, the numerous
records of the ‘dark ages’, when neo- Hindu and Rajput
dynasties struggled for supremacy with one another,
and towards the end of which the Musalman invasions
commenced, would tend to show that the Rajput ideal
aimed at the revival not merely of the epic spirit but
also, as far as was feasible, of the epic institutions of
government. The invaluable testimony of the Raja-
tarangini of Kalhana,'*® the historical value of which

107 Krishnaji Anant Sabhiisad’s Sive-chhatrapati Carita (composed
about A. D. 1700) has been translated by Mr. Surendranath Sen. See
the latter’s Administrative System of the Marathas, (Calcutta University)
passim and the references cited therein.

" 108 See Appendix VII infra for a Note on the Rdjatarangini and the
Chamba ingeriptions.
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is admitted for the ninth, tenth, eleventh and twelfth
centuries A. ., as well as of the recently collected
inscriptions, of the Himalayan State of Chamba,!°?
(whose publication we owe to the enlightened patriotism
of its able ruler H. H. the Raja Bhiiri Singh and to
the historical zeal of Dr. J. Ph. Vogel), proves that, as
in Nepal, the sheltered backwaters of life in Kashmir
and Chamba largely escaped the destructive cyeclonic
violence of the early Muhammadan conquests. Should
we go further back in our history, we come to the Silver
Age of Harsavardhana, in which attempts were still
made as strenuously to live up to the ancient ideals of
the canonical books and the precepts of the Nitisastras,
as in the Golden Age of Hinduism, which dawned with
the rise of the imperial Gupta dynasty. {Sir Rama-
krishna Bhandarkar has taught us that the Gupta
period saw the wholesale revision and adaptation of
Brahmanical literature in order to suit the altered
conditions of the day and the militant character of the
neo-Brahmanism or Hinduism. ) We have already seen
that the influence of the Dharmaddstras and the
Arthasastras remained unspent in this epoch, and that
the composition of the Nitisdras of Kamandaka and
Sukra is proof of this residual strength. These are the
kind of facts which would show that at no period of our
history has the influence of our ancient polity been quite
moribund and that its persistence is one of the surest
witnesses to the unity of Indian history.

109 See his ‘A Peep into the Early History of India from the
Foundation of the Maurya Dynasty to the Downfall of the Imperial Gupta
Dynasty' (322, B.C. circa A.D. 509), (1900), especially the closing sections,
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I shall now end this lecture with an examination of
the allied conception of the mental stagnancy of India.
On this too the verdict of the history of our country and
of our literature seems clear enough. Taking the word
progress, in a non-ethical and purely scientific sense,
we may assert, on the strength of the evidence we
have already had, that there was continual progress in
political conceptions down to the time of Kautilya.
Students of pre-Mauryan history, and of the early
Jain and Buddhist works, would also find that the
progress of events in those days corresponded to
the movement in political theory. After the days of
Kautilya the conditions were, in a sense, unfavourable
to the advance of political speculation. The extra-
ordinary thoroughness of Kautilya’s work, its eminent
inductiveness and practical character, its unflinching
logic and heedlessness of adventitious moral or religious
standards, and its wide range of subjects and interests—
which give it a unique combination of features that, in
European literature, we find only separately in an
Aristotle, a Machiavelli and a Bacon—must have
co-operated with the rise of a well-knit empire of
unprecedented dimensions, under the Mauryan and
succeeding dynasties, to depress creative political
thought in the centuries after Kautilya. Nevertheless,
it was impossible that such independence of political
thought should die out altogether; for, the rivalry, if
not the conflict, of two almost equally matched religions,
which followed close on the heels of the political con-
solidation of the greater part of India, towards the end
of the fourth century B.c., and XKautilya’s daring
attempt to treat of politics, as far as feasible, by itself
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and independently of religion and revelation, conibined
to enfranchise polities from religion. Another in-
fluence also worked in the direction of stimulating
activity of political speculation. This was the working
of the axiom of the common law of the time that it'was
the duty of the State and of the statesman to enforce
every local, tribal, caste, communal or corporation usage
or custom, that could be proved to be genuine, and to be
not inconsistent with the interests or the mandates of
the State. The frequent references that we have in
Arthasastra from Kautilya down and in allied works to
local communities and corporate bodies and the pre-
occupation of the authors of these works with problems
and institutions,’'® which in the language of our day

110 On usage and custom as law, see, for instance :
Arthasastra 111, 7 :
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Gautama, X1 21, 22.—
TE A SAIER) &N THAEATOART-ZIET: GO, ||
rfagea arTRReET: SR ||

Also, Apastamba, II, 15-i; Baudhayana I, 2—12; Vasistha, 1. 17;
Yajflavalkya I-7, I-340—343, 360, 361; I1I-6 and 186, )
Ydjfiavalkya I-7:—
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Also, Manu VII-203; VIII-41, 42, 46.
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would be those of the central as contrasted with the
local government, should justify the conclusion that
there was probably as much scope for development of
political views, on account of the presence of this variety
in uniformity, as the similar conditions of our ancient
private law furnished for its continuous evolution and
elaboration, down to our own times. Further, would
not the way be smoothed for innovation, by interpreta-
tion, in the early assumptions, which had force as much
in our polity as in private law, that law and equity, and
the state and justice were convertible terms, and that
the source of political, as of legal inspiration, was the
entire body of our literature—Veda, Itihasa, ete., and
not merely a part thereof 2 What rule of law or what
conclusion of political theory could not be condemned
or justified by this test, as it seemed to an author,
inequitable and impracticable, or otherwise? How
valuable the opening thus afforded proved to the
noiseless entry of new views or precepts in polity will
be evident, if one tabulates the striking differences in
opinion between the earlier and later writers on ‘law’—
and between Kautilya, and later writers like Kaman-
daka, the author of Sukranitisira and Somadeva—
especially in such matters as those relating to the
composition and constitutional position of the king’s
council, the immunities, special privileges or claims to
preferences and the disabilities of the different castes,
the proportion of the yield to be taken as the land-tax,
the selection of the form and the rates of indirect and
direct taxes, the proportion of the different elements of
the army, the organization of the forces, tactics, the
rules of war and international relations, the treatment
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6f members of the royal family, the curricula of studies
for princes, and the number, functions and relative
precedence of the ministers of State and of the royal
household. If the information on these heads in our
books of law and politics are tabulated, then compared
with such stray information as may be culled from our
inscriptions, and the whole be finally classified by
author, period and area of prevalence, the evidence so
collected and arranged—which, without going to this
degree of elaboration, I have yet had before mé in some
degree, will go very far indeed to correct the prevalent
notion of the unprogressive—in a non-ethical sense—
character of our ancient institutions and political
theory. The reduction of this current belief will long
form a vital condition of a successful, historical study
of Ancient Indian Polity.



IT

It i8 nearly five years since one of the foremost
living historians, speaking on an occasion like the
present at Cambridge, deplored that ‘the forms of
Government which are commonly classed as absolute
monarchies have not received the same attention or been
so carefully analysed as republics and constitutional
monarchies,” and justified on that ground his selection
of the constitution of the later Roman Empire as the
theme of his discourse.''?,

On somewhat similar grounds, I would urge an
analytical study of the theory and general form, aim
and consequences of our ancient schemes of Govern-
ment, and devote some time this evening for part of such
a consideration. It would be specially necessary to
study the polity of the period of the great emlpires,
when, externally at least, the constitution approximated
to the popular conception of a despotism;''* for, the
deceptive appearance of simplicity of a ¢ despotic ’ form
of Government—in which the entire authority is vested
in the hands of a single person—is usually provoecative
of indifference in students of politics.

111 See J. B. Bury, Constitution of the later Roman Empire, 1910,
p. 1.

112 I use the word ‘despotism’ instead of ‘absolute monarchy’ in the
gense assigned to the latter by Bury, whose definition of ‘absolute
monarchy’ differs somewhat from Sidgwick’s (Development of Europcan
polity, p. 10). For the older view of ‘despotism’ as implying the Sovereign
rule of one person see Cornewall-Lewis—Use and Abuse of Political Terms,
ed T. Raleigh, 1898, p. 147,
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The subject of our ancient constitutions has indeed
attracted much attention in recent years, as the
numerous contributions about them made by several
enthusiastic students to our periodical literature would
show. DBut these studies differ so materially in their
pictures and their interpretation of our old polity and
their conclusions regarding its nature, that it could
hardly be urged that their abundance leaves little scope
for any further study.''?

Thus, when we are told by one writer that ‘the
form of Government in Ancient India was popular and
not despotic,” by another that ‘the primetive Indo-Aryan
constitution was a democracy,” and are assured by a
third that ‘the form of Government in Ancient India
was always some form of limited monarchy,'** we are
apt to be a little bewildered by the array of half-truths
and arbitrary generalizations, and to feel that the
pointed form of such pronouncements must owe some-
what more to one-sided views of the subject than,
perhaps, to hazy notions of what is implied by
‘despotism’, ‘popular Government’, ‘limited monarchy’
and ‘democracy’.

Our sense of bewilderment is not likely to be
lessened if, side by side, with these statements we con-
sider the equally confident assertions of the classical

113 Mr. K. P. Jayaswal’'s comprehensive review of ancient Indian
Constitutions in his ‘Hindu Polity’ (1924) must now be mentioned as an
outstanding exception.

114 For the views quoted, see Modern Review, January 1910, p. 70
(Mr. Dvijadds Datta), ibid.,, vol. II. p. 38 and p. 350, and vol. III. p. 339
(Mr. Abinash Chandra Das), and The Christian College Magazine, 1894,
p. 92.

The popular
conception of
Oriental
Despotism.
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school of Political Science on the Eastern State, views
which we can collect quite easily from the published
writings of Sir Henry Maine, and of which the following
summary by T. H. Green may be taken asa fair
sample :—*1°

‘The great empires of the East were, in the main,
‘tax collecting instiiutions. They exercised coercive
‘ force on their subjects of the most violent kind, for
¢ certain purposes, and at certain times, but they do not
‘wmpose laws as distinet from particular and occasional
¢ commands. Nor do they judicially administer and
¢ enforce customary law. In a certain sense the subjects
‘ render them habitual obedience, that is they habitually
¢ submit when the agents of the empire descend on them
¢ for taxes and recruits, but in the general tenor of their
‘ lives their actions and forbearances are regulated by
‘ authorities with which the empire never interferes,
¢ with which it probably could not interfere without des-
‘ troying itself. These authorities can scarcely be said
‘ to reside in any determinate person or persons, but so
¢ far as they do, they reside mixedly in priests as expo-
‘ nents of customary religion, in heads of families acting
¢ within the family, and in some village councils acting
‘ beyond the limits of the family.’

‘We may pass over the obvious inconsistency under-
lying the above description—which is only Maine’s
picture of the ancient empires of Persia and Meso-
potamia touched up by Green so as to fit the assumed

115 See Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation, ed,
Bosanquet, 1901, pp. 99—102.
The italics are mine.
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conditions of Ancient India—the contradiction implied
in characterizing such a state as a despotism, i.e., an
absolutism—which when of the genuine type is a form
of government in which all the powers must be vested
in the hands of the Ruler, there being no other concur-
rent and independent authority, habitually obeyed by
the people as much as he is obeyed, and which could

lawfully resist him or call him to account. But, we

have still to enquire how far it would be just to attribute
to our ancient polity—as it stood, for instance, in the
days following the accession of the Mauryan dynasty
the inorganic character of a capricious, tax-collecting
government, indifferent to the task of legislation and to
the administration of justice, and intent only on being
implicitly obeyed, whenever it chose to intervene with
violence in the affairs of its subjects.

These and some kindred matters I shall now
proceed to consider.

In the most representative political thought of
ancient India there is complete agreement on two
matters—a%z., on the idea of what constitute the essen-
tial elements of a State, and on the natural necessity
for the State. In regard to the former, it is usual for
our political writers to group the characteristic features
as seven, under the heads of Sovereign, Minister,
People, Fort, Treasure, Army and Allies.’® These,

116 Arthaédstra, VI, 1:

Wwwyiﬁweﬁwfﬁwmn

Bee also Kamandaka—Niiisdra, 1., 16, IV, 1., etc., Sukranitisdra, 1.,
1. 121—2; Vignu, III., 33. The Saptdnga is discussed in all Niti§dstras
from Kautilya’s Arthadistra to King Bhéja’s Yuktikalpateru (ed. N. Law
and Isvaracandra Sastri, 1918),

Essential
elements of
the State-
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put into general terms, would give as the characteris-
tiecs of the State: (1) unity, as represented by a
common ruler, (2) a settled administration, as indicated
by the existence of ministers, (3) a definite system of
revenue, forming the source of the treasure, (4) an
army, representing the strength, (5) a settled territory,
occupied and held in adverse possession against the
world, by means of (6) forts, and (7) independence of
external control, as signified in the power to enter into
alliances and the freedom to make war and peace. Such
essentials of State-being are realized by Kautilya, as
well as by Manu, Sukra and Kamandaka, and it is
significant that they appear to be the features of the
polities of the epochs subsequent to the invasion of
Alexander the Great.’*™ The superiority in the scienti-
fic character of this conception of the State to that of
the contemporary Greek view will be apparent, not
merely by a comparison between them, which would
serve to bring out the more modern trend of the former,
but it will be enforced by the suggestion we have of these
features having been inductively arrived at, in the
time of Kautilya. The interesting discussion in the
Arthasastra**® on the order of preference among these
seven characteristics would not only be an indication of
the possibility of conceiving of more or less complete
types of polity in which one or other of these essentials

117 Compare, far instance, the teachings of Kautilya on the nature
and end of the State with the Greek views on the subject, as expounded in
W. L. Newman™s classical Introduction (i.e. vol. i) to his edition of

Aristotle’s Politics (1887). Note specially his observations, on p. 50,
Dp. 66, p. 83, p. 90, p. 251, p. 259, pp. 313—8, pp. 454—7 and p. 549.

118 Bk. VI, ch. 1.
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may be absent (e.g., settled territory as in the Vedie
State, international position as in the Vassal State), but
also of the features of the epochs in which they were
conceived. Among such features we may reckon the
ceaseless internecine strife, which rendered foreign
conquest easier than it otherwise might have been; bad
finance and oppressive taxation, leading to disorganiza-
tion and insolvency; external enemies, necessitating
defensive tactics and resort to expensive fortifications;
and capricious and irresponsible personal rule, as ineffi-
cient as it was unpopular, making the growth of a civil
service an object of widely-felt desire. We know that
these were some of the conditions that actually prevailed
in North India during the period intervening between
the conquests of Darius and Alexander.'”® Tt is open
to Suggest that, it was from the eonsideration of these
troubles and difficulties that the conceptions of relative
importance and interdependance of these elements of
the State were evolved. However it arose, it is clear
that a State of the type described in these definitions,
with a history of internal growth behind it, with fully
developed organs and functions, responsive to its
environment, can with little justification be classed as
Inorganie.

/Some implications of this attempt to define the
State should also be borne in mind. The first is that
unity is the inseparable feature of the State, and has to

119 1t is instructive to compare the elaborate administrative system
of the Persian Empire under Darius the Great with the machinery sketched
-out by Kautilya. See for the former Max Duncker, History of Antiquity,
~ol. vi, pp. 316—897 (translation., Abbott, 1882),

Implications
of this con-
cept.
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be preserved at all costs. The second, naturally follow-
ing the first, is that the normal form of Government is
Monarchy. The third is that the administration is
highly specialized. The fourth is that the State rests
on a territarial basis. The fifth is that it imagines
small states, and the last is that it is founded on a weak
international law.

It is evident that except the fifth feature every
other was to be found in the Mauryan empire, which
grew up by the absorption of many smaller states. But,
though the imperial tradition persisted as a great ideal
in later ages, even after the fall of the Mauryan empire,
and was strengthened by the myths of the epics referring
to heroic Sarvabhaumas, Samwrdts and Cakravartins,
and the stories of ancient universal conquests or
digvijayas precedent to such sacrifices as Mahda-abhiseka
and Rajasiiya and Asvamedha**® yet, at no time was a
complete unification of India accomplished before the
days of the British conquest, and the normal type of
state long continued to be the small state, whose safety

120 On the topics referred to, see Rajendra LAl Mitra’s Indo-Aryans,
vol. ii (1881), pp. 1—48 (‘An Imperial Coronation In Ancient India’).
The Aitareya Brdhmana (ed. Haug, 1863), after describing the ritual of
the Mahdbhiseka, gives a list of ten kings who had been inaugurated by
that rite, with the names of the priests who officiated at the ceremonies.
For the procedure and ceremonial at coronations, etc., see the Kauika-
sitra of the Atharva Veda, edited in 1890 by M. Bloomfield, for the
American Oriental Society as vol. XVI of its Journal; and especially, ibid.,
XVII, 11—34 and XVII, 1—10 and XVI, 27—32.

Sukra (ed. Oppert, pp. 16—17) makes an elaborate classification of
kings under seven heads according to their estimated revenue, His grades
are: MAndalika, Raja, Mahfirdja, Svarét, Samrit, Virat, and Sarvabhauma.
It is possible to conjecture the approximate area of territory that Sukra
would have deemed as the qualification for each of these grades from other
passages in his work in relation to revenue,
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necessitated resort to the intricate diplomacy so largely
discussed in Nitiéastras, Manu, and even the
Mahabharata. The rulesin Manu and Sukra regarding
the duty of the king to administer justice and the
finances personally, and to receive in person the daily
reports of his secret agents, and the rule of Sukra
directing the king to make at least one annual tour'®
throughout his territories to investigate the effects of
his administration, would indicate the small extent of
the kingdoms they had in mind.

It is significant that in regard to one of these fune-
tions of the king, viz., the personal administration of
justice, the time soon came when, owing to the size of
kingdoms and perhaps also the complicated state of the
law, it.was impossible that the king should himself do
this responsible work. Thus, Kalidasa, in Sakuntala,1??
attempts to give a picture of an ancient king living up
to this duty—in King Dusyanta’s message excusing
himself from attending to the trial of a cause, and asking
the minister, the Brahman Pisuna, to take his place in
the court. We have similar proofs in the Mrchchakati
of Stdraka (not later than fifth century A. p.) and in
the later books on law, and even in Sukra,'?® the

121 Sukroniti, T 751—2 :—
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122 Act VI, (Monier Williams’ edn., pp. 236—259),
128 Sukraniti, IV, 5, st. 62—63:
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delegation of the supreme judicial power to either the
chief Brahman (Priadvivika) or to specially constituted
tribunals and officers.

Readers of Kautilya would remember that ke does
not make the attempt to overwhelm the king with the
discharge of such duties—which should have been im-
possible even before his time, in the days of the Nanda
Rajas, in a kingdom of the size that Magadha had even
then attained to. According to him there were to be
several courts of justice in the kingdom*. They were
to be of two classes: viz. Dharmasthiya (common and
canon law courts), Kanteka Sodhana (administrative
and police courts),—presided over respectively by
officers, in panels of three, bearing the styles of Dharma-
amdatyah (ministers of law) and Pradéstarah'*® (Direc-
tors). The first took note of all causes between subject
and subject, while the second had to form (1) standing
commissions for the examination of serious crimes like
treason, murder, violence, ete., (2) preventive organi-
zations with wide jurisdiction and summary powers of
overriding the ordinary law in the interests of equity
and promptness of disposal, and (3) special courts for
investigating cases of official oppression, misconduct
and malversation.

Other precepts of Kautilya would confirm the in-
ference to be derived from the review of his description
of the administration of justice, viz., that the kingdom

124 Arthasastra, Book III (Dharmasthiya) and Book IV (Kantaka-

$odhana.)
126 . Arthaddstra, IV, 1:
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he had in view was of large size. That such a kingdom
was not normal is inferable from a comparison of
Kautilya’s precepts with those of Manu and Sukra, and
the administration as described in the late law—book of
Narada (six century A.n.). Thuy Kautilya does not
hold that the king could see and do everything persen-
ally for his kingdom. As a wheel cannot turn itself,
so a king cannot govern by himself. He accordingly
needs ministers.’*?® He is not ubiquitous, and so he
requires ministers to carry out his behests.'*” All
administrative measures must be deliberated on in a
council of ministers.'*”® Ministers are the king’s eyes.
The god Indra is said to have a thousand eyes, because
he has a thousand ministers.’*® Of all powers open to
a king, the power of getting counsel is the best. All
acts have to find their root—i.e., to be initiated, by the
ministers. The only kind of business that a king is
asked to attend topersonally are the business of the gods,
of heretics and wizards, of learned Brahmans, of in-
fluential men, of departmental heads (Tirthas), and of

126 Arthaddstra, 1., 6:
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127 Ibid 1. 10.
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minors, the aged, the afflicted and women—and, he is
counselled to regard their relative importance as indi-
cated by the order of their enumeration.'*® That is, he 18
to safeguard himself from the evil results of the curses
or the discontent of those whose imprecations were
commonly believed to take effect, by attending persen-
ally to the transaction of their business. Even a super-
ficial reading of Kautilya’s Arthasastra should correct
the impression that these duties alone are assigned to
the king personally, because Kautilya failed to realize
the importance of financial, judical, and general
administrative work, or because he underestimated the
prestige and the usefulness of the king in the
constitution.

The insistence on unity as the most inportant
feature of the State—an insistence which must have
gone far to strengthen the monarch’s position, as the
living symbol of this unity—would be quite explicable in
the days of Kautilya, when the kingdom of the Nandas
had crumbled through divided rule, and when the re-
collection of the ways in which the freedom of the
republics of Videha (the Vrjjians) had been under-
mined and ultimately lost through dissensions and weak
central authority, must have been fresh in the minds of
politicians and of the common people. The importance
attached by Kautilya to this feature is evidenced by
his provision for the complete merging of conquered

130 Arthadastra 1. 19:
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territories or kingdoms in the dominion of the conquer-
ing state, such old rulers or dynasties as survived the
conquest being pensioned off and not kept as vassals;
by the intense centralization of the Government which
he describes and which aims at uniformity of admini-
stration throughout the kingdom; by his declaration
that a royal inheritance is impartible; by his omission
to provide princes, other than the heir-apparent, with
such offices or places of influence in the state as Sukra
would provide them with; and by his express statement
that where sovereign authority is the property of a
Sangha or Kula, i.e., a corporation or a clan of kinsmen,
—as among the Bacchiads in ancient Corinth—it was
to be exercised by them together, and through the head
of the corporation (Sangha-mukhya).'® That divided
rule was then dreaded generally may, perhaps, be also
inferred by the inclusion of states ruled by two rulers
co-ordinately, (do-rayant)and states ruled by the whole
community (gana-rayant), among those which the
canonical Acaranga Sutta asks Jain ascetics to avoid!®2,
131 Ibid XI. 1: alse 1, 17:
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132 Ed. Jacobi IIL iil,, 1., 10.

See H. Jacobi, Jainasiutras, S.B.E., 1884, p. 138. ‘“A monk or a nun
on the pilgrimage, whose road lies through a country where there is no
king or many kings or an unanointed king or two governments or no
government or 2 weak government, should, if there be some other places
for walking about or friendly districts, not choose the former road for their
voyage. The Kevalin says: ‘This is the reason: The ignorant populace
might bully or beat, etc. the mendicants, etc. '
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That lack of union, leading to lack of unity, was an ever-
present menace in the constitution of tribal republics, in
the pre-Mauryan days, would also be made clear by the
famous words attributed to the Buddha (in that idyll of
his last days, the Sdtra of the Great Renunciation) in
regard to the Vrjjian confederacy :— So long, Ananda,
as the Vajjians hold full and frequent assemblies, so
long they may be expected not to decline, but to prosper.
So long as the Vajjians meet together in concord, and
carry out their undertakings in concord,—so long as
they enact nothing not already established, abrogate
nothing that has already been enacted, and act in
accordance with the ancient institutions of the Vajjians
as established in former days—so long as they honour,
and esteem and support the Vajjian Elders, and hold
it a point of duty to hearken to their words—so long
may the Vajjians be expected not to decline but to
prosper.’ '#

The territorial The conditions of later times should have somewhat
Jaes. ~ reduced, in practice, the importance of one of the
essentials according to the old definition of the State. In
the epochs of wide popular and tribal movement re-
presented in the Vedic and Epic periods it was of course
not to be expected that the territorial aspect of the State
should be grasped, or stressed, even if understood. Even
in the days of Kautilya, Powers are referred to by the
names of peoples and not by geographical limits.'®* It
is perhaps intentional that Kautilya refers to his Prince

133 Rhys Davids—Buddhnist Suttas (S.B.E,, XI, 1881), pp. 3—6.
134 See Rhys Davids—Buddhist India, 1903, pp. 17—41,
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as ‘king of men’®® though it is now hard to say
whether it implies an aspiration after universal
dominion that transcended the limits of the old kingdom
—an ambition realized even in Candragupta’s own life,
when he ruled from the hills of Assam to the
Paropanisus—or unwillingness (as a learned Sanskrit
scholar tells me) to use the term Rdja, which should be
reserved for Ksattriyas, to the Sudra dynasties that
ruled in Magadha after the accession of the Nandas. It
is, however, clear that in the epochs that followed the
disruption of the Mauryan empire, when inyasions and
immigrations from outside followed one another in an
unending procession, frequent unsettlement of the popu-
lation and of political boundaries became inevitable,
and the State had to be thought of independently of a
fized territory. Such conditions persisted till so late as
the ninth century A. p.—the date of the rise of the

Girjara empire. Hence the statement that a definite

territory constituted an essential feature of the state, as
an institution, has to be taken in the light of our history,
more as an often-realized ideal than as a permanent
characteristic of all ancient Indian States.

To writers on Dharmasastra, the conception of the
State as a natural and necessary institution was bound
up with the belief in the entire system of the Universe
being divinely ordained. Consequently, they do not go
beyond suggesting as a justification for Government
the need for an institution of correction (Danda) to

185 Arthaédstra II. ch. 10:
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restrain the natural turbulence and depravity of men,
leading them to violate the regulations of the different
castes and orders of life (Varnasrama dharma), and of
the divine creation of such a power of chastisement or
Danda. This theory was enforced by vague references
to Sruti (i.e., the Vedas)—which, of course, knows the
State—and by the recital of the stories of the divine
creation of Sovereignty after a non-political stage of
lawlessness and confusion, and of the compact into
which men entered with Manu, the first King, pledging
themselves to serve him and support him by their eontri-
butions, in return for his protection. These stories
which are to be found in the Santiparva of the
Mahabharate are repeated, in one form or the other by
the Manusmrti the Sukranitisira,”*® and even by the
136 See (a) Manusmrti, VII. 3:
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Arthaéastra of Kautilya. The last reference is
interesting as it is the earliest to which, in the light of
our present knowledge, we can assign an approximately
definite date, being earlier than the philosophy of
Epicurus and his School, in which modern writers have
hitherto seen,’® the germ of the idea of the origin of
the State in a compact. It is undoubtedly of interest to

know that a theory like this, sanctifying not merely the

State and the institution of Kingship, but also the
reciprocal duties of the Sovereign and the subject should
have been accepted by the leading political writer and
renowned statesman of the fourth century B.c. In
view of this, a literal meaning, and almost a
constitutional significance, will perhaps have to be
assigned to the frequent declarations of the pious Asoka
reiterating his heavy responsibilities, as an emperor,
towards all living beings.'®

In this conception of the need for Government, we
may discover the explanation of the declarations exalt-
ing the office and power of the King,'*® for the general

137 ASee e.g., S. Leacock—Elements of Political Science (1906), p. 26.
138 BSee his Rock Edicts VI and X, for example.
139 Cf. Rdmdyana, Ayddhyd-Kanda, ch. 67, 33—36,
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horror of anarchy (Ardjata) and interregnums,'*® the
acceptance of heredity and primegeniture in the rules
for the succession to the crown,'*' and the suggestion
that the throne should be filled on its vacancy, somehow,
even if the accepted order of succession has to be set
aside, as, in the stories in the Jdtaka about discovering
rulers by the device of the festal car,’*? and in the state-
ment in the Ramdyana,—that the people of Ayddhya
petitioned for some one on the throne, on the demise of
King Dasaratha, rather than allow a vacancy to

140 See RaAmdyana, Ayﬁdhya-Kinda ch. 67. sl. 31, where the idea
occurs also:
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continue.** It is under this head that we should bring
such scattered rules as the ancient one, referred. to by
Gautama (sixth cemtury B. ¢.), that a vacancy in the
throne interrupted Vedic studies throughout the
kingdom,,'** the dictum of Vasistha (earlier than 200
B. C.) that no action on debts could be taken and no
interest allowed thereon, during the interval between
the demise of a ruler and the enthronement of his
successor (perhaps, because no such claim could be
enforced judicially),*® and the pointed statement of
Kautilya (fourth century B.c.) that a prescriptive
right arising from the forcible dispossession of a
property-holder, during an interregnum, will not be
allowed to be pleaded as conferring a valid title, after
143 Ayodhyd-Kdwde, ch. 67, 8, and 38:
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order is restored, on the accession of a new ruler.'
And, we may also quote in this connection the
picturesque declarations of Sulranitisara that ‘‘as the
wife of Indra is never a widow (because the office of
Indra is never vacant and she is attached to the office),
so, even unrighteous people (who may not want a
Government) cannot survive even for a moment without
a king’’ 1", and of Somadeva that ‘as the subjects find
their roots in their sovereign, what can human ingenuity
and effort do for a tree that has no roots?’ 18

gﬁ: of te  In regard to the aims of our ancient polity, the
' functions of Government, as conceived both by rulers,
and by the political theorists and legists, who were (to
borrow Maitland’s words in describing the similar
writers of mediaeval Europe), ‘clothing. concrete
projects in abstract vesture, (and) who fashioned the
facts as well as the theories of the time,’'** we have
testimony of an abundant and varied kind. The
146 See Artha$dstra, III, 16:—
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as well as the theories of thefr time.,” = (Gierke, Political Theories of the
Middle Age, 1900, pp. vil—viii).
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Arthadastras give lists of State departments and
the kinds of work that it was good for the State
to undertake or to abstain from. The writers
on Dharmadastra similarly give clear indications
of the acts and forbearances which were legitimate
in sovereign and subject. Even such formal public
documents as inscriptions may be read so as to
convey some notion of the ideals for which -their
‘authors’ desired to get credit and, besides this,
they often give information regarding departments of
(Government organization and activity. The works of
poets, and religious and ethical writers too, may be made
to yield the current opinion regarding what was
allowable, or not, for a Government, or for a subject.

From evidence of these kinds, the first conclusion
we may draw is the unanimity with which every one
preaches the high regal duty of righteousness and devo-
tion to the welfare of the people. For example, we have,
to begin with, the authority of the Mahabharata for
the old sentiment that a ruler entrenched behind the
impregnable fortress of his people’s love is unconquer-
able.”™ We next have Kautilya’s advocacy of the high
1deal that the king should seek his happiness in the
happiness of his people and not in the satisfaction of his
own inclinations.'®™ We have his advice too, that a king
should regard promptitude in action as his religious

150 See Mahdbhdrata—RAjadharmaparva,
151 Arthasastra, I, 19:
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vow, performance of the pgople’s work as his sacrifice,
and impartiality in decision as having the same merit
and efficacy as the lustral bath and-the largess at the
end of great sacrifices.’> After these pronouncements
of the admatted aims of the State, which may be quoted
in any number,—(aims which for instance, breathe in
every word of the famous personal appeals of the great
Asoka to his subjects)—it is hardly necessary to refer
to such edifying sentiments as those to be found in
Kailidasa,—Dusyanta’s acceptance of the King’s obli-
gation to protect the weak, the widow and the orphan,
and to be a father to the fatherless,'®® Dilipa’s taking
taxes only for use in the people’s interests,’* and
Kalidasa’s own prayer, at the end of Sakuntala, that
kings should ever strive for the good of the people.*®

The second conclusion, in regard, to the end of
the State, that we may draw from the evidence
is the almost universal acceptance, as an tdeal, of
the nearly allied conception of the State’s duty

1562 Arthaédstra: 1., 19:
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to maintain Dharma,*®® especially those parts of it,
which are known as sadharana and varnasramadharma.
The sacerdotal conception of the origin of the
State, and the early rise of the priest-caste in the
history of our country, and the very early division
of the people by varna (caste), combined to raise
this maintenance of Dharma to the rank of one of
the first duties of the State. This vivid recognition
of the responsibility of a State for the upkeep of the
moral and social order—which itself is believed to be
based on the sanction or the mandate of the religion
which the State follows, is not confined to Ancient
India in the world’s history. The Christianized
Empire of New Rome, not to speak of the Caliphate,
may be, cited as an example, even if the mixture of
principles and interests involved therein make the citing
of almost similar instances from mediaeval and modern
European history somewhat unilluminating. But the
ancient Indian conception has attracted more conspi-
cuous attention than these cases, because of the survival
—through the apparent support of the State—of the
institution of Caste, to the maintenance of which the
State’s aid was invoked. It was characteristic of India
that the alternations in the fortunes of Brahmanism
and Buddhism had no power to modify this attitude of
the State towards Dharma, since both religions equally
desired the State’s aid for the upkeep of the ‘moral
order,’ as they respectively conceived ity

This obligation of the State to maintain Dharma
has been urged, not only by wrlters with transparent

166 Ree infra pp. 88—90, for elngsmcatlona of Dh.ama
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sacerdotal inclinations like the author of the Manusmyrts,
but even by those, who, like Kautilya viewed Politics
from a secular standpoint. The agreement of the two
classes of our authorities may be inferred from a com-

parison of the following with the numerous statements

of the same kind in Manu and the Dharmasddstras:

‘The king shall never allow people to swerve from their appointed
duties (Dharma): for, whoever upholds his own duty, adheres to the
usages of the Aryas, and follows the duties of the castes and orders
(varnd$ramadharma) will attain happiness in this world as well as in
the next’ (Kautilya).1s?

Among kings who ignore this duty, Kautilya
condemns more the ruler who knowing his duty neglects
it than he who does so through ignorance—though even
such ignorance may be very culpable and lead to the
destruction of the kingdom.

It is not easy to decide whether the acceptande of
such views by Kautilya is the result of his inability to,
rise above the prepossessions inherited by him and
imbibed from his training in the Brahmaniec schools, or
it reflects merely the practice of the fourth century B.c.
The descriptions of the influence of the Brahmanas and
Sramanas in the Pataliputra of his day, that we have in
the fragments of Megasthenes, would appear to confirm
the second of these inferences. These ‘philosophers’ are
stated to have lived on the outskirts of the city, and to
have been frequently visited by kings and administra-
tors, in search of advice in matters relating to govern-
ment. It is also on record that Alexander himself

167 Arthaédstra, 1. 4:
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found it worth his while to pay a visit to a person of this
type during his brief stay in the Panjab.}®® The need
for such consultations, as those referred to, would be
apparent if one postulates that it was an admitted
duty of the State to maintain Dharma, since the
question would frequently rise as to what was or
was not consistent with Dharma. The determination
of such points would not be simple, or within
the province of mere secular administrators. For
Dharma was of many kinds, was constantly grow-
ing, and was never very definite.’® It could be,
for example, Sadharana Dharma, i.e., ordinary equity
and morality, of the kind instanced in the following
quotations from Vasistha (anterior to 200 B.c.) and
Visnu (c. A.p. 100) : ‘Truthfulness, freedom from anger,

158 Arthasastra, VIII, 2:
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liberality, abstention from injuring living beings, and
the perpetuation of the family are the Dharma common
to all’,®* and ‘Forbearance, truth, self-restraint, purity,
liberality, mon-injury to life, obedience to spiritual
guides, pilgrimages to holy places, pity for the afflicted,
straight-dealing, freedom from avarice, reverence
towards gods and Brahmans,—these are the Dharma
common to all classes.””®* Or again, Dharma might be
Asadharana, i.e. of a special character. In this class
would be included Varna Dharma (obligations of
castes), Asrama Dharma (regulations of the orders or
stages of life), Varnasrama Dharma (rules about both
castes and orders and their interrelations), Guna
Dharma and Naimittika Dharma. Or again, a cross
classification of Dharma would give as its constituents,
Acara Dharma (valid usage), Vyavahdra Dharma
(rules about affairs) and Prayascitta Dharma (rules
of penance). Except ordinarily in regard to Sadharana
Dharma (for even in it, there would arise difficult
questions, as, the tendency would ever be to put in as
common obligations the duties of particular sections or
classes) the constituents of the other types of Dharma
would offer nice points for academic elaboration and
differentiation. Should a State, therefore, undertake

160 Vasigtha, IV, 4:
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to maintain Dharma, it would have frequently to obtain
opinions that would be deemed authoritative in cases in
which points of Dharma were at issue. How would
such opinions be obtained? Who was competent to give
them ¢

The answer to these questions is suggested by a
third duty which is imposed by all our writers on the
State. This is the obligation to maintain and accept
as valid every local usage, every custom of a caste, tribe,
clan, and family, every by-law or usage of corporations,
guilds and organized non-political communities or
fraternities, as was not inconsistent with the State’s
own mandates or interests. This is expressly stated by
Kautilya'®>, Applying for convenience the general
term ‘innocent usage’ to the extensive group of customs,
usage, and by-laws represented in the above description,
we may say that the texts are uniformly in favour of
all such innocent usage being accepted.

That this concession (admitted in the canon) should
represent one actually made would be evident, if we
pause to recollect for a moment, that the grant of such
a liberty was somewhat inconsistent, and therefore
repugnant, to the claims to completeness and univer-
sality put forward by the Dharmadastras—especially
by such of them as claimed divine inspiration.

The famous edicts'® of the great ASoka—in which
the officers are warned that the king, even in his

162 Arthaddstra, I1L., 7:
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devotion for the propogation of the law of Dharma, is
not prepared to proceed to extremities with the forest
and border tribes of his vast empire, that he only desires
them to be assured of his sympathy, and that he wants
the law of Dharma to be accepted by them, voluntarily,
after conviction of its worth—would likewise seem to
be animated by the same spirit of tolerance of local
usage or prejudices. In these pointed prohibitions of
AsSoka one may perhaps be permitted to discover also
the statesman-like desire to curb the zeal of a great
bureaucracy to bring about uniformity in practices
throughout an empire.

A third testimony to the actual acceptance of such
innocent usage is to be found in the large body of it,
which was known to later writers of digests, commenta-
ries and compendia of Hindu law—such as the
Smrticandrika of Devanna Bhatta (Thirteenth century
A.D.). How a king with ¢ Aryan’ views was advised
to accept as valid usage even practices repugnant to
his own sense of the fitting would be evident from the
following passages from Sukranitisara :'*

164 ABukra, 1V, v., 92—99:
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‘ Those customs which have been introduced in the country, caste ot

race, should be maintained in the same condition, for, otherwise, people
get agitated.

‘In the southern countries maternal uncle's daughters are taken
in marriage by Brahmans.

) ‘In the central country, the artisans and &rtuts are eaters of cow’s
flesh, the men are alt ﬂesh»eaters, and women are accustomed to
promiscuous intercourse.

‘In the north, women drink wine, and are approachable at all
times.

‘In the Khaa country, men marry their brothers’ widows.

‘ These people do not deserve penance or punishment for the practice
of these customs’.

Lastly, it is important to note in this connection,
that Kautilya, Manu'®® and Sukra, all agree, in com-
mending to a conqueror the maintenance of the laws and
the customs of the conquered State—following logically
their approval of innocent usage within a kingdom
itself, —and that Kautilya would even allow to foreign !
traders the right to be judged by their own law,
especially in business matters.

The review of the State’s duty to maintain Dharma

“and local usage leads naturally to the cansideration of
the fourth and fifth functions of our ancient polity—
viz, the administration of justice, and the promulgation
of laws. It isin regard to these that some of the hostile

166 See Arthaédsira, XIII1. 4 :
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views about the primitiveneﬁs or ignorance character
of our ancient State have been most urged, and it would,
therefore, be necessary to devote some attention to them.

The first conclusion in regard to the administration
of justice is that all the evidence, at our disposal, is
unanimous in showing the existence in ancient India
of a fairly elaborate judical machinery. Reference has
already been made to the classification of courts of
Jjustice by Kautilya into Dharmasthiye and Kantaka-
$odhana courts,’®® to the definition of their province,
and to the rule that they were to be presided over by
three Amatyas (officers) each—so as apparently to
enable a majority’s decision to be given, in cases where
the judges were not unanimous. The number of such
courts is not specified, but there were to be as many as
there was need for. The distinctive feature of judicial
administration in Kautilya’s description or scheme, as
compared with those that we find in earlier and later
Smrtis,—which refer to the conditions of the more
primitive or to the decadent times respectively preced-
ing and following the period of Mauryan rule,—
is that these judges are special officers though, perhaps,
not specialists, as Kautilya in another part of his work
recommends the transfer of officers from' one depart-
ment to another in the State.’*” Neither is judicial work

166 See Arthaédstra, I1. 37; 1V, 11.
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thrown by Kautilya upon the king, as described in
earlier authorities, nor is it delegated to his spiritual
adviser—the chief Brahman—the Pradvivika of
earlier and the Dharmadhikart of later times. Nor,
in spite of the elaborate magnification of the king’s
position and person, the seclusion of the king, and the
proofs of the splendour and complication of the court
ceremonial, do we find pure court officers like the
Chamberlains taking part in such judicial work, as
appears to have been the case, later on, in the fourth
and fifth centuries A.n.,—if we may accept the reference
in Kalidasa and Sukranitisara as evidence of the actual
conditions of their times. Besides these courts, the
Arthasastra mentions the vesting of powers of control
and punishment—i.e., magisterial powers, in heads of
provinces, districts, revenue cireles and villages, as well
as in the officers of the capital, which (from the dupli-
cation of the grades of provincial officers from top to
bottom in the city-executive) appears (like London) to
have been treated as the equal of a province. The range
of the topics that might come up before the Dharmas-
thiya and Kantakasodhana courts is indicated by the
long lists of offences and the penalties therefor, that
we find scattered throughout the body of the Arthasastra
—offences whose presence in the criminal law of the.
time would induce a somewhat cautious acceptance of
the enthusiastic descriptions of Megasthenes of the
absence of serious crime in Magadha.'®®* This may
suffice as a sample, and it would now be needless to
picture the kind of judicial machinery described by
Sukra, or by Manu or by those who wrote in still later

168 Megasthenes, Fragment XXVII,
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epochs. Their testimony would only confirm the view
of the existence always of well-developed courts of law,
in at least the larger states of ancient India, with well-
defined rules of procedure.

The judicial work of the time, however, should
have pressed less heavily on the higher courts than it
does nowadays. Omitting other causes due to the
different material and moral conditions of those days
and of our times, one prominent reason for this may be
seen in the very large proportion of such disputes, then
settled outside the courts. Thus, acecording to Kautilya,
all disputes (he is speaking generally though his context
is about boundary disputes), are to be decided by or on
the evidence of the leading men of the locality.'® Again,
there were many rules to prevent unnecessary litigation.
Thus, in regard to sales and rights over lands, he rules
that all such sales should take place publicly, in the
presence of the leading men of the villages in which the
lands lie.!™ The scope of disputes over land sales is
still further limited by the provisions—intended to
secure land records against confusion, and the State
against the loss of revenue entailed by land of an
escheatable nature passmg into the hands of Brahmans,
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whose property would not escheat to the crown—that
tax-payers should sell their immovable property. only
to tax-payers, and the holders of brahmadeya (tax-free)
lands only to those who already possess such immunities,
and that the entry as proprietors of those, who do.not
pay taxes, into tax-paying villages should be punished
as an offence deserving of the highest amerce-
ment.}’ We have further such detailed rules as that
the valid rates of interest and loan-mortgages should be
15 and 123 per cent per annum,'’® that the period of
limitation on debts should be ten years,'’® that no action
at law for debt would lie in the courts in regard to
transactions between husband and wife, and parents
and children,'™ that slavery should be restricted to
barbarians,’’® that in trade dealings days of grace
171 Arthasdstra, 111, 10: '
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should be allowed to traders for payments to be made
by them,'"™ and that ten years of prescription would
ripen possession into ownership, unless the possessor
has been holding the property of children, the aged or
afflicted, or the diseased or of a deserted wife, of an
exile or of a wanderer in foreign countries.!"”

The samples of the detailed rules of civil law just
given, along with the elaborate definitions and classifi-
cations of offences which the State would punish and
the scale of penalties therefor—will also indicate that
the rules are those actually enforced in Kautilya’s time.
As, from their form as general ‘commands’ and their
nature, they could not be based on local usage or custom,
and, as in regard to their form, number and relative
position they vary (as a body) from similar rules that
may be gleaned from other parts of our ancient history,
it is inferable that the rules in the Arthasastra, in
regard to these matters, should be those actually
enforced in his days. The inference that we have in
Kautilya’s work the fragments of a code—perhaps one
of Candragupta Maurya’s,—is strengthened by other
circumstances. Thus, we have to note the unhesitating
manner in which Kautilya enunciates these rules. He
does not quote, as is his practice, any views opposed to
these rules. Nor does he, as he often does elsewhere,
justify the principles underlying these rules. It
appears reasonable to assume that, for some reason, he
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did not comnsider them worth arguing—though, as a
sagacious thinker, he must have considered them as
much worth thinking about as we now should. And,
is it then too great a stretch of inference to conclude
that the reason why he did not argue out the rules was
that they were the actual law of the land, accepted or
promulgated by the State, and enforced by its courts?

The instances that have been quoted will show the
extent of the work of the courts of Justice, and the
presence of a legislative side to the functions of ancient
Indian Government.

In regard to the former, the limitation of range was
due to a considerable portion of cases—such as village
disputes and differences between members of corporate
organization (guilds)—being expressly allotted for
disposal to the bodies concerned. Such unequivocal
rules as the one in Sukarnitisara,'™ directing foresters
to be tried by foresfers, merchants to be tried by
merchants, soldiers by soldiers, and village affairs by
village heads, must have had the effect of reducing the
volume of work for the higher courts. The prevalence
of corporate organizations'”™ in ancient India, in a

178 IV. v. 11, 44—45,
ARoareg @H: F4: Qfaw: aifaR: |
afer: AT sRscgATaTRbT: ||

179 On corporate organizations in India, see E. W. Hopkins—
India, Old and New, 1902, pp. 168—206, in which he deals with ancient and
modern Hindu guilds. See also Ananda K. Coomaraswamy’s Indian
Oraftsman, 1909, chapter II; R. C. Majumdar—Oorporate Life in Ancient
India, (1918); Radha Kumud Mookerjl—Local Goveranment in Ancient
India, (1919); Benoy Kumar Sarkar—Politioal Institutions and Theories
of the Hindu (Leipzig, 1922); V. R. Ramachandra Dikshitar—Hindu
Administrative Institutions, (1929); and Ben! Pragad—State in Ancient
India (1928) and Theory of Government in Ancient India (1927).
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much greater degree than at the present day, appears
to be indicated by many references in our ancient
literature, besides those in Megasthenes. To that
extent therefore, the work of village courts and guilds
would be greater, and of the king’s courts less, than we
ordinarily should imagine. The substantial recognition
of the work of such organizations in the ancient State
is also implied in such rules as those of Kautilya making
an assault on a ‘village elder’ (mahdjana) a specially
heinous offence,'®® and classifying the heads of guilds
(éremt) along with generals of cavalry and infantry
among the officers of the State, receiving the high
salary of 8,000 panas.’s! - ,

In regard to legislation forming a function of the:
ancient Indian State—or King—some further conside-
ration of the position upheld is necessary, in deference to
the volume of opinion against it. There are many who
believe, with Maine, that an ancient Indian ruler never
in his life issued a single general eommand of the nature
of a law, truly so called, and that the rules in our
Dharmasistras refer to aspirations and not to actuali-
ties. Such a view appears to be strengthened by a well-
known statement, ascribed by Strabo to Megasthenes,
which, as translated by MeCrindle, runs thus:—

‘Those who were in the camp of Sandrakottos, wherein lay
400,000 men, found that the thefts reported on any ome day did not

180 Arthadastra, II1. 19:

TR 74 T T e |
181 Arthaddstre, V. 8:

SofiTeaT SEIATRIEAT:

HREREA LTI |

qTIgHTaN & qamar Wt |



101

exceed the value of 200 drachamae, and this among a people who have
no written laws, but are ignorant of writing and must therefore in all the
business of life trust to memory’.!*?

This opinion has also received support from the
confusion created by the different meanings of the word
Dharma which, according to the context, may signify
such different things as law proper, virtue, religion,
duty, piety, justice, and innate property or quality.
Especially has the confusion between Dharma in its
general or inclusive sense and its sense as law proper
proved very misleading. When we mention that the
ancient State was exhorted to maintain Dharma, the
real implication is that it was called on to maintain
Dharma, in this wider sense; and the sources of
Dharma, that we find, in our Dharmasastras, should also
refer to Dharma in this comprehensive sense. But,
seeing that the enunciation of the Dharma in the non-
legal sense was the function of the Brahmans, as the
custodians of the Veda, it has been assumed that the
enunciation of actual law also wasthe function of the
Brahmans, to whom was thus ascribed either an
exclusive right of declaring what should be the law, or
a co-ordinate power of doing so with the king. It isnot
possible to discuss this difficult question further, in the
course of this lecture. It must suffice to say that
Megasthenes is manifestly in the wrong about many
matters, including his statement about the absence of
writing; that ‘written law’ to him, as to any Greek,
would be law as promulgated in tablets and.-exhibited
in the market place or preserved in a place where it
could be examined, as the Laws of Solon were—till the

182 Fragment XXVII, (Strabo, I. 63—56)—Calcutta reprint, p. 68,

Its relation
to Dharma.
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time, when; as the comedian quoted by Plutarch puts
it, the wooden rollers on which they were engraved were
used to parch peas;'®® and that it was natural for one
like Mégasthenes, in the absence of such tangible proofs
of the existence of laws, to assume that they existed only
as custom, especially when he saw the references often
made to the Brahmans by the administrators, in the
course of their administering Dharme in its wider
sense.

If further support were needed, we may point to
the detailed rules of the Arthasdstra, and of the edicts
of ASoka in proof of this kind of legislative work.
Taking law to imply a general command enforced by the
State and its courts, we may ask whether it is conceiv-
able that, in an epoch in which definiteness and aceuracy
were passionately desired in the most trifling matters
of detail, a funection of such importance as the making
of laws woeuld be left to an irresponsible and unorga-
nized body of people in the state? Have we not also
in the Jatakas frequent references to the reversal, on
appeal, of sentences pronounced by courts, besides the
specific mention of a book of judgments by which, in the
absence of a rule of law, a case was decided #'** And, if

183 See Plutarch’s life of Solon, (Clough’s trn. Everyman's Library,
I, p. 138):

‘These tablets of Solon, as Aristotle says, were called cyrbes, and

there is a passage of Cratinus the comedian—

By Solon and by Draco, if you please,
Whose cyrbes make the fire that parch our peas.’
Bee J. Muirhead—Roman Private Law, 1899, pp. 94—95. Grote—History
of Greece, vol. 11. p. 447 and p. 500, and L. Whibley—Companion to Greek
Btmw’ 1906| DD. 378'-9.
184 See Jdtaka, (Cowell’s trn.) III. 183,
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the State promulgates no laws, what is the point of such
statements as that of Kautilya that the judge who
gives a wrong decision should be punished,'®® or the
equitable modification of law that Kalidasa makes his
Dugyanta proclaim as his law,'®® or the following
statements of Sukranitisira.

The following laws are promulgated by the king among his
subjects.18?

‘ The king should say,—*I will surely destroy by severe punishments
those who after hearing these, my commands, would act contrary to them.”
‘The king should always inform the subjects of those laws drawn by the
State and also place them in the highway as written notices.’

It of course follows from the nature of the ordinary
type of Indian kingship—an autocracy—that, consti-
tutionally the king was in a position to accept or

1856 Arthaédstira, IV. 9:

"t q3Er a1 vanged Rl AeREoed T Ak
fafaferemer a1 arieee Ry, e g w59 | fowa
gt a1 | 9 a7 AES AEEEEENY HA GG g% A ||

186 BSdkuntala, Act. VI. sl. 155.
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The rules referred to by Sukra in the above passage are no merely
ethical precepts hut are also rules regarding civil action,
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repudiate the laws accepted by his predecessor. But
he ordinarily accepted them, as.the ancient Roman
Praetor in the Republic accepted his predecessor’s
edicts; and, in course of time, there grew up in India,
as in Rome, a more or less permanent body of laws—
like the edictum perpetuum at Rome. No one denies
either the legal capacity of the Roman Praetor to change
the law or to modify it in his edict, or the existence of a
definite body of law at Rome which the Praetor, and the
other magistrates enforced. And yet, under analogous
conditions largely through the causes to which reference
has already been made, the law-making side of the
ancient Indian State, and even the very existence of a
body of express state-authorized law has been emphati-
cally denied.

‘A few words more have to be said in regard to the
relation of the king to the law, and of the Brahmans to
both. In regard to the former, we very often see in our
ancient literature—and in our modern too—such appa-
rently contradictory statements as ‘the king is above
the law,’ and ‘the law is the king of kings.” 1In the first,
Le., ancient literature, there is no real conflict of view,
as the word used for law in both cases in Dharma, but
it is used in its limited and its wider sense respectively.
The two senses of Dharma were closely related to each
other in ancient India, since on account of the State’s
acceptance of its responsibility to maintain Dharma in
its wider sense, all its legislative activity had to be
guided and controlled by the existence of Dharma as an
tdeal. To the constant presence of this conception as
a great ideal to live up to, we doubtless largely owe the
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progress of Indian private law, and the bounds within
which, in practice, the theoretical autocracy of the ruler
was restrained. ‘What the conception of the Law of
Nature has been to the development of Roman and
modern European jural ideas, that the idea of Dharma
(in its wider sense) has been in the evolution of Indian
law and polity. The significance of the relations of
Dharma and kingship are well-brought out in the
celebrated passage!®® of the Brhadaranyaka-U panisad,
which has been so often wrongly quoted as a noble
definition of Civil Law, while in reality it merely refers
to a great political and legal ideal, the realisation of
which the Indian State had accepted as its goal:

‘Brahmé (the Supreme Beéing) created the most excellent Dharma.
Dharma is, the king of kings (Ksatrasya Kgatram). Therefore, there is
nothing higher than Dharma. Thenceforth, even a weak man rules with
the help of Dharma as with the help of a king. Thus Dharma is what is
called the True. And, if a man declares what is true, they say he declares

Dharma,; and if he declares Dharma, they say he declares what is true.
Both are the same.’

The point of this passage, once the word Dharma is
retained untranslated, will be seen. to consist not in the

188 1, 4, 11—14:
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Mr. R. C. Dutt, following Sir Williamn Jones, took it to contain a
definition of Law, and stated (History of Civilication in Ancient India,
vol. 1, p. 173) :—‘No nobler definition of Law has been discovered by all the

jurists in the world." His version of the passage errs mainly in rendering
dharma by the word ‘law’. The mistake has been frequently copied.

14
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identification of truth and civil law, but in the identifica-
tion of truth with a higher law, i.e. Dharma, and in the
statement that this higher law (Dharma) stands even
above an autocrat. The idea is the same as that
contained in the celebrated words of Pindar—‘Law the
king of All, both mortals and immortals.’ 1%

In regard to the relation of the Brahmans towards
the law and the king—with which we may end our
consideration of the relations of the ancient Indian
State to law—the analogy (suggested earlier in the
lecture) between the State’s recognition of innocent
usage and its acceptance of the duty of maintaining
Dharma, may help to make the position clear. As, in
the case of caste usage or local usage, the opinion of
the caste-brethren or the néighbours judicially pre-
vailed, so in matters affecting Dharma, whose source
was ultimately sought in the Veda, i.e. Revelation, those
who as a class studied the Veda, the Srdtriyas, were the
expounders followed by the courts.®* Where the
opinions of the Brahmanical schools were already
crystallized in regard to Dharma, they were incorpo-
rated in the Dharmasastras, and these works also

189 For Pindar’s conception of law as the order of the universe,
See Sir T. E. Holland—Jurisprudence, 1880, p. 19.

190 RSee Gautama, XXVIII, 49—50:
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acquired authority as interpreters of Dharma. The
significance of getting Brahmans to preside over courts
of law—the rule that no court was complete, which had
not at least three Brahmans in it as judges or
assessors—lay in providing a body to which questions
involving Dharma may then and there be referred for
settlement. The function of the Brahman in these cases
was only that of expounder and not legislator. The
king was the legislator, and if he chose to defy and
outrage his people’s beliefs by doing so, it was still
constitutionally open to him to do so, by disregarding
Dharma, and by even enacting laws against its accepted
canons. The courts were his courts, and the judges his
nominees. And, in the earlier ages, while the determi-
nation of the facts, the law and the verdict might rest
on qthers in the courts, the king alone, as judge, could
pronounce the sentence (Cf. Dusyanta’s case in
Sakuntala). He could also legislate at will, and often
did so, though the composition of his ministry, the moral
standards of his subjects, and the power of the
Brahmans as a class, made it hazardous even for such
autocrats, as the ancient Indian emperors, to legislate
against the tendencies and beliefs of their times.

Manusmyti, X11. 110—112:
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‘We have now to consider those remaining functions
of the State, which in ancient India were generally
deemed to be both just and lawful. ,

Among them the first place has to be given to the
comprehensive duty of profection—the function on
which all writers lay most emphasis, as being of the very
essence of the State. ‘How can he be a king, who does
not protect the subject ?’ 2°* asks Somadeva. Protection
surpasses all regal duties in importance and religious
merit. ‘The protection of the subjects is the king’s
sacrifice’,'” and ‘when the king protects his people in
Just ways, the skies beneficiently shower all benefits’ 1%
says Somadeva, and his words will recall to our memory
the similar utterances and beliefs in the Jatakas,!® the

191 Nitivskydmrto, p.17: @ (& U9 AN 7 @y gaM: |
192 Ibid, p. 105: (TR f& UH AT |
193 Idid, p. 66: SY: qﬁ(ﬂﬁ m WFT[ mm ﬁ'ﬂ: I

194 In the Jataka (vol, 1i, 124) the belief is expressed that ‘it a
king be unrighteous, God sends rain out of season, and in season he sends no
rain: and fear of famine, fear of Destilence, fear of the sword,—~these three
fears come upon men for him.’ We are told also (ibid. II, 368) that under
stress of famine, the populace gathered in the courtyard of the palace to
reproach the king and to ask him to ‘cause rain to fall’ He was told that
when it did not rain, ‘former monarchs used to give alms, to keep the
holy day, to make vows of virtue, and to lie down seven days in the
chamber, on a grass pallet: then the rain would fall’ In Jitaka, No. 626,
a story is told to show that a three years' drought was produced by an
ascetic’s virtue. Jitaka No. 75 {llustrates the belief that rain might be
made by an act of truth.

For Kilidasa’s belief, gee Raghuvamsa, 1. 26;
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Arthasastra,*®® in Manusmrti**® and in Kaliddsa’s plays
and poems.’®” The king receives his sixth, sast@mséam—
i.e. taxes—only in return for the protection he gives;
and he receives not mrerely the sixth of the increase of
land, but even a corresponding portion of the increase in
spiritual merit among his people, as the result of his
protection,'®*—clear enunciations of the fee or service
theory of taxation, which lies at the root of all reasoned
schemes of ancient Indian finance.

This duty of protection is comprehensive and
extends not merely to the promulgation and enforce-
ment of ordinary laws but also to the mainténance of
Dharma, for the latter is held to be as necessary to save
the State from unseen and supernatural dangers, as the

195 B8ee Arthasdstra, Bk. IV. ch. 3. (pp. 206—207 of first Mysore edn.)
for the different rites to be performed by the king to avert calamities.

196 See, for example, Manusmrti, I1X. 246—247:
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197 See Raghuvamsa, 1, 26:
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Mallinéitha quotes the following verse from ‘Dandaniti’ to illustrate
the above verse of Kalididsa:— '
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For a similar idea see the Bhagavad Gitd, chapter III, verses
10 to 17.
and Mirica’s benediction in the last Act of Sdkuntald.
198 See Somadeva—Nitivdkyamria (Bombay edn. p. 18):
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former is needed to prevent the oppression of the weak
by the strong. How closely the ideas were allied in
practice will be evident from the perusal of the elaborate
rules and devices outlined by Kautilya to save the State
from external aggression and internal tumult (provided
against by the maintenance of adequate forces), con-
fusion springing up from haziness regarding personal
rights and duties (warded off by the definition and
promulgation of law), the want of competent
authorities to redress injustice and award just relief to
the oppressed (met by the establishment of tribunals
and magistrates), and the protection of the State
against dangers like famines,’”” fires and floods,
mortality of cattle and epidemics among men as well as
the insolvency of the State, growing out of an increasing
poverty of the people, and the increase of unemploy-
ment, poverty, vagrancy, vice and crime.

It is, therefore, under this comprehensive head of
Protection that we have to bring all the work of the
ancient Indian State in the departments of what we
should now call the Church, Education, Poor relief**
the Police, Criminal and Civil Justice, Legislation,
Medical relief, Public works,** the Army and the Navy,
and the consular and diplomatic service—for all of
which, suitable provision is found in our works on
polity, as well as in the actual ancient Governments of
our land, as one may judge thereof from the references
in the inscriptions and in Kalhana’s Rajatarangini to
the existence of departments and officers for the
discharge of these multifarious duties.

199 Arthaédstra, Bk. V. ch. 3 entitled.

200 Ibid, II, ch, 8—9,
201 Ibid, 1L ch. V.
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The operations of the State, as thus described,
necessitated the maintenance of an elaborate fise, and
the evolution—in a complete scheme of Government such
as we find described in Kautilya’s Arthaéastra**—of
many departments or offices for carrying out allied
minor funetions, like standardization (e.g. of weights
and measures), registration, statistical enquiries and
the census (for which elaborate rules are given by
Kautilya), and sanitary measures. The functions, as
thus conceived, naturally entailed heavy expenditure.
At the same time, such expenditure was somewhat
larger than it would be at the present day, under similar
heads, on account of the accepted religio-political
justification therefor. As through the operation of the
same mixture of religious and political motives in
administration, large immunities from taxation were
claimed for and granted to Brahmans,®* to ascetics, to
women, to religious corporations and sacred foundations
as holders of property, and even to courtiers and
influential public servants, as the right of escheat was
restricted to non-brahmanical properties, and as lastly
the channels and rates of taxation were largely fixed,
a condition of affairs emerged in which a progressive
expenditure had to be constantly reconciled with an
ineome that appeared to be largely inelastic. When we

202 See particularly books II and ch. 3 of Bk. V.

203 See Manusmpti VII. 133—136 and VIII. 394 and parallel, state-
ments in Apastamba, 11, 26, 10—16, and 25, 11, Geutama X. 9 Vasistha XIX,
23—4, Vignusmrti 1IN 26, 79 and Ydjfiavalkye III, 44, as well as Artha-
$dstra, XIIL 6: e.g.
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remember that the accepted political opinion of the
times laid much store by the possession of great
reserves or hoards in the treasury, writers like Sukra
going so far as to recommend the saving of 18 per cent
of the total and 50 per cent of the land revenue collec-
tions, every year,?** and we recollect also the heavy cost
of the army, which was paid in cash, and accounted for
over 52 per cent of the revenue, according to Sukra, we
can realize how it became the principal object of concern
to our old administrators and political theorists to
discover ways and means by which a full treasury might
always be maintained, without direct violation of the
accepted canons of taxation and State duty.

It is on this account that our writers on polity have
to devote so large—and apparently disproportionate,—
204 BSee Sukranitisdra, I. 631—5: )
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a part of their works to the consideration or suggestion
of such questionable means of adding to the State’s
‘revenue as some of those, which Kautilya describes with
such welecome fulness of detail.?*® It is mainly on this
account that benevolences, and the fruits of trickery,
as well as the existence of State-workshops, institutions
for foreign and munmicipal trade maintained by the
State for its own profit, the monopolies in the manufac-
ture and sale of intoxicants, in precious stones and
metals, in horses and elephants (referred to by
Megasthenes), in salt, in the produce of mines and the
forests, the institution of State brothels and gambling
dens, and the complicated tariff of import and export
duties were all equally acceptable to writers like
Kautilya, who, apparently reflecting the practice of
their day, do not hesitate even to recommend them.

Tt is also on this ground that our writers on polity
insist, with wearisome iteration, on the king’s duty to
look daily into the balance sheet of his income and
expenditure.?*® This aspect of the matter has now to be
urged with some vigour, as the undeniably onerous

206 See the whole of Bk. II of the Arthasdstra, and Bk. V. ch. 2,

which deals with the replenishment of the treasury (&0§abht-
samharanam).

206 BSee, for example, YdjAavalkyasmrti, I, 3256—3826:
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as also, Manusmrti, VIII 146—6, Aukraniiisdra I. 1. 661—669 and
Maldbrdrata, Sadbhdparva, Ch. 89—90.
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schemes of taxation—direet and indirect—pictured in
the ancient law books and works on polity, have often
been taken to confirm the popular view that an Indian
Stage existed merely as a tax-gathering contrivance, and
that the collection of taxes was always an end in itself
rather than the means to ends. The negleet to consider
the bases of the financial schemes of writers like
Kautilya, as also the omission to take due account of
their constant obsession in favour of preserving—at
any cost—the unity and independence of the State has.
in our days, subjected our Nitikaras to some of the
odium, which has always been the portion of those who
have been deemed the counsellors and the advocates of
grasping and unscrupulous despotism. When the postu-
lates on which the conclusions of Kautilya and other
Nitikaras are read in relation to their conclusions, and
when an attempt is made to judge them by the whole
body, and not from fragments of their teachings, a
correcter and juster estimate of their position and
value as sensible, practical-minded, far-seeing and even
patriotic politicians would be arrived at, and, as in the
case of Machiavelli, so, for them, time would ultimately
recover their lost reputation.?®”

The King's daily routine Is summarised in Dikshitar's Hindu
Administrative Institutions, 1929, pp. 94—96.

207 On the revival of Machiavelli's reputation see Lord Morley’s
‘Machiavelli’ reprinted in his ‘Miscellanies’, vol. iv, and A. L. Burd’s article
in the first volume of the Cambridge Modern History.’

The qualities of Machiavelli’'s ideal Prince are curiously similar
to those which Kautflya regarded as desirable in the Ruler. Thus, both
agree that the Ruler’s first business is to save the State; that he should
abstain from every vice that might endanger his government; that he
must be both lion and fox; that even if he is not really so, he should
appear merciful, faithful and religious; that he should not unduly interfere
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‘What was the general effect of the realization of
these functions by the ancient Indian State? How is
the relation of the State to the individual in ancient
India best described, in the language of modern
Politics? There are questions that next demand some
consideration. Not only is this study justified on the
general ground that it is necessary for the historical
student to know how a large part of the life of the
people in the past was lived, but it is also pressed on us
by the facility with which easy answers have been
usually discovered to these questions.

To begin with, the mixture of politics and religion,
which we find in our old polity, was less a deliberate and
exclusive feature of it than one it had in common with
ancient-and medieval society generally. The inclusion
of such functions as the upkeep of Dharma, in the

formal aim of the State, was justified in the view of our’

ancient politician, mainly because it helped government
to be more stable in every sense, in the conditions of the
age. The king was not a priest nor the expounder of
sacred law, though his sanction was perhaps required as
much for exeommunications as for adoptions of sons by
childless people. The Brahman class formed a
privileged body, in some respects like the clergy in

with the property rights of his subjects, for ‘a man will sooner forgive the
slaying of his father than the confiscation of his patrimony’; that he
should not let excess of trust make him careless, or excess of suspicion
make his rule unbearable; that where the safety of the country is at stake,
no rega\-d is to be paid to justice or to pity, or to glory, or the converse
thereof. The prominent difference between Kautilya and Machiavelli is
that though he also tries to treat Politics apart from Ethice and Religion,

Nature of the
Indian State.

Not sacerdotal.

as far as feasible, Kautilya is a confirmed believer in the permanence of the '

moral order of the universe,
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medieval Europe, or to take a nearer example like the

Nambiidiri Brahmans a few decades ago in Malabar.

But, the Brahmans did not form a State within the
State, because they had no organization fitting them to
act fogether or common purposes, under acknowledged
leaders. Thus, we arrive at the negative conclusion,
that neither ‘theocratic’ nor ‘sacerdotal’ would be
appropriate terms to describe our old polity by.

Again, the king was frequently exhorted to act like
a father (piteva) to his subjects,?*® and from this it has
been assumed that paternalism would fittingly describe
the relation of the ancient Indian State to its subjects.
Paternalism implies not merely benevolence but the
tendency to regard the people as unable—if not unfit
—to manage their own affairs. Was this the conception
in ancient India? On the other hand, was not indivi-

dual responsibility—as signified in Karma—the note of

ancient Indian religion? And, does the recognition of
custom and usage of a local, family, professional or a
corporate kind, warrant our assuming that the State
took the view that the subjects were only to be treated
as children? The more this point is investigated the
more clear will it become that the paternal attitude of
the State we hear of is only an expression in picturesque
form of the wish that benevolence should characterize
the relations of the State to the subject, and of the
desire to bring home to the people the indissoluble
nature of the ties uniting the subject and the State.

208 e. g Arthaddstra, 1L 1:

Fmaferta frdargsan |
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Such regulations as those concerning standards of life,
the provision of employment for destitute but respect-
able women, the innumerable restrictions on the liberty
of individual action that we read of in Kautilya, and
the customs-rule that ‘whatever causes harm or is
useless to the country shall be shut out, and whatever
is beneficial to the country, as well as seeds not
available in the country, shall be encouraged to come
in,” which may be quoted in support of the paternalistic
view, are equally explicable on other grounds.z®

Again, the restrictions on individual liberty were
apparently very real, though not such as chafed the
people, or obtruded prominently into notice, so long as
the machine of Government worked smoothly. The
evidence of Fa Hien*° is clear on this point in regard
at least to the best days of the Gupta empire
(circa A.D. 411), and there is no ground to assume that
the conditions were very different in the best days of
earlier empires. But, limitation of individual liberty
does not by itself constitute paternalism, or socialism or
collectivism, to use other descriptive expressions. The
aim of the ancient Indian State was less to introduce an

209 Arthasdsira II. 21:
quier AegRe-Rws T a9 |
ARV TR g T N

210 See the summary of his observations in V. A, Smith, Early
Histoery of India, 1904, pp. 268—260:

‘With a glance at Chinese institutions Fa-hien congratulutes the
Indians that “they have not to register their households, or attend to
any magistrates and rules.” They were not troubled with passport
regulations, or, as the pilgrim bluntly puts it: “Those who want to go
away, may go; those who want to stop, may stop”.

Not socialistie,
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improved soctal order, than to act in conformity with
the established moral order of the Universe. The State
again felt no obligation, as a modern State does, to tax
the rich to feed the poor, and to regard it as one of its
duties to equalize burdens by taxation, and to equalize
incomes or rewards through the State control of the
production and the distribution of wealth.

Further, the ancient Indian State very decidedly
recognized the institution of private property and
mdividuad®® proprietary right over all forms of wealth,
including land. Such an attitude is not socialistie or
collectivist, though it may be opposed to pure indivi-
dualism.

If, therefore, it is necessary to sum up, after these
negative conclusions, the several aims and features of
our ancient polity, in a single word, we shall have ta
find an equivalent for the French word, Etatisme, so as
to have it clear that the root principle of our ancient
polity was that every function of the State had to be
conditioned by and to be subordinated to the need to
preserve both Society and the State*'?. This ideal of
the State’s function carries us in one sense to the best
days of ancient Hellas, as in another it brings us to our
own times, in which the trend of legislation has been to
encroach on the liberty and the rights of the individual,
in the name of and for the improvement of the State
and Society. Is it of no interest to the student of
Indian history to discover in the aims and features of

211 See Arthaédstra Bk. II, ch. 16 and 24.

212 Compare the observations of Sir R. K. Wilson—The Province of
the State, 1911, passim and especially the remarks in the preface, -



119

ancient Indian polity the recognition of this identical
conception ? '

I have to come to the end of my task. As I
mentioned at the outset, it has not been my intention to
attempt, in this discourse, a general survey of the vast
field of our polity, or even a study of all its most
conspicuous or pleasing aspects. My aim has been
humbler, and it would be realised if these lectures have
succeeded in showing the numerous openings and
prospects for reflection and research that are now
offered to students by the historical study of ancient
Indian polity.

Conclusfon,






APPENDIX L

Kautilya—Names and Personality.

ExCEPT in one place, all references to its'author in
the Arthasastra are as Kautilya (or Kautalya). The
one exception occurs in the gatha at the end of the work,
where the author is referred to as Visnugupta:

g1 fmfaald agar @y AR |
e TR a8 T 9 7 ||
Dr. Jolly (Introdn., Vol. I, of p. 45 of his edn. of
Arthasastra) leaves the question of the authorship of
this gdatha open, but Dr. Jacobi (Indian Hist.
Quarterly, 1927, p. 675) refers to it as ‘anonymous’.
Visnugupta oceurs as another name for Kautilya in the
Kamandakiya, Mudraraksasa, Dasakumaracarita and
other classical works. Dr. Jacobi states that, as far as
he could discover, the Prakrit and Jaina works alone
use the name Canakya and he stresses the omission of
Kamandaka to use this form. ¢The puzzle is that the
name Visnugupta in Sanskrit literature, and Canakya,
originally in Prakrit literature, should appear not
before many centuries after Kautilya’s time. These
names may have belonged to different persons living at
an interval of some centuries, and the traditions about
the earlier man may have been transferred to the later
one, as frequently happens in political as well as
literary history e.g. Vararuci and Bhartrhari, have been
confounded with one another. It may be imagined that
there was once a popular Prakrit poet called Canakya,

whom the people afterwards confounded and identified
16 ‘
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with Kautalya, the famous author of the science of
polities”’. (tbid. p. 676).

Dr. Jacobi’s view, stated above, has been expressed
in connection with his examination of pseudo-Kautilyan
literature, such as the Canakya-satrani. The reference
in the oldest portion of the Mahavansa to the part
played by Canakya in the revolution, which placed
Candragupta on the throne, is an earlier equation of
Kautilya-Visnugupta and Canakya, than the literary
sources can show.

The erux of the problem of identity, however, is to
find an explanation for the use of Kautilya as a name
to describe himself, when, if tradition is to be believed,
his personal name was Visnugupta.

It is submitted that the true explanation is to be
found in the Brahmanical belief in the impropriety ot
repeating one’s own name or that of his guru or father:

AT O AMTIEIORT T |
SeREr A EA SABTERSIA: ||

Under the rule, it would be natural for Visnugupta
to refer to himself, as a Vatsyayana, so long
as his grandfather was alive ( sfigfy fdaR g1 Panini),
and as Kautilya afterwards, and for his followers to
refer to him by his own name or by some descriptive

synonym.
The various names by which Kautilya is known in

Indian tradition and literature are given in the
following verses from the Abhidhana-cintamani of the
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Jaina monk Hémacandra, 4.0. 1088—1172 (p. 34, verses
853 (b)—854 (a) in Bombay ed., 1896).

TREATA! TG H\8A: FORH: |

aifve: e Rupwirea a: |
cf. also Yadavaprakasa’s Vatjayanti (circa a.p. 1100),
ed. Oppert, 1893, p. 96:—

TEAFTEG PR FsoppE R|ore: |

Ff¥e: afirewant agTmssgRsi 7 1)

In regard to the name Canakya, the pirva-pitika of
Visakhadatta’s Mudrdraksasa gives a story in explana-
tion. Visnugupta, i.e., Kautilya, along with his parents,
was imprisoned in a dungeon by the Nanda ruler, and
they had nothing to live upon but gram (canaka) ; hence
the name Canakya. But, as Dr. Rajendra Lal Mitra,
who has given the story, Journal of the Bengal Astatic
Soctety, vol. 52, (1883), p. 268, has pointed out, the
preface in question is of modern composition (though
the play should on the available evidence be dated early
in the 4th century A.p.), and Hémacandra’s reference to
Kautilya as ‘the son of Canaka’ shows that the name is
clearly a patronymie.

Dr. Mitra’s reading of Hémacandra’s verses gives
Kautilya while the Bombay reading is Kautalya.
Tradition accounts for the name Kautilya by deriving
it from Kufile (crooked) cf. Mudraraksasa (Telang’s
edition, 1893, p. 61).

fewa: goaly: 9 ©1 W
FMT TR A= |

But if this was the sense of the word, it is not likely

that Canakya would use it in speaking of himself—‘st¢
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Kautzlya,h’ “‘na it Kautilyah’—as he does seventy—two
times in the Arthasastra.

““As a student his memory was so strong that he
could remember for a fortnight (paksa) a thesis once
told him, and hence his name (Paksila-svamin .

As Dramila he is known as a ‘poet’ (Mitra, ¢bid., p. 268) ’
Taranatha’s Vacaspatya renders Dramila as a ‘native
of the Dramila (Tamil?) country’.

The passages of autobiographical interest in the

Arthasastra are :—

FLTWOAGHF FAEIST 7 |

HIEeI AR aree ff &

9 e T e A AT q ;|

SRy AN B ||

78] famfaals aga ARy ASHRRIO |

e [SURIEERR 3 A A5 9 |)

‘The rules concerning royal edicts have been made
by Kautilya for the use of the king of men, in harmony
with all the sciences and in accordance with common
practice.’

‘This work has been composed by the man who
rapidly acquired by force knowledge, military power
and the earth ruled by Nanda king.’

¢ Having frequently witnessed the contradictions of
commentators on the Sadstras, Vispugupta (to avoid the
evil) himself composed the aphorism as well as the

commentary.’
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Kamandaka’s important reference to Kautilya is
contained in the following verses:—

T2 feeasami skoHY. TIEE )
sEfmERen A T 3R R
ST AT, 3, AT W

Qs gIgC qgACHwRIgAa |l
FEAFAAETAT FHESAASE: |
qurarIEa: (W gaal a=aea: ||
THE AAATA A ARAT JIRFEA: |
SAIFER TAEF FZIEE AZAT 1l |
e €FF SumeReR: |
agE awee fEooEmE v ||
FelTed gEAl fAamt aReaA: |
getfagrivaaar Gfasreread ||

‘Salutation to the illustrious Visnugupta, who,
sprung from a great family the members of which lived
like sages, accepting no alms, attained great eminence
in the world; who shone like the sacrificial fire; who
stood first among those who had grasped the end of the
Veda; who by his genius mastered the four Vedas as if
they were only one; who by the blazing thunderbolt of
his magic, completely overthrew the mountain-like
Nanda ; who, single-handed, by force of his intelligence,
and with a prowess like that of the general of the gods,
won the earth for Candragupta, the pleasing prince;
and who churned out of the ocean of Arthaéastra the
nectar of polity—=Salutation to him?!’ '
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‘Out of love for the royal science, this work has been
condensed from the teaching of that excellent master of
all knowledge.’

Strong grounds exmt for identifying XKautilya
with Vatsyayana, the author of the celebrated Kama
satra (ed. Durgaprasada, 1900) and jperhaps also with
Vatsyayana, the author of the oldest existing commen-
tary on the Nyaya sutra of Gautama.

The belief of later times that Kautilya (Visnu-
gupta) wrote on Astrology, is evidenced by Varaha-
mihira’s commentator, Bhattotpala.

Kautilya’s proficiency in- the entire circle of
sciences known during his age in India is evidenced by
the eneyclopadic range of his Arthasdstra, and if his
identity with the author of the Kamasitra and the
Nyaya-bhasya be established, that would only lend
confirmation to his reputation for versatile knowledge.
It should be mentioned as a significant circumstance
that Vatsyayana in the Kamas#tra also refers to an
Acarya and also to a work of Parasara (who is quoted
as an authority in the Arthaddstra) on Eroties. There
exists also a Dharma-éastra by a Parasara as well as a
work on Astrology by a Parasara. Should it be
established that the two ‘Acaryah’ (in the Arthasastra
and the Kamasatra) and the four ParaSaras refer
respectively to a single Acarya and a Parasara, it would
tend to show that the ‘schools’ of the age did not confine
themselves only to certain subjects to the exclusion of
others, but attempted to deal comprehensively with all
or most of the sciences or subjects of interest in the
period.
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The references in' the Purinas to Kautilya
are contained in the following translation, which
Mr. Pargiter (Dynasties of the Kali Age, 1913,
Pp. 69-70) gives of the reconstructed Puranic texts:—

‘As son of Mahanandin by a Stidra woman will be
born a king Mahapadma (Nanda), who will extermi-
‘nate all Ksatriyas. Thereafter kings will be of Stdra
origin. Mahapadma will be sole monarch bringing all
under his sole sway. He will be eighty-eight years on
the earth. He will uproot all Ksatriyas, being urged
on by prospective fortune. He will have eight sons, of
whom Sukalpa will be the first; and they will be kings
in succession to Mahapadma for twelve years.

‘A Brahman Kautilya will uproot them all; and
after they have enjoyed the earth 100 years, it will pass
to the Mauryas.

‘Kautilya will anoint Candragupta as king in the
realm. Candragupta will be king twenty-four years.
Bindusara will be king twenty-five years. AsSoka will
be king thirty-six years.’

(For Mr. Pargiter’s views as to the date when these
accounts were definitely compiled and introduced into
the Puranas, see p. Xxvii of the Introduction to his
work.) :

Another important reference to Kautilya is con-
tained in the follgwing passage, translated from the
earlier and older half of the Ceylonese chronicle, the
Mahavarnéa of Mahanama, (circa A.n. 450) :—

‘Afterwards, the nine Nandas were kings in
succession, they too reigned twenty-two years. Then
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did the Brahman Canakka anoint a glorious youth,
known by the name Candagutta, king as over all
Jumbiidvipa, born of a noble clan, the Moriyas, when,
filled with bitter hate, he had slain the ninth (Nanda)
Dhanananda.” (Introduction by W. Geiger, Pali Text
Society, ed., 1912, p. 27). The additional information
about Xautilya, given by G. Turnour (see his
Mahavanso, 1837, p. x1), and the elaborate extracts
quoted by Max Miiller, in his History of Ancient
Sanskrit Literature, (2nd edn., 1860, pp. 281-95), are
taken from the Mahavamsa-tika, the commentary on the
Mahavainsa, supposed by Turnour to be also the compo-
sition of the author of the Mahdavaimsa itself, but now
proved by Geiger (abstract translation of his Dipa-
vaméa und Mahavaiiée in the Indian Antiquary, 1906,
Pp. 159) to have been composed only between A.D. 1000
and 1250.

But there existed in Ceylon, in the monasteries, an
ancient Attakatha-Mahavasméa, in various recensions,
as early as about A.p. 400. Geiger has no doubt (vide
his Mahdavamséa, Introduction p. xi) that this work was
before the commentator of the Mahdavamséa, and was
equally accessible to his contemporaries, and that ‘for
this reason, his (the commentator’s) statements acquire
particular importance.’

The salient statements in the commentary on the
Mahavamséa regarding Kautilya are that he was a
learned Brahman of Taksa$ila, that he amassed a great
treasure by debasing the currency, that he was devoted
to his mother and implacable in his enmities, that he
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had a grudge against the last Nanda who had publicly
insulted him, that he was the prime mover in the
revolution which overturned the Nanda dynasty and
in which he first suffered reverses, and that he continued
to be a minister of Candragupta Maurya long after his
accession. These particulars are corroborated in the
Indian tradition preserved for us in Visakhadatta’s
Mudrardksasa (c. fourth century a.n.). As against
the Ceylonese tradition that Kautilya was a native of
Taksasila we have the equallystrong tradition in South
India that he was born in the peninsula. It is signi-
ficant that one of the names by which Kautilya is known
in Indian literature is Dramila, which is explained in
the great lexicon, the Vdacaspatya of Taranatha, as a
native of Dramila, i.e, a portion of the Dravida
éountry.

17



APPENDIX II.

Kautilya’s Predecessors.

EvibENCE of the intense intellectual activity of
North India in the centuries preceding the invasion
of Alexander, is available in abundance in the Jain and
Buddhist Suttas, and, the somewhat remoter Upanisads,
as well as in the existence of the ancient original S#tras
of the philosophical schools (the darsanas) and of the
schools of grammar and ecanonical precept. The
descriptions of the Greek observers also reflect the
mental stir of the age in India. It is only natural,
therefore, to anticipate that such many-sided creative
activity should have included discussions on polity:
The ancient Book of the Great Decease (Maha-pari-
nibbana-sutta) even records an occasion when the
Buddha’s views on the conditions of the prosperous
working of the Vrjjian oligarchies were sought and
obtained (Rhys Davids—Buddhist Suttas, vol. xi,
S.B.E., pp. 3—6). These anticipations are confirmed
by the data available in Kautilya’s Arthasasira.

Kautilya mentions sixteen preceding writers by
name, as well as, a seventeenth who is referred to
always in the plural as Acaryah over a hundred times.
He also refers to his own distinet point of view, in cases
where apparently he desired to lay special stress on
them, over seventy times. The theory that the latter
are merely references by the pupils of Kautilya to their
Master’s views when they revised his work, is rendered
untenable by two circumstances:—(1) Kautilya claims
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to bave written every syllable of the work—siitra as well
as bhdsya himself, expressly with the wish to avoid
any ambiguity in regard to his meaning or teachings
(see Arthasastra, the last verse); and (2) similar
expressions occur very frequently, as of personal views,
in Vatsyayana’s ancient Kamasfiitra (ed. Durgaprasida,
1900) :
' e.g. p- 72.
aenfaferra arwE: & g acem: |
and p. 84.

SRR gafy: gfa arerEm: |

Of the writers quoted by Kautilya, two, viz.
Ghotakamukha and Carayana are also referred to in
Vatsyayana’s Kamasatra. In regard to the school of
Bharadvaja, to which Kautilya refers, it is noteworthy
that Pataiijali, the great grammarian, refers to the
followers of Bharadvaja as authorities (see Mahd-
bhasya, ed. Kielhorn, vol. I. pages 136, 201 and 291).
The Parasaras, to whom Kautilya. refers, are also
known as a school of astronomers. Taken with the
proofs of versatile knowledge to be found in our early
Sutre and Bhasya literature relating to Arthasdastra,
Vyakarana, and Kamasastra, these facts may tend to

support the hypothesis that the ‘schools’ were engaged
" in giving instruction in a circle of sciences and were not
composed of specialists, who confined themselves to
single subjects or sciences.

Vatavyadhi, the name of one of the previous writers
referred to by Kautilya is also one of the names of
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Uddhava, the friend and relation of the Divine Krsna,
aceording to the Puranas. He is there spoken of as an
adept in policy and administration, and this view has
been accepted by the poet Mdaghe, who in his
Siéupalavadha, makes him-a minister of Krsna.



APPENDIX IIL.

LITERARY REFERENCES TO THE
ARTHASASTRA T

Dandin and Bana on Kautilya. |

For the famous ironical passages on Kautilya’s
Arthadastra in Dandin’s Dasakumdaracarita, see tbid.,
ed. Buehler, vol. I, pp. 51—5. The passage has been
compared by Mr. Shama Sastri with the appropriate
portions in the Arthadastra (see his Sanskrit Introdue-
tion to his edition of the Arthasdstra pp. vi—vii). For
Bana's (circa A.p. 630) reference to Kautilya’s work,
see his Kadambari, ed. Peterson, 1889, vol. i, p. 109.
The passage runs thus:—

fh a1 aui atg At sfedEETANSRET SRR
s, ARERPFARFSETE: O 0T, SR aiar:
IR, WAfHEEIHAAA 541 R, AROTAHT MR
iRt FETTRER AR IS5l |

The Pancatantra and Kautilya.

The Paiicatantra has the following references to
Kautilya and the Canakya legend:—

(@) T wHmrEn A=A, aﬁﬂmﬁrwﬁiﬁ
FAITETO SR |

(ed. Kielhorn, 1896, I. p. 2).
R) TEHA: SRR TR TV |
qTAgEY a5 AURRA agE: |
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(Part 11, ed. Buehler, 1891, p. 65).
() Fadfenat ik aiftT owrg R F9m |
AT T &A1 AT AERFIEIE: ||
(Part III, ed. Buehler, 1891, p. 50).

g SARFEAE AN |
(bid. p. 57).

Further references to Kautilya in later Literature.

1. Medhatithi (eighth or ninth century a.p.), the
author of the oldest extant commentary on Manu, in
commenting on Manusmyrts, VII, 43, takes an alternative
reading qfgga: for JfR{A=: and explains it by referring
to Canakya as the type of the teachers alluded to. (See
V. N. Mandlik’s edition of Manusmrti, p. 774.)

In the same passage he refers to the views of
Barhaspatyah, in elucidating varta (the principles of
commerce and industry), showing that the teachings of
this ancient school of polity, to which Kautilya himself
refers, continued to be known at least down to Medha-
tithi’s day. Kamandaka also appears to have known
Brhaspati’s work.

2. Ksirasvamin, an old commentator on Amara-
simha’s famous lexicon, who is long anterior in date to
Vandhyaghatiya Sarvananda (A.n. 1159), whose own
commentary on Amara, named Tika-sarvasva (Trivan-
drum Sanskrit Series)—in commenting on Canto II,
verse 21 of Amara, viz.

I v FEr |
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says:—
TRNRET: — ¢ IquTRN: w‘h&?ﬁm s
(Kautilya, p 16).

3. The Tika-sarvasva of Vandhyaghatiya Sarva-
nanda paraphrases a passage in XKautilya (p. 302,
1. 14—18), when commenting on Amara II, 10, and
refers it to ‘Arthasastra.” Asthe passage in question is
not to be found in Kamandaka, it is probably either a
variant of the published reading in Kautilya, or it is a
paraphrase of the passage.

4. Dinakara Misra, whose commentary on Kali-
dasa’s Raghuvamsa was composed, according to his
own express statement, in A.p. 1385, quotes Kautilya,
when commenting on Raghuvarmséa:—III, 12 (vide p.18
of Appendix in S. P. Pandit’s edition of Raghuvarisa,
1874).

5. Caritra-vardhana, an older commentator, whom
Dinakara quotes, has referred to Kautilya in comment-
ing on ITI. 13, IV. 21, and XVII. 56 of Raghuvmnsa.

6. Mallinatha’s references to Kautilya are to be
found in his comments on the following passages of
Raghuwvamsa :—II1. 29, 35, IV—35, VIIIL. 21, XV.
29, XVII. 49, 55, 56, 76, 81, and XVIIIL. 49. Tt is
noteworthy that he quotes a maxim from the
popular Canakya~niti also in commenting on I. 22. The
quotation ascribed to Kautilya by Mallinatha, in his
comments on Raghuwvamsa, XV. 29, is ascribed to
Cinakya by Mallinatha’s predecessor Dinakara, thereby
showing the belief then current in the identity of



136

Kautilya and Canakya. Caritravardhana also does so
in his comments on IIT. 29, 34, XV. 29, and XVIII. 14.

7. For the quotations in Niarayana’s gloss on
Arunacala’s commentary, see the commentary, on
Kumarasambhava, Cantos 1. 29, I1. 31, 31 (Ganapati
Sastri’s edition, 3 vols., Trivandrum, 1913—4).

8. Jimiitavahana’s Vyavahara-Matrika, whose dis-
covery and publication (1912) we owe to Sir Asutsoh
Mukhopadhyaya, quotes a certain Kaundinya six times
(cf. ibid., p. 288, and pp. 340—1). One of these is a
quotation from Kautilya (p. 174), while the others
are identical in substance with another passage in
Kautilya (p. 148). It is thus evident that Kautilya’s
work was available to the great founder of the
Bengal School of Hindu Law who did not refuse
to quote an Arthadastra (pace Yajhavalkya) in
a work on Dharma. A comparison of the different
quotations from Kautilya in each of the three above
commentaries will correct the argument, which may be
put forward, that the quotations from Kautilya may
hgve been merely obtained from their predecessors by
the later commentators. It is clear from such a com-
parison that the Arthadastra was available equally to
Dinakara, Caritravardhana and Mallinatha. It is also
noteworthy that though XKXamandaka’s Nitisara is
quoted in the commentaries (of these writers) on as
many as twenty-one passages of Raghuvaméa, in nine-
teen cases out of the twenty-one, the quotations from
Kamandaka do not cover the same ground as those from
Kautilya. This would imply the deliberate preference
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for the older authority, when both the original and the
later writer were available. |

Divergent views have been held as to the date of
this great jurist. Jolly assigns him to the 15th century.
(Rechte und Sitte, p. 37). Mr. P. V. Kane, after a full
discussion of the evidence, affirms that Jimitavahana’s
literary activity lay between 1090 and 1130-a.0. (Hzst.
of Dharmasastra, 1930, p. 326). See also Mana Mohan
Cakravarti’s article in JASB, 1915, pp. 321-327.

9. Hemadri in Caturvargacintamani, Dana-Khanda,
p. 117 quotes from the Kautiliya on weights and
measures (II, 19, p. 103), but refers to the citation as
from Visnpugupta.

18



APPENDIX IV.

PHILOLOGICAL DATA FOR THE DATE OF
' - KAUTILYA’S ARTHASASTRA.

IN the Sasanadhikara, (I1. 9.), Kautilya states that
the alphabet consists of sixty-three letters, (S®RIZA qori
fasfe:); and the number given by Kautilya would
agree with those given by the Vedic Pratisakhyas, and
not with the teaching of Panini, whose fourteen alpha-
betical sittras enumerate only forty-two letters, viz., nine
vowels and thirty-three consonants. The following
passages of the Siksd, appended to Panini’s work, do
indeed describe the alphabet as sixty-three or sixty-four
in number, but, the attribution of the Siksa to Panini
is unjustifiable :—

fyufe agsfe al qorh: Sged wam: |
qrE G M & S &R )
wu afawa oWt =&t |
G €A GB TARE AL & ||
FgER) s <F=@ =i qufHat |
Zegpafy fida @FR: QA @ T ||

2. Kautilya in the following passage, classifies the
parts of speech as four:—

FoEE: 9% | JEgfaY  ANETAEEIRAErRiy | | am
gefenfy | eifafieferrend Famfy | Fafl¥dfyar mga:
sqanl: | SEarERa i ||



139

These may be compared with the following passage
trom the Pratiéakhya of (XII1. 5) :—

| AR TS ISR T |

FAM JNRRIMY & SR I 919 § 91g: |

srear o fAdeg g daR afeamaty ey

Iyt [afardarer: aRmmafR faamEr o

- PrrarEERrEd ST RS |

axqifoeras T fAura: aReL |

TRz, Faraar, sdeEt g T arden |

Aa ARy e arend e AR T a0

The same division is adopted by Yaska; see for
instance the following passage at the commencement of
his Neirukta:—

AT TR AT AAMGAR S 9E ATaraT
arfiif watd | GAdMETaAREYT  gRElE  wERaEETE
FEAAIAIT AW | TN eI 99 qgiwﬁaﬁv AT
JTaR S ORI SIURARI SO HY A7aNd aa it
Foar ORAREE R aEMEYE Aed: TN Eeify wEef |
w38 Al Rty | gfgat s |

See also his observations (page 139 of the Ajmir
edition of the Nirukta) on the following Rik :—

R arpuRRrE Gt R Rigteon ¥ aei: |
e Sffor ffeer Awafeq ghd arn Agear a=fe 1
According to Panini (e.g. giﬁ@?{: gy 1I——14),
and followers of Panini like Amara (e.g. g = s
¥ qgq), there are only two parts of speech. Kautilya’s
classification is therefore distinctly pre-Paninian.
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3. Kautilya uses the word =% in the masculine,

while, as will be evident from the following, Panini
treats the word as of the neuter gender :—&qqf frarar=a

7q 1-1-37 wmemm I—1—6 and garead |@agay, I—3—S5.

In the Linganusasanam, appended to editions of
Panini, it is stated that the word Avyaya, classified
therein under the masculine gender, may be also of the
neuter gender:—

W, THARTEAREEE A36% = |

The Liniganusasanam is ascribed to Panini, but its
authenticity as a work of Panini is emphatically denied
by many grammarians. (See S. K. Belvalkar, Systems
of Sanskrit Grammar, 1915, p. 27.)

From the above data it may be presumed that
Kautilya’s work was composed during a period in which
Panini’s work was either unknown or had not attained
wide celebrity and influence. If the date generally
aseribed to Panini, viz. circa 350 B.C. is correct, the above
inference would prove not less valid than if we accept
c. B.c. 500, following Goldstuecker and Sir R. G.
Bhandarkar.

It is significant that Patafijali (circae 150 B.c.)
adopts in the Mahabhasya (Vol. 1, p. 3, ed. Kielhorn),
the four-fold classification of the parts of speech, which
Panini apparently rejected.

H. Jacobi (Ind. Ant. 1924) has stressed the close
resemblance between Kautilya’s definitions of U pasarga
and nipateh and Panini 1, 4, 59, 59, 1. 4, 56, 57 and 1. 1.
37, to urge that in Kautilya’s day, Panini was recog-
nised as a grammatical authority. The resemblances
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have to be taken along with the differences of points of
view between Kautilya and Panini to determine their
relative chronological position. If this is done, the
conclusion set forth in this note will be confirmed.

In Appendix IIT to the third and -conecluding
volume of his edition of the Arthadastra, Dr. Ganapati
Sastri has given a list of 32 grammatical irregularities,
judged by the canon of Panini, to which, following cus-
tom, he has given the title ‘‘arsa-praydogam’’ (lit. usage
of ancient rsis). These include: four cases of irregular
gender (rajjuna, II. 152—3; Arala, III. 215—3.;
Amitram, I1. 298--3 ; and Sarpanirmokam, I11. 215-7) ;
four cases of irregular formation (Khdadirabhih. I11.
232, 16; Anyatamasmin, 1I. 259-3; Parancitkam, I1.
107-6; Margayukah, I. 334-1) ; five cases of irregular
compounds, Jaradguh for Jaradgavt, 1. 312, 7; Dasati-
raksa, I. 917, 8; (Ubhayatoratra, I. 355-6, Varsa-
ratram, I1.129-8; Pascanhah, 1. 330, 2) ; ten instances of
irregular mood (Adeyat, 1. 3-2; Akankseta, 1. 148, 6 and
7; 11.16-9; 11. 28,2 and 6; II. 29,1, 2, 3, 6, I11. 175-2);
rdhyatam, I. 289-2); four cases of irregular form,
(Apkrantavyam, II1. 164-7; Anwvasitam, I1. 97-7;
Prasvapayitva, 1I. 139-9; Nistarayitva, II. 175-9);
irregular use in two cases, (Pratipatsyamr, I11. 152-2;
Apavyayate, I1. 6-4); and irregular syntax (dapayet,
I. 131-5 with two accusatives). Kautilya is a declared
purist in language, and it is incredible that he would
have gone against the rules of grammar current in his
day. It is therefore quite a legitimate imference to
regard these instances as pre-Paninian, and it is not
proper in such a case as Kautilya’s to explain them
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" away, as Dr. Keith has tried to do (See p. 26 of Patna
Sir Asutosh Memorial Volume, 1928), by suggesting
that they are examples of ‘‘Careless Sanskrit, such as
we find in the epic, the Purdanas and the Smyrtes.’

(N. B.—The citations are by volume, page and line
to Dr. Ganapati Sastri’s edn.).



APPENDIX V.

ASTRONOMICAL DATA FOR THE DATE OF
KAUTILYA’S ARTHASASTRA.

THESE are contained in the twentieth chapter of the
second book of the Arthasastra (pp.106-9). They were
examined for me, in 1913, before the lectures were
delivered, by the late Professor Raja Raja Varma, M.A.
The position of the solstices, as well as the occurrence of
intercalary months and other items of the luni-solar
calendar, in Arthaddstra, are in agreement with the
conclusions of the Vedanga Jydotisa. Further, the
* Artha$astra refers to the Vedic quinquennial cycle (IT.
20 qaggau gafafa) taking the word yuga in the sense
of a term of five years. (cf. the observations on the
five-year cycle in Weber’s History of Indian Literature,
pp. 112-3). XKautilya states that days and nights can
be shorter or longer than the normal length of fifteen
muhdrtas (twelve hours) by three muha@rtas (i.e. two
hours and twenty-four minutes).

fugTEEY] RE@ afs B AR A e |
ga: ot i fg: weaat woaTd IR g F g | (1T 20)
This would be possible only in latitude 35° 27, North,—
almost the exact position, to take a concrete instance,
of the great Nanga Parbat in Northern Kashmir.
Kautilya’s statement that no shadow is cast at noon in
the month of Asddha shows, on the other hand, condi-
tions possible only in the tropics,
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Curiously, the thirty-sixth and the twentieth
parallels would give roughly the northern and southern
limits of the Mauryan Emplre in the days of
Ca:adragupta .

Subsequent to the delivery of the Lectures, the same
astronomical data were, at my request, examined by the
late Dewan Bahadur L. D. Swamikannu Pillai Avargal,
M.A., B.L.,'LL.B., Whose observations, as communicated to
me in a letter, dated May 31, 1915, and modified by him
a year later, after the delivery of his Sir Subrahmanya
Aiyar Lectures on ‘The Astronomical Basis of Ancient
Indian Chronology’, are extracted below:—

‘T have been looking into those time references in
Kautilya’s Arthasastra.

‘The first statement is that the equinox is in the
months of Caitra and A§vayuja. That is, the vernal and
the autumnal equinox respectively. The statement that
‘after the period of six months it increases or diminishes
by three muhiirtas’ is deserving of notice. I take it this
means that during six months from Caitra to ASvayuja
or from Asvayuja to Caitra the length of the day-and-
night period (ahordtri) may vary to the maximum
extent of three mumhirtas or one and a half muhdirtas
(= seventy-two minutes) before 6 a.m. and one and
a half muhiértas after 6 p.m. (loeal time). It will be seen
from Table XIII appended to my Indian Chronology
that this condition will be satisfied only above the
thirtieth parallel of latitude, where a maximum varia-
tion of about seventy minutes is attained in the moment
of sunrise,
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‘The statement made lower down in the same
chapter of Arthaéastra, that no shadow is cast at midday
in the month of Asadha indicates some latitude between
233° and the equator, as a shadowless sun at midday is
not possible outside the tropics. Above the tropics the
sun is always due south at midday and a shadow must
be cast. I am inclined to think that either the book
was written within the tropics or that if it was written
within the temperate zone, the reflexion that no shadow
is cast at midday in Asadha must be an interpolation
in a southern text.

¢ The statements made in Arthasastra about the
solar and lunar months, solar and lunar years, and the
intercalary months agree generally with the calendar
of the Jyotisa Vedanga with which I have dealt in
extenso in my University Lectures, delivered at Madras
on March 18 and 25, 1916. One thing is clear, the solar
year of the Arthasastra is a year of 366 days and a
cycle of five such years (1,830 days) was supposed to
contain sixty-two lunar months. This is the funda-
mental rule of the Jyotisa Vedanga.

‘ In the Arthasdastra, the solar months consist of
thirty and a half days; for it is stated ‘‘thirty days
and nights with an additional half a day makes one
solar month.” Again *“ the sun carries off one-sixtieth
of a whole day every day and thus makes one complete
day in every two months.”’

¢ The lunar month of the Artkas’dstm. consists of
twenty-nine and a half days, which is expressed by

saying that for every thirty days the moon loses one-half
19
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day or one-sixtieth day for every day. The lunar year
consisting of 294X12=354 days is less than 360 days
by six days, whereas the solar year is more than 360
by six days. The difference between the solar and
lunar years of twelve days for every solar year becomes
thirty days in two and a half years and sixty days in
a yuga of five years. These periods of thirty days and
sixty days are called adhimasas. ,

‘My general impression is that the Arthadastra was
written somewhere above the thirtieth parallel of
latitude and that it follows the Vedanga Jyotisa
throughout as to the calendar.

‘In my University Lectures, I have endeavoured
to account for the fact that a calendar apparently so
faulty as to the length of the solar year, as the Vedanga
Jyotisa was, nevertheless, obtained currency from the
time when the first observations were made under that
calendar (about 1181 B.C., J.R.A.S., 1915, p. 214). I
have there shown that the rule as to the addition of two
adhika months in the course of a yuga of five years must
have been departed from once in thirty years, when a
single adhika month was probably inserted instead of
two, and that with this practical modification, the
measures of time laid down in the Vedanga Jyotisa, as
well as in the Arthasdstra were capable of yielding in
the course of 160 years, a true sidereal year, a true
synodlc.al month and a true sidereal month.

‘In his article on the Vedanga Jg/otzsa, in the
Journal of the Bengal Asiatic Society for 1877
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Dr. Thibaut pointed out that the daily retardation or
acceleration -of sunrise, between the longest and the
shortest day, was obtained generally, during the cur-
rency.of the Vedanga Jyotisa, by dividing one and a
half muhirtas or three ghatikas by 183 days, which
gives an increment or decrement of 23:6 seconds per
diem for sunrise; roughly one pala per diem. 1In
- J.B.A.S., 1915, page 217, Dr. Fleet gives this figure as
forty-seven seconds, which would apply to the total ahas,
not to sunrise only. Dr. Fleet (loc. cit.) cites Diksit as
identifying the locality where the rule was framed with
34°, 46', 55”, N. Latitude.’

The conclusions of Professor Raja Raja Varma
and of Mr. Swamikannu Pillai are thus substantially
in agreement. The former was positive that the astro-
nomical knowledge displayed in the Arthasastra
does not indicate any Greek influence. Dr. Burgess
(J.R.A.S., 1893, p. 7152) considers the Jyotisa Vedanga
to preserve for us the main features of Indian astro-
nomical knowledge before it was modified or affected
by that of the Greeks. And, it is to this work that the
astronomical ideas of the Arthasastra show the greatest
affinity. No proof has been assigned by Dr. Burgess for
regarding the sexagesimal system as exclusively Greek
in origin. It is conceivable that in this matter, just as
in etymological science, (to which Max Miiller, ‘ Ancient
Sanskrit ILnteraiure, 1860, p. 161, drew attention)
tndependent development may have anticipated in
India ideas which later on came to be identified with
the discoveries of the Greeks.
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In view of the data of the Arthasistra indicating
the composition of the work in a region lying above the
thirtieth parallel, the tradition (given in the old
Mahavarnsa-Tika) which makes Kautilya out to have
been a Brahman of Taksasila (identified by Sir
Alexander Cunningham, Ancient Geography of India,
1871, pp. 105-5, with a site near Shahdheri, very nearly
on the thirty-fourth parallel) gains a special signifi-
cance.



APPENDIX V1.
THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE
KAUTILIYA.* -

SINCE the completion of the printing of the
Lectures and the Notes contained in the Appendix, I
have seen the incisive note of Dr. A. Berriedale Keith
in the issue of the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society
for January, 1916 (pp. 130-137).

Dr. Keith holds that ‘we cannot yet say, save as a
mere hypothesis, that the Arthasastra represents the
work of a writer of 300 B.c.” (p. 131), and that ‘it may
be assigned to the first century B.c., while its matter
very probably is older by a good deal than that’ (p. 137).
‘It is older, of course, than the classical literature, such
as Dandin and than the Tantrakhyayika, which uses it
freely enough (p. 137). But Hertel’s conjectural
ascription of the latter to 200 B.c. is ‘doubtless at least
a couple of centuries too early, so far as the available
evidence goes’ (p. 137).

The arguments which Dr. Keith brings forward in
support of the above conclusions impugning the
authenticity of the Kautiliya fall into two divisions—
(1) a criticism of the principal arguments of Jacobi
(Proceedings of the Royal Prussian Academy of
Science, 1912, pp. 834-849)! in proof of the authenticity

*This appeared as an additional Note on pp. 149-153 of the first edn.

{1916). It is republished with slight modifications and a supplementary
note.

1 A translation of Dr. Jacobi's paper by Mr. N. P. Utkigar has since
appeared in Indian Antigquary, 1924, pp. 128-86 and 141-146.




150
of the work ; and (2) a brief statement of certain points

in the work, indicating ‘that the statesman was not the
actual author of the book we have’.

The most important of Dr. Keith’s criticisms may
be considered here briefly.

Jacobi considered that ‘the frequent mention of
opposing views and the reference to their authors as
acaryad ‘is inconsistent with the later authorship.’
Dr. Keith eontends that ‘no weight can be given to this
view: if Kautilya was polemical, then his school
naturally followed his footsteps, and it is quite
impossible to assert that d@caryah could not be used by
his followers of other scholars than their master: this
term denotes respect, not obedience, and respect for
other scholars, despite disagreement, is not impossible
nor unusual in India.’

It 1s submitted that (1) the term dacaryah is only a
reference, in the customary honorific plural, to the one
teacher to whom the writer held himself to be spiritually
most indebted, (2) that it could not refer to the body of
previous writers, since there are two instances at least,
in the ArthaSastra, in which the views of the @caryah are
not only distinguished from those of Kautilya, but also
from those of Vatavyadhiin one instance (Arthadastra,
p. 261),> and those of Bharadvaja in another (:bid.,
P- 320), (3) that the relatively large number of cases in
which Kautilya’s views are distinguished from those of
acaryah should be held to suggest a personal relation,
the views of Kautilya being liable to be construed to be

2 The page references of the Arthadéstra are to the firsi Mysore edn.
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identical with the dcaryah’s unless so distinguished, and
(4) that while respect for other scholars, despite dis-
agreement is not unusual in Indian polemical literature,
it is thoroughly opposed to Indian practice for the terms
guru and acaryah to be used in reference to others than
a man’s own personal teachers and preceptors.

Jacobi had laid stress on the last verses of the
Arthaddstra, i, 1, and ii, 10, and the three verses at the
end of the work which ascribe it to Kautilya and the
significant harmony of these with the famous notice
of the Kautiliya by Dandin. Dr. Keith objects that
Dandin’s reference is to a work in 6,000 §lokas while
the Arthasdastra is mostly in prose.

. He denies that the word §loka could have been used
by Dandin of prose, as in the copyist’s sense. It may
be argued in answer to this criticism that the term is put
into the mouth of a character in Dandin’s work to des-
cribe the dimension of Kautilya’s work and not its
literary form, and that the work, even as we now have
it, appears to conform to the description of it, as consist-
ing of 6,000 slokas of thirty-two syllables each, in the
copyist’s sense. ..

Jacobi had contended that the last $loka of the
Arthadastra which claimed that it had been composed by
the writer ‘who impatient of their misuse had saved the
éastras and the seience of war as well as the earth which
had been under King Nanda,’ is inconceivable in any
one except Candragupta’s minister. To this Dr. Keith
rejoins that ‘these lines are very unlike a statesman,
and very like the production of a follower who desired
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to extol the fame of his work and of his master.” It
has only to be submitted that Indian tradition has
uniformly credited Kautilya with uncommon panditya
as well as self-consciousness. If the tradition correctly
describes Kautilya’s nature—which in this respect
apparently did not differ from that of the average
polemical writer of later times, e.g. Jagannitha
Pandita—there is no ground for regarding the lines in
question as not authentie.

Passing to the consideration of the points, which
according to Dr. Keith, would indicate that Kautilya
was not the author of the book, we have, to begin with,
one on which Dr. Keith lays great emphasis, viz., the
apparent criticism of a view of Kautilya by Bharadvaja_
and its immediate refutation by Kautilya, which occurs
in the course of the discussion of ministerial usurpa-
tions, on p. 253 of the Arthasastra.

The passage however, if read dispassionately, and
with a remembrance of the various devices adopted by
Kautilya to ensure brevity as well as emphasis, will be
seen only to be an effective presentation of opposed
opinions between two schools of thought put in the form
of an argument or discussion. The citation of
Kautilya’s own opinions, in a work which claims his
authorship, will also be explicable if it be borne in mind
that he regarded himself as making numerous innova-
tions in accepted doectrines, especially in those of the
school, in which he had been trained, and that the cita-
tions oceur only when a distinction has to be made
between Kautilya’s views and those of others.
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Dr. Keith next brings up a somewhat curious
argument. He suggests that the name Kautilya is
suspicious for ‘it means falsehood’, and that ‘that it
séems a curious name for him to bear in his own work.’
In answer to this, may it not be asked whether an insult-
ing expression is more natural from the followers of a
school in regard to its founder than from a writer in
regard to himself ? Isthe expression itself really insult-
ing ? Kutila mati may mean ‘an intricate mind,’ and not
‘falsehood,’ and might have justified the bearing of the
title ¢ Kautilya’ in proud acknowledgment of an
unselfish and intricate diplomacy, which overthrew a
tyrannical dynasty and replaced it by one beginning
Canakya’s own protege, Candragupta.

VIf proper names are to be interpreted in accordance
with their component verbal elements, leaving modern
instances out of consideration, are we to regard such
names as Kutsa (one of the Seven Sages), Sunassépha,
Divédasa, Carmasirah (one of Yaska’s predecessors),
ete., as representing such nicknames as the ‘Despised
one’, ‘Dog’s Tail’, ‘Time-Server’, and ‘Leather Head’?
The names of Kautilya’s predecessors appear also like
nicknames e.g. Vatavyadhi (he who suffers from gout’),
Ghotakamukha (‘horse-faced’), Kaunapadanta (he
who has teeth like a demon), Pisuna (‘Spy’), Bihu-
dantiputra (Son of the woman whose teeth were as long
as the arm) ete. “‘This mode of bestowing names,’’ says
Jacobi, ‘‘throws a peculiar light on the literary
etiquette of that time, the traces of which are to be
moreover discovered in the Upanisads.”’

20
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Reference might be made to vol. i, p. 207, of Radha-
kanta’s Sabdakalpadruma, where the word Kautilya
is derived so as to mean a member of the Vatsa Gotra.
This is in accordance with the Maiadhaviya Gotra-
pravara-nirpaya :

o, Pleed g 1 DR R N o TEa ;
Ty e eS| |

(p. 338). Ganapati Sastri, following the Nanartha-
samksepa of Ksirasvamin, prefers the form Kautilya
(born in the Kwutala gotra), which he found in his
manuscripts of the Arthasastra.

oM S AEEN § G |
Rarmisaty: FRe s~ =1
FNGH TRaEEEt Rerafify |

In conversations with me, he used to derive
Kautilya from Kutild (a river), and applying Panini’s
aphorisms IV. ii. 16, and IV. iii. 54, make out that
Kautilya is a name applied to Canakya to denote the
locality of his birth. The river Sarasvat: is named
Kutila.

Dr. Keith suggests another objection, viz. the use of
the name Cina in the Arthasastra, which would be
remarkable if the name China is derived from the Tsin
Dynasty which began to reign in 247 B.c. He is, how-
ever, willing to concede that the word may have been
interpolated. It has only to be pointed out that the
derivation of the name China from the dynasty of Tsin
has been held to rest on very doubtful authority. (See
Encyclopaedia Britannica, eleventh edition, vol. vi,
p- 188). Jacobi regards the passage as genuine and as



155

effectively disproving the popular derlvatlon of ¢ chma
from the Tsin dynasty.

A fifth argument of Dr. Keith is that the Artha-
Sastra agrees very closely in form with the Kamadastra
of Vatsyayana, which Jacobi would assign to the third
century A.n. Dr. Peterson on the other hand, argued, so
long as 1891, that the Kamas#tra must be dated about
the beginning of the Christian era, if not from about
57 B.c. The Indian tradition which makes Vatsydyana
a synonyni for Kautilya may be remembered in this
connection.

Dr. Keith’s last argument is based on the use of
correct Trstubh stanzas in regular metre in the Artha-
Sastra, as well as on his impression that the language of

"the work is not markedly archaic. How is this to be
reconciled with the observation of grammarians who
have noted the un-Paninian data in the Arthasastra?
It is assuredly somewhat hazardous to attach, in the
present state of our knowledge, so much importance to
mere impressions of metre and style, when the evidence
from so many other divergent points tends in the same
direction of confirming, as indicated in these Lectures,
the tradition regarding the authentic nature of the
Arthasastra. '

I

Since the publication in 1916 of the above Note on
pp. 149-153, of the first edition of the present work,
there has been a perennial flow of articles and mono-
graphs on the Arthasastra. In several of these, attempts
have been made to question its authenticity afresh. Till
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1915, the opposed sides were represented by Hillebrandt
and Jolly, who denied, and Jacobi, who affirmed, the
authenticity. In 1916, in the article which he then
contributed to the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society
(examined in the above Note), Dr. Keith ranged himself
with the sceptics. In subsequent writings on the subject,
e.g. his ‘History of Sanskrit Literature,” (1928) and
his contribution to the Patna Asutosh Commemora-
tion volume (1926-8), Dr. Keith has re-affirmed his dis-
belief in emphaticlanguage. In 1924, Jolly marshalled
the chief arguments against the traditional view, in the
valuable introduction he contributed to his edition of the
Arthasastra, in the Punjab Sanskrit Series. In his
History of Sanskrit Literature, and later in his Calcutta
Readership Lectures (1924), Winternitz repeated and
added to the arguments against the authenticity.
O. Stein had subjected in 1921 the inter-relation of the
ideas of the Kautiliya and Megasthenes to a detailed
examination. In 1925, he followed wup the criti-
cism with a learned note on Suranga (subterranean
passage), which occurs four times in the Artha-
$astra, and declared that this word was derived
from the Greek word Syrinxz, which occurred
in literature and insecriptions only from the 2nd
century B.c. In 1928, Stein tried to show that as the
geographical knowledge displayed in the Arthasastira
was more extensive than that of the Brhatsamhita, it
would necessitate the Kautiliya being dated later. In
1931, Dr. Pran Nath, of the Benares Hindu University,
claimed to have demonstrated, on an alleged reference
to the Huns in the Arthaédastra and on some other
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grounds, that the treatise was composed about 500 A.D.
‘Winternitz and Jolly are inclined now to date the work
in the 3rd century A.p., while on the basis of a com-
parison with some Buddhist and Jaina works, Mr. E. H.
Johnston would not accept for the Arthasastra a date
earlier than Asvaghosa’s (first century A.p.) or later
than 250 A.p.

The tradition has not missed supporters in recent
years. Winternitz’s views were elaborately examined
in 1924 by Dr. Narendranath Law. Dr. Ganapati
sastri also examined them with Jolly’s views in the
introductions to the Trivandrum edition of the
Kautiliya (1924-25). Jacobi’s defence of the tradition
in 1911 and 1918 was translated in the Indian Antiquary
(1924). This and the elaborate vindication of the
authenticity in J. J. Meyer’s monumental German ver-
sion of the Arthasastra (1926) in which 36 pages were
devoted to this question alone, have helped to balance
the opposed arguments.

The chief grounds on which the authenticity has
been questioned, over and above those examined in
my Note of 1916, are dealt with below :—

Tradition makes Kautilya a successful statesman
of a large empire and a king-maker. Winternitz is
unable to see in the Arthasastra, ascribed to Kautilya,
anything But the narrow vision, limited experience and
pedantry of a pandit. He is incredulous of the possi-
bility of an ‘Indian Bismarck’ finding the time (or the
inclination) to compose a formal treatise of this type.
The administrative and political data found in the work
indicate also, in Winternitz’s opinion, a small kingdom,
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and not an empire like that of Candragupta. As
against these dicta, Jacobi and Meyer hold that the
Arthasastra displays uncommon administrative know-
ledge and experience, such as one would naturally
expect in the work of a versatile and learned man, who
was also a gifted practical statesman. Views based on
personal impressions are difficult to dislodge. It has
to be remembered that the Arthasastra has adopted a
recognized literary form, and that it was composed in
strict accordance with the literary conventions deter-
mining this kind of composition. Its form, if not its
aim, is scholastic. Kautilya was admittedly a pandit,
before he became an administrator. It will be idle to
deny that an exceptionally able and versatile man, who
had proved, by his own achievements, how a scholar
could be also a successful statesman, can, if need be,
turn author, and compose a treatise in which he seeks to
expound old views in the light of his own experience.
Royal authors like Harsa, Bhoja, Somesvara, Pratapa-
rudra and Krsnadevaraya found time in the midst of
their wars to compose literary or Sastraic works, which
have come down to us. What was historically possible
for Ministers of State like Hemadri, Sayana, Madhava-
cirya, Todarmal and the Diksitas of the South Indian
Nayak Kingdoms, can surely be not impossible for the
Mauryan Minister ¢ _

The assumption that the state envisaged in the
Arthadastra is only a small kingdom is based on two
errors. It overlooks the circumstance that the
theories in the work were intended to apply to small as
to large kingdoms, as pointed out by Dr. Ganapati
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Sastri, and that, besides, the mutual duties of an
emperor and subject kings are dealt with in the 15th
and 16th chapters of the Seventh Book of the Kautiliya.
Following Dr. Shama Sastri, Keith, Jolly and Winter-
nitz have assumed that the administrative establishment
and salaries deseribed in Arthasastra, Book V,
chapter 3 refer to annual payments, and they have
implied that -they are mnot more than what:' a
Kingdom of moderate dimensions could afford to pay.
Dr. Narendranath Law has shown cogent reasons for
treating the figures as referring to monthly salaries.
According to the commutation of money wages into
kind, given by the Kautiliya (V. 3, p. 249, Mysore edn.)
the minimum wage of 60 panas preseribed in the work
would at the most fetch only 2 maunds of staple food-
grain, or, on the assumptionn of the payment being
annual, give him a return of less than a half-a-pound of
food-grain per day. Unless the amounts stated taken
as monthly salaries, it will be impossible to resist the
absurd inference that the Arthasastra prescribed star-
vation rates of remuneration to the lowest and most
numerous class of public servants.

‘Winternitz’s depreciation of the theoretical nature
of the chapters on policy in the Arthasastra has to be
read with such an account as Mr. Ramachandra
Dikshitar gives in his recent Mauryan Polity of the
way in which the derided policy of the treatise was
apparently followed in the letter and in the spirit by
the great ASoka.

The repetition of the old argument that the
numerous citations of Kautilya’s own views, in the
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third person, in his treatise would by itself indicate its
compilation by a follower, has to be met by reference to
specific explanations indirectly vindicating Kautilya’s
practice, such as Medhatithi and Visvaripa give.

qEA STVFRE @ G093 g3y Genfafa) ;&g
WA qhehEar fafien anmteem ()
It is hardly fair to affirm, as Dr. Keith has done,
that the illustrations of the practice given by these great
commentators, are ‘‘recent instances of no value, for
these can be explained naturally and simply as cases of
deliberate imitation arising at a time when this form of

expression was believed to come from the author
himself.”>

Winternitz, Jolly, and Keith find difficulty in
accepting an early date for the Arthasastra because of
the advanced knowledge of the medical and metallurgi-
cal sciences displayed in it. They see in the Arthadastra
(Bk. II. Ch. 12) allusions to the manufacture of
artificial gold by an alchemic process, involving the use
of mercury. Winternitz asserts that the earliest
references to the medical use of mercury are in the
extant treatises of Caraka and Susruta and the Bower
manuscript, and that its therapic use is not proved for
earlier epochs. But, this argument overlooks the deri-
vation of the extant treatise of Caraka, which professes
to be only a redaction of the original Carakasarmhita by
Drdhabala, the original Carakasamhita itself being a
redaction of the treatise of Agnivesa, the disciple of
Atreya-Punarvasu, (6th century B.c.). Dr. Narendra-
nath Law has pointed out that Metallurgy (Lohasastra)
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was well established as a branch of knowledge in the
second century B.C., in the days of the grammarian
Patafijali, and that what is found in the Arthaédstra is
only the metallurgical and not the medical use of mer-
cury. It has also been urged that even if it-be shown
that knowledge of both uses of mercury is indicated in
the Arthasdstra, it would still only show the need to
revise our present notions of the late development of
such knowledge in India. As against the view that no
single author could possess such multifarious technical
knowledge, Jacobi has rightly pointed out that Kautilya
apparently used the knowledge possessed by his state
departments.

The omission of any reference to the great Kautilya
in Megasthenes is also relied on as a powerful argument
against accepting the traditions about Kautilya. The
¢ argument of silence ’ can hardly be used in this way.
For, admittedly we do not possess all that Megasthenes
wrote, nor have we any proof that what has come down
represents the very word of Megasthenes. The citations
of Megasthenes have often been second, third and fourth
hand, in classical literature, and the fragments have to be
critically re-arranged so as to show which of them can be
treated as nearest Megasthenes’s original writing. This
has been skilfully attempted recently by Dr. Barbara
Timmer. Due allowance should also be made for the
limitations within which Megasthenes observed and
wrote. He had his bias, particularly as to what
interested him and his prospective readers. The oppor-
tunities which a foreigner ean have had for close and
accurate observation of Mauryan conditions can not

21
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have been extensive, even if the assumed diplomatic
status of Megasthenes be granted. Undue weight has
been attached to seeming discrepancies between the
Indika and the Arthadastre in order to discredit the
latter.. Megasthenes’s reputation for truthfulness in
classical antiquity ‘'was not of the best. He wrote to
tell his people what they did not know. So did Kautilya.
In neither case will it be natural to expect the mention
of or allusion to facts or persons, whom all readers
would know. Kautilya was not called upon to refer to
Pataliputra or to the reigning King. Their omission
in the Arthasastra is therefore explicable. In compari-
sons between Megasthenes and the Kautiliya, the points
of agreement have been less stressed than those of
difference. A comparison embodying both will show
how remarkably the two confirm each other’s testimony
even in apparent cases of difference.

Thus, Arthaéastra I, 21 and 27, refers to the female
guards who figure so largely in Megasthenes’s account.
Some apparent contradictions disappear when examined
closely. The denial by Megasthenes of the existence of
slavery is an illustration. Slavery existed in India
in his day and had existed from early times. Artha-
gastra, TIT—13, lays down that no Aryan could be a
slave. This is probably what Megasthenes meant and
has given a wrong emphasis to. Megasthenes, with a
side-glance at the less attractive conditions of his own
country, asserted that the Indian cultivator took no
part in war, and carried on his avocation undisturbed
by contending armies. This is no mere traveller’s tale,
but is only a mis-reading of the custom, to which the
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Arthadastra explicitly refers, restricting the profession
of arms to the Ksatriyas, and allowing the cultivators
(vatéyah) to adopt it only in very exceptional circum-
stances. (Arthasastra, I1X-2). Other instances, like the
famous division of the people into seven castes, have to
be set down to Megasthenes’s craze for systematization
or confused observation. Megasthenes’s description of
the administration of the capital and of the army by
Boards, with a division of functions between them, is an
1dealised picture of the practice, to which the Artha-
sastra frequently refers, of placing Government duties
In commission, with appropriate division of functions.
It is thus unsafe to argue that wherever the Arthadastra
differs from the extant fragments of Megasthenes, the
Kautiliya must be treated as record which is not con-
temporary with the conditions which it deseribes.

Dr. Stein’s argument that Surunga is derived from
Syrinx ignores the existence of an Indian etymology
for the former, (Namalinganu-Sasana, with Bhaniiji’s
commentary, p. 452), which Winternitz doubted the
existence of. *It would also presume too much.
Can it be said that the excavation of tunnels, as
well as the Greek word for them were both learned
by the Indians for the first time from the Hellenists of
the 2nd century A.D.? Stein’s other argument based on
Kautilya’s list of gem-producing areas being fuller than
Varahamihira’s, and, therefore being a later list, is an
illustration of the difficulties attending the extraction of
inferences from unproved generalisations.

* Jolly reters'to sm"miga as Supposéd to be derived from Greek
Byrinz”,
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Among the places mentioned in the Arthaddstra,
Book, IT, Chapter II, there is one called Alakandaka.
In Book III, Chapter 18, the Arthasastra extends the
protection of the law against calumny, even to cases in
which it would seem natural and justifiable to speak ill
of certain people, and among the instances given are
buffoons, and the people of Prajjuna and Gandhara.
Dr. Pran Nath (Indian Antiquary, 1931) identifies
Alakandaka with Alexandria in Egypt, and Prajjanaka
with the Eastern Huns (Pak-Hinaka). The text is
obviously corrupt in these passages, and the Munich
variant for Prajjanakae is Pranaka. On this slender
basis, and by stringing together stray unconnected
references which might imply a coastal region like that
of Bombay, Dr. Pran Nath has built up a curious theory,
that the author of the Arthasastre was an inhabitant of
a coastal tract, embraced in the Malava Kingdom, and
that the treatise was composed during the period of
Hun conquest of Malwa and Central India’, viz. 485-510
AD.??

1 Contra Dikshitar, V. R. R., Annals of Bhandarkar Res. Inst, Vol XIII,
pD. 326-330.



APPENDIX VIL.

CONFLICT OF LAWS IN ANCIENT INDIA.

1. IN regard to laws by which foreigners should
be governed, Kautilya would apparently apply his
general rule regarding the enforcement of usage and
custom. The following passage in the Arthasdasire,
p. 98,

SR Y SANTRAL, SR AR |

has been somewhat arbitrarily translated, irrespective
of the context, by Mr. Shama Sastri thus: ‘Foreigners
importing marchandise shall be exempted from being
sued for debts unless they are (local) associations and
partners.’

If this rendering be correct, Kautfilya’s rule would
extend to foreigners a wide exemption from liability to
be sued for their debts. Such a rule could hardly be
reconciled with the spirit of Kautilya’s teaching. I
would interpret differently the passage in question,
especially as it comes immediately after a recommenda-
tion for the grant of remissions or rebates of customs
dues or trade taxes, in favour of sailors and foreign
merchants: ¢ The rule (of remission) is inapplicable to
the goods of occasional visitors (sFrjwi) unless they

happen to be connected with local corporations.’

2. The principles on which conflicts of rules of
law, or conflicts of authorities, were settled are indicated
by Kautilya as well as by several Dharmasasiras. The
question of such ¢ reconciliation’ was an important
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topic of the Mimarnsa interpretation of Hindu Law.
(See, for instance, Golap Candra Sarkar Sastri’s
Hindu Law of Adoption, 1891, p. 85; West and
Buehler’s Digest of Hindu Law, 1884, vol. i, p. 11; and
Mr. P. R. Ganapati Aiyar’s treatise on Hindu Law,
Chapters VII and VIII1.)

The texts on the subject in Kautilya, Yajfiavalkya,
and Narada depend for their correct interpretation on
the proper understanding of the terms Nyaya, Vyava-
hara and Arthasastra.

I would render the word nyaya by ¢ equity,’ or by
‘logic’, or by ‘reason’. The drift of the maxims of
law in which the word occurs will not be largely
modified by the acceptance of any of the three senses
suggested.

It is not so, however, with the expression vyava-
hara. In the following passage from the Vyavahara-
maywkha, Bhatta Nilakantha clearly understands by
vyavahdra a judicial act, proceeding or procedure:—

e TR RIS AT MR F7ER: | AR~
AfETREgS: RS AR ar
YR Q¢ |

* Vyavahara is the act which helps to make clear
¢ the inexplicit violation of canon (dharma) that has
‘ divided the contending parties in a dispute, or it is a
‘proceeding of the plaintiff and the defendants
‘ involving testimony, possession and witness, and
‘aiming at the settlement of the conflicting issues
‘ between the parties.’
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Notwithstanding this definite interpretation of
Vyavahara, V. N. Mandlik, who had edited both the
Vyavaharamayiikha and the several commentaries on
Manu, translated the expression by ‘the practice of the
old ’, when rendering Yajfiavalkya, I11.21. :—

v AR ~IPRg T, SERa: |
igTaTg FeAT St fRaf: |

Dr. Buehler has also erred when he rendered the
expression in the following passages of Manu (VIIIL
163, 164 and 167) by the words ‘contract’ and
¢ agreement’ (Laws of Manu, 1886, pp.283 and 284) :—

aaTaratenfia: Qs eaffRor ar |
SHTEBAAT FAER A R 1) L83
g a st wafa aafy e afafdar

AT QR IREATREAEETREA_ || 252 1)
FT sefimisf e anT=Ra |
32 a1 R 1 § w1 g8 |l

The very commentaries which Buehler used in
preparing his translation of Manu go against this
narrowing of the sense of vyavahara. Thus, Medhatithi
(circa ninth century a.p.), states that vyavaehidrae is
a synonym for an act, (FEEA  STEERTR:), while
Sarvajiianarayana (cirea, fourteenth century A.n.) and
Raghavananda (circa sixteenth century aA.n.) take it
similarly as implying generally a transaction.

HEER AR ATaH:
(See Mandlik’s Manu, with Seven Commentaries, 1886,
PP. 9, 78, 79). It is significant that Dr. E. W. Hopkins,
(Ordinances of Manu, by A. C. Burnell and E. W,
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" Hopkins, 1891, pp. 204 and 205) has rendered the term,
in the same passages correctly, by using the expression
‘business transaction’.

There is, of course, a mere specialized sense in which
vyavahara has been used by Sanskrit writers as the
equivalent of judicial proceeding or procedure. This
- is indiecated in a $loka of Katyayana, which gives an
ingenious, if unconvineing, etymology of the word :—

fr armdsTaaR & &R 3= |
AFTHIEEAOT 4R 3R &a: ||

An instance of the result of Buehler’s incorrect
translation of vyavahara may be given. Mr. Narendra-
nath Law in his valuable study of Kautilya’s Artha-
sastra (Studies in Ancient Hindu Polity, vol. i, 1914, pp..
122-3), attributes to Kautilya such statements as the
following :(—*‘ A contract should not transcend sacred

law.’

The misunderstanding of the term Arthasdstra is
to some extent explicable, since the conceptions regard-
ing the nature, content and trend of Arthasastra were
somewhat hazy before the ¢ discovery ’ of its literature.
Thus Dr. Jolly translated Arthasastra, in the quotation
of Narada given below, by ¢ rules of jurisprudence’.
(Minor Law Book's, S.B.E., xxxiii, 1889, p. 15). V. N.
Mandlik translated the same word by ‘moral laws’
(see his translation of the Vyavaharamayakha, p. 5,
11. 15-16)! He made a more serious mistake when he
translated (#bid., p. 203, 11. 11-12) the maxim of Yajnia-
valkya on the superiority of Dharma Sdstra to

Arthasastra,smmen q IeqgrTram  fafd:, by— but the
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rule is that law is stronger than equity’—taking
Arthadastra to signify ‘equity’! The contradiction
between the first half of Yajfiavalkya’s sloka (II, 21)
and this interpretation of its second half appears to
have escaped his notice.

I give below the releva.nt passages on the subaect
in Kautilya, Yajfiavalkya and Narada, with my render-
ings. The first, second and fourth Slokas in the passage
from Kautilya are found with an important modification
in Dr. Jolly’s edition of Naradasmrti. The difference
consists in this that among the fourfold bases of law-
suits, contrary to Kautilya’s precept, ¢ each following ’
says Narada ‘is superior to the one previously named’.
The three $lokas are numbered 10, 11 and 39 in
Dr. Jolly’s translation of Narada (1889).

The relevant passages in Kautilya on the subject
are:— .

W FHERA AR qerEE |
RarrdageTR: afaw: gdars: |
¥ G R v sqaErEg afRng |
IRT R gt TIATW g AN
srgaaq fX wior s G |
AN ¥ 9gde Jgeat q€t s
GO SR TS AT SATETREA |
aftwent. Resda wefond Rfreed |
e RRda el A |

Wmmaﬂwﬁwzﬁru
22
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These verses I would render as follows:—

¢ Canon, judicial procedure, usage and royal edicts
form the fourfold basis (literally, the four feet) of the
subject of litigation. In these what precedes overrides
(in the case of conflict) what follows. Among them,
truth is the foundation of canon, testimony of procedure,
general acceptance of usage, and regal sanction of
edicts.. ... If he (the king) governs (in accordance
with) the canon, procedure, usage, and equity, he will,
with these four, conquer the earth to its four limits.
‘Wherever usage and canon, or the science of affairs
(vyavaharikam $astram) arid eanon, conflict with each
other, let the meaning be determined by reference to the
eanon, but wherever the science (of affairs or
procedure) is divided by conflict of equity and canonical
precept, then the standard of authority is set by equity,
and any rule opposed to it loses its validity’.

The principles on which conflicts of law have to be
settled are set forth by Yajnavalkya in the passage
(I1I, 21) already quoted, which may be translated
thus:—

‘In the conflict of two canonical law books (Smatt)
the equity of affairs(vyavahara) prevails. Further it
is the rule that the science of canonical law (Dharma
S#tra) is stronger than Arthasastra.”

Naradasmrti (ctrea fifth century A.p.) has a similar
maxim (1.99) :—

7 fmfaRrem stmmemmeat: |
AAFTEAHIGSA TR, ||



APPENDIX VIIIL

EPIGRAPHIC TESTIMONY TO THE
INFLUENCE OF ‘ DHARMA-SASTRA’, Erc.

For instance, see Epigraphia Indica, vol. iii,
pp. 80-81, vol. iii, p. 322 (inscription dated A.n. 526-7),
vol. iv, p. 288 (A.p. 958), vol. iv, p. 346 (A.p. 812), vol. vi,
p. 349 (A.D. 813), vol. vi, p. 20, vol. vi, p. 178 (a.p. 178),
vol. vi, p. 217 (a.p. 1057), vol. vi, p. 218, (the headman
of a village is compared to the lawgiver Manu!),
vol. ix, p. 95, (a.p. 1061-2), vol. IX, p. 326, (cwca
A.p. 1125).

See also, Indian Antiquary, vol. ix, p. 48, vol. viii,
p 97, and p. 303 (a.p. 571), vol. xvii, p. 198 (Dadda V,
a ruler of the seventh century, said to have mastered the
precepts of Manu).

See further, Gupta Inscriptions | (ed. Fleet.,
Corpus Inscriptionum Indicarum, vol. iii, 1889), p. 147
(A.p. 532-3), p. 168 (A.p. §71-2), and p. 182 (A.D. 766-7).

Refer also to Epigraphia Carnatica, vol. v, p. 23
(a.p. 1160) and p. 151 (A.p. 1100, a Chalukya king
‘walks in the path of Manu’), vol. ix, p. 39 (A.p. 797),
and vol. ix, p. 73 (A.p. 517), vol. X, p. 78 (A.n. 890),
vol. iv, p. 62 (A.p. 890), vol. iv, p. QQ_.(AD 797), vol. ix,
p. 85 (a.p. 1050), Chapter vii, p. 50 (A.p. 1076), vol. vii,
P. 59, (A.D. 1168), vol. vii, p. 89 (A.p. 1181), vol. vii, p. 146
(a.p. 1368), vol. xi, p. 13 (a.p. 947), vol. xi, p. 41
(a.p. 1171), vol. xi, p. 45 (a.p. 1268), vol. iv, p. 62
(A.p. 890), vol. xii, p. 115 (A.p. 4829%)
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The following references to Manu in the Ceylonese
Mahdavaméa are also of significanee: Chapter 80, verse 9,
Chapter 84, verses 1-2, Chapter 90, verse 56, Chapter 96,
verse 27.



APPENDIX IX. .

THE RAJATARANGINI AND INDIAN POLITY.

Kalhana’s Rajatarangini has been edited by Sir
Aurel Stein (1892), who also published (2 vols., 1900)
a magnificent annotated translation of the famous
chronicle. Between 1892 and 1896, the text was also
published, with the continuations of Jonaraja, by
Mahamahopadhyaya Durgaprasada.

The peculiar value of the Rajatarangini to the
student of historical Polity consists in Kalhana’s
statesmanly frame of mind and point of view. There is
‘no other original record available for ancient Indian
history that can be compared with the Rajatarangini
for continuity of account, and insight. An additional
circumstance making for the importance of the work is
the scarcity of epigraphic records, to which Stein refers
in his note on Rajatarangini (I, 15). Dr. Vogel’s
¢ Chamba Inscriptions’ has confirmed in many ways
the statements in the Chronicle. Kalhana gives proper
dates only from A.D. 813.

The evidence of Kalhana is best understood in
regard to administrative details by reference to Chapter
XVI1, ‘The Old Administration’, of Sir Walter
Lawrence’s ¢ Valley of Kashmir’ (1895).

Dr. Jolly has utilized the data in Rajatarangini for
a paper on Historical Law as in the Rajatarangini
(1895). , '
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The passages of significance in the work in a study
of Polity are:—Canto I, verses 118-120, 324, 367; 11,
143, and 159; 111, 385; IV. 53, 81, 82,91, 92-105 (descrip-
tion of the trial of a sorcerer, accused of murder),
137-143 (five great offices of the Court 310, 320-3, 345-59
(Lalitaditya’s ‘Testament’), 481, 495, 512, 680, 588-9,
620-39 (Jayapida’s oppression), 676-8, 691, and 719;
Canto V. 22, 28, 32, 42, 64, 81, 109-12, 128-30, 160, 165-81
(Sankaravarman’s fiscal oppressions), 192, 232, 238,
250-52 (selection of a ruler during an interregnum), 350
(regicide), 387, 397, 425, 448, 461-77 ( Brahman assembly
to elect a king) ; Canto V1. 14, 28 and 60 (Royal Court
of Appeal), 38, 70, 73, 88, (regalia), 108-12 (State
control of the castes), 126-129, 199; Canto VII. 210-11,
232-5, 65, 400, 506-14, 602, 659, 879, 896, 951, 1008.
PrayopaveSa) 1225-6; Canto VIII. 51-65 (Uccala’s
good government), 82 (a queen allowed to share the
throne), 136, 149, 181, 276, 278-312, 336, 371, (Consecra-
tion of an infant king), 428, 658, (Brahman self-immo-
lation as a protest against misgovernment), 706-710
(habitual revolutionaries), 1542 and 2068 (Inner and
Outer Cabinets), 2422, 3336 (abolition of fine for adul-
tery), and 3338.



APPENDIX X,

CHAMBA INSCRIPTIONS.

Chamba is a Native State situated in the Western
Himailaya, and it has now a superficial area of 3,216
square miles. The density of population in the State is
only about forty-one per square mile. ‘ Chamba,
engirdled by her snow-clad mountain barriers, has,
century after century, retained ancient traditions and
‘institutions, which are only now gradually giving way
to the irresistible onslaught of western civilization.

....Chamba is still ruled by a descendant of the noble
house whose scions fought in the civil wars of Kashmir
side by side with Harsa and Sussala.” Dr. Vogel
surveyed the area between 1902 and 1908, and published
in 1911, the results of his investigations and study as a
volume of the Archaeological Survey of India, under
the title ¢ Inscriptions of Chamba State,—Part I—
Inscriptions of the Pre-Muhammadan Period.” About
fifty inscriptions are collected and edited in this volume.
Three of these (Nos. 15, 25 and 26) epigraphs contain
the titles of various official functionaries. Dr. Vogel
has compared them with similay inscriptions of the
Gupta and other epochs, and has summarized the
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information available from such records, in regard to
some part of the old Indian administrative machinery,
in a most valuable account. (Ibid., pp. 120-136.)
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Mitra-misra—Viramitrodaya-Nitiprakaéa, Bena-
res, 1916) : [First quarter, Seventeenth century a.pn.].

Nilakantha Bhatta—Nitimayakhah. [C.1610-1645
A.n.]. Lithographed Benares, 1880; printed Bombay,
Gujarati Press, 1921.

Dharmasastra.

Gautama Dharmasiitra, ed. Stenzler, London, 1876;
ed. Srinivasacarya, Mysore, 1917, with Maskari’s
Bhasya; ed. with Haradatta’s Mitaksara, 1910, Poona;
trn. Buehler, S. B. E., I1-1879. .

A pastamba Dharmasiitra, ed. G. Buehler, Bombay,
2 pts, with Haradatta’s Bhasya; trn. Buehler, S. B. E.,
I1T-1879.

- Baudhayana Dharmasiitra, ed. E. Hultzsch, Leip-

zig, 1584; ed. Mysore, with Govindasvamin’s Bhasya,
1907 ; trn. Buehler, S. B. E., XIV-1882,
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Vasistha Dharmasitra, ed. A. A. Fuehrer, Bombay,
1883 ; ed. Benares, with Vidvanmodini-bhasya ; trn.
Buehler, S. B. E., XIV-1882.

Visnu Dharma-sitra, ed. J. Jolly (Bibliotheca
Indica) 1881; trn. J. Jolly, S. B. E., VII-1880.

Manusmrti, (with Kulliika’s commentary) various
edns. Ed. V. N. Mandlik with eight commentaries,
Bombay, 1886; extracts from commentaries ed. Jolly
(Manu-tika-sangrha, Bibliotheca, Indica, 1885) ; ed.
Jolly, London, 1887 ; ed. with trn. and with Medhatithi’s
Bhasya and notes, Dr. Ganganath Jha, Calcutta Uni-
versity, 13 Vols., 1920-29; trn. A. C. Burnell and E. W.
Hopkins, 1884 ; trn. G. Buehler, S. B. E., XXV-1886.

Narada-smrti, ed. J. Jolly (Bibliotheca I ndicaj
1885; trn. S. B. E., XXXTII, 1889.

Naradiya-Manu-Samhitd, with the Bhasya of
Bhatta-svamin, ed. K. Sambasiva Sastri, Trivandrum,
.929.

Brhaspati, Fragments, collected and trd. J. Jolly,
S. B. E,, XXXITII, 1889. [A reconstruction of this
authoritative Smrti is being made by the present writer.
It will be published soon as a volume of H. H. the
Gaekwad’s Oriental Series].

Yajiiavalkya smrit, with Mitaksara of Vijiia-
neévara (Several reprints). v. d. ; with commentary
(Ba@lakrida) of Visvaripa, Trivandrum, 1922-24 ; with
Bhasya of Apararka, Poona, 2 Vols., 1903-4; trn.
V. N. Mandlik, Bombay, 1880.
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Paraéara smrti, with Bhisya of Sayana—Madhava-
carya, Bombay, 5 vols. ed. V. 8. Islampirkar, Biblio-
theca Indica.

Katyayana [fragments reconstructed], by N. C.
Bandyopadhyaya, Calcutta, 1927 ; and with Eng. trn. by
P. V. Kane, 1933, Bombay;

Dharmadastra-Samgraha, ed. Jibananda, Calcutta,
1876. [26 smrtis]. '

" Smrtinam-samucchayah, ed. H. N. Apte (Ananda-
§rama), Poona, 1905. [27 Smrtis].

Astadasa smrtayah, Bombay, Venkateswara Press,
1908.

Kausika-Sutra of the Atharvaveda, ed. M. Bloom-
field, American Oriental Society’s Journal, XVI, 1890.

Digests (Dharma-Nibandha).
Jimiutavahana—Dayabhaga (several reprints, since
1829: trn. Colebrooke, 1810) ; Vyavahara-matrka ed.
Sir Ashutosh Mookerjee, A. S. B., 1912.

Devanna Bhatta—Smrticandrika ed. J. R. Ghar-
pure, Bombay, 1922; ed. Mysore, 5 vols. 1914-21 ; Daya-
bhaga alone trd. T. Krishnaswami Iyer, 1867.

Candesvara—Smrtiratnakara—Vivada portion, ed.
Bzbliotheca Indica, 1887, and trd. D. C. Sarkar and
D. Chatterjee.

Madanapala—Madana-parijata, ed. Bibliotheca
I'ndica, 1893. ’

Vacaspati-misra—Vivada-cintamani, ed. Calcutta,
1837; trn. P. C. Tagore, 1865.
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Prataparudra—Sarasvati-vilasa, ed. 1927, Dr. R.
Shama Sastri; Dayabhaga, ed. and trd. T. Foulkes,
London, 1881.

Nilakantha Bhatta—Bhagavanta Bhaskara—All
the twelve books (Mayakhdh) have been printed at
Bombay by the’Gujarathi Press, and by J. R. Gharpure,
v. d. Vyavahara Mayiakha has been edited by P. V.
Kane (Bhandarkar Institute, Poona, 1926), who has
also translated it, with explanatory notes and references
to decided cases (Bombay, 1933). Earlier translations
are by A. Borradaile (1827), V. N. Mandlik (1880), and
J. R. Gharpure (1924). -

Mitra-misra—Viramitrodaya. (ed. Chowkhamba,
Benares: Nitiprakdasa, published 1916).

Balakrsna—Balambhattiyam : Vyavahdara, portion
edited by S. S. Setlur, 1911 (Madras) ; J. R. Gharpure,
1914, (Bombay) and Govinda Dasa, 1914 (Benares).

Laksmidhara — Smzti - Kalpataru. [ The oldest

extant Digest. 1t is being edited by the present Writer
for publication by the Baroda Government].

Epics and Puranas.

Valmiki—Ramayanae, with the commentary of
Govindaraja and other commentaries, 3 vols., Kumba-
konam, 1905.

Vyasa—Mahabhdarata: Several edns: Kumbakonam
edn: 1906-1910. 18 vols., trn. P. C. Ray, 1883-1896;
M. N. Dutt, 1896.

- Agnmipirana : Bibliotheca Indica, 1873-9; Anan-
dasrama, edn. Poona.
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Garudapurina, ed. Bombay, 1906-7.

F. E. Pargiter—The Purana Text of the Dynasties
of the Kali Age (1913). ’

Buddhist and Jain Literature.
Dipavaméa—ed. and trd. Oldenberg, 1879.

Jataka—ed. V. Fausboell, 5 vols. 1877-97. Trn.
E. B. Cowell and others, 6 vols., 1895-1913, Cambridge.

Mahawarnmséa—ed. and trd. G. Turnour, Colomho,
1837; ed. W. Geiger, 1908 and trd. 1912.

Vinayapitakam—ed. H. Oldenberg, 6 vols. 1879-83;
trn. T. W. Rhys Davids and H. Oldenberg, 3 vols,,
(S. B. E. XTII, XVII, and XX), 1881-5.

Buddhist Suttas Vol. 1., trn. T. W. Rhys Davids,
S. B. E., XT., 1881.

Dialogues of the Buddha, trn. T. W. Rhys Davids,
I, 1899.

Jaina Satras, trn. H. Jacobi, S. B. E., XXTT,
and XLV,

Classical Sanskrit.
Studraka—Mrechakatika (Bombay Sanskrit Series
edn.); trn. A. W. Ryder—° The Little Clay Cart’
(Harvard Oriental Series, IX).

Kalidasa—Raghuvaméa, edn. S. P. Pandit, Bom-
bay, with Mallinatha’s commentary ; v.d. SGkuntald edn.
Monier Williams.

Kumara Sambhava, edn. Trivandrum with com-
mentary of Sankararya.
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Dandin—Daskumaracarita, ed. G. Buehler and
P. Peterson, Bombay, 1888-1891.

Paiicatantra—ed. Bombay, G. Buehler and F.
Kielhorn, v. d.; ed. J. Hertel, 4 vols. (Harvard Oriental
Series), 1908-1915; reconstructed and translated,
F. Edgerton, 1924.

Bana—Harsacarita, ed. A. Fiihrer, Bombay.

Kadambart ed. P. Peterson, Bombay, 1889.

Varahamihira—Brhat-Samhitd, ed. Mm. Sudha-
kara Dwivedi, 1895-97. [With Bhattotpala’s commen-
tary, 2 vols. ] .

Visakhadatta—Mudraraksasa, ed. K. T. Telang ;
trd. H. H. Wilson, 1827; ed. A. Hillebrandt.

Magha—Sisupilavadha, with the commentary of
Mallinatha, Bombay.

Bhavabhiiti—Uttara-rama-carita, ed. Dr. S. K.
Belvalkar, 1915. ,

Yadavaprakasa—Vaijayanti, ed. G. Oppert, Mad-
ras, 1893. ‘ '

Hemacandra — Abkidhana - cintamani, Bombay,
1896.

Kalhana—Raja-tarangini, ed. Sir Awurel Stein,
1892 ; Durgaprasiada, 1892-6; trn. Sir Aurel Stein,
2 vols., 1900.

Kamasutra of Vatsyayana, with Jayamargala, ed.
Durgaprasada, Bombay, 1900.

Amarasimha—Namalinganasiasana, with Bhanuji
Dikshita’s ecommentary, ed. Sivadatta, Bombay, 1915.
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Foreign Acecounts.

Megasthenes — Fragments. of the Indica Ed.
E. A. Schwanbeck, 1844. Trd. J. W. Mec. Crindle—
‘Ancient India as described by Megasthenes and
Arrian’, 1877; reprint, Calcutta, 1926; with Criticism,
and trn. into Dutech by Barbara C. J. Timmer,
Amsterdam, 1930.

MecCrindle—Ancient India as described in Classical
Literature, 1901. ’

- Fa-hien—trn. Gibbs (1877) ; and Legge (1886).
Inscriptions.

Hultzsch, E. The Inscriptions of Aéoka (Corpus
Inscriptionum Indicarum,1),1925.

Vogel, J. P.—Chamba Inscriptions (1910).

Fleet, J. F.—Gupta Inscriptions (Corpus Inscrip-
tionum Indicarum, 111, 1889).

Epigraphia Indica.
Epigraphia Carnatica.
Indian Antiquary.

Modern Studies of the Kautiliya.

Bandopadhyaya, N. C. Kautilya (Calcutta, 1927).

Breloer, Bernhard—Kautaliya-Studien, (I and IT,
Bonn, 1927-8).

Dikshitar, V. R. Ramachandra—Koautilya and

Machiavelli (1. H. Q., 1927, pp. 176-180).
24



186

Dikshitar, V. R. Ramachandra—Is the Artha-
$astra Secular ? (Proceedings of the Third Oriental
Conference, Madras, 1924).

Dikshitar, V. R. Ramachandra—The Religious-
Data in Kautalya’s Artha-$astra (Zeitschrift fuer
Indologie und Iranistik, Leipzig, 1929, pp. 251-258).

Dikshitar, V. R. Ramachandra—The Arthasastra
Re-examined (Annals of Bhandarkar Research Insti-
tute, Poona, Vol. XV, pp. 212-19).

Ghoshal, U.—Methods and conclusions in Hindu

Politics (1. H. Q., 1927, pp. 625-658; and tbid, 1926.
420-430).

Johnstone, E. H., Two Studies in the Arthasastra of
Kautilya (J.R. A. S., 1929, pp. 77-102).

Jolty, J.—On the Canakya-satrant, (I.H. Q., 1927,
pp. 669-676).

Jolly, J.—On the names Kautilya and Kautalya,
(Zeit-schrift fuer Indologie und Iranistik, 1927,
Pp. 216-221).

Hillebrandt, A.—Kautilya-Sastra, (Breslau, 1908).

Hillebrandt, A.—Altindische Politik (Jena, 1923).

Jacobi, H.—Cultural, Literary, Linguistic and His-
torical Gleanings from the Kautiliya (published in
German in 1911-12 in the Proceedings of the Royal
Prussian Academy of Sciences, and trd. by N. P.
Utgikar, in Ind. Ant., 1924).

Jacobi, H—On the Authenticity of the Koutiliya
(Z. D. M. G,, vol. 74, pp. 248 ff.—trn. by V. S. Sukthan-
kar in Ind. Ant., 1918).
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Keith, A. B.—On the Authenticity of the Kautiliya,
(J.R. A. 8., 1916, pp. 130 ff; 1926, p. 628).

Keith, A. B.—also in English Historical Review,
1925, pp. 420 ff; and in Patna Sir Asutosh. Memorial
vol. pp. 8-22, (1926).

Law, Narendranath,—Reply to Prof. Winternitz.
(Calcutta Review, 1924).

Law, Narendranath,—Salaries and allowances
detailed in the Kautiliya (Ind. Hist. Qy. 1929,
pp. 780-783) ; Machinery of Administration depicted in
the Kautiliya (ibid, 1929, p. 441-450, 614-640 and 1930,
pp. 31-38.) ; Determination of the relative strength of
the State and the Vyasanas, (ibid, 1930, pp. 244-261, and
471-484) ; Dvaidhibhava, (ibid, 1931, pp. 253-258);
Studies in the Kautiliya, (ibid, 1931, pp. 464-474,
709-715, and 1932, pp. 54-63.) ; Defects tn the English
Trn. (ibid, 1931, pp. 389-410, and Rejoinder, 1932,
pPp. 165-220.

Meyer, J. J.—Uber das Wesen der altindischen
Rechtschriften und thr verhaeltniss Zu emander und
Zu Kautilya (Hindu Law-books, and their relations
with one another and with Kautilya), (Leipzig, 1920).

Nag, Kalidas—Les Theories Diplomatiques de
UInde ancienne et I’Arthasistra, (Paris, 1923). Eng.
trn. in Journal of Ind. Hist., vol. V, by V. R. Rama-
chandra Dikshitar.

Nath, Pran,—The Date of the compilation of
Kautalya’s Artha-$astra (484512 A.p.)—in Ind. Antiq.
1931, pp. 109-115, and 121-123.
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Sarkar, B. K.—Hindu Politics in Italian (Ind.
Hist, Qy., 1925, pp. 545 £, and 743 £.; 1926, p. 146 f.
and 353 f.); on Some Methods and Conclusions in
Hindu Polities, (Ibid., 1926, p. 448 £.; 1927, (p. 189 £.);
the German trn. of the ArthaSastra. (Ibid. 1928,
pp. 348-383.

' Sorabji, J., (Taraporewala)—Notes on the Adh-
yaksapracara (Allahabad, 1914).

Stein, Otto—Megasthenes und Kautilya (Vienna,
1922). ' :

Stein, Otto—Greek Syrinx and Surunga (Zeits-
chrift-fiir Indologie und Iranistik, 1925, III-2.
pp- 280-318).

Stein, Otto—Pandyakavata (Ind. Hist. Qy., 1928,
pp. 778-782).

Winternitz, M.—Kautiliya Axrtha-sastra, (1914),
reprinted in ‘‘Some Problems of Indian Literature,
Calcutta, 19

Winternitz, M.—Surunga and the Kautiliya Artha-
sastra, (Ind. Hist. Qy., 1925, pp. 428-432).

Modern Works—(General).

Balakrishna—Evolution of the State (Indian
Historical Quarterly, 1927, pp. 334-335).

Bandyopadhyaya, N. C.—Development of Hindu
Polity and Political Theories, Pt. I., Calcutta, 1927.

Banerjea, P.—Public Administration in Ancient
India, 1916.

Barnett, L. D.,—Antiquities of India, 1918.
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Beni Prasad—7Theory of Government tn Ancient
India, Allahabad, 1927. The State in Ancient India,
Allahabad, 1928.

Bhandarkar, D. R. Ancient History of India, 650
to 325 B. c., Calcutta, 1919. Some Aspects of Ancient
Hindu Polity, 1929.

Bhandarkar, Sir R. G.—Peep tnto the Early His-
tory of India, Bombay, 1902.

Cambridge History of India, Vol. I, ed. E. J.
Rapson, 1922.

Davids, T. W. Rhys—Buddhist India, 1902.

Dikshitar, V. R. Ramachandra—Hindu Admini’s—
trative Institutions, Madras, 1929.

Dikshitar, V. R. Ramachandra—T7The Mauryan
Polity, Madras, 1932.
Duff, C. Mabel.—Chronology of India, 1899.

Ghosal, U.—History of Hindu Political Theortes,
2nd edn., Calcutta, 1927.

Jayaswal, K. P.—Hvndu Polity, 2 vols., Calcutta,
1924.

Jayaswal, K. P.—Manu and Yajnavalkya (Tagore
Law Lectures), Calcutta, 1932.

Jayaswal, K. P.—History of India, 150-350 A.p.,
Patna, 1933.

Jolly, J.—History of Hindu Law, (Tagore Law
Lectures), Calcutta, 1885.
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Jolly, J—Hindu Law and Custom, (Eng. trn. of
Rechte und Sitte, revised : B. Bhosh), Calcutta, 1928.

Kane, P. V.—History of Dharmasastra, vol. I, .
Poona, 1930. [An invaluable work of reference].

Keith, A. .B.—History of Sanskrit Literature
(1928).

_ Law, Narendranath—=Studies in Ancient Polity,
1914.

Law, Narendranath—Aspects of Indian Polity,
1921.

Law, Narendranath—Studies i Indian History
and Culture, 1925.

Macdonell, A.A.—History of Sanskrit Literature.
Majumdar, R. C.—Corporate Life in Ancient India,
Calcutta 1919.

Mookerjee, Radha Kumud—LZLocal Government in
Ancient India, 1919.

Rangaswami Aiyangar, K. V.—Ewvolution of
Ancient Indian Politics (Sir Asutosh Memorial
Volume, Patna, 1928).

Rangaswami Aiyangar, K. V.—Ancient Indian
Economic Thought, Benares, 1934.

Rangaswami Aiyangar, K. V.—Indian Cameralism
(to be published shortly)—Calcutta University Reader-
ship Lectures, 1934.

Sankararama Sastri, C.—Fictions in the Devélop-
ment of Hindu Law Texts, Madras, 1926.
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Sarkar, Benoy Kumar,—Political Institutions and
Theories of the Hindus, Leipzig, 1922, -

Sen-Gupta., N. C., Sources of Law and Society in
Ancient India, Calcutta, 1914.

Smith, Vinecent, A.—FEarly History of Indm, 4th
edn., 1924, ed. S. M. Edwardes.

Sen, Ajit Kumar,—Studies in H indu Political
Thought, Calcutta.
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(Note.—Sanskrit words and titles of works are in Italics.
Footnotes are referred to by ‘w’ prefixed to thelir serial numbers.)
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A

Abbott, Evelyn, 71.

Abdication, 49, 50.

Abhidhdna-cintdmani, 123, 184,

Absolute Monarchy, 66.

Acdrdnga-sutta, 41, 77.

Acarya, Royal Preceptor, 40.

Acdryih (Kautilya’'s teacher), 50,
126, 130, 160; (Vatsydyana's
teacher), 126.

Acdryah (gurw), 151.

Acton, Lord, 6.

*Adhikarana-Samuddésa, 18.

Adhyakgapracdra, 188.

Administration Reports, 44.

Adultery, punishment for, 174.

Agnipurdna

Aitareya-brdhmana, 72.

Ajabindu, Sauvira, 49,

Ajivakas, the, 40-41.

Alakapdaka (Alezandria?), 164.

Alexander the GQGreat, 70, 71, 88,
130.

Alexandria, 164.

Aliens, treatment of, 165.

Alphabet, the Sanskrit, 136.
Amara, or Amarasimha, 82, 134, 135,
- 139, 184,

Anarchy, 82;
nydya, 49.

Anvikgiki, 39.

Aparidrkas, 8, 180.

Apastamba and his Dharma-siitra,
63, 111, 179.

Apostasy, 30.

Appeal, Royal Court of, 174.

Ardjakam, 82, 883.

23

equal to Matysa-

Numbers refer to

Ardjatd, (anarchy), 82; horror of,
83-84; Jayaswal’s interpretation
of it as ‘non-ruler’ constitution
criticised, 49.

Aristocracies, Free, 46, 50.

Aristocratic birth wvalued, 43.

Aristotle, 52, 62, 70.

Army, Organization of the, 45-46.

Arnold, Matthew, quoted, 6.

Artha, subject of, 20.

Arthaédstra, see Kautiliya also; the
term, 167-9; manuscripts of the,
11; size and scope of the, 18;
causes of the scantiness of the
literature of, 21-23; a code of
the Mauryan empire, 96-99 ;
literary references to, 133-137;
realism of, 37; orthodoxy of,
38-40; philological data of the,
138-142; astronomical data in,
145-6; where it was probably
composed, 146; authenticity of
the, 148-164; works on 177-179;
modern studies of, 185-191.

Arthaséastra and Dharmaédstra, 136,
169, 170, parallels between, cited
by Jolly, 34.

Arsaprayogam, examples in the Kau-
tiliya, 141-142,

Arunécala, 16, 136,

Arya-deva-diisaka (blasphemer), 30.

Asdda (month), 42.

Asddharana-dharma, 90.

Agoka, 48, 81, 91, 92, 102, 127, 159.

A $rama-dharma, 90.

Assam, 79.

. Astapradhdn of Sivaji (Council of

Eight Ministers), 60.
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Astrologers, 25, 32.

Astrology, Kautilya’s attitude to,
32, 83; works on, 126.

Astronomy, Indian and Greek, 147.

Asvamedha (horse-sacrifice), 72.

Agsvaghosa, supposed anterior to
Kautilya, 157;

Atheism, treatment of, 30.

Atreya-Punarvasu, writer on Medi-
cine, 160.

Attakathd, Mahdvamséa, 128.

Audit, periodical, 44; daily, 118.

Authors, Kings and Ministers as,
158.

Autocracy, Mauryan, 43; Indian
Kingship an, 103. See Absolute
Monarchy and Despotism.

Avyaya gender of the word, 140,

B.

Bacchiads, the, of Corinth, 77.

Bacon, Lord, 62.

Bahudantiputra, 50, 158.

Bdalakridd, (commentary by Viiva-
riipa), 36, 160, 180.

Bilakrsna, 188.

Bdlambhattiya of Balakrsna, 36,
182, . v

Balfour, A. J. (later, Earl), 5, 6.

Biina, 14, 56, 133, 184.

Bahdyopadhyaya, N. C., 185, 188.

Banerji—Sastri, A. 11,

Banerji, P. 188.

Barbarians and older cultures, 56.

Barhaspatyah, 50, 134.

Bdrhaspatya—Arthadtiitram, 178.

Barnett, L. D., 188.

Baudhéyana and Baudhdyana-
Dharma-sitra, 27, 31, 58, 63, 88,
and 179. .

Beale, S., 56.

Belvalkar, S. K., 140.

Beni Prasad, 99, 189.
Bhagavad-Gitd, 109.

Bhagavanta of Bundelkhand, 11.

Bhandarkar, D. R., 48, 189.

Bhandarkar, Sir R. G., 61, 140, 189.

Bhaniiji Dikshit, 163, 184.

Bharadvaja, writer on Polity, 9, 50;
grammarian, 131.

Bhartrhari, 121.

Bhatta family, the, of Benares, 10.

Bhattasvimin, commentator on the
Kautiliya, 20, 176.

Bhattotpala, or Utpala, 32, 126, 184.

Bhavabhiiti, 184.

Bhavan#tha, author of Nayavivéka,
37.

BhaveSa or Bhavasimha, 21.

Bhigma, identified with Kaunpapa-
dantta, 50.

Bhiksuki, 42.

Bhoja, King, of Dhéra, 69, 158, 179.

Bhoja, Dindakya, 48.

Bhiiri Singh of Chamba, 61.

Bindusara, 127.

Blasphemy, offence of, 30.

Bloomfield, M., 72, 181.

Borraidaile, A., 10, 182.

Bosanquet, B., 68.

Bower Manuscript, 160.

Brahmadeya, (land), 97.

Brahma, author of a work on
Polity, 9.

Brihmans and Buddhists, 8; and
non-Brahmans, 21-22; profes-
sions open in times of distress
to, 84; relations of, to the king
and the Law, 106-108; as
soldiers, 34; their privileges and
immunities, 38, 111; their posi-
tion in Ancient India, 105 ff.

Brihmanas, 22.

Brahmanic Schools,
106-107.

Brahnmdnda-purdna, 12.

Breloer, B., 185.

Brhaddranyaka Upanigad, 106.

Brhaspati, writer on Arthaséstra, 9,
50, 1384, 178; referred to as
Véacaspati, 15 (n. 26).

”

influence of,
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Brhaspati or his Dharma-édsira, 27,
29, 34, 51, 180.

Brhajjdtaka, 32; see Varshdmihira.

Brhat-samhita, 15, 156, 184. Bee
Varédha-mihira.

Brothels and gambling, 28, 29, 113.

Buddha, the, referred to as Sikya,
50; his advice to the Vrjjians,
78.

Buddha, Dialogues of the, 183.

Buddhism, 40, 41, 42, 50, 51.

Buddhist Age, the, a myth, 8.

Buehler, G., 8, 26, 27, 35, 83, 134,
135, 166, 167, 179, 180, 184; his
conclusions regarding Manu-
smrti, 35.

Burd, A. L., 114.

Burgess, J. (astronomer), 147.

Burnell, A, C, 27, 167, 180.

Bury, J. B, 7, 76.

C

Cabinet, 44, 174.

Caitya, 41.

Cakravarti, Mana Moban, 137.

Cakravartin (‘emperor’), 72.

Calicut, 16.

Caliphate, the, 87.

Canaka, 123.

Canakka, 128.

Canakya, the Politician, 12, 13, 15,
17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 24, 32, 121, 122,
123, 133, 134, 135, 136 and 154;
the Prékrit poet, 121; his works
on Niti, 122, 135, 178-9: the
legend of, 133.

Odnakya-satakam, 179.

Candesvara, 20, 21, 179, 181.

Candagutta (Candragupta Maurya),
128.

Candragupta (Maurya), 12, 13, 22,
42, 47, 58, 79, 98; (as Sandra-
kottos, 100); 125, 127, 129, 144.

Candragupta II, (Vikraméditya),
15.

Caraka (the physician), 100, 160.

Carakasamhita, and its originals,
160.

Céarayana, Dirgha, 50.

Céaritravardhana, 135, 136.

Capital, the, treated as a pro-
vince, 95.

Caste, the institution, 87.

Castes, the, relative fitness for the
army, 22; State control of, 174;
as seven, 163; ’

Castes, mixed, 35.

Castes and Orders, See VarndSrama-
dharma.

Castration, interdiction of, 42.

Caturvarga cintdmani, 137.

Census, 111,

Ceylonese Chronicles, 127, 183.

Chamba inscriptions, 61, 174-5.

Chamberlain, S., 95.

China, 5; derivation of the hame,
154.

Cina, the name in Kautiliya, 154.

Civil law compared with Grammar,
37.

Civil list in the Kautiliya, 40, 45.

Colebrooke, H. T., 10.

‘Combining information’, 58-59.

Contract, 168.

Coomaraswamy, A. K., 99.

Corinth, 77. ‘

Coronation, 72.

Corporations and Corporate Organli-
zations, 46, 63, 99.

Council, the King's, 75.

Courtesans, 28, 113,

Courts of Justice, 74-6, 94-6.

Cowell, E. B., 82, 183.

Cunningham, Sir A., 148.

Curricula of regal studies, 39.

Custom as Law, 63, 91-93.

D.

Dadda V, 171,
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-

Dakhan, the, when acquired by the
Mauryas, 47.

Daksa (Smrti), 32.

Danda, 80-81.

Danda-niti, 24, 109,

Dandin, 14, 26, 133, 184.

Darius the Great, 71.

Darsanas, the, 130.

Déas, Abinag Chandra, 67.

Dasakumdra-carita, 14, 121, 133, 18¢.

Dagaratha, 82

Datta, Bhagavad, 178.

Datta, Dvijadas, 67.

Daughter, right of inheritance of,
31.

Davids, Rhys, T. W., 8, 19, 40, 78,
130, 183, 189.

Decease, the Book of the Great, 130.

Democracy in Ancient India, 67.

Departments, Minor, 111.

Despotism: meaning of, 66; and
Absolute Monarchy, 66; Conven-
tional view of Oriental, 67-68;
criticism of the view, 69.

Devala (Smrti), 34.

Devanpa Bhatta, 92, 181.

Dhana-Nanda, 128, 129.

Dhanurveda, 11.

Dharma—the term, 39, 54; definition
of; 89-91; as a legal ideal,
104-105; and Nydaya, 54; and the
State, 86-91, 101-102, 104-106,
sources of, 63, n. 110, -

Dharmddhikdrin, 95.

Dharmdmatya, 74.

Dharma-Sastra—Historicity of
52-60; extant literature of, 8,
179-182; influence of, 61,
171-172; and Arthagdstra, 34,
652-57.

Dharmasthiya (Court), 74, 94.

Digvijaya (conquest), 72.

Diksgit, S. B., 147.

Dikshitar, V. R. Ramachandra, 8,
38, 41, 47, 99, 114, 159, 185, 186,
187, 189.

Diksitas, the, of South India, 158.

Dilipa, 86.

Dinakara Miéra, 135, 136.

Dipavaméa, 77, 183.

Do-rdaydnt, 717.

Draco, 102.

Dramila, 124, 129.

Drdabala, 160.

Drink-shops, 28.

Dronacéarya, 50.

Duff, C. Mabel,
189,

Duncker, Max, 71.

Durgaprasada, Pandit, 126, 131, 173,
184.

Dusyanta, 73, 86, 103, 107.

Dutt, Manmathanath, 178, 182.

Dutt, R. C, 105.

(Mrs. Rickmers),

E.

Karthquake
n. 144.

East, the ‘Unchanging’, 6, 62.

Edgerton, F., 184.

Edicts, Roman, 104.

Elephants, 45, 46, 47.

Elphinstone, Mountstuart, 8.

Empires, Ancient Indian, 72.

Epics, the great, 9, 48, 64, 182.

Epicurus, 81. )

Erotics (Kdma-sdstra), 126.

Escheat, 33, 111.

Etatisme, 118.

Ethics and the Artha-$dstra, 14, 16.

Ettinghausen, M., 56.

(bhiamikampa), 83,

F.

Fa-Hien, 117, 185.
Fausboell, F., 183.

Ferries and river tolls, 48.
Festal car, device of the, 82.
Finance, Public, 111-114.
Financial expedients, 113,
Fleet, J. F., 8, 147, 185.
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Floods and Fires, 48.
Forts, 48.

Foulkes, T. 182.
Foundation, the, 1, 2,
Fuehrer, A. A., 56, 180, 184.

G.
Gaius, discovery of his Institutps,
11, T
Gambling, 28.

Gapapati Aiyar, P. R., 166.

Ganapati Sastri, T., 9, 11, 24, 26, 30,
35, 136, 141, 157, 158, 177, 178.

Ganardylni, 77.

Gandhara, 164.

Garudapurdna, 183.

Gdtha, 121, 122.

Gauragiras, writer on Polity, 9.

Gautama, (8mrti), 27, 31, 63, 83,
106, 111, 179.

-Gautama, (Nyiya), 126.

Geiger, W., 128, 183.

Gems, knowledge of, to be possessed
by Princes, 39.

Gentoo Code, 10.

Gharpure, J. R,, 181, 182.

Ghose, J. C., 8.

Ghosh, Batakrispa, 27.

Ghoshal, U., 186, 189.

Ghotakamukha, writer on Polity, 50,
131, 153.

Gierke, O. von., 84.

Giesebrecht, W., von., 7.

Gods, VaiSampayana’s references to
9: Kautilya’s 40.

Goldstuecker, T., 140.

Gooch, G. P, 7.

Gopila, 21,

Gotra-pravara-nirnaya, 154.

Govinda-candra, 21.

Govinda-dédsa, 182.

Govinda-rdja, 182.

Grace, days of, 97-98.

Greek view of the State, 118.

Greek, writers on India, 9, 45, 48, 185.

Green, T. H., 6, 65.
Grierson, Sir G. A., 8.
Grote, George, 102.
Guilds, 99-100; See Corporate Orga-
nizations.
Gujarat, 50.
Guna-dharma, 90.
Gupta empire, the, 117.
Gupta epoch, 57, 61.
Guptas, the, 176.
Giirjara empire, the, 79.
Girjaras, the, 55.

H.

Halhed, Nathaniel, B., 10.

Hdarita (Smrti), 27,

Harsa, of Kasmir, 175; of Thanesar,
47, 56, 158.

Hargacarita, 14, 56, 184.

Hemachandra, 123, 184.

Hemadri, 137, 158.

Heresy, 29.

Hertel, J., 149, 184.

Hillebrandt, A., 184, 186.

Himdlayan tracts, the, 47.

Hinduism, 42.

Hiouen—Tsiang (Yuwan-Chwang),
56.

History, unity and continuity of, 7.

Hoards, State, 112,

Hodgkin, T., 56.

Hodgson, B. H., 59.

Holland, Sir T. E., 106.

Hopkins, E. Washburn, 27, 99, 167,
180.

Hultzsch, E., 179, 185.

Huns, the, See Hiinas.

Hinas, 65, 156, 164.

Hunts, Royal, 48.

Hypergamy, 34.

1.

Ikgviku family, 49, n. 92.
Immigrants, influence of, 55-56.
Impalement, 43.
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Indian Stagnation, 6.

Indra, (writer on Polity), 9.

Inheritance, Laws of, 30-81.

Intellectual activity in Kautilya’s
day, 20, 50-51, 130-131.

Interpolation, precautions against,
in the Kautiliya, 17-20.

Interest, rates of, 97.

Interregnums, 82-84, 174.

ISwaracandra Sastri, 69.

Itikdsa, 64. . ’

J.

Jacobi, H., 14, 18, 77, 121, 122, 149,
151, 153, 155, 156, 158, 161, 186.

Jagannitha Pandita, 152.

Jagannatha Tarkapancéanana, 10.

Jaina~sittras, 183.

Jainism, no reference in Kautiliya,
40-41.

Jainism, 42, 50, 51.

Jainism and Suicide, 41.

Jg.namejaya, 9.

Japan, 5.

Jdtaka, the, 82, 102, 108, 183.

Jatila, 41.

Jayapida’s oppression, 174.
Jayaswal, K. P., 11, 13, 20, 26, 27,
42, 46, 49, 67, 82, 179, 189.

Jhé, Gangédnith, 180.

Jibananda Vidyasdgara, 178, 181.

Jimfiitavahana, 8, 181.

Jivaka, 40. -

Johnston, E. H., 167, 186.

Jolly, J., 8, 11, 26, 27, 34, 40, 50, 121,
137, 156, 157, 163, 168, 177, 180,
186, 190.

Jonardja, 173.

Jones, Sir William, 105.

Judgments, Book of, 102.

Jury, analogues to trials by, 99-100.

Justice, Courts of, 74; administra-
tion of, 94-96; its burdensome-
ness, 96-98.

K.

Kadambari, 131, 133, 189.

Kalhana, 60, 110, 172-3, 184.

Kalidasa, 15, 16, 26, 86, 95, 103, 108,
109, 135, 183.

Kalinga, 47.

Kalpataru, (Rdjadharma), 21, 182.

Kamandaka (and his Nitisdra): 13,

., 14, 15, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 39, b1,
61, 64, 69, 70, 82, 121, 125, 134,
135, 136, 178.

Kdmaéddastra, 39, 131.

Kdmasiutra of Vatsydyana, 15,
(n. 26), 126, 155, 184.

Kambhojas, 46, 50.

Kane, P. V., 8, 10, 26, 27, 32, 137,
181, 190.

Kdanina, 29 note.

Kantaka-§odhana, 74, 94.

Karala-Vaidehaka, 48.

Kashmir, 61, 143, 172-3,

Kasi, 21.

Kdtydyana (Smrti), 34, 168, 181;
(writer on politics), 50.

Kaunapadanta, 50, 163; identified
with Bhisma, 50.

Kau$ika-sitra, 72, 181.

Kautiliya, the: chronological posi-
tion, 25 et seq., relation to
Manu, Sukra and Yijfiavalkya,
27-37; a typical Arthagfistra, 15;
its- homegeneity, 17-19; causes
of its rarity, 20-23; its authenti-
city, 37 et seq., 149-164; philo-
logical data for its date 135-142;
astronomiocal date for its date,
143-148; political data of, 42-48;
editions of it, 176; modern
studies of it, 183-188. Fear of
the work, 15, 20; its mythology,
40; its conception of kingship,
42.45; its official and cyciopaedic
nature, 43; its date, 167, 164;
its headings are Sfitras, 18
(n. 32); verses in, 18.

175,
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Kautilya—Pagsim. See CAnakysa,
Vispugupta and Kautiliya.
Kautilya—<citing himself, 160; his
country, large or small, 150-9;
his names and personality,
12-17, and 121-129; location of
his country, 144, 147, 148, 164;
his predecessors, 50-51, 130-132;
is anterior to Panini, 140-141;
evidence of his connection with
Maghada, 42-45, 125-128, 144;
references to him in literature,
12-14, 183-137; a purist in gram-
mar, 141; his relation to Sukra
and Yijfiavalkya, 84-37; and to

Kamandaka, 23-25.

Kautilya or Kautalya, form of the
name, 123, 186.

Kautilya compared with Machia-
velli, 62; ‘the Indian Bismarck’,
167.

Kautilya and Vitsydyana identical,
126,

Khushru—Anushirvan, 15,

Kielhorn, F., 15, 131, 133, 184.

King of Men (Narendra), 13, 42.

Kings, names of ancient, who were
assassinated, pp. 24-25.

Kings, Selection of, 82; classifica-
tion of, by Sukra, 72; heroic, 48,

Kingship, 42-44; 66-67, 72 ; exalta-
tion of, 81-84.

Kosala, 46.

Krishnaswami Aiyar, T. 181.

Krishnaswami Ailyar, V., 1, 2.

Krsnpa III (RaAsgtrakiita), 10.

Krsna, the Divine, 132,

Kgatrasya—Kgsatram, 105.

Ksgatriya, 22, 35, 163.

Ksgirasvimin, 134, 154.

Kukuras, 46.

Kullika, 18, 180.

Kumdrasambdhave, 15, 16, 183.

Kurus, the, 46, 50.

Kusfnas, the, 55.

Kutala (gotra), 164,

L.

Laksmidhara, 21, 182.

Lalitdditya’s testament, 174.

Land, not to be given away, 45.

Law, Bimala Charan, 50.

Law, Narendranath, 45, 69, 157, 159,
168, 187, 190.

‘Law, See also Custom, Usage.

Law—English, Canon and Roman,
55-566; historical study of
English, 2; progress of the
study of Indian, 8-9; relation of
the king to, 103-105.

Law, written, the classical view,
101-102.

Law, Ancient Indian, its relation
to precedent, 102-3; how pro-
claimed, 103; alleged definition
in Upanisad, 106; its admini-
stration, 5-5; changes in it, 56.

Lawrence, Sir Walter, 173.

Law-suits, four-fold basis of, 169.

Laws, conflict of, 165-170.

Leacock, S., 81.

Legislation : relation to Dharma,
101-2; its character in Ancient
India, 102-104; its relation to
caste immunities, 106-108.

Lewis, Sir G. Cornewall, 66.

Licchavis, and the Guptas, 46, 50,
56.

Limitation, 97.

Lingdnus$dsana, 140.

Litigation, why less in Kautilya’s
age, 96.

Lokdyata, 39.

M.

Macaulay, Lord. 4.

Macdonell, A. A., 190.
Machiavelli, 62, 114, 115.
Midhava-yajvan, 11, 18, 50, 177.
Madras, the (a tribe), 46.
Madhavicadrya, 158, 181,
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Magadha, 45, 46, 48. McCrindle, J. W., 89, 100, 185.

Miagha, 16, 132. Medhatithi, 51, 184, 160, 167, 180,
Mahdbhiseka, 72. Megasthenes, 43, 48, 88, 89, 100, 101,
Mahdbhdrata, the, 9, 16, 28 (n. 40), 102, 156, 161, 162, 163, 185, 188.
32, 39, 58, 73, 80, 85, 182. Mental Stagnation of India, 62-65.
Mahdbhdsya, 131, 140, Mercury, use of, 160,
Mahdjana, 100. Mesopotamia, 18,
Mahdndma, 128. Metallurgy, 160.
Mahdpadma Nanda, 127. Meyer, J. J., 157, 177, 187.
Mahd-parinibbdna-sutia, 130. Military organization, 45.
Mahdragstrq, 59. Mill, James, 8.
Mahdvaméa, 127, 128, 172, 183; tikd, Mimdmsd, 166.
128. Ministers, importance of, 75; Coun-
Mahéavira, 41. cil of, 44;
Maine, Sir Henry S., 6, 11, 52, 55, Mitdksard, commentary on Gautama-
56, 68. smrti, 179; of Vijianéswara, 37,
Maitland, F. W., 3, 35, 55, 56, 84. . 89, 180.
Majumdar, R. C., 99. Mithila, 21.
Malcolm, Sir John, 59. Mitra Misra, 37, 182.
Mallas, the, 46, 50. Mitra, Rajendralal, 9, 24, 72, 123,
Mallin&tha, 16, 109, 135, 136, 183. 124, 178.
Malwa, 104. Mieccha, 22. *
Mdnasolldsa, 179. Monarchy—absolute, 66; limited, 67.
Mandlik, V. N, 10, 134, 167, 168, 180. Monier—Williams, Sir M., 73, 183.
Mdandalika, 72. ) Monks, Jaina, what countries to be
Manen, van J., 179. avoided by, 77.
Manu, the first King, 39, 80. Monopolies, 113.
Manubhdsya of Medhatithi, 180. Mookerjee, Sir A., 8, 181.

Manu and Manu Smrti, 8, 9, 15, 25, Mookerjee, Radha Kumud, 99, 190.
26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, \34, 35, Morley, John, Viscount, 114.
38, 39, 50, 51, 52, 53, 60, 63, 64, Mother, right of, to maintenance, 30.
70, 73, 75, 80, 88, 93, 95, 107, 109, Myrcchakati of Sadraka, 73, 183.
111, 113, 134, 167, 171, 172, 180. Mudrd-rdksasae, 121, 123, 129, 184,

189. Muhammadan conquests, 61.
Mdrica, 109. Munda, 41.
Markandeya-purina, 89. Municipal trade, 113.
Maskari, 179. Muirhead, J., 11, 102.
Matsya-purdna, 12.

Matsyanydya, 49, 80, n. 136. N.

Maukharis, the, 56.
Mauryas, the, 62, 69, 71; 74, 95, 121; Niag, Kialidas, 187.
their empire, 23, 47, 72, 148, 144, Naimittika-dharma, 90.

161. Names, significance of depreciatory,
Mauryan revolution, the, 12-13, 127. 153; what names are not to be
Mauryan government, 52, 94. repeated, 122.

Max Mueller, 128, 147, Namalingdnuédsana, 148, 184.
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Nanartha-samkgepa, 154,
Nandargikar, G. R., 16.

Nanda dynasty, the, 189.

Nandas the, 12, 13, 74, 79, 124, 125.
Nandi-sutra, 17. .

Nangi Parbat, 143.

Nirada, writer on Polity, 50.
Nérada, (jurist), 26, 27, 82, 34, 85,

58, 76, 168, 169, 170, 180.
Ndarada-smrti, See Narada.
NAardyana, 16, 186.

Narendrae, 18, 39,

Men. :
Ndastika, 30.
Nationalism and history, 4, 6-8.
Nature, Law of, 105.

See King of

Navy, 48.
Nayaviveka, 37.
Nepal, 47, B59.

Newman, F. W., 70. T

Nicknames, 153.

Niebuhr, B. G., 11.

Nilekantha-dbhatta, 10,37,
182.

Nipdtah, 140.

Nirukta, 139.

Niti, 20.

Nitikdra, 104.

Niti literature, 20, 178-9.

Nitisdastra, 53, 67, 73, 114, 178-9.

Nitimayikha, See Nilakantha.

Nitivdkydmrta, 84, 100, 109, 178.

Niyoga, 27-28.

Nurges in
n. 84 (e¢).

Nydya, 54, 166.

Nydya-Sitra and —bhdsya, 126.

42, 166,

Army Corps, 46,

O.

Odgers, W. Blake, 30.

Offences, their definition and classi-
fication, in Kautilya’s time, 98.

Oldenberg, H., 188.

Oligarchies, conditions of their sur-
vival, 180.

26

Oppert, G., 9, 128, 178, 179.
Oricntal Governmeuts, 68.
‘Oriental swagnation’, 5.

P

Pahlavi, 15.

Paksgilagvimin, a name of Kautilya,
124.

Palibothri, 46.

Pallavas, the, 55.

Péancalas, the, 46, 50.

Pancatantra, 15, 131, 133, 134, 184.

Pandit, S. P., 135.

Pinini, 122, 138, 139, 140, 141, 154.

Pandyakavdia, 188.

Parfifara, writer on Polity, 15,
(n. 26), 50; writer on Astro-
logy, 126, 131; writer on
Erotics.

Pardéara-smrti, 32, 34, 126, 181.

ParaSara— (name of Vyésa), 50.

Parasarés, the four, 126, 181.

Pargiter, ¥. E., 12, 17, 127, 183.

Parivrdjikd, (female ascetic), 12

Paropanisus, 79.

Parthians, the, 55.

Pdsanda, (heretic), 41.

Pataliputra, 88, 162.

Patafijali, (the grammarian), 131,
140.

Paternalism, 116.

Paunarbhava, (remarried widow),
29, 48.

Pearl fisheries, 47.

People, discontent of the, 43.

Persia, 68.

Peterson, P., 14, 131, 155, 184.

Pindar, on ‘Law’, 106.

PiSuna, writer on Polity,
fled with Narada, 50.

PiSuna-putra (Political writer), 50.

Pisuna, character in a drama, 73.

Plato, 52.

Plutarch, 102.

Politics and Religion, 115.

ident!-
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Polity, generalizations on ancient
Indian, 67; schools of, 50-562;
obatacles to the study of old
Indian, 4-5; condition favor-
1]13 its ﬂtudy ) 6-9.

Pallock, Sir F,, 8, 63, &66.

Pradegtdrah, 14.

Pragvivdka, 78, 74, 95,

Prap N&th, Dr., 166, 164, 187.

Pratilama, (kind of marital union),
39.

Pratisakhyas, 188, 139,

Pravrajita, 40.

Prdyasccitta-dharma, 90,

Prdyopavesa, 174.

Prescription, 98,

Primogeniture, 30, 8L

Prince the, according to Kautilya
and Machiavelli, 114.

Proclamations as Laws, 103.

Progress, Idea of, in India, 64-65.

Property, individualisation of, 118.

Protection, as a State aim, 86,
108-110.

Public service, salaries in the, 44-45.

Punishments, Post-mortuary, 32.

Punishment (Danda), 80-81.

Purana, 127.

Puranic lists of kings, date of the,
12.

Purohitu, 24, 40; limit of his punish.
ment, 44, (n. 80).

Pugyamitra, 27.

R.

Rd@jd, the term, 46; not necessarily a
Ksatriya, 42.

Rdajaka, 82.

Rdja-niti-Kdmadhenu of Gopila, 21.

Rdjanitiratndkara, 21,

Rajardja-varma, A. R., 148, 147,

Rdjasabdopa-jivinah, 46.

Rdjastuya, 38, 72.

Rdjatarangini, 173, 184; and Indian
Polity, 178-4,

Réghavinanda, 167.
Raghuvaméa, 86, 109, 135, 183.
Rajputs, the, 65, 60; as Ksatriyas,
56; ideals of, 60. .

Rdjyavibhrama, 98.

Raleigh, Sir T., 66.

Ramdyana, 16, 49, 81, 82, 83, 182.
Rangaswami-Aiyangar, K. V., 190.
Ranjit Singh, 10.

Ranke, L. von,, 7.

Rapson, E, J., 8, 16, 19, 189.
Ratnapariksd, 39.

Republics, Tribal, 486.

Revenue, dubious types of, 113.
Revolution, 49.

River tolls, 48.

Roman Empire, the, 56, 62, 87.
“Roman Law, 11, 55, 56.

Rtvik, 40.

Rudra, writer on Polity, 9.
Ryder, A. W., 183.

8.

Sabhdsad, Krignaji, 60.

Sacrifices, fees, royal charioteer’s
fee in, 38.

Sadhdarana-dharma, 89.

Sakas, the, 55.

Sakuntala, 86, 103, 183.

Sdakya, the term, implication of,
40. ’

Salaries of officers, 40, 159.

Samrag, 72.

Sangha, 46.

Sangha-mukhya, 77.

Rangha-vritam, 46.

Sankararima Sastri, 190.

Sankaréirya, 24, 183.

Sankaravarman, his fiscal oppres-
sion, 174.

Sanskrit, as a spoken language, 8.

Santharo, (religious suicide), 41.

Sannydsa, 42.

Sannydsin, feeding of, in Sriiddha,
40
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Saptdnga, 69-71 ;
71-78.

Sarkar, Benoy Kumar, 99, 188, 191.

Sarkar, D. C., 181.

Sarkar, Golapcandra, 37, 166,

8drvabhauma, 2.

Sarvajfia-nirdyana, 167.

Sagtdmsam, 109.

Sati, 82.

Sayana, 158; 181.

Schwanbeck, E. A., 185.

Science, Circles of, in ancient
India, 126, 131; specialism in,
131.

Schmidt, R., 11, 177.

Seasons, the, and good government,
108.

Sen-Gupta, N. C., 108.

Sen, Ajit Kumir, 191,

Sen Surendranath, 60.

Setlur, S. S., 182.

Sexagesimal System, 145-6.

Shama Sastri, R., 11, 14, 30, 40, 41,
45, 131, 159, 164, 177, 178.

Sidgwick, H., 66.

8iksd, 188; (phonetics), 39.

Silence, Argument from, 161, 162,

Sindh, 46.

Sisupdlavadha, 132, 184,

Sivaji, 59, 60.

Slaughter-houses, 41.

Slavery, 162.

Sloka, meaning of the term, 151.

Smith, Vincent, A., 6, 15, 47, 117,
191.

Smrti, 20, 54, 63; collections, 181.

8mrticandrikd, 92, 181.

Social compact, the theory of, 39,
80, 81.

Solon, Laws of, 101.

Solstices, 143.

Somadeva, 10, 16, 17, 20, 21, 33, 64,
108, 109, 178. See Nitivdkydmria.

Somegvara. (Calukya), 158, 179.

Soni, Pannalal, 10, 178.

Sorabji, J., (Taraporewala), 188.

its implications,

Sorcerer, Trial of, 174.

Sovereigaty, bases of, 79-8¢.

Speech, Parts of, in Sanskrit,
138-9.

Sramanas, 88,

8reni, 100.

Srikantha Sastri, 8., 15, -

Srimdlam, 11, 178.

Srinivasficirya, L., 179,

Srotriya, 106.

8ruti, 68, 80.

State, the ancient Indian: its secula
nature, 115-6; not paternal,
116-7; not socialistic, 118;—and
Dharma, 86-91, 101-102, 104-106;
insistence on unity in, 76-77;
disruptive elements in, 77-78;
aime of, 84 ef. seq., essential
elements in, 69-70; the ends of,
70 1.

State, the; of Kautilya, whether
small or large, 73-76.

Statistical enquiries, 111.

Stein, Sir A., 173, 184.

Stein, 0., 156, 163, 188.

Stenzler, F., 179.

Strabo, 89, 100.

Stiipa, 41.

Subodhini, 36.

Subrahmanya, writer on Polity, 9.

Subrahmanya Alyar, Sir S., 1-2.

Sudhidakara Dvivedi, 184.

Sadra, 22, 40.

Stidraka, 73, 183.

Suicide, 31, 41.

Sukra and Sukranitisdra; 9, 15, 20,
21, 26, 27, 29, 30, 32, 34, 45, 50,
51, 60, 61, 64, 69, 70, 72, 73, 75,
80, 84, 92, 93, 94, 95, 99, 103, 112,
113, 178.

Suranga (tunnel ), 156, 163; and
Syrinz, 188,

Surastras, the, 60.

Suséala, 175.

RQata, Purdnic sage, and offspring of
Ksatriya, 35.
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Satra literature, significance of,
19-21,

[4tra and bhdgya—their relation-
ship, 1381,

Suittas, Buddhist and Jain, 180,

Bvardt, 72,

Swamikapnu Pillai, L. D, 144

T.

Tagore, Prasanna Coomar, 7, 181,

Taksgagild, 9, 128, 129, 148.

Tantrdkhydyika, 15.

Taradndtha Tarkavicaspati, 124, 129.

Tantrayukti, 18.

Taxation, Fee theory of, 108-109;
canons of, 112,

. Telang, K. T., 15, 123, 184.

Territory, the idea of, 78-79.

Thibaut, G., 147.

Thomas, F. W., 178,

Tikdsarvasva, 134, 135.

Timmer, Barbara, 161.

Tirtha, 75.

Tod, Col. James, 59.

Todarmal, 158.

Tolls on rivers, 48.

Tour, Annual Royal, 78.

Treason, 34.

Trespassers in villages, 97.

Tribhuvanagiri, 16.

Trietschke, H. von., 7.

Trial in Sdkuntald, 73.

Tsin dynasty, 154-5.

Turnour, G., 128, 183.

Tyaktavarpdéramdcdra, 30.

U.

Uccala, 174.
Udayavira Sastri, 177,

Uddhava (Vatavyadhi?), 50.
Upanigads, the, 105, 130.
Upasarga, 140.

Uganas (Sce Sukra), 50.

Usage, force of ‘innocent’, 63, 91-93.

Usurpation, 49,

V.

Yacaspati Misra, 181.

Vdcsapatya, 124, 129,
nétha).

Vaijayanti, 123, 184.

Vaisampayana and Nitiprakdsikd, 9,
20, 25, 26, 35, 179,

Vaisya, 22.

Valmiki, 182, See Rdmdyana.

Vandyaghatiya Sarvinanda, 134.

Vardhamihira, 15, 82, 38, 126, 184.

Varna, 87.

Varnds§rama-dharma, 90.

Vararuci, 131,

Vartd, content of, 39.

(See Tard-

Vazistha and vasistha-dharma-
$dstra, 27, 31, 63, 83, 90, 106,
111, 180.

Vitavyadhi, 50, 131, 132. See
Uddhava.

Vatsyayana, author of Nydyadbhdsya,
126.

Viatsydyana, a patronymic, 122.

Vatsyayana, author of Kdmasitra,
16, 18, 122, 126, 131, 184; pro-
bably identical with Kautilya,
126, 155.

Vayupurdna, 12,

Vazirate, 44.

Veda, the, 24, 29, 63, 80, 124.

Vedanga-Jydtisa, 143, 145, 146, 147.

Veddnge, 39; Sadanga, 24.

Vedhasa, (Sage), 39.

Verona, 11.

Videha, 46, 76.

Vijiine§vara, 89, 180. See Mitdk-
sard,

Village elders, 100.

Vinogradoff, Sir Paul, 56.

Viramitrodaya, 37, 182.

Virdt, 72.

Vigakhadatta, 15, 32, 123, 129, 184.

Viéiliksa, political thinker, 50.

Visnugupta, 121, 122, 128, 124, 136,
8ee Kautilya,



205

Visnu

Vigpu (Jurist) and Vispusmrti, 26,
27, 32, 83, 89, 90, 111, 180.

Visvarfipa, 8, 86, 160, 180.
Bdlakridd).

Vivddacintdmani, 181,

Vivddarnavadbhafijana, 10.

Vivddadrpava-setu, 10.

Vogel, J. P., 61, 178, 175, 176, 185.

Vrddha-Manu, 34.

Vrijjians, the, 46, 50, 76, 78, 130.

Vrsala, 40.

Vydkarana, 39, 131.

Vyavahdre, and Usage, 37.

Vyavahdra, meaning of, 166 et seq.

Yyavahdra-dharma, 90.

Vydvahdrakam-8dstram, 54.

(Bee

Vyavahdra-matrkd of Jimifita-
vahanpa, 8, 181.

Vyavahdra-mayitkha, 10, 166, 167,
182.

Vyasa (jurist), Vydsa-smrti, 9, 32,
34, 92.

Vyasa (writer on Polity), 9;
son of Parasara), 15, 50.

Vyasa, author of Mahdbhrdrata, 182.

(as

W.
Weber, A., 143.
Wehrgild, 45.

‘West, Sir R., 8.
Whibley, L., 102.
Widow, remarried,
bhava), 29, 32.
Wilson, H. H., 184.
Wilson, Sir R. K., 118.
Winternitz, M., 156, 157, 159, 162,
187, 188. B
‘Witcheraft, 39, abhicdra, 14, 125.

(See Paunar-

X.

Xathroi, 46.

-Yadava,

Yddavaprakdsa, 123, 184.

Yajfiavalkya and his smrti, 8, 26,
27, 29, 34, 35, 36, 37, 64, 63, 89,
111, 113, 166, 167, 168, 169, 180;
date of, 26.

Yajiiavalkya and KXautilya, 26,
34-37, 109-111.

Yéaska, 139.

Yasodhara, 10.

Yavanas, the, 55,

Yoga, 39.

Yuga, cycle of five years. 143.

Yuvardja, 31, 44.















