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Preface

This edited volume continues the series of publications of the Institute for
Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) that address the pre-modern Indian
political theorist Kautilya and the relevance of his thought for contemporary
strategic thinking and practice. The three conferences on Kautilya’s Arthasastra
organised by IDSA since 2012 are documented in three edited volumes.* These
contain analyses of the core ideas and concepts of Kautilya’s Arthasastra and
investigate their relevance for India’s strategic culture.

This particular volume takes us a step further by situating Kautilyan thought
in a comparative perspective. That means, first, taking a trans-temporal, mainly
intra-cultural perspective on the significance of Kautilyan thought for the
evolution of India’s political institutions and practices. Here, the concepts of
intra and trans-cultural hybridity, and the ‘re-use of the past’ are key. In addition,
a comparative perspective involves correlating Kautilya to pre-modern political
thinkers of other civilisational spaces and historical contexts, such as Sun Tzu,
Ziauddin Barani, Niccolo Machiavelli, and Nizam-ul-Mulk.

The impulse for these publications came from a brainstorming in spring
2014, when a group of researchers from IDSA and the South Asia Institute
(SAI), University of Heidelberg, met in New Delhi. They shared the view that
the academic evaluation of the core concepts of Kautilya’s ArthaSastra — and
their contemporary relevance — remain inadequate, and devoid of a comparative
dimension. As a result, two trilateral workshops were held: one in May 2015 at
IDSA in New Delhi, and another in February 2016 at ISAS in Singapore — the
latter titled ‘Evolution of the Modern State in India: Comparing Kautilya,
Machiavelli, Nizam-ul-Mulk, Barani and Sun-Tzu.” Meanwhile, Prof. Subrata

*Gautam, P.K. /Mishra, S./Gupta, A. (Eds.) (2015, 2016a/b): Indigenous Historical Knowledge
— Kautilya and his Vocabulary, vols. 1, 11, III. New Delhi: Institute for Defence Studies and
Analyses/Pentagon Press.
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Mitra moved from Heidelberg to the Institute of South Asia Studies (ISAS),
National University of Singapore.

The project has been enriched by the researchers and their research subjects
drawn from different cultural and national traditions. The research results
presented at the workshops are both interesting and novel — offering fresh insights
into the evolution of the science of politics, statecraft, and inter-state relations.
We are delighted that these research findings are being shared with a wider
audience.

Jayant Prasad Subrata Mitra
Director General, IDSA Director ISAS, NUS
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1

Introduction

Michael Liebig and Saurabh Mishra

In writing this introduction, we have to take a somewhat bigger sweep. This
edited volume is already the fifth in a series of books published by the Institute
for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) that are addressing Kautilyan thought
and its contemporary relevance.! This volume, however, is the first in the series
that has an international character right from the beginning — both with respect
to the researchers involved and its subject area — looking at Kautilya’s
Artha$astra in a comparative, transcultural perspective. Yet, it needs to be
emphasised that it was a long way until the ‘comparative moment’ was reached.

The contents of this edited volume are derived from two workshops on
Kautilyan thought — one in May 2015 at the IDSA in New Delhi and the other
one in February 2016 at the Institute of South Asian Studies (ISAS), National
University of Singapore. However, the genesis of this book goes back to 2012,
when a group of Political Science researchers from India and Germany? came
to the conclusion that the idea-contents of Kautilya’s Arthasastra are far too
important for Political Science — political theory, International Relations (IR)
theory, Security Studies and Intelligence Studies — as to be solely left to Sanskrit
philologists. Unquestionably, Indology has done most valuable scholarly work
on the Artha$astra — including making it accessible to the social sciences. But
we thought that a fresh approach was overdue that situated Kautilyan thought
firmly in a Political Science frame. After all, the Artha$astra deals with political
theory and theorised statecraft and Kautilya himself calls it a work of ‘Political
Science’. We felt that we should work with respect to Kautilya’s ArthaSastra
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in a directionality that somewhat paralleled that of Amrita and Aruna Narlikar
with respect to the Mahabharata.* We had, still somewhat vaguely, three
research areas in mind:

(a) Exploring the relevance of Kautilyan ideas and concepts for the present
— that is, the foreign and domestic policies of post-independence India.

(b) The interpretive explication of the central ideas and concepts of
Kautilya’s Arthasastra with respect to its domestic and foreign policy
dimension.

(c) Exploring the significance of Kautilya for the genealogy of political
thought and the evolution of Political Science and IR theory.

Back in 2012/13, the focus of our research had been the relevance of
Kautilyan thought for present-day India.* What influence, if any, does Kautilyan
thought have on post-independence India’s institutional evolution and political
culture as well as on Indian strategic culture? Through expert interviews and
the (content) analysis of contemporary political and strategic texts, our research
finding was rather clear-cut: Yes, Kautilyan thought-figures are a significant
ideational ingredient of modern India’s politico-strategic culture. This applies
to the manifest influence of Kautilyan thought via the conscious and deliberate
‘re-use of the past’ (Mitra) in addressing contemporary challenges by politico-
strategic actors —embedded in India’s paradigm of the ‘modernity of tradition’.
Equally significant is the latent influence of Kautilyan thought within the
‘habitus’ (Bourdieu) of political and strategic actors as well as within ‘popular
politicising’.® Subrata K. Mitra’s article in this volume provides the theoretical
entrée to the question of the relevance of Kautilyan thought for modern India’s
political institutions and behaviour.

However, we quickly came to a second and quite sobering finding — the
consequence of which is this volume: In order to explore the contemporary
relevance of Kautilya, it is indispensable to thoroughly study the Arthasastra
— which means analysing and explicating its central ideas and concepts. That
is actually a simple and logical correlation: Without an in-depth understanding
of the ArthaSastra’s idea-contents, there can be no adequate understanding of
its (continual) efficacy in present-day political and strategic contexts. Yet, we
realised that, to the extent Political Science has addressed the contemporary
relevance of Kautilyan thought at all, this simple and seemingly self-evident
fact has been mostly disregarded.

In a philological framing, Indologists have debated endlessly about the
authorship and dating of the Artha$astra, while, not surprisingly, showing only
sparse interest in its idea-contents in terms of Political Science and IR theory.
Yet, Kautilya does state consistently that his Arthasastra is a work of ‘Political
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Science’ and, indeed, with respect to its subject areas, its explicitly stated
methodology and its philosophical underpinnings, the Arthasastra has to be
characterised as a (pre-modern) work of Political Science and IR theory. But
most political scientists and IR theorists, including in India, have either ignored
the ArthaSastra altogether or have been content with merely superficial
knowledge of the work via secondary literature. Such ignorance and sciolism
in the Political Science milieu has embarrassing consequences: crude
misrepresentations of the idea-contents of the Arthasastra and unsubstantiated
ideological attributions to Kautilya like expounding anti-secular ‘brahmanical
political theology’, panegyrising the caste system’ or pushing cynical power
politics devoid of any ethical constraint.® Kautilya is being paraded as the
golden boy of those pushing for ‘indigenism’ and ‘nativism’ in Indian Political
Science and thus, albeit indirectly, reactionary Hindutva ideology.” We come
back to such misrepresentations and ideological projections in some more detail
below.

While we keep the question of Kautilya’s relevance for both contemporary
India’s politico-strategic behaviour and for the evolution of Political Science
firmly in the back of our minds, we first concentrate on the Artha$astra’s idea-
contents. In this introduction, we first sketch the conceptual gestalt of the
ArthaSastra as a whole. Then, we analyse and explicate, in a concise fashion,
its central thought-figures. The enterprise of analysis and explication of the
core ideas and concepts of Kautilya’s Arthasastra leads inevitably to the
necessity to introduce a comparative dimension. Without the inclusion of a
comparative approach, the analysis and explication of Kautilya’s core ideas
and concepts would remain one-dimensional and miss out on their actual
intellectual substance and value. But that is not really an issue for this
introduction, but the subject of the essays in this volume.

In a Political Science perspective, the main characteristics of Kautilya’s
ArthaSastra in its entirety can be listed as following:

(a) Foundational text of (pre-modern) political theory and theorised
statecraft (Political Realism).

(b) Scholarly exposition of its contents (Book XV deals exclusively with
methodology).

(c) Basic assumption: autonomy, normative eigenvalue and inherent logic
of the political sphere and statecraft.

(d) No ‘ideological’ presuppositions in religious, metaphysical, moralistic
or eschatological terms.

(e) Experience-saturated (Kautilya’s own participant observation in state
affairs).
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(f) Theoretical text featuring an ideal-type polity (ideal-type in Max
Weber’s sense).

(g) No historiographic account of the politics and institutions of the Maurya
Empire.

(h) Instructional, but no utopian construction.

(i) Holistic understanding of the state and statecraft (Grand Strategy):
governance, administration, economy, legal system, foreign affairs,
intelligence and military strategy.

(j) Ideal-type polity based on the patrimonial state (monarchy).

(k) Agency perspective in foreign affairs: The Kautilyan ‘revisionist’ ruler
(vijigisu) pursues the unification of the politically fragmented Indian
subcontinent.

Next, we need to sketch our interpretive explication — in the framing of
Political Science and IR theory — of the central ideas and concepts of Kautilya’s
ArthaSastra. While, within our group, Saurabh Mishra possesses basic
knowledge of Sanskrit, we had to rely on translations of the Artha$astra from
the Sanskrit. We could draw not only on English translations, our clear choice
being R.P. Kangle’s 1972 translation, but also on Johann Jakob Meyer’s 1926
German translation from the Sanskrit original.!® Beyond the problem that both
(excellent) translators are unfamiliar with Political Science/IR terminology,
we were faced with the problem of explicating latent meanings of some
Kautilyan narratives and his sometimes rather metaphorical vocabulary.

For example, the ‘idea’ or conceptual meaning (sinngehalt, as Max Weber
would put it) of raison d’état is ever present in the Artha$astra. Yet, the category
of raison d’état is still absent — both in the Sanskrit original and the English
and German translations. Thus, the explication of latent idea-contents in this
pre-modern text of political theory is not simply a matter of ‘correct’ translation,
but necessitates the interpretive utilisation of categories and concepts of modern
Political Science. Such interpretive approach is no anachronism since the
(political) subject matter addressed by both the pre-modern idea and the modern
category is ontologically self-similar and time-transcending. And, equally
important, the modern category is genetically rooted in the pre-modern idea.
One might say, the ‘idea’ is the category ‘in its youth’ — both share the same
basic meaning, but the category has a more complex semantic morphology in
terms of dimensions of meaning and their delineations.

The validity of our approach — ‘Political Science Hermeneutics’, as one
might say — for interpreting a pre-modern text of political theory is supported
by the puzzling fact that in Machiavelli’s political writings too the category of
raison d’état is missing. However, as in the case of Kautilya some 18 centuries
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earlier, the idea of raison d’état permeates The Prince and the Discorsi. No
cognoscenti of Machiavelli’s writings would dispute that, and many people,
even political scientists, assume that the term raison d’état was coined by
Machiavelli. In fact, the category raison d’état [ragion di stato] was first
developed by Giovanni Botero some six decades after Machiavelli’s death.
Botero defined raison d’état as “the knowledge of the means and measures
that are necessary to establish, preserve and enlarge a state.” We may add:
Botero’s definition of raison d’état is fully homologue with both Kautilya’s
and Machiavelli’s idea of it."

The Core Concepts of Kautilya’s Arthasastra

The Political Science-vectored analysis and interpretation of Kautilya’s
ArthaSastra yields a core set of ideas, concepts and concept clusters. These
central concepts do not map the actual comprehensiveness and richness of
valuable and time-transcending thought-figures in the Artha$astra, but
understanding them is the necessary precondition for any meaningful
engagement with the text itself as well as the exploration of the relevance of
Kautilyan thought in historical and contemporary contexts. Therefore, we
provide in the following a brief sketch of these concepts and concept clusters:

(a) Political anthropology: the basic disposition for material gain and power
— and consequent conflicts of interest and anarchy (matsya-nyaya).

(b) The saptanga theory: the ‘seven state factors’ (prakrti) constituting
the power of the state

(c) The sadgunya theory: the ‘six methods of conducting foreign policy’.
(d) The upayas cluster: ‘the four basic means of politics’.

(e) The mandala scheme: the ideal-type constellation of friendly, adversary
and neutral states.

(f) The Kautilyan idea of raison d’état based on the saptanga and sadgunya
theories.
(g) Kautilya’s political realism.

(h) The normative foundations of Kautilyan thought.

(a) Political Anthropology

Kautilya accepts the pursuit of lust, material gain and power (‘the six enemies’)
as ‘facts of life’. These basic anthropological dispositions must be hedged,
argues Kautilya, but cannot be denied nor durably eradicated. Thus, politics
must soberly take the anthropological realities of seeking wealth and power
into account. Kautilya writes: “Material gain, spiritual good and pleasure: this
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is the triad of gain. Of that, it is better to attain each earlier one in preference to
each later one.” And: “Since material wealth is the root of spiritual good and
has pleasure for its fruit, the attainment of that utility means attainment of all
gains.”!?

Kautilya’s political anthropology has a second basic feature: Human beings,
individually as well as in social groups, pursue ‘selfish’ interests because of
their basic dispositions of greed and striving for dominance. Therefore, conflicts
of interest are inevitable and they often lead to (violent) conflicts. For Kautilya,
conflicts of interest and subsequent non-violent and violent struggles between
individuals and social groups (family, clan, tribe or state) are an anthropological
constant in human existence.'* Usually, the resolution of conflicts of interest
and struggles derived thereof means that the stronger party enforces its will
upon the weaker party. This basic anthropological situation — matsya-nyaya or
anarchy — is expounded by Kautilya already at the beginning of Book I of the
ArthaSastra: [T]he law of fishes (matsya-nyaya). For, the stronger swallows
the weak in the absence of the wielder of the rod."*

To summarise: Kautilya’s political anthropology rests on two basic
theorems: the preponderance of the pursuit of material gain and power and the
conflictual nature of social and inter-state relations. These anthropological
constants are neither philosophically elevated nor ethically abominated. As
basic ‘facts of life’, these anthropological dispositions must be carefully
considered in political theory as well as in practical statecraft.

(b) Saptanga Theory

In Books VI and VIII of the ArthaSastra, Kautilya expounds the saptanga theory
which refers to the seven ‘constituents’ (Kangle) or ‘state factors’ (Meyer).
The seven prakrtis are:

swami: the ruler

amatya: the Minister [government and administration]
janapada: territory & the people [in the countryside]
durga: the fortress [capital city]

koSa: the treasury [economy]

danda: armed might

Nk LD

mitra: the ally [in foreign policy]

The saptanga theory is the conceptual foundation of Kautilya’s theory of
the state as well as statecraft (with respect to domestic as well as foreign policy):
The king and his rule [state], this is the sum-total of the seven constituents of
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the state.”® For Kautilya, all seven prakrtis constitute (state) power, not just
armed might. The saptanga theory means that state power is an aggregate of
material and immaterial variables. Thus, state power can, if not precisely
measured, at least be adequately evaluated and estimated. Kautilya provides a
substantive concept of state power, which is comprehensive as well as
differentiated in itself. Kautilya’s holistic and substantive concept of state power
is a truly outstanding theoretical achievement.

The singular significance of the saptanga theory for the evolution of
Political Science becomes evident when we compare Kautilya’s Artha$astra
with the political writings of Niccolo Machiavelli. In The Prince, the 10th
chapter is titled: ‘How the strength of all states should be measured,” but what
Machiavelli writes there does not even approximate the theoretical quality of
Kautilya’s saptanga theory. Kautilya’s saptanga theory becomes even more
impressive when we relate it to Hans J. Morgenthau’s theory of Political Realism
in the mid-20th century. In his most famous book, Politics Among Nations,
Morgenthau develops the concept of ‘national power’ which shows remarkable
homologies with Kautilya’s concept of state power. Morgenthau’s concept of
‘national power’ includes the following components which are partly material
and quantitatively measurable variables, partly immaterial, intellectual-mental
factors: 1) the geographical setting of a state (while sharply rejecting the theory
of geopolitics); 2) the availability of raw materials and agricultural products;
3) the industrial potential; 4) the population size; 5) the military potential of a
state; 6) ‘national character’; 7) ‘national morality’ and 8) the ‘quality’ of
government and diplomacy.'®

(c) Sadgunya Theory

In Book VII of the ArthaSastra, Kautilya sets forth the sadgunya theory: a
state has six policy options for the conduct of its foreign policy — nor more, no
less: “These are really six measures, because of differences in the situations”,
says Kautilya."” The ‘six methods of foreign policy’ are:

peace (samdhi)

war (vigraha)

‘staying quiet’, ‘wait and see’, neutrality (asana)
‘marching’, coercive diplomacy, mobilisation for war (yana)

‘seeking shelter’, alliance building (samSraya)

AR M

‘dual policy’, diplomatic duplicity (dvaidhibhava)

The sadgunya cluster can be understood as a continuum of which peace
and war are the poles. However, neither peace nor war is normatively charged
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up by Kautilya. Yet, for reasons of purposive political rationality, a policy of
achieving policy aims without going to war, is preferred by Kautilya, because
war inevitably means the destruction of personal and material resources: one’s
own and the enemy’s.

The selection of one of the six methods of foreign policy is wholly
dependent on situational factors, yet it follows an inherent logic. The guiding
principle, in determining which of the six foreign policy options is to be adopted,
derives from the intrinsic connectivity between the sadgunya and saptanga
theories: The circle of constituent elements [the seven prakrtis] is the basis of
the six measures of foreign policy [sadgunya].'s

Kautilya wants an objective assessment of the situation in policy planning.
In inter-state relations, there are necessarily at least two independent actors
involved. Therefore, it is not one’s own state’s power potential (prakrti
aggregate) that is decisive, but the ratio of the prakrti aggregates of two (or
more) states. Before making decisions in foreign policy, the task of the ruler
and his advisers is ascertaining the relative strength or weakness of powers."
The ratio of prakrti aggregates or the correlation of forces is the key concept
of the Kautilyan theory of inter-state relations. The seven parameters of the
saptanga theory provide objective and substantive criteria for making a sound
assessment of the correlation of forces between competing or adversary states
and deciding on the course of action in foreign policy. The correlation of forces
(in terms of prakrti aggregates) determines which of the six foreign policy
methods has to be chosen:

1. peace > the rival state is stronger and will remain so in the foreseeable
future.

2. war > the rival is vastly inferior in power.

et

neutrality > the correlation of forces is balanced.

4. coercive diplomacy > one’s own power is rising vis-a-vis the rival
state.

5. alliance building > the rival state’s power is rising faster than one’s
own.

6. diplomatic double game > the constellation among rivals and allies is
highly fluid.

Kautilya’s insistence that the conduct of foreign policy is restricted to a
fixed array of policy options, is shared by Hans J. Morgenthau: “Governments
might have been wise or unwise in their choice of policies, successful or
unsuccessful in their execution; they could not have escaped the rational
necessity of selecting one of a limited number of avenues through which to
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bring the power of their nation to bear upon the power of other nations on
behalf of the national interest.”?

(d) The Upaya Cluster

The upayas are not an original Kautilyan concept, but go back to the oldest
sources of ancient Indian political literature.”' In the ArthaSastra, the upayas
are explicitly introduced in the 10th chapter of Book II, but Kautilya refers to
them many times in course of the text. The means [of politics| are conciliation
(sama), gifts (dana), dissension (bheda) and use of force (danda).”

Following Max Weber, one may say that the updyas state how a political
actor can enforce his will against the resistance of another actor(s). While the
upayas — the four basic principles of political action — apply to all fields of
politics, the sadgunya cluster can be seen as a derivative of the upayas in the
field of foreign policy. For Kautilya, there is a ranking among the upayas; its
criterion being the amount of effort necessary to enforce one’s will upon the
other party.

This is the group of four means. Each preceding one in the enumeration is
the easier and lighter one. Conciliation is simple. Gifts are twofold being
preceded by conciliation. Dissension is three-fold, being preceded by
conciliation and gifts. Use of force is four-fold, being preceded by conciliation,
gifts and dissension.”

(e) The Mandala Scheme

The Kautilyan mandala conception is based on an ideal-type constellation of
states: In the centre of concentric circles of states, the ‘activist’ or ‘revisionist’
state of the vijigisu is located — like the hub of a wheel. Grouped around it, are
the immediate neighbour states, which are regarded as enemy states (ari). In
the rear of the first circle of (enemy) states, there is a second circle of states.
These indirect neighbours are friends (mitra) or potential allies, because their
relation to the first circle states — their direct neighbours — is hostile. Beyond
these two circles of states, come two more. The ordering principle of the
mandala scheme is: direct neighbour equals to enemy, and indirect neighbour
equals to friend.?* For the ‘activist’ state, the first and third circle tends to be
hostile, while the second and the fourth circle is friendly. However, beyond
friends and enemies, there are middle states (madhyama), bordering the ‘activist’
state and its allies as well as its enemies. And, there are distant powerful or
neutral states (udasina), which (at least temporarily) stay out of the conflicts
in which the ‘activist’ state is involved.
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The mandala conception is often described as the ‘essence’ of the Kautilyan
theory of foreign policy. However, we do not think that the mandala scheme
defines a rigid friend-foe relation in the sense of a quasi-geometric and/or
‘geopolitical’ determination. The mandala scheme is designed to provide a
dynamic foreign policy orientation for the vijigisu — the ruler who is trying to
form one dominant state out of a multitude of smaller states. After all, once the
direct neighbour has been conquered or made a vassal, the erstwhile (second-
circle) friend becomes an enemy. Kautilya’s foreign policy theory is
‘revisionist’, because it aims at the elimination of political fragmentation on
the Indian subcontinent — and the mandala scheme provides a conceptual
framework for the strategy of forming a pan-Indian state structure. Once the
vijigisu has completed the unification of the subcontinent, he becomes the
cakravarti — the ‘ruler of the earth’. But for Kautilya, the ‘earth’ is the Indian
subcontinent between the Himalaya and the sea.” Beyond India’s geo-cultural
boundaries, with respect to Tibet, China, Iran, Central Asia or the Indian Ocean
rim states, the political status quo is not called into question by Kautilya.

In Kautilya’s strategic agenda of politically uniting the Indian subcontinent,
we find a striking parallel with Machiavelli, whose political writings must be
seen in the light of the strategic goal of Italy’s political unification and liberation
from foreign domination.?® In Machiavelli’s time, at the turn of the 15th to the
16th century, Italy was not only politically fragmented, but suffered from serial
foreign interferences and outright military invasions. Drekmeier rightly notes:
“Kautilya was faced with the same need for political union in the face of disorder
and external threat that confronted Machiavelli in northern Italy...Northern
India was comparable in this respect to the Italy of Machiavelli’s time.”?” And
Adam Watson writes:

Just as Machiavelli wrote a treatise called The Prince as a guide to a man who
might be able to conquer and unite Italy, so Kautilya wrote a manual called
ArthaSastra or Book of the State. In this, he described in detail the nature of the
Indian states system and the relations between one ruler and another, and explained
how a prince, whom he called the conqueror [vijigisu], might exploit the pattern
in order to bring all India into a Persian-type of Empire. Kautilya also found a
man capable of doing this [Chandragupta Maurya], which Machiavelli did not.?®

(f) The Kautilyan Idea of Raison d’Etat

We noted above that the category raison d’état is absent in the Arthasastra,
while the idea of raison d’état permeates the work. The Kautilyan idea of raison
d’état is inextricably linked to the saptanga theory. The directionality of change
that Kautilya demands for the state factors (prakrti) is unambiguous as he
wants the optimisation of the seven state factors. The fundamental benchmark
for the conduct of policy — in domestic as well as foreign politics — is the
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optimisation of the state factors. Preserving and expanding the power of the
state, is the basic understanding of raison d’état shared by Kautilya, Machiavelli
and Botero as well as most modern IR theoreticians. For Kautilya, the aggregate
of the seven state factors constitute state power and the first imperative of
statecraft is the optimisation of the seven prakrtis — in quantitative and
qualitative terms. And when the king is possessed of excellences, he makes the
state factors perfect with their respective excellences.” This optimisation
imperative means that the Kautilyan idea of raison d’état entails a substantive
definition of the maintenance and expansion of the state’s power. Thus, the
Kautilyan idea of raison d’état loses the character of an abstract proposition
and indeterminate maxim. Instead, Kautilyan raison d’état acquires
substantiality and can be operationalised.

However, there is also a normative dimension of the Kautilyan idea of
raison d’état. Kautilyan raison d’état not only means maintaining and expanding
the power of the state via the optimisation of the seven state factors, but also
ensuring the welfare and security of the people. This normative pillar of
Kautilyan idea of raison d’état is not declaratory. In Book I of the Arthasastra,
Kautilya states unambiguously: “In the happiness of the subjects lies the
happiness of the king and in what is beneficial to the subjects is his own
benefit.”* Thus, the ruler is both the ‘first servant of the people’ and the ‘first
servant of state’. In the sphere of statecraft, Kautilya denies a fundamental
contradiction between purposive political rationality — the inherent logic of
the state, i.e. raison d’état — and normativity, i.e. assuring the welfare of the
people. Moreover, in Kautilya’s view, each of the two value ideas underpinning
raison d’état has a dimension of purposive political rationality and a dimension
of political normativity.

The Kautilyan idea of raison d’état is rooted in the saptanga theory. And,
equally so, the sadgunya concept cluster is based on the saptanga theory because
the choice of one of the six policy options depends on correlation of forces in
terms of the state factors. Thus, we see a logical and substantive connectivity
between the saptanga theory, the sadgunya concept cluster and the Kautilyan
idea of raison d’état.

Kautilya’s idea of raison d’état represents a ground-breaking intellectual
achievement in the history of political thought. Referring to ancient Indian
political thought and particularly to Kautilya, Charles Drekmeier rightly notes:
“Thus does the problem of raison d’état develop [in ancient India]— before its
appearance in the West.”*! While the category of raison d’état is an intellectual
child of early European modernity, the idea of raison d’état was developed in
pre-modern India and Kautilya was the first to substantially theorise it.
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(g) Kautilya’s Political Realism

Kautilya’s realist attitude in analysing political phenomena, is homologue with

what Machiavelli writes in his The Prince:
But my intention being to write something of use to those who understand, it
appears to me more proper to go to the real truth of the matter than to its
imagination; and many have imagined republics and principalities, which have
never been seen or known to exist in reality; for how we live is so far removed
from how we ought to live, that he who abandons what is done for what ought to
be done, will rather learn to bring about his own ruin than his preservation.*

Kautilya submits that his political theory is grounded in empirical analysis
of political reality and scientific in that his theory-building proceeds
methodologically and according to the principles of causality and logical
consistency. Consequently, his theorems are not derived from any ‘ideological’
presuppositions. Kautilya sees politics as an autonomous sphere with an inherent
rationality in terms of theory and practice. Thus, we can recognise the contours
of the Kautilyan idea of political realism, even though the category of “political
realism’ is absent in the ArthaSastra.

From the above explication of Kautilya’s political anthropology and his
central thought-figures, we can identify the following ideas and concepts as
constituting Kautilya’s idea of political realism that encompasses the whole
sphere of politics, not only the field on inter-state relations:

e The preponderance of the pursuit of material gain and power as
anthropological constant.

e (Self)interest and consequent conflicts of interests as anthropological
constant.

e Understanding of politics as struggle and the anarchic nature of inter-
state relations (matsya-nyaya).

e The centrality of power in politics expressed through the saptanga
theory as well as the upayas and sadgunya concept-clusters.

e Politics as an autonomous sphere with inherent logic and normative
eigenvalue.

Based upon this set of Kautilyan idea-clusters, we argue that the Arthasastra
is the foundational text of the theory of Political Realism, even though the
antecedent The Art of War of Sun-Zi and Thucydides’ The Peloponnesian War
do already contain important realist thought-figures.

If structural homologies between central ideas and concepts of the
ArthaSastra and key concepts of early modern and modern political realism,
as represented by Machiavelli and Hans J. Morgenthau, can be verified, the
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logical conclusion would be that modern theory of Political Realism is (also,
and maybe significantly so) built upon the pre-modern political realism of
Kautilya.

Morgenthau locates the conceptual starting point of his theory of Political
Realism in ancient political philosophy — not only of Greece, as one would
expect, but also of China and India: “Human nature, in which the laws of
politics have their roots, has not changed since the classical philosophies of
China, India, and Greece endeavoured to discover them. Hence, novelty is not
necessarily a virtue in political theory, nor is old age a defect.”** Morgenthau
does not name any authors or works of classical Chinese and Indian philosophy,
but we know of his intellectual familiarity with Kautilya from his book
Dilemmas of Politics, which contains five explicit references to Kautilya.**

Is it not really puzzling that, for the past sixty years, no political scientist
or IR theorist — in India or elsewhere — has followed up on Morgenthau’s own
statements about the intellectual roots of his theory of Political Realism in
ancient India or his direct references to Kautilya?®> Less surprising is the fact
that the ‘established’ genealogy of political thought in general and the
intellectual history of political realism in particular are flawed and Eurocentric.*

(h) The Normative Foundations of Kautilyan Thought

A wide-spread perception about Kautilya’s ArthaSastra is its supposed amorality
and some scholars go as far as judging the text as immoral. But, even a cursory
reading of the text would reveal strands of morality and ethical considerations
throughout the Arthasastra. And, its in-depth reading and analysis would reveal
the ethical logic underpinning the text. The Arthasastra’s ethical logic can be
derived from key elements constituting the intellectual and philosophical context
of the ArthaSastra since Kautilya elucidates, elaborately, these elements in the
text. He unambiguously declares his text as standing in the line of the great
Artha$astra tradition that can be traced to the Vedas, Ramayana and
Mahabharata. These works are considered to be the repositories of
philosophical and mundane reflections from the most ancient political tradition
on the Indian subcontinent. Howsoever historical or mythical these texts are,
they are situated within the whole of the Indian philosophical traditions
addressing the fundamental questions of existence and human behaviour —
notably including those of the social and political spheres.

The notion of rajadharma in the ancient Indian political traditions,
especially in the Mahabharata, as a normative yardstick to evaluate governance,
compels us to search for the ethical structure in the ArthaSastra. Right at the
beginning of Book I of the Arthasastra, we find references to texts and traditions
as well as behavioural prescriptions for the ruler, which are loaded with ethical
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deliberations. Next, we find the ancient Indian notion of purusarthacatustya —
the balance of dharma, artha, kama, moksa — which considers ethics (dharma)
as one of the essential elements of a life to be complete and fulfilled. Therefore,
the claim that the ArthaSastra would outrageously flout ethical principles is
simply unsustainable. How can an author, who, at very outset of his book,
respectfully acknowledges the importance of antecedent texts on ethics and
political morality, be a propagator of immorality! However, the ethical logic of
the Arthasastra is different from the logic of the various ‘idealist’ schools of
ancient as well as contemporary philosophies, yet that ethical logic is clearly
identifiable — and Kautilya offers us intellectual tools to that end.

In Book I, Chapter 2, of the Arthasastra Kautilya talks of “establishing
(the necessity of) philosophy”, and continues, “Samkhya, Yoga and Lokayata—
these constitute philosophy (anviksiki).” Here we find the conceptual key that
gives us access to the ethical logic of the ArthasSastra. Kautilya further says
that “philosophy is ever thought of as the lamp of all sciences, as the means of
all actions (and) as the support of all laws (and duties).”*” Philosophy, here, is
the “science of enquiry” and laws and duties mean dharma. The dharma, in
context of the political sphere, becomes rajadharma in the Indian tradition.
Thus, Kautilya considers the anviksiki as the central tool (‘lamp’) for generating
valid knowledge and judging ethical behaviour. For Kautilya, the ‘science of
enquiry’ or anviksiki is the benchmark for ethical behaviour and thus leads to
dharma, including rdjadharma. The chapter titled “Rajadharma, Legitimacy
and Sovereignty in the ArthaSastra” discusses the normative and ethical logic
of the text in detail.

Kautilya and the Arthasastra as a Foil for Ideological Projections

The ArthaSastra is not an easy text to study (we too went through that
experience). At the first onset, the novice is unlikely to get a conceptual grasp
of the text. However, patience and self-discipline (not settling for Canakyaniti
or commentary books) pays off; and soon the Arthasastra’s logical and
substantive structure reveals itself to the reader. The Artha$astra is a book that
seems designed for multiple reading: time and again, when paging through it,
one runs into fresh ideas, aspects and puzzles, and gains new insights. One
may agree or disagree with some (or many) ideas or concepts contained in the
Artha$astra, but one can be rather sure that they won’t be shallow and banal.

Unfortunately, many political scientists (and social scientists more
generally), who have expressed at times, firm views on the Arthas$astra and its
author, are suspected of having never studied the work. Similarly, the rich and
complex intellectual gestalt of Kautilya gets reduced to the ‘Chanakya
metaphor’: ‘the cunning statesman who gets things done whatever it takes’ —
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and without any ethical considerations. When surveying articles on Kautilya
and the Arthasastra — both journalistic and academic — we have often rubbed
our eyes in disbelief: Is it possible that apparently smart authors are actually
innocent of any deeper knowledge of the ArthaSastra’s idea-contents?

Closely connected with the superficiality syndrome with respect to
Kautilya’s Artha$astra, is another virulent phenomenon among political and
social scientists: projections and attributions upon the Artha$astra which are
evidently neither derived from the text’s content nor its structure. The usual
modus operandi for such projections and attributions consists in first
constructing some ideological bugaboo — ‘indigenism’, ‘brahmanical political
theology’, ‘adulation of caste system’ or ‘cynical, amoral power politics’. Once
the ideological bugaboo has been erected, Kautilya as an intellectual gestalt
and/or the Artha$astra (in toto or selected thought-figures thereof) are swiftly
subsumed under the bogeyman label.

We analyse here two academic articles to demonstrate how the bugaboo
method is operating. The first article that we analyse attributes to Kautilya
‘brahmanical political theology’.’® We also examine Atul Mishra’s article
Indigenism in Contemporary IR Discourses in India: A Critique, in which
Kautilya’s ArthaSastra is presented as a key asset of ‘indigenism’ in Indian
Political Science and IR theorising.*

... Kautilyan Secular Politics Twisted into ‘Political Theology’

Akey problem regarding Kautilya’s perception is the controversial issue whether
Kautilya is a ‘Hindu’ or a ‘political’ thinker. An article by Stuart Gray has
drawn our attention because he makes great (rhetorical) efforts to reinforce the
perception that Kautilya is first and foremost a ‘Hindu’ thinker. He ascribes to
Kautilya a ‘political-theological’ ethic, which, in his view, is identical with the
‘brahmanical’ settings of rigid varnasrama-dharma — stratification of the society
in the hierarchy of four castes (brahmana, ksatriya, vaiSya and §iidra) and
four stages of life (brahmacarya, grhastha, vanaprastha and sanyasa). Gray
sees the brahmanical caste cum dharma system as the determining frame of
the Artha$astra within which the king has to perform all his political functions
and tasks. Supposedly based on this interpretation, Gray introduces the term
‘political theology’ that was coined in the early 1920s by Carl Schmitt in Weimar
Germany. It seems unlikely that Gray was not aware of the negative (proto-
fascist) connotation of the term ‘political theology’ that he tries to superimpose
upon Kautilya and the Arthasastra.

Gray’s understanding of philosophical foundations of the Arthas$astra and
his imposition of the label ‘political theology’ on Kautilya are profoundly
flawed. It is quite true that the caste system is based on mythology constructed
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through the purusasiikta of the rgveda and that it was the hegemonic social
order in Kautilya’s times. But, to say that the caste and caste dharma system
had a deterministic value and leverage for all decisions and actions of the
Kautilyan king, is not only an exaggeration, but a misplaced idea. Right at the
beginning of the ArthaSastra, Kautilya explicitly states that anviksiki is the
indispensable tool [“lamp of all sciences, as the means of all actions (and) as
the support of all laws (and duties)”] for the ruler’s prudent decision-making
and action. Gray completely misses anviksiki (the ‘science of enquiry’) which
is explicitly presented and explained in the ArthaSastra. Although anviksiki is
the source of the text’s inner logic, and none of its analyses or recommendations
makes sense without it, Gray ignores it. He seems to be driven by the idée fixe
that texts written by brahmanas or ‘Hindus’ are primarily, if not exclusively,
based on theological axioms and considerations.

The Artha$astra predominantly features the Lokayata current of Indian
philosophy. Kautilya accurately acknowledges the stalwarts of the Lokayata
school at the very outset of his book by stating: “Salutation to Sukra and
Brhaspati”. Both Sukra and Brhaspati have the status of political gurus of the
danavas and devas respectively. While both have been considered brahmanas,
quite ironically, Loka@yata is probably the most anti-brahman philosophy among
the Indian traditions of thought. The Lokayatas (or Carvakas) openly and
explicitly label the brahmanas as ‘scoundrels’, ‘knaves’ and the like. Thus, it
is illogical to assume that a text which explicitly praises the Lokayatas should
be a pure manifestation of brahmanical ideology aiming solely at the
continuation of the varna order. For any unbiased reader of the ArthaSastra, it
is evident that other state goals are the primary focus of the text and Kautilya
names them precisely as yogaksema — acquisition and protection — of wealth.
Even though the spiritual well-being of the people is also a state goal in the
Arthasastra, yogaksema has primacy. However, Kautilya never forgets the
fundamental philosophical frames of anviksiki that are needed for the rational
selection of the objectives and endeavours of statecraft.

Gray tries hard to demolish the image of Kautilya as a secular thinker who
attributes to the king’s edicts the authority to transgress, if necessary, established
religious law and custom. Gray cites the ArthaSastra stating: “A matter of dispute
has four feet — law, transaction, custom, and royal edict; (among them) the
later one supersedes the earlier one.”*® Gray disputes this statement of Kautilya
by contrasting it with another quote from the Arthasastra: “(Carrying out) his
own duty by the king, who protects the subjects according to law, leads to
heaven; of one who does not protect or who inflicts an unjust punishment, (the
condition) is the reverse of this.”*! Gray interprets this citation as revealing
Kautilya’s overwhelmingly strong brahmanical impulse, who thus supposedly
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states what any brahman advisor would offer as advice to the ruler. Moreover,
the king is to follow his svadharma or ‘his own duty’; that means his caste
(ksatriya) duty and not his obligations to the state and the people in terms of
statecraft guided by anviksiki.

According to Gray, Kautilya is a full-fledged advocate of ‘political theology’
and a conservative who is focused on the preservation of the caste system and
the caste duties as the means to achieve the ultimate soteriological goal —
‘heaven’ (swarga). However, the ultimate goal of ‘Hindu’ life is moksa, not
swarga. Heaven plays an important role as a spiritual tool for guiding and
moulding the minds of ‘ignorant people’ towards an (established) order. But
the (Kautilyan) king is certainly not expected to be suffering from such
ignorance (avidya). In Book I of the ArthaSastra, Kautilya submits the elaborate
provisions for the training of the king in different sciences, especially the
‘science of enquiry’ (philosophy). The king is expected to be a rajarsi who
knows the depths of anviksiki (Samkhya, Yoga and Lokayata) — which surely
does not prioritise heaven (swarga). For the first two of the three philosophical
schools, heaven is the realm of ‘unrealised/ignorant people who need further
attitudinal evolution to attain moksa, while Lokayata does not recognise either
areal or a conceptual existence of anything like heaven. Thus, Gray’s prioritising
the second cited statement by Kautilya mentioning heaven over the first that
mentions the supremacy of the king’s edict over other legal or customary matters
seems to be based on a profound misconception since anviksiki, not the
brahmanical construction of something like heaven, is supposed to lead towards
the attainment of the moksa. Kautilya has clearly identified anviksiki as the
science of truth-seeking that is providing the rationalising tool for the conduct
of human life in general as well as for the king’s ‘royal edicts’ and thus his
legitimacy. Since anviksiki is a complete non-issue for Gray, he won’t notice
its priority over any mythological and customary issues in the Arthasastra.
And, by blanking out anviksiki, Gray can claim that Kautilya was devoutly
brahmanical — and little else.

Adequately defining the term ‘Hindu’ requires a significant intellectual
effort, but in his article, Gray does not offer any definition of the term. The
reader is left with his own imaginations of the term without any criteria of
their adequacy. The definition of a ‘Hindu’ or ‘Hinduism’ is a much-debated
and controversial issue. Gray’s article gives an impression that he associates
the ‘Hindu’ religion with theist brahminical Aryan order vectored on the
varnasrama-dharma. He effectively equates varnasrama-dharma with ‘Hindu’.
Such understanding of the term ‘Hindu’ is bound to lead any analysis of the
ArthaSastra astray because the text contains strong atheist strands throughout.
Among the three composites of anviksiki, Samkhya and Lokayata are recognised
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as atheist philosophical systems, while the third (Yoga) is an adaptation of the
Samkhya by the theists.*> Thus, any idea of declaring the spirit of the ArthaSastra
as ‘theological’ or labeling the text as ‘political-theology’ is utterly misplaced.

Analysis shows that the spirit of the Artha$astra is unquestionably secular,
i.e. discussing ways and means of acquisition and protection of wealth that do
not derive their validity from religious or theist texts, but from refined systems
of (atheist) philosophy — anviksiki. Moreover, Hinduism is no equivalent to
the ‘religions of books’ because it includes theist and atheist (yet orthodox)
schools of philosophy. Hinduism also deeply interacts with the non-orthodox
systems that are at loggerheads with the orthodox systems in many aspects.
Hinduism is a conglomeration of different schools of philosophies co-existing
together, not just the ‘brahmanical’ Aryan order based on mythology and
sustained by a socially and politically dominating section of brahmans in the
Indian society. Kautilya mentions the Aryan order as both the ideal-type and
the self-evident social order of his times that needed no further explanation or
justification. But even in his times, India had not a homogenous social structure.
One important thing to remember here is that if Kautilya was a conservative
due to pragmatic necessities with respect to the social order of his time, so
were Plato, Aristotle and Machiavelli. They did not challenge the social order
and stratification of their times, sometimes even legitimising abominable
institutions like slavery.

Gray’s allegations that Kautilya does not separate politics from religion
and does not prioritise politics over religion, necessitate the clarification what
religion is. In our understanding, religion is a set of ideas for conducting personal
life and organising the social order that is based on some mythological
constructions or some miraculous revelations by some almighty supreme being
that is infallible and ought not be questioned and disobeyed. If we accept these
basic characteristics of religion, then the Arthasastra is far from anything
religious or theological since it is based on empirical experience and analytical
thinking. The text is completely free of the assumption of or the guidance by
an almighty supreme being, even though Kautilya favours brahmanas and
mentions the preservation of varpasrama-dharma as one of the king’s duties.

We always need to keep in mind that Kautilya is simultaneously a grand
political analyst, rigorous scholar, and an experienced political practitioner.
He can be called a political theorist since he has analysed and theorised —i.e.
transformed into coherent conceptual configurations — antecedent political
traditions of which we have only selective and thus incomplete knowledge.
Kautilya, as a political practitioner and actor of statecraft in the context of the
existing social and ideological realities had to take into account the dominant
social and ideological order backed by the political elite. Hence, the
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varnasrama-dharma is preserved as one of the king’s duties in the Arthasastra.
His stance seems to be due to practical constraints rather than philosophical
considerations — and certainly not any so called ‘theological’ commitment.
Caste and religion are subjects only treated en passant in the Arthasastra and
discriminatory caste-connected provisions are marginal compared to the idea-
contents of the Artha$astra as a whole.

The disputed lineage of Chandragupta Maurya, who founded the Maurya
Empire with Kautilya’s help, and is still widely celebrated as a ‘non-ksatriya’
king, only adds up to support the proposition of Kautilya’s secularism and
relativisation of caste status. What is remarkable in the ArthaSastra are the
many references to ‘lower’ castes emphasising the meritocratic perspective
versus some ‘inherent value’ of caste status. Gray, while discussing the sources
of political legitimacy in Kautilya’s and Machiavelli’s writings, states: “While
Kautilya appeals to a particular theology and aims to preserve traditional
brahmanical socio-political order, Machiavelli appeals to secular aims (glory,
liberty) and seeks to acquire and maintain a new state in a delegitimised world
without the help of Christianity or any other religious tradition.”* This statement
reveals Gray’s misunderstanding of the Arthasdastra, in which the ultimate goal
is political — the preservation and expansion of the power of the state and the
welfare of the people — and not the adulation of ‘a particular theology’ and the
‘brahmanical social order’. Kautilya was not intent to challenge the social
order or the social stratification of the day, but to theorise polity and governance
on the basis of secular philosophical tools — anviksiki. The secular political
goals driving Machiavelli — surely not just ‘liberty’ and ‘glory’ — were quite
similar to those of Kautilya’s eighteen centuries earlier: preservation and
expansion of the power of the state and the welfare of the people.

Verse 2.1.11. of the ArthaSastra further proves Kautilya’s rational stance
by demanding the use of reasoning in determining what is good and bad even
in the ‘Vedic lore’. This idea of reasoning and questioning even the Vedas,
which Gray proclaims to be the foundation for Kautilya’s alleged brahmanical
“political theology”,* shows his profound misunderstanding not only about
the nature of the Arthasastra, but of the Vedas as well. He seems to project the
nature and status of the ‘books of revelation’ of the great ‘religions of books’
onto the Vedas that have a very different character altogether. Vedas are, in
general, revered for being repositories of the whole spectrum of knowledge —
mundane, philosophical as well as mythical — but not as any infallible and thus
dogmatic religious texts. The mythologies associated with the Vedas’ origins
are evidently later creations by certain brahmanical groups which are disputed
in texts like the ArthasSastra by subjecting them to rational enquiries. So,
Kautilya’s acknowledgment of the value of Vedas does not mean that he views
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them as infallible religious texts. Instead, Kautilya suggest that the whole gamut
of traditional knowledge should not only be learned, but interrogated by the
king using the tools of reason as to strengthen his insights in the theoretical
and practical realms of politics. Thus, theology has no place in fundamental
theoretical understanding of polity. Rather, it has an instrumental role in the
pragmatics of social and political affairs. The issue of legitimacy as a secular
value in the political ethics of the Arthasastra is elaborately dealt within the
chapter “Rajadharma, Legitimacy and Sovereignty in the Arthasastra”.

To sum up, obviously, Kautilya is a ‘political thinker’ not a ‘Hindu thinker’
as such. Kautilya is ‘Hindu’ or ‘brahmanical’ just to the extent that he gives
religion and the dharmasastras a certain space as customary law in the political
realm. But the freedom of practicing any religion is the secular principle that
in Kautilya’s view belongs to the people. However, in case of political necessity,
all matters of religion can be overruled by royal edicts. But decisive is that
such edict, just like all other political decisions of the ruler, must be based on
philosophical truth-seeking that is inherently secular. In all that, Kautilya stands
en par with Plato, Aristotle or Machiavelli.

... The Smokescreen of ‘Indigenism’ in Political Science and IR
Theory

The intellectual bogeyman called ‘indigenism’ seems to have its exclusive
habitat in the academic milieus of contemporary India. Imagine you read in a
refereed journal the following statement:
Indigenism involves the claim that a select corpus of ancient European resources
—the heritage of classical European political thought ranging from Thucydides to

Aristotle, Cicero and to Saint Augustin — are relevant for understanding
contemporary politics in Europe and international relations.

Most likely, you would think that both the author and his referees have a
serious intellectual problem with touting the term ‘indigenism’ for Europe’s
classical legacy. Yet, if you are in India and proclaim the same sentence, except
for substituting the words ‘European’ and ‘Europe’ with ‘Indian’ and ‘India’
and naming Kautilya, the Mahabharata, Manu and Kamandaka instead of the
Greek and Roman thinkers, you apparently stand on respected academic ground
when extolling the term ‘indigenism’.

Within present-day Indian social sciences, there seems to exist some eerie
disposition to put up with the term ‘indigenism’ or to be more precise, the
alleged need to combat ‘indigenism’ in Indian Political Science and IR theory.
One reason might be the term’s nebulosity, so people can have the most diverse
associations with ‘indigenism’. Still, the Indian ‘indigenism’ discourse remains
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a kind of mystery. Think of the Italian Niccolo Machiavelli, who at the dawning
of modernity was convinced that only by engaging with the classics of Roman
antiquity would Political Science be able to advance. How right he was!

Those who uphold the academic combat term ‘indigenism’ pretend to
oppose the ‘indigenist’ claim of superiority of endogenous political-cultural
sources over ‘Western’ resources.* Thus, the impression is created as if Western
political thought would be negatively privileged in Indian academia. In reality,
the exact opposite is the case. Atul Mishra finds the ‘indigenist’ assertion
outrageous that Kautilya’s much older ArthaSastra would be more
comprehensive and conceptually dense than Machiavelli’s much later political
writings. He even polemicises against Max Weber for holding such view.*® He
also expounds the need to protect endogenous ‘sub-altern’ and post-modernist
resources against an alleged onrush of ‘indigenism’ — listing Christian, Muslim,
low-caste, tribal, female and ‘alternative modernity’ sources as endangered
species. Behind these smokescreens, something quite different is lurking:
‘indigenism’ is used as a deliberately vague, but clearly pejorative umbrella
term under which India’s pre-modern politico-cultural resources are to be
subsumed. The purpose of such classification seems to be the academic
marginalisation of these pre-modern resources. The actual message carried by
the academic combat term ‘indigenism’ is: stay away from whatever or whoever
has been labelled as ‘indigenist’.

In his article, right from the beginning, Mishra leaves no doubt about the
prime target of his campaign against ‘indigenism’: the intellectual engagement
of Indian social scientists with Kautilya’s ArthaSastra. He is indignant that
Raja Mohan would call Kautilya “a true founder of what we now call Political
Science”, that other (unnamed) Indian political scientists would present the
Artha$astra “as the definitive classical text in Indian political thought”. He
also rejects the proposition that the Arthasastra is “the earliest treatise on
Political Science, statecraft and ‘realism’ in the world.”* However, these three
statements on Kautilya by putative Indian ‘indigenists’ are perfectly valid and
can be corroborated by anyone who has actually studied the Arthasastra and
analysed it in comparative perspective. In his article, Mishra mentions Kautilya
and/or the Arthasastra 24 times, yet in the references, the ArthaSastra is not
listed.

Mishra seems to hold the view that the intellectual engagement with
classical, pre-modern Indian texts in a Political Science context, is eo ipso an
‘ahistorical’, if not anachronistic, enterprise. Or, in simpler words: India’s
ancient political classics are utterly irrelevant for analysing or designing policies
and strategies in the 21st century. His polemics against the ‘ahistoricity’ of
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‘indigenism’, however, misses the basic character of all classical authors —
Indian or not — relating to the political theory and statecraft. Their works have
originated in specific historical and cultural contexts, yet they have remained
thought-provoking classics across time and up to the present, precisely because
their idea-contents transcend the historical and cultural contexts of their
origination. It is doubtful that Mishra would risk interrogating the contemporary
theoretical and political relevance of Thucydides, Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Dante,
Machiavelli or Shakespeare in the same dismissive manner he addresses the
relevance of the Mahabharata, Ramayana, Pancatantra or ArthaSastra for
political theory and practice in modern India.

Mishra flatly denies that Political Science and, in particular, IR theory
have pre-modern origins and evolved over more than two millennia. For him,
Political Science and IR theory are a pure offspring of Western, notably Anglo-
American modernity. Once again, adopting such a position is only possible if
there is solid cluelessness with respect to classical pre-modern politico-strategic
texts beginning with Sun-Zi, Thucydides and Kautilya. Against Political Science
and IR theory, firmly embedded in Anglo-American modernity, Mishra claims,
Indian ‘indigenism’ is seeking the establishment of an (‘indigenist’) ‘Indian
school of IR theory’.* This assertion is simply untenable. Quite a few Indian
political scientists and IR theorists have deplored their discipline’s passive
and sterile dependency on Anglo-American theories, but an exhortation to bring
about an ‘Indian school’ — separated from and opposed to the global IR
mainstream — is nowhere to be seen in Indian academia.* Atul Mishra’s actual
worry is not a fictional ‘Indian school of IR’, but the potential of classical
Indian political theory like Kautilya’s ArthaSastra to “become the basis for
reimagining IR in India”.>

The real issue is intellectual engagement with India’s pre-modern resources
of political thought in order to critically draw from them and/or conceptually
catalyse through them vocabulary, thought-figures, ideas and nuances that widen
the Western-dominated canon of Political Science and IR theory (and not
substitute it).

Atul Mishra not only denounces the alleged ‘indigenist’ adulation of
classical Indian texts of political thought as such, but equally so the ‘indigenist’
proposition that “a corpus of brahmanical texts and traditions from early India
can...inform India’s domestic politics and foreign policy.”! The idea that India’s
classical political thought should be relevant for contemporary politics and
strategic analysis is anathema to Mishra. For him, doing that comes down to
“mechanistically apply a Kautilya to contemporary affairs”.>? Here, he targets,
in particular, IDSA’s project ‘Indigenous Historical Knowledge’, because it
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has been “engaging the text [Kautilya’s Arthasastra] for directions on policy
studies, and argu[ing] that it is relevant to strategic and academic international
studies t0o.”** Since Mishra categorically denies the theoretical and practical
relevance of classical Indian political thought for the present, he equally refutes
the “claim that a text like the Mahabharata, that represents India’s national
culture, sheds light on the [present-day Indian] state’s bargaining positions
and negotiating strategies in international affairs.”>*

Atul Mishra disputes, with respect to India’s pre-modern political-cultural
resources, their “translatability to our modern times”.>® Instead, he advocates
an approach which “is distinctive for its privileging of the modern” and thus
rejects “ideas and practices from the past that may create (often debilitating)
disadvantages for contemporary India’s constituent populations such as Dalits,
religious minorities, women and tribal people.”® Pre-modern Indian political
classics must be negatively privileged —i.e. marginalised — since they advocate
“brahmanical excesses on subaltern populations”, including torture, judicial
inequality, caste system and gender discrimination.’’ A careful study of
Kautilya’s Arthasastra would have revealed quite a few more prescriptions
which do not fit the political and ethical standards of the 21st century. In Political
Science, critical analysis knows how to distinguish what is time-bound and
obsolete from what has enduring conceptual value. But Mishra seems intent to
confuse critically drawing on India’s politico-cultural classics for innovative
conceptualisations in Political Science and IR with devout endorsement of
each and every aspect contained in these pre-modern political texts.

Once again, we may ask if the intellectual engagement with Plato or
Aristotle is reactionary ‘indigenist’ undertaking because the two ancient Greek
political thinkers refrained from any critique of slavery which they viewed as
the ‘natural condition’ for the majority of human beings. Yes, the caste system
is still a serious problem in today’s India, but it is rather absurd to blame a
classical political thinker for not having rejected the varna system about 2300
years ago.

To sum up, the term ‘indigenism’ does not represent a substantive and
sustainable concept. Instead, it is an ideological and pejorative term designed
to taint India’s pre-modern politico-strategic resources and to compromise the
intellectual engagement with them. As an ideological smokescreen, ‘indigenism’
is meant to obstruct Political Science and IR theory critically drawing on India’s
pre-modern resources for innovative conceptualisations. And we should note,
the bogeyman ‘indigenism’ is upheld at the very moment when political
scientists and IR theorist actually do begin to study Kautilya’s ArthaSastra, the
Mahabharata and other endogenous pre-modern writings for addressing
contemporary political issues in South Asia and beyond.
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Kautilya’s Arthasastra in a Comparative Perspective

We now leave behind the ideological bugaboos designed to marginalise India’s
pre-modern politico-strategic resources and turn back to actual ArthaSastra
and its author. In the course of the analysis and explication of the Arthasastra’s
core ideas and concepts, we noted already, albeit en passant, that there evidently
exist some homologies between Kautilyan thought-figures and those of much
later political theorists like Niccolo Machiavelli and Hans J. Morgenthau.
Almost a century ago, Max Weber®® had already pointed to structural homologies
between Kautilya and Machiavelli and so did Jawaharlal Nehru in his 1944
The Discovery of India.” Since, a growing number of Indologists and political
scientists have compared Kautilya and Machiavelli and found similar thought-
figures between them.®

Machiavelli is a political theorist of early modernity in Renaissance Europe,
while Morgenthau is a representative of political thought of ‘mature’ modernity
in 20th century Euro-Atlantic space. If homologies between the pre-modern
Kautilya and political thinkers of modernity can be observed, it seems
reasonable to do two things:

1. Athorough and more systematic comparison of Kautilya’s Artha$astra
and Machiavelli’s The Prince and the Discourses.
2. Compare Kautilya with other pre-modern political thinkers.

We chose the three politico-strategic theorists/practitioners, listed below,
because they come from Asia and seem to share a disposition of political realism
with Kautilya. It is only for constraints in time and logistics that we did not
include a political thinker from pre-modern Europe; otherwise, our choice would
have been Thucydides and his The Peloponnesian War. But as things were, we
settled for:

a) The ancient Chinese military strategist Sun-Zi and his The Art of War
[Sunzi Bingfa].®!

b) The medieval Persian-Islamic political theorist Nizam al-Mulk, author
of the Siyasatnama [The Book of Government].®?

¢) The medieval Muslim-Indian political philosopher Ziya Barani and
his work Fatawa-ye jahandari [Rulings on Temporal Government].®

If there are structural homologies between key ideas and concepts of
Kautilya and Machiavelli, Nizam al-Mulk, Barani and Sun-Zi, two basic
explanations seem plausible:

(a) An independent, ‘parallel’ generation of thought-figures in different
cultural and historical contexts. For this explanation, Helmuth
Plessner’s ‘covariance’ approach® and Eric Voegelin’s ‘equivalences’
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approach would be relevant.®® Both authors think that ideas and
concepts which have been independently generated in historically and
culturally distant contexts, can be structurally homologous. As Adda
Bozeman notes: “However, certain other non-Western modes of
comprehending the incidents of government seem, on examination, to
refer to precisely, or nearly, the same values that Western nations are
now trying to convey.”%

(b) The second explanation would be a trans-temporal and transcultural
‘flow’ or ‘migration’ of Kautilyan thought-figures — albeit in hybrid
recast. Trans-temporal and even more so transcultural idea-migration
inevitably involves hybridisation — modifications and adaptations of
the original concepts to changing historical and cultural contexts,
which, however, do not alter (and compromise) their essential idea-
contents.®’

We feel no need of making conclusive determinations whether homologies
between Kautilyan thought and ideas and concepts of Sun-Zi, Nizam al-Mulk,
Barani and Machiavelli indicate either a case of ‘covariance’ or of ‘idea-
migration’. Ultimately, as we have suspected all along, with respect to
homologies among the five political thinkers, we will find indications for both
covariance — independent and original idea generation — and transcultural as
well as intracultural idea-flow along with hybridisation. However, the relative
weight of covariance and idea-migration underpinning homologies may differ
sharply. Homologies in the writings of Sun-Zi and the later Kautilya may
indicate a case of predominant covariance rather than transcultural idea-flow.
Conversely, in the cases of Nizam al-Mulk, Barani and Machiavelli the
indications for a westwards migration of Kautilyan thought are rather strong
and outweigh those for covariance. If a trans-temporal and transcultural
‘migration’ of Kautilyan thought from South Asia to Europe has occurred,
Persian and Arab cultural spaces would be key ‘transit points’ in terms of both
the migratory route and hybridisation.

However, trans-temporal idea-migration must not necessarily be
transcultural, but can equally so occur within a cultural space. In our context,
it is to be noted that Kautilya himself states explicitly that his Arthasastra is
based on antecedent Arthasastras, which have unfortunately been lost, as well
as other antecedant dharmasastras and philosophical texts. In his essay to this
volume, Saurabh Mishra examines the influence of these sources upon
Kautilya’s Artha$astra — thus, we can assume a case of intracultural migration
of key ideas of political philosophy. Another, rather obvious case of intracultural
idea-flow would be the staying-power of the idea-contents of Kautilya’s
Artha$astra in South Asia over roughly eight centuries, after which they
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decisively influenced, if not shaped Kamandaka’s Nitisara [The Elements of
Polity] — pre-modern India’s second most important text on political theory
and guidance in statecraft.

In his essay to this volume, Pradeep Kumar Gautam reconstructs the flow
of Kautilyan thought through India’s history of political thought and its political
history — during the ancient, medieval, colonial and post-independence period.
His text is a convincing argument against claim that Kautilya’s Arthasastra
had been ‘lost’ for over two millennia till it was ‘rediscovered’ in 1904 by R.
Shamashastry. The Arthasastra was transmitted mainly orally, but also as written
text during the whole period beginning at the end of the 4th century BCE up to
the beginning of the 20th century CE. Gautam’s essay also covers the migration
of Kautilyan thought to geo-cultural spaces that are close to the Indian
subcontinent and have a close affinity to the Indian culture.

Subrata K. Mitra, in his essay, shows how the Kautilyan state conception
has impacted the institutional design of post-1947 India. A case both of
intracultural idea flow from the pre-modern era into the present and
hybridisation — the fusing pre-modern Kautilyan political concepts with
‘imported’ British institutions and political practices. Trans-temporal and
intracultural idea-migration is theoretically captured by Mitra’s concept of ‘re-
use of the past’ and Bourdieu’s ‘habitus’ conception. The first refers to the
deliberate ‘re-use’ of pre-modern thoughts and practices to meet contemporary
political challenges, while the second refers to the subconscious diffusion of
pre-modern political ideas, values and behaviour in the present.®

Often, intracultural and transcultural idea-migration go hand in hand. Not
only is Kautilya’s ArthaSastra based on antecedent Indian Arthasastras and
other endogenous texts of political philosophy (a case of intracultural
migration), but there are substantive indications that the Arthasastra has also
been influenced by antecedent Persian-Achaemenid statecraft.®” While there
are no extant theoretical texts on statecraft from Achaemenid Persia, the
Achaemenid Empire controlled large parts of the today’s Pakistan from
ca. 500-326 BCE and such geographical vicinity implies cultural exchanges
with the northern Indian states of that period, which would encompass the
transcultural migration of political concepts as well.

As Hossein Zarhani shows in his essay in this volume, the case of Barani’s
Fatawa-ye jahandari too would indicate a combination of transcultural and
intracultural idea-flow. Zarhani’s hypothesis is that Kautilyan thought-figures
migrated to pre-Islamic Persia during the Sassanid era and got hybridised there
into the pre-Islamic Persian Mirror for Princes political literature. In spite of
the collapse of the Sassanid Empire and the country’s Islamisation, the Kautilyan
idea corpus ‘survived’ and got further hybridised into the Islamic-Persian Mirror
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for Princes genre. Barani’s Fatawa-ye jahandari — written in the era of the
Delhi Sultanate — would indicate a re-migration of hybridised Kautilyan thought-
figures from Persian and Arab cultural spaces, to which it had diffused earlier
on. Thus, we have a case of multi-directional transcultural idea-flows. Yet,
there are also indications that Barani was ‘directly’ influenced by the lively
tradition of Kautilyan thought within the Indian cultural context — thus
intracultural idea-migration.

Both cases of idea-migration — intracultural and transcultural — necessarily
involve the hybridisation of idea-contents. However, the essays of this volume
seem to indicate, not surprisingly, that hybridisation is far more accentuated
in transcultural idea-migration than in intracultural idea diffusion.

The above sketch of the concept of transcultural idea-migration and
intracultural idea-diffusion and its illustrations drawing on the essays of the
volume, are not meant as conclusive evidence. Instead, we think that we can
demonstrate: With respect to evident homologies between Kautilya and Nizam
al-Mulk, Barani and Machiavelli, during the pre-modern and early modern
era, the conditions of the possibility did exist that Kautilyan thought migrated
westward and exerted tangible influence on these three political theorists.

Stating this, is also the appropriate moment to express our profound
appreciation for the political scientist/historian Adda Bozeman (1909-1994)
and her seminal study Politics and Culture in International History (1960).7
In this work, Bozeman put together a comprehensive genealogy of political
thought and statecraft in Eurasia — from early antiquity to early modernity. She
covers culture, state structure and political thought of the ancient Middle East,
Achaemenid Persia, Greece and the Hellenistic empires, China, India, the
Roman Empire, Byzantium, the Southern Italian state of Frederick II
Hohenstaufen (that wasn’t medieval any longer) and the Westphalian state
system of early modernity. Bozeman’s admirable achievement lies not in the
historic accounts as such, but her penetrating sense for transcultural interfaces
in political theory and practice. Firmly rooted in the European intellectual
tradition, she left Eurocentrism behind (without making a fuss about it) and
engaged in comparative politics and comparative political theory long before
these approaches became fashionable in Political Science. Indicative for her
sense of the essential amidst incidental occurrences, is her recognition of the
continuing significance of the political legacies of Chinese Legalists, Kautilya,
Achaemenid-Persian statecraft or Nizam al-Mulk. The academic specialists in
each of the research areas covered by Bozeman will surely find faults with her,
yet she had courage to pinpoint the great lines of development — all having a
transcultural character. While her academic colleagues remained content with
the myopic view on their respective areas of expertise, Bozeman had the
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intellectual courage to draw a grand picture of the pre-modern Eurasian
transcultural “communications networks”.”

Yet, Adda Bozeman has also a sobering effect in that she reminds us of the
relative incompleteness of our research. Even if we know that the established
genealogy of global political thought is Eurocentric and deeply flawed; and
even if we know that Kautilya’s ArthaSastra is a key ‘synapse’ in the pre-
modern communication network with respect to political thought in Eurasia;
the still ‘missing links’ are many and so are the research lacunae.
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Kautilya Redux? Re-use, Hybridity,
Trans-cultural Flow and Resilience of
the State in India*

Subrata K. Mitra

Introduction

Does Kautilya’s ArthaSastra — a treatise on state theory and statecraft, written
over two millennia ago — have any significance in contemporary India? What
heuristic role do the lessons of this classical text play in understanding the
‘modern’ state, and the contentious politics of contemporary India?' Those
unfamiliar with India’s classical heritage might see this question as so much
romantic nostalgia for a Hindu ‘golden age’?, or even worse, as a patriotic urge
to revive a past that has no resonance with the present.® This paper engages
with this contested field. We argue here that the post-independence state of
India and the strategic thinking of India’s political leaders draw on the
intellectual bequest of the Artha$astra, and the political culture of ancient India
of which this text is an integral part. We argue, further, that the resilience of
the Indian state — whose durability is an exception in the ephemeral world of
post-colonial states — arises from the ability of the designers of modern Indian
institutions to tap into the endogenous reservoir of stateness.

The main argument of this chapter is that the state and politics in India
today are the results of seamless evolution* from the pre-modern past. Modern

* Prepared presentation at the joint ISAS-IDSA Workshop on “Evolution of the Modern
State in India: Comparing Kautilya, Machiavelli, Nizam al-Mulk, Barani and Sun-Tzu”
(ISAS), Singapore, February 25-26, 2016.
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India’s institutions are the result of a strategic adaption of some imported
institutions in order to make them compatible with the Indian political ‘habitus’,’
and the hybridisation of some exogenous institutions and practices with their
endogenous homologues. The exegesis of the re-use of the Kautilyan state
conception in the institutions of modern India is the main goal of the chapter.
Its second goal goes beyond the specific case of India and aims at a
generalisation of state-formation in transitional societies. We argue that the
designing of the modern state in India through strategic re-use, hybridity, trans-
cultural flow and the innovative politics of Gandhi, Patel, Nehru and their
lesser known acolytes is not an idiosyncratic feature of Indian history and
culture. Instead, we assert that this narrative is a variation on the general theme
of state-formation in transitional societies. This, the chapter develops in terms
of a brief introduction into the key concepts of hybridity, habitus, re-use and
resilience, and a brief perusal of institutional arrangements of the state in India
in terms of these categories.

Form and Content: Hybridity and Resilience of Post-Colonial
States

The state in India has a tendency to bounce back. Wars, secessionist movements,
breakdown of orderly rule in violent inter-community riots or constitutional
coups like in the Emergency imposed by Indira Gandhi (1975-77) might give
it a momentary jolt but the basic structure remains stable, albeit with suitable
strategic changes that eventually contribute to its resilience. This is explained
by the functional symbiosis that the modern state and traditional society have
developed through their co-evolution.

India, though in most senses a modern state with an emerging market, still
retains some features of a ‘third world’ country. Modern politicians in ethnic
garb, mass poverty, urban squalor, traditional rituals in the public sphere and
subsistence agriculture co-existing next to state-of-the-art technology mark
the landscape of the vast country. With her continental dimensions, ancient
traditions, living religions, huge ethnic and linguistic diversity, expanding
market, steady economic growth and an effective but noisy democracy, modern
India is a bundle of contradictions. Even for visitors who come equipped with
prior knowledge of the country, surprises abound. The whole idea of the
‘modernity’ of India’s politics can therefore raise critical eyebrows among
western students of Indian politics for whom politics is exotic and confusing.

Contradictions abound, the country that still cherishes the non-violent
legacies of Gautama Buddha and Mahatma Gandhi, India is nonetheless a proud
possessor of the atom bomb. The bickering within India’s political establishment
over nuclear policy and ambiguity of the nuclear doctrine leads to confusion
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about the real objectives of India’s nuclear policy. India’s general elections,
the largest in the world in scale, are mostly free and fair but armed troops are
needed to be deployed for safe conduct of the polls. Power changes hands
peacefully through democratic elections, but an alarming number of legislators
at local and regional levels carry criminal records. Beyond politics, one comes
across the same welter of images that are at once baffling and contradictory.
Internet cafes, slums and beggars jostle for space in crowded cities; vicious
inter-community riots and terrorist attacks come and go, and yet life continues
at an even pace, apparently undisturbed. The modern state, secular by law and
in spirit, still appears to equivocate about the role of religion in politics.

India, the ‘bomb and Bangalore’ notwithstanding is a transitional society
and an emerging economy where the symbols of radical change in the short
span of one generation are clearly visible. The significant point here is the
deeper cultural unity and political consensus that underpin the strife at the
surface of the political landscape. The combination of diversity and inequality,
the bane of many developing societies, does not appear to disturb the stability
of India’s political system. The distinctive style of Indian politics is the result
of hybridisation of the pre-colonial past and the modern European politics that
colonial rule introduced into the vast Indian Empire. The rulers of post-
independence India to whom the British transferred power, have chosen to re-
use this legacy in their design of the modern institutions of India. India, we
learn from Rudolph and Rudolph, Nandy, Ron Inden and Bozeman® is not
alone in the strategic incorporation of the past into the present in order to
generate a modernity that is both legitimate and appropriate for the context.

To explain the hybrid Indian system as coherent to skeptical western
students of Indian politics is a challenging task for which the contribution of
Bozeman is a significant landmark. To quote:

Most of the indigenous patterns of life and thought became blurred during the
centuries of European supremacy, when they were being integrated to Occidental
scheme of things. Many were officially discarded because they seemed to impede
the attainment of the political and social goals associated with the cause of
progress, as suggested by voluntary or involuntary contacts with the West. Others
simply withered away with the social structures to which they had given support.
However, when the non-Western peoples began to assume their places as modern
political communities in the world so largely shaped by Western thought, it
became increasingly apparent that the Western ideas were not the exclusive
mainsprings of their political attitudes and actions. Whether in India, Egypt, or
Nigeria, men have been generally stimulated by the spread of literacy and the
growth of nationalism to probe their own pasts and to resurrect the realities and
myths that antedated their knowledge and acceptance of Western ways.’
(Emphasis added)
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Why have Bozeman’s prescient comments on the nature and course of
political change in ancient civilisations facing the challenge of modernisation,
voiced five decades back, not been taken up more widely? This general
incomprehension of ‘the modernity of tradition’, or more particularly in the
case of India, the democratic achievements of the country based on a political
system that some specialists of democratic theory dismiss as ‘merely hybrid’
(e.g. Wolfgang Merkel) results from a deeply held belief in the superiority of
the ‘pure’ as against the ‘impure’. Hybrid species — cross-breeds, half-castes,
amalgams, and bastards — do not have an easy time in most societies. High
cultures, high society, high art and the high church dictate purity as the norm.
Hybridity — a generic expression for its opposite —is seen as the aberration that
one has to put up with for practical and pragmatic considerations.® Beyond the
pale of everyday life, purity is also the norm of modern science. Clear concepts,
precise measurements, and causal models constitute the essential tool kit of
the modern scientist. Purity is essential to order; and the modern state is the
ultimate upholder of purity and order. In the iconography of ideological purity,
Danton, Robespierre and the unfailing guillotine, meting out revolutionary
terror to the ‘un-citizen’ and the impure, remain the quintessential symbols of
the Jacobin state, and defenders of its single minded quest for virtue and perfect
citizenship.’

The normative asymmetry of the pure and the hybrid where the former is
automatically endowed with superiority has marked the comparative of politics
of transitional societies. Just as apprentice physicists must learn to define and
measure atoms and even smaller particles, chemists, the periodic table,
biologists — genes and chromosomes — so must the beginners in comparative
politics learn to distinguish between democracy and dictatorship, the modern
and the traditional, the developed and the developing as ‘pure’ categories, and
to measure the hiatus between the ideal and the actual with quantitative,
qualitative or discursive tools.!® However, the world seen through the lens of
comparative politics based on ‘pure categories’ can produce unsatisfactory
results. The catch — landed by the net of comparative analysis — is often difficult
to classify, while some big fish escape the net of measurement altogether."
The interstices of ‘pure’ categories like democracy and dictatorship are full of
substances that are real but not measurable in terms of the pure categories that
define the polar opposites of the scale, that too, only in terms of the ideal types
that define them normatively.

In the era of globalisation and trans-cultural, border-crossing citizenship,
the political landscape of post-colonial societies, and vast pockets of the western
world bear witness to the existence of hybrid structures — of institutions,
practices and artistic design — that are fence-sitters, straddling different worlds,
and difficult to classify in terms of the canon of comparative politics. ‘Caste
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associations’, ‘fixers (culture brokers)’, ‘mixed economies’, ‘satydagraha’ (the
concept of mass civil disobedience coined by Gandhi in South Africa, and
subsequently introduced to India) and ‘gram pancayats’'> (modern, elected
village councils that are based on a classical concept of village self-governance)
— each carrying a tenuous link to their original (root) concepts to which new
impulses and experiences have been strategically added — are part and parcel
of the vigorous political life in these countries.

The chapter questions the normative asymmetry of purity and hybridity in
the light of Indian experience. It is organised around three questions whose
empirical domain extends beyond the case of India. What are the salient hybrid
features of the state in India, what led to their incorporation into the modern
state that the constitution aimed at, and how do they connect to the core concepts
of Kautilya? Is hybridisation of the state — resulting from the strategy and
vision of modern political actors in re-using the past — the essential factor
behind the resilience of the Indian political system? Finally, in everyday life,
is hybridity the essential reality behind the chimera of a universal modernity,
not bound by time and space? Since the article applies these questions to the
core concepts of the Kautilyan state, we briefly describe some of them in the
next section.

Classical Meets the Contemporary: Kautilya and the Modern State
in India

(a) Eigenvalue of the state and raison d’état

The state, as expounded in Kautilya’s Arthasastra, is an ideal-type. As such, it
is no description or ‘imagination’ of the historical state structure of the Maurya
Empire or any other polity in ancient India. However, that does not mean that
Kautilya’s ideal-type conception of the state is a ‘utopian’ construct. The polities
of ancient India do provide the foil for constructing the ideal-type Kautilyan
state. And in that, Kautilya draws on state conceptions of earlier political theory
in ancient India, most of which got lost."

To be precise, the Kautilyan state is a ‘patrimonial state’, in Max Weber’s
terminology. That means that the ruler and the state are conflated, however
one that is drifting apart. The ruler still ‘embodies’ the state, but the state has
already gained significant eigenvalue which manifests in an institutionalised
‘state bureaucracy’ that performs ‘objective’ functions dictated by the inherent
logic of the state. Moreover, the eigenvalue of the Kautilyan state transforms
the nominally absolutist ruler into the ‘supreme functionary’ or ‘first servant’
of the state — the very opposite of ‘Asiatic despotism’.!*

If the state bureaucracy is the institutional expression of the state’s
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eigenvalue, the inherent logic of the state is expressed in raison d’etat: preserving
and expanding the power of the state. The ‘power’ of the state is neither limited
to its ability to use force (danda) nor is it an abstract, relational magnitude.
Instead, Kautilya puts forth a substantive definition of the state’s power via the
seven ‘state factors’ (prakrti): swami, the ruler; amatya, the minister or the
government; janapada, the people (in the countryside); durga, the fortress or
capital city; koSa, the state treasury; danda, the armed forces (plus police and
the secret service) and mitra, the ally or foreign policy. The aggregate of the
seven prakrtis constitutes the power of the state. If Kautilyan raison d’état is
preserving and expanding the power of the state, the ‘operationalisation’ of
raison d’état means preserving and expanding each of seven prakrtis and thus
their aggregation. The optimisation of the seven prakrtis —and thus the qualitative
and quantitative expansion of state power — is Kautilyan raison d’état.

However, Kautilyan raison d’état is not only the expression of the intrinsic
logic of the state’s existence, but the ‘basic norm’ guiding the state’s actions.
Raison d’état is the ruler’s dharma. The foreign policy of the Kautilyan state
appears to be ‘pure’ power politics. However, it has a directionality which is
both ‘strategic’ and normative: the political unification of the Indian
subcontinent. Kautilyan foreign policy aims at altering the status quo in inter-
state relations: neighbouring states are to be ‘conquered’ —i.e. to be annexed
or to be turned into vassals. In such foreign policy expansionism, however,
military conquest is not the prime option. Instead, Kautilya favours diplomacy
and ‘covert operations’ via the intelligence service. Of Kautilya’s ‘six methods
of foreign policy’ (sadgunya), war is only one — and definitely ultima ratio.

Kautilya’s apparent expansionism and revisionism does not see the
territorial ‘aggrandisement’ of the state as end in-itself. For him, overcoming
the political fragmentation of the subcontinent can only be realised, if there is
one state with the will and power to ‘incorporate’ the anarchic multitude of
states into one pan-Indian state. In ancient India, that state was Magadha which
was transformed into the Maurya Empire by Kautilya and Chandragupta.

Beyond the geo-cultural space of the Indian subcontinent, Kautilyan foreign
policy knows neither revisionism nor imperial expansionism. With respect to
China or the Graeco-Persian states, Kautilyan foreign policy is vectored on
non-revisionist ‘balance of power’ realpolitik.

(b) The Kautilyan state and the people: The King-Divine Agent, trustee
or product of a social contract?

As indicated above, Kautilyan raison d’etat is not reducible to ‘pure’ power
politics, but has a normative dimension as well. The ruler’s dharma is not only
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to strengthen state power, but to assure the security and the material well-
being of his subjects:
In the happiness of the subjects lies the happiness of the king and in what is

beneficial to the subjects is his own benefit... Therefore, being ever active, the
king should carry out the management of material well-being.!3

The state’s obligation of improving the welfare of the people, constitutes a
normative eigenvalue, but one that Kautilya sees inextricably linked to the
basic norm of raison d’état: only the optimisation of the seven prakrtis will
secure the welfare of the people and only under conditions where the people’s
lives are secure and prosperous, can the state build up its power in terms of the
seven prakrtis. The strong state will provide internal security and the rule of
law as well as external security against foreign aggression. If the people feel
secure and are prosperous, they will be politically content and the state remains
stable.

Kautilya sees the relationship between the ruler — the patrimonial state —
and the people in almost contractual terms: the ruler delivers vital services —
security and a political framework conducive to economic prosperity — and, in
return, he can demand the payment of (non-excessive) taxes and duties.

(c) Kautilya’s political economy

For Kautilya, the economy is the material foundation of state capacity — a truly
extraordinary theorisation at the time. The state has the obligation to promote
economic development and growth, because increased economic output
translates into increased tax revenue (without unduly burdening the people).
Tax revenue fuels state capacity: government and administration, the armed
forces, the legal system and infrastructure. In accordance with Kautilyan raison
d’état, the state promotes economic development, notably through the expansion
of arable land and infrastructure building.

The Kautilyan political economy is a ‘mixed economy’. Most of agriculture,
crafts and trade are private, but the state is an economic actor in its own right
that controls and runs the ‘strategic sectors’ of the economy: mining and
metallurgy, manufactures for military goods, precious metals and infrastructure.
Notably, the state also runs the ‘entertainment industry’ — taverns, brothels and
gambling. Kautilya demands that all state enterprises must be profitable and
thus provide a second source of state income on top of taxes and duties.

To a large degree, the Kautilyan economy is a money economy with a state
monopoly of coinage. The Kautilyan state is conducting comprehensive
supervision and regulation of the private sector, including consumer protection,
trade control, labour inspection, weights and measures, animal protection and
nature conservation.
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The economic policy of the Kautilyan state is etatist and dirigiste and
exhibits remarkable similarities with mercantilism in Europe between the 16th
and 18th century.'®

(d) The Kautilyan state: Centralisation and autonomous spaces

The Kautilyan state aims at centralisation, but not maximum centralisation.
The state accepts diversity and plurality in terms of ethnicity, language and
religion — the central characteristics of Indian cultural space. The state pursues
no homogenisation drive: no ‘state language’ is enforced, nor is there a ‘state
religion’. In short, the Kautilyan state is a secular state. As Max Weber rightly
observed, Kautilya exhibits an extraordinary degree of indifference towards
religions and ‘ideologies’ of any kind."”

The Kautilyan state respects a certain degree of autonomy of village
communities in the rural areas and professional ‘guilds’ in urban contexts.
Kautilya strongly advocates a policy of respecting local customs and habits in
areas that have been conquered and annexed. This applies even more so for
states that have been made vassals by diplomatic or other means.

However, on a deeper level, the Kautilyan state in-and-for-itself has
‘de-centralised’ structure. First, the state’s foundation is the caste system (varna)
and its preservation is explicitly proclaimed a state goal by Kautilya. The senior
positions in government and administration are reserved for the ksatriya and
brahmana castes, but between the two castes there is a barrier which prevents
that political and religious-cultural power conflates into one ‘ruling class’.
Moreover, economic and financial power lies mainly with the vai§ya caste
which in turn is separated from the ksatriya and brahmana castes. Thus, there
is a singular distribution of power and corresponding ‘checks and balances’
within the state structure. Consequently, the ruler of the Kautilyan state is
neither an ‘Asiatic despot’ nor a Roman empire-style ‘pontifex maximus’ who
unites worldly and religious-ritual power.

While strongly affirming the varna order as the social foundation of the
state, Kautilya expounds some pragmatic relativisation with respect to an a-
priori valuation of caste status. For him, caste status has to be earned. In the
balance of meritocratic and caste considerations, Kautilya tends to favour
professional competence. His merit-based attitude to caste, is visible with
respect to the Séidras whom he sees as the actual producers of national wealth
and the bravest of soldiers in combat.

(e) The Kautilyan state and its legal system

The Kautilyan state has an expansive and elaborated legal system. Three
chapters (‘Books’) of the Arthasastra are devoted to legal matters: one for
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civil law, one for criminal law and one for extra-judical prosecution of ‘enemies
of the state’.

The justice system is a core task of Kautilyan state and jurisdiction is the
occupation of state-salaried judges. Kautilya specifies the requirements for
fair trial and the prevention of perversion of justice. Sentencing follows the
principle of retribution (talion), but, except high crime, corporal punishment —
mostly mutilations — can be converted into money fines which are cashed in by
the state.

State crimes, such as treason, counterfeiting, corruption or embezzlement
of state property, are punished extra-judicially by decision of the ruler and his
closest advisers. ‘Enemies of the state’ are killed by special operatives of the
secret service and their death is made appear as natural death or accident.

In summary, it can be stated that the Kautilyan legal system, as part of the state
apparatus, provides certainty of the law, but no equality before the law. For the
same offences, different penalties are imposed, depending on the caste status.
However, the punishment of ‘state crimes’ lies outside the regular legal system.

(f) Social hierarchy and rational bureaucracy

As mentioned above, the society on which the Kautilyan state rests, is de-
aggregated via the caste order. While the upper hierarchy of governance and
administration is the prerogative of the ksatriya and brahmana castes, ‘the
people’ is segregated into vaiSyas, Sidras, dalits and adivasis in social,
economic, legal and ritual terms — each having its own, specific dharma.

The de-aggregated society is framed through the multi-layered state
bureaucracy whose functions include inter alia: tax collection, law enforcement
and supervision and regulation of economic activities. The Kautilyan state
bureaucracy is subject to the principles of rationality and efficiency. Its members
need to have professional expertise in their area of functional responsibility
which means that most of them have to be literate.

The state bureaucracy is often organised in ‘competing units’. For example,
the finance administration is divided in a department for tax collection, a
department of the treasury and an audit department that controls the two other
departments. That is to increase efficiency and combat corruption and
embezzlement — two paramount concerns of Kautilya. Moreover, all elements
of governance and administration, irrespective of their hierarchical status, are
monitored by the secret service. Interestingly enough, the secret service itself
is compartmentalised in two units — one attached to the ruler, the other to the
‘chancellor’ (mantri).'®

Science, philosophy and other ‘higher knowledge’ is reserved for the
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brahmanas, but literacy is not the privilege of the upper castes. Practical
knowledge is deemed necessary for all people.

(g) The Kautilyan capital city

The Artha$astra contains a rather detailed description of the Kautilyan state’s
ideal-type capital city (durga). Remarkable in this city design, is Kautilya’s
exclusive focus on considerations of security and functionality. The fortification
of the city is described at length and in detail. And, equally so, the design of
the royal palace is primarily following security concerns, i.e. concentric security
zones, secret escape routes, etc. Otherwise, the ideal-type design of the capital
is guided by strictly functional considerations: fresh water supply, waste
management, hygiene, fire protection, rectangular streets and housing blocs,
etc. The one ‘ideological’ factor in Kautilya’s city design, is its division into
four districts, one for each of the castes. Aesthetic considerations are completely
missing in Kautilya’s design: both with respect to the royal palace and with
other public or sacred buildings.

Kautilya exhibits a keen interest in science and to a somewhat lesser extent
technology, but the arts are a non-issue in the Arthasastra. Political authority
and legitimacy derives from the austere leader’s competence in statecraft backed
by a well-functioning state bureaucracy. Political aesthetics like monumental
architecture and other forms of politically charged symbolism, seem irrelevant
for Kautilya. Is that so because Kautilya is genuinely disinterested in (political)
aesthetics or is it something so obvious for him that it is not worth writing
about?

Trans-cultural Flow of Kautilyan Thought, ‘Political Habitus’, and
Strategic ‘Re-use’

The Kautilyan state as presented in the Artha$astra provides a vast reservoir
of ideas and concepts with respect to state theory and theorised statecraft.
Even a cursory review of the political patterns of thinking and behaviour as
well as the institutional make-up of contemporary India reveals manifold ‘traces’
and ‘echoes’ of the Kautilyan state and its modes of behaviour. What is the
‘connection’ between such an ancient text and political reality in contemporary
India? How does hybridity of pre-modern political thought and modern political
practice come about?

Bozeman uses the concept of syncretism in order to express the result of a
dialectical interaction of the traditional and the modern in order to generate an
authentic, context-relevant ‘modernity’. To quote:

Each nation, each culture, each region is...today a separate stage upon which
local, communist, and Western European systems of reference and belief interact;
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and, barring the contingency of an ultimate obliteration of one or the other by
conquest, each is likely to evolve its own syncretic system for the ordering of life
within its contours and the projection of its interests abroad. In other words, the
realities of world affairs today are not adequately rendered when conveyed in the
simple myth of a bipolar world; for between the poles of the contemporary cultural
and political map of the world there are numerous well-defined civilisations as
well as many others that are just beginning to define themselves."

Conventional theoretical approaches of political science tend to offer
sceptical silence on that question. We adopt here an ‘unconventional’ theoretical
approach by turning to Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of ‘habitus’: the efficacious
presence of ideas, patterns of thought and behavioural attitudes that formed in
the past in the present. That includes the ‘active presence’ of past ideas and
concepts which as such have been ‘forgotten’ because they have become
‘natural’ or ‘common sense’. The habitus is the repository in which past ideas
are ‘aufgehoben’ — silent and forgotten as such — yet being preserved and
efficacious.?

Our assumption is that Kautilyan thought has ‘lived on’, albeit mostly
latently, in the ‘collective memory’ of not only Indian elites, but also of the
population-at-large.”’ As Maurice Halbwachs, who developed the concept,
stresses collective memory involves a ‘conscious’ as well as a ‘subconscious’
or ‘semiconscious’ dimension.??> Nehru cogently described India’s collective
memory as a “mixture of popular philosophy, tradition, history, myth, and
legend” and with respect to the active presence of the past ideas in the present,

he uses the term “palimpsest”.?

We argue that Kautilyan ideas are indeed influencing the basic patterns of
thought, dispositions and preferences in the field of Indian politics and strategic
affairs. Kautilyan thought figures are integral part of the habitus of those
involved in Indian politics and strategic affairs. In other words, Kautilyan
thought is a key component of India’s politico-strategic culture.?*

However, besides or ‘on top of” the latent presence of Kautilyan thought,
there has been its manifest presence — phenomenologically and discursively.
The text of the Artha$astra has been continuously transmitted over the past
2300 years — orally and in writing. Throughout this timespan, there have been
Indian cognoscenti who studied, learned by heart or copied the Arthasastra,
albeit to varying degrees at various times. Moreover, Kautilyan thought has
been addressed and absorbed in a multitude of scholarly writings, literary works,
playwrights and popular narratives across the centuries. In 1904, the ArthaSastra
was ‘re-discovered’ for Indological science and for political actors of the Indian
independence movement, but it had never been ‘lost’ in the preceding centuries.

As the Kautilyan thought has ‘nested’ in India’s collective memory — both
its unconscious and conscious sphere — it can be efficiently ‘re-used’ in
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addressing the political challenges of the time. Thus, our proposition is that
Kautilyan thought has been re-used throughout India’s political history — in
the Maurya Empire, the Gupta Empire, the Mughal Empire and in post-1947
India. In other words, re-using (politico-strategic) traditions is a deep-rooted
Indian tradition.

The relevance and efficacy of the Kautilyan thought for contemporary
Indian politics derives from a singular constellation: Those political actors
who have consciously and intentionally taken recourse to Kautilyan ideas and
concepts in order to use them for resolving current problems, can build upon
their latent presence in the ‘political habitus’ among the elites as well as the
people of India. The case in point is Jawaharlal Nehru who thoroughly studied
the Artha$astra and presented his findings in The Discovery of India. In
whatever Nehru learned from studying the Artha$astra and then applied to
building the modern Indian state, he could count on a ready receptivity towards
Kautilyan thought. Due to the dialectical entanglement between ‘political
habitus’ and ‘political re-use’ in India, the practical political outcomes of the
re-use show such high degree of viability and resilience — in terms of hybrid
institutions and institutional practices, notably the strategic directionality of
foreign and security policy.

The Post-colonial Condition and Hybridity of the ‘Modern’ State
in Transitional Societies

There are four parameters that underpin the state and modern politics in India,
each with a bearing on the Kautilyan heritage: a bureaucratic state machinery
that combines policy responsiveness and law and order management;
contribution to agenda setting by local protest movements; political elites using
two-track strategies that combine both institutional and non-institutional modes
of action; and, constitutional change as a political resource.” The most important
aspect of the modern state in India is that it draws on the Kautilyan heritage of
the King as a provider of order, a party to an implicit social contract, and a
guarantor that disorder and civil war — matsyanyaya, a condition of incessant
conflict where big fish eat small fish — does not break out. This is the legacy on
which Indian democracy and the political culture of election draw on — which
makes it possible for India to develop an endogenous democratic culture. The
important contribution of Bozeman (1960) helps appreciate the links between
India’s pre-modern political culture and context and their re-use in the modern
Indian state.

The state in pre-modern India made a distinction between righteousness
(dharma) and material power (artha). The priestly group (brahmanas) and rulers
(raja) were responsible, respectively, to strike the balance between the two.%
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Royal power, thus, rather than being identified with the divine mandate of the
King — like the Pharaoh of Egypt or Chinese son of Heaven — was the outcome
of a social contract. “Anointed by the Brahmana high priest, the king was an
executive, but in himself, he was nothing.””” Kings who exceeded their authority
were subject to multiple censures. This pre-modern idea of countervailing forces
has been re-used in the modern constitution where the Supreme Court of India
has emerged as the ultimate arbiter of right and wrong, and the referee in the
incessant competition for power between individuals, groups, regions as well
as the whole process of representation and election.

The application of these core ideas has led to a hybrid political system that
is both modern and deeply traditional. The norms generated through this
strategic and critical re-use of India’s cultural heritage has created a modern
Indian nation that can aspire to membership of the global society and yet remain
ensconced in its own tradition. These norms which are constantly evolving
have helped the Indian state and society to ‘lock-in’* and generate democratic
governance.

This Indian state model, which approaches the problem of challenges to
political stability distinguishes itself from the structural-functional approaches
because of its methodological individualism, the incorporation of rules as an
endogenous variable and the specification of cultural and historical contexts
as exogenous constraints that account for the bounded rationality of the actors.
In this model, the new social elites, themselves the outcome of a process of
fair and efficient political recruitment through democratic elections, play a
two-track strategy and institute processes of law and order management, social
and economic reform and accommodation of identity as an operationally testable
model. The key function of this model is to help establish an agenda for empirical
research into the policy process by focusing on the key decision-making elite
(See Figure 1).

Figure 1: A Dynamic Neo-institutional Model of State Formation and
Innovative Governance

Source: Adapted from Mitra 2005.
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The Indian achievement of democratic governance is by no means trivial,
and deserves a brief explanation as to how the conditions that led to them were
institutionalised. Much further research is necessary to understand how and
for which strategic reason the founding fathers of modern Indian politics such
as Gandhi, Nehru and Patel adapted the pre-modern past to the challenges
thrown up by colonial rule and Indian resistance to it and how the resultant
institutional insights found their way to the Indian constitution. While the three
leaders often diverged in their responses to specific issues, what held them
together was their understanding of the need to re-use the past to produce an
authentic Indian modernity. That made them more receptive to the whole notion
of hybridity — an idea that was not so popular either for the leaders of
revolutionary anti-colonial movements or for those whose sole objective was
to gain power through the mechanical imitation of the norms and institutions
of colonial rulers. Since the notion of hybridity is relatively unknown in
comparative politics, we make a brief mention of this concept in other
disciplines.

In terms of its origin in biological sciences, hybridity is an attempt to
overcome binary opposites through the creation of a third species that combines
some characteristics of the two. Critical theorists find a positive appreciation
of syncretism in this phenomenon.? Hybridisation is a motivating factor — an
attempt to devise a ‘third space’ (e.g., between coloniser and the colonised or
dominance of race and nationalism) which combines elements of the original
duality, but folds them together in a functional, coherent way. Bhabha, to whom
we own this seminal concept, transforms hybridity by adding the concept of
the imaginary from Fanon, Lacan and Bakhtin.*® Fludernik comments, “The
term hybridity, from its moorings in sexual cross-fertilisation, racial intermixture
and intermarriage, has now drifted free to connote (rather than denote) a variety
of interstitial and antagonistic set-ups which are clearly linked to a ‘subaltern’?!
perspective and a positive re-evaluation of hybridity.”>?

The research on hybridity runs parallel to the concept of re-use, emanating
from art history, which has gradually found its way into the larger field of
social and political investigation.* Referring to the presence of the past in the
interstices of the present, Morris-Jones, a leading early chronicler of politics
in India says, “The political systems of modern states are usually developments
from earlier, sometimes much earlier, times. The systems undergo change in
response to changes in other aspects of human behaviour and thought; they
also have the capacity to exert independent influence on these other aspects.
If, in haste, we speak of a political system ‘reflecting’ social conditions, we
would recognise that the process of reflection is one which changes both the
instrument and the subject.”** Further, “India’s political leaders inherited under
this heading of government still more than the accumulated sum of
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psychological capital; they received the more tangible equipment and machinery
of government. These may be considered first as organisation, structure and
procedures, and, secondly, as personnel.”*

The availability of some new concepts has considerably enriched the tool-
kit of comparative politics in its attempt to bring post-colonial regimes under
the domain of political analysis. The first of these concepts, trans-cultural,
asserts that even the seemingly most local phenomena are part of trans-cultural
flows of concepts and things. Cultures are not merely social groups or
geographies, but they are constantly constructed and reconstructed ‘social
imaginaries’ that express the fluctuation of political forces. However, even
assuming that cultures and cultural spaces are not autarchic, they do exist as
distinct empirical phenomena based upon diverse histories, collective memories,
traditions and habits. Among cultures, we can distinguish two basic types:
cultures that are vectored on ‘ethnic’, lingual, religious and ‘ideological’
homogenisation (Europe, USA, Japan or China), and those characterised by
inclusive plurality in terms of ethnicity, language, religion and ideology — Indian
culture being the case in point of inclusive plurality.

The hybrid institutions and practices are empirical evidence of what Bhabha
calls the ‘third space’. Hybrid institutions are necessarily a part of a larger
political project, one where elites and counter-elites seek to amend the rules to
produce new designs and imbue them with a new spirit, geared to a political
goal. The flow diagram in Figure 1 depicts how elites might seek to do this in
the context of a changing or challenged society through the combination of
three tactics, namely, the political management of identity, strategic reform of
laws and the constitutional incorporation of core social values.

In their solicitude to gain legitimacy and enhance governance, elites look
broadly across the social spectrum, and deeply into local, regional and national
history, to identify useful resources for governance and legitimacy, and bring
them into the mainstream. Not bound by doctrine or ideology, India’s colonial
rulers, the nationalist leaders and subsequently, the leaders of the post-colonial
state could afford to be ‘trans-lingual, trans-cultural and trans-disciplinary’ in
the sense that there was no political or scientific taboo against the search for
things that would work.* These huge experiments in colonial dominance, anti-
colonial resistance, nation-building, democratic transition, economic growth
and justice, governance and legitimacy produced a whole new range of hybrid
political institutions and practices. The empirical analysis below will focus on
colonial hybridisation as an act of imperial domination of the Indian population;
Gandhian counter-hybridisation as an act of resistance; and post-colonial
hybridisation as a project of nation-building and legitimacy in the context of a
deeply divided and diverse society that takes democracy seriously.
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Hybridisation as a Political Strategy of Dominance, Co-optation
and Resistance

The British, masters at indirect rule, innovated a number of hybrid institutions
to rule India in an orderly manner. While this sustained the raj over two centuries
—never in history have so few ruled so many with such little use of overt force
— this came at the cost of arrested growth, and the severing of India’s colonial
present from the pre-modern past. We learn from scholarly accounts of everyday
life in classical India that the society, polity and the economy evolved in
continuous symbiosis in course of the millennia of its early, settled existence.’’
While self-contained, India was not insulated from external inspiration because
there were various forms of conceptual flow that continuously enriched Indian
life. There were pilgrims and visitors from abroad, some international trade
and military invasions. However, society had mastered the art of accommodation
of difference, and re-use of the past to construct new, hybrid structures that
could cope with changing times.*® With the loss of political autonomy and
destruction of the knowledge-generating universities, and scholarly
communities around temples through Islamic invasions that began in the 8th
century CE, India started losing this capacity for endogenous self-renewal.
There were local instances of fusion and innovation in art and architecture
between Islam and Hinduism, Jainism and Buddhism, a process which reached
a national scale under the rule of the Great Mughals.** But society as a whole
had lost the vibrant capacity for efficient, endogenous evolution. The coup de
grice to this moribund structure was dealt by the colonial intrusion from Europe,
starting in the eighteenth century. By 1858, with the defeat of the Sepoy Mutiny,
the victorious British proclaimed the ultimate intellectual, moral and political
subjugation of the Indians at the Delhi Durbar.

While India has been no stranger to invasions through the Northwest passes
in the high Himalayas, British rule was special in terms of its representation of
the Indian past. Up to the arrival of the British, in India, the past and the present
had lived in a complex and dynamic symbiosis. But, under the British, the past
really became the past.** The point is made by Metcalf (1998) in a seminal
article on aesthetics and power under colonial rule.

While the British continued the tradition of “appropriating the politically
charged forms of their predecessors as a way of legitimising their own regime”,*!
their method of depicting the past differed radically from their predecessors.
Previous rulers of India had added their visions and symbols to existing designs
so that the past and present could appear as part of a continuous flow. However,
in British public buildings and political institutions, the past was depicted
definitely as the ‘past’ whose only function was to serve as a foil, on which the
British present could shine brighter, while staying aloof and distant. In a
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memorable passage Metcalf recounts how the British durbar was traditional in
form but thoroughly modern in content:

In his 1903 durbar, Curzon sought to utilise the ‘familiar’ and even sacred form
of ‘the East’. As he proudly proclaimed, the entire arena was ‘built and decorated
exclusively in the Mogul, or Indo-Saracenic style’. Yet Curzon refused to sanction
an exchange of presents, or nazrs which had formed the central binding element
of pre-colonial durbars. Instead, he had each prince in their turn mount the dais
and offer a message of congratulation to the King-Emperor. Curzon then simply
shook hands with the chief as he passed by. Incorporation and inclusion, so
powerfully symbolised by khillat and nazr, had given way, despite the Mughal
scenery and pretence, to a wholly colonial ritual.*?

In aesthetics, as in politics, the colonial strategy consisted in the
incorporation of the past — Indian tradition in this case — within the present in
a subsidiary capacity. Nandy adds in the same vein “Modern colonialism won
its great victories not so much through its military and technological prowess
as through its ability to create secular hierarchies incompatible with the
traditional order.”* The British told Indians that their past was truly a past: the
way forward consisted in learning new, modern ways from European science,
technology, institutions and morals. The hybridisation of the Mughal Durbar
in this case was part of the colonial strategy to seal off the vital links of the
colonial present with the pre-colonial past. A cluster of European publicists
combined forces to teach the ‘childlike’ Indians new, better, modern ways, and
to punish them when they were ‘childish’, refusing to learn.

The hybridisation of the Mughal Durbar was part of the successful strategy
of ruling the Empire through native intermediaries with very little use of overt
force. The successful experiment spawned its variations in many other areas
of administration, architectural design and city planning, and in public life.
The examples of re-use of colonial institutions in post-independence politics
are plentiful. Though not always so clearly visible to those who are unfamiliar
with India’s colonial interlude, specialists recognise the British derivation of
the rules, procedures and rituals of the Indian Parliament.** The Devaswom
Boards in South India and their equivalents in other parts of the vast country —
departments of religious property, also set up during the British rule — are in
charge of administration of old temples as of the new. Government ministers
of democratic India hold court — much like their colonial and pre-colonial
predecessors held durbar — and transact state business with a motley crowd of
visitors, with the same display of power, privilege and pomp. Independent
India has clearly moved on, and shown, once again, the country’s capacity to
achieve change without revolution.
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Prelude to the Contemporary State: Satyagraha and the Conflation
of Modernity and Tradition

This trend of uninterrupted and unhindered conceptual flow from Europe to
India was challenged once Gandhi got to the centre stage of India’s politics,
fresh from the successful application of satyagraha as a novel, hybrid form of
peaceful political resistance. Under his moral and political leadership, Indian
freedom fighters learned to gain new insights on their home ground, which
found singular expression in Nehru’s The Discovery of India, including his
treatment of Kautilya therein. The process of introspection and selective re-
use intervened during the process of the writing of the Indian constitution.
The defining moment came with the celebrated Nehru speech ‘Freedom at
Midnight’ in which he announced to a sceptical world the birth of the Indian
nation state when he said, “when the soul of a nation, long suppressed, finds
utterance”. Today, the Indian state — cutting edge of the process of self-assertion
of Indian society — is both structure and agency of the indigenous evolution
and resilience of the political and social systems.

The Congress party, at the height of colonial rule, had become the vehicle
of the synthesis of the two main strands of Indian nationalism — the liberal
constitutionalists like the ‘moderate’ Gopal Krishna Gokhale — and the radical
‘extremists’ led by Bal Gangadhar Tilak. Following its foundation in 1885 by
a retired British civil servant — Sir Alan Octavian Hume — the Indian National
Congress gradually acquired a complex, hybrid character — of collaborator
and competitor, movement and party, purveyor of modern rules, committee
meetings, minute taking and sporting the khadi, charkha and satyagraha as its
main political instruments — combining participation and protest action as a
two-track strategy of power.* After Independence, when its rival Muslim League
left India for Pakistan, the Congress, complete with its party organisation, Nehru
as Prime Minister-in-waiting, its core ideas about planning, foreign policy and
state-building already shaped, was more than ready for succession to power.

Mahatma Gandhi, the most outstanding leader of India’s struggle for
independence and a continued source of moral inspiration, was trained as a
barrister in England. He developed the method of satyagraha — a quintessentially
hybrid concept that re-used a Jaina ritual, turning it into a tool of nonviolent
resistance — while he was in South Africa working for an Indian law firm. The
South African experience also taught Gandhi the importance of cross-
community coalitions, a theme that he subsequently transformed into ‘Hindu-
Muslim unity’. This became a salient feature of Gandhi’s politics upon his
return to India in 1915, and a hallmark of the politics of the Congress party
which found it useful as a political instrument to fend off its challengers — the
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Hindu Right, the Muslim League and their British patrons. Under his leadership,
the Indian National Congress became increasingly sensitive to the gap between
the predominantly urban middle-class Congress-party and the Indian masses,
and shifted its attention to the Indian peasantry. Under Gandhi’s leadership,
the Indian National Congress steadily broadened its reach both in terms of
social class and geography. To mobilise mass support, Gandhi introduced a
number of indigenous political practices like fasting and general strikes or
hartal (a form of boycott accompanied by a work stoppage). He combined the
techniques of political negotiation with more coercive direct action (such as
hartal, satyagraha, etc.) — one wonders whether his staging of mass civil
disobedience is not a variation of ‘power politics’. Gandhi derived both the
political resources and the methods from within Indian culture and history and
he knew the potency and stamina that these endogenous resources had among
the Indian masses.

The distinct character of Indian politics derives in no small measure from
the trickling down of the norms of British constitutionalism and hybrid colonial
institutions, and the ‘trickling up’ of Indian tradition and custom, and hybrid
forms of cooperation and contest. The most important of the legacies consists
of the modern political institutions and the process of parties, interest groups
as well as the quintessential Indian political strategy that combines institutional
participation and political protest. The main legacy of pre-independence politics
to post-independence practice is the effort on all sides to bring political
competition into the ambit of the rule of law, moderate politics and political
institutions. When rules appear too restrictive or not sufficiently legitimate
and the game threatens to get out of hand the state intervenes with its own
mixed strategy of suppression and accommodation, in a manner that is both
akin to that of its British predecessor and Kautilyan statecraft. With some
exceptions such as the continuing conflict in Kashmir, and the Northeast, this
strategy has worked out successfully, adding layers of new elites and political
arenas into the political system. The modest origin of decentralisation has
matured into a full- fledged federal system, comparable to the now defunct
Soviet federal system in its institutional complexity but endowed with far more
vitality, as one can see from its resilience.

The Hybrid Post-colonial State as Both Structure and Agency

With the coming of independence, the state emerged both as the structure within
which nation-building and development were to take place, and the main agency
for these projects. Just like their British predecessors, the leaders of independent
India put the institutions of the state to task to achieve these political objectives.
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But democracy made the difference; the national agenda got taken over by the
subaltern social groups who increasingly moved on to the offices of power and
prestige. However, the game continued to be played on the rules laid down by
the independence generation. These new elites — people with ambition and
skills, emerging from lower social orders — became the vital link between the
modern and the traditional India, and, as a hinge group in Indian society, charged
with the task of acting as culture-brokers, innovated new political practices,
implemented through hybrid institutions. This section illustrates the core
argument by drawing some examples from the structure of the modern state in
India and the process of its interaction with traditional society and traditions
of political thought and practice going back to Indian antiquity. The section
below discusses why and how the post-colonial state has come to play a catalytic
role in reviving the interrupted links of the present to the past, and through it,
to restore the vital process of self-reflexive and authentic evolution through its
hybridisation.

(a) Ontology of the state: Individualist and communitarian

Though the Constitution of India was greatly influenced by its British origin
(two-thirds of the written constitution came from the Government of India
Act, 1935, passed by the British Parliament), it nevertheless established its
departure from colonial practice by conflating the individual and the community,
modernity and tradition, the exogenous cultural flow and the indigenous
tradition in a novel manner. Article 1 of the Constitution announced: India,
that is Bharat, shall be a Union of States, thus affirming the dual origin of the
Indian political system from the cultural flow from Europe through the conduit
of colonial rule, and the resurrection of the ruptured links with Bharat — the
mythical kingdom of pre-modern India. Similarly, the choice of the ASokan
‘Lion Capital’ and the ‘ASoka Cakra’ (wheel with 24 spokes) as the state
emblems of independent India is an example of hybridisation. The hybrid
constitution, part liberal, part communitarian, provides a third space between
the rational, utility maximising individual and the collectivity, keen on solidarity
and policing the common bonds.

The Indian state moved beyond the canon of its liberal name-sake and
ascribed to itself a variable space between the ideals of the neutral enforcer of
norms — the essential feature of Weberian, bureaucratic modernity — and the
partisan defender of the traditional, marginal and the patrimonial:

Like Hindu conceptions of the divine, the state in India is polymorphous, a creature
of manifold forms and orientations. One is the third actor whose scale and power

contribute to the marginality of class politics. Another is a liberal or citizens’ state,
ajuridical body whose legislative reach is limited by a written constitution, judicial
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review, and fundamental rights. Still another is a capitalist state that guards the
boundaries of the mixed economy by protecting the rights and promoting the
interests of property in agriculture, commerce, and industry. Finally, a socialist
state is concerned to use public power to eradicate poverty and privilege and tame
private power. Which combination prevails in a particular historical setting is a
matter of inquiry.*

The two authors also note that “state in India was not a European import”,
but the “historical legacies of imperial states on the Indian subcontinent in the
pre-Christian era established state conceptions and institutions that provided
models for the subcontinental multinational state of modern India.”*” Needless
to say, the Kautilyan conception of the state, is an important factor of influence
on the design of modern Indian state — not only in terms of ‘state philosophy’,
but basic institutional structures and procedures as well.

(b) The Congress ‘System’: Bridging colonial rule and competitive
politics

The transition from colonial rule to competitive party politics within a
democratic framework was facilitated by a conglomerate of interests,
personalities and beliefs that drew as much on the indigenous idiom as on
liberal democratic politics. With Jawaharlal Nehru at the helm of affairs, the
Indian National Congress (INC), located at the fulcrum of national politics,
constituted the core of a one-dominant-party system. For about two decades,
the INC ruled from Delhi and practically in all the Indian federal States.
Elections were free and held regularly but the Congress which never won a
majority of votes, thanks to the first past the post voting system, regularly won
a majority of seats, and came to be known as the party of governance. The
opposition parties, scattered around it, practically never held office but exercised
power and influence in implicit coalition with factions within the Congress
party. This made it possible for India to reinforce a political culture of
bargaining, reform and orderly social change without party alternation. This
unique constellation of forces came to be known as the Congress System, which,
in retrospect, was the vital link between despotic and democratic rule.

In the diagrammatic representation of the Congress System (Figure 2), the
axes represent major issues facing the country, at the centre of which stood the
Congress Party. On each issue, left and right wing opinions were arrayed on
either side of the Congress represented by the dark inner circle. The next circle
stands for the opposition parties. The Congress System held the Indian National
Congress in legislative power but a power which could not swing the country
in a clear political direction.
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Figure 2: The Congress System of India

D

Source:  Adapted from Morris-Jones (1966) ‘Dominance and Dissent’ in Government and

Opposition, p. 219.

(c) The economy: Modern, traditional, liberal and Gandhian, all at
the same time

The ‘Mixed’ economy, combining features of Soviet style planning and the
free market with rather articulate echoes of Kautilyan economics became the
main frame of India’s economic life. The ‘Indian’ model of democratic
development emerged from a series of strategic choices made during the early
years after independence. These choices, in turn, were based on a set of
compromises that attempted to blend the experience of wartime planning and
controls, domestic pressures for a policy of economic nationalism, and the
liberal, Gandhian and socialist ideological crosscurrents that existed within
the nationalist movement. The model that grew out of these strategic choices
evolved incrementally into a set of policies that became the basis of India’s
development consensus. It called for a system of centralised planning and a
mixed economy in which a government owned public sector would dominate
basic industry and the state would control, regulate, and protect the private
sector from foreign competition. Foreign capital would be permitted, but only
under highly controlled and restricted circumstances. The objectives of India’s
development were to achieve rapid economic growth, self-reliance, full
employment and social justice. Irrespective of the actors’ pragmatic
considerations, the choice of the mixed economy and economic development
model, clearly indicates ‘Kautiylan echoes’ in defining the strategic
directionality of economic policy: qualitative and quantitative economic growth
must serve building ‘national power’.
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These key concepts were understood in the same sense much as the
European social history during the period of rapid change which witnessed the
rapid transformation of traditional agricultural society into the modern industrial
society. The former was characterised by the predominance of ascription,
multiplex social relations where one individual would play a variety of roles, a
deferential stratification system, ensconced within primordial kin networks. A
modern society, on the other hand, was seen as one based on the predominance
of universalistic, specific and achievement norms, high degree of social mobility,
specialisation and occupational differentiation, an egalitarian class system based
on generalised patterns of occupational achievement and the prevalence of
association of specific groups not based on ascription.

The mixed economy gave an institutional shape to the liberal, socialist
and communitarian values that constituted the three main strands of the Freedom
Movement and dominated the proceedings of the Constituent Assembly. The
liberal values were given a clear and incontrovertible shape in the Fundamental
Right to the freedom of trade, occupation and ownership, Article 19 of the
Constitution. The socialist values were less explicit, but nevertheless, clearly
discernible. Instead of the concept of due process — open to judicial
interpretation — the Constitution settled for the concept of ‘procedure established
by law’ which made ‘national’ interest more compelling than the interest of the
individual, a doctrine that paved the way for land reforms, and laws aimed at
curbing the full play of capitalist enterprise. Articles 39, 41, 43, 46 of the
Directive Principles of State Policy recommended that the state pursue policies
aimed at bringing about right to an adequate means of livelihood, the distribution
of the ownership and control of material resources of the community in a manner
that best serves the common good, and to avoid the concentration of wealth, a
living wage, decent standards of living and full enjoyment of leisure and social
and cultural opportunities for the entire population. Finally, even though there
was no staunch ‘Gandhian lobby’ in the Constituent Assembly, communitarian
values such as welfare of Harijans, backward classes, women and children,
village and cottage industries, educational and economic interests of weaker
sections, cattle welfare, banning slaughter of milch cattle found their way into
the body of this elaborate text.

(d) Self-rule and shared rule: Combining cultural diversity and the
federal structure

Apart from academic disputation about the nature and even the ‘authenticity’
of India’s federal system as defined in the constitution® lies the reality of an
enormous country whose cultural heterogeneity is expressed in the federal
organisation of power. Since state reorganisation in 1953 and 1956, state
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boundaries have roughly coincided with historically rooted linguistic and
cultural regions. The differences reinforce the effects of size and continue in
the federal system the tensions between regional kingdoms and subcontinental
empire that have characterised the history of the state in India. Federalisation
— the subject of numerous studies, conferences, and commissions — beginning
in the early seventies with the Rajamannar Committee (1971) in Tamil Nadu®
and continuing till today — reflects the crucial role it plays in national politics.
The fact of the matter is that Indian federalism is very much a hybrid Indian
creation, combining imported concepts of power-sharing with indigenous
methods of consensus and accommodation. During the dominance of the
Congress party, the ‘Union’ government (a sign of hybridity — for the constitution
recognised the federal government simply as the Union) and most State
governments were ruled by the same party and conflict resolution could take
place informally within party channels, causing some specialists to question
the purity of the Indian brand as authentically federal. However, federalism
Indian style has gained endurance and legitimacy; found a new lease of life by
developing an intricate set of informal channels and formal mechanisms to
continue effective conflict resolution. The territorial state has seen many
changes, particularly at the level of the regions. New regions have been created
to give more salience to regional identity, language and economic needs. But,
unlike in neighbouring Pakistan, which mainly as a result of regional imbalance,
split into two in 1971, the territorial integrity of India continues to be stable.

(e) Indian Personal Law: Conflating the secular state and sacred
beliefs

India’s Personal Law, governing family, marriage, divorce, adoption and
succession is a unique blend of the double commitment of the state to the
rights of the individual and commitment to group identities.*® Ironically, the
collective rights and group identities were rooted in the history of representation
under British rule. The British, who at home conceived of the political
community in terms of equal citizens, in India saw it in terms of distinctive
groups, which was taken to be a unique feature of Indian society. The same
held also for the leaders of India’s freedom movement who sought to realise a
political community composed of equal citizens but early on realised that they
could not build a nationalist movement without recognising cultural and
territorial communities. Political safeguards to minorities were a key element
of British efforts to represent groups in Indian society. They were first elaborated
in the Morley-Minto constitutional reforms of 1906, then in the Montagu-
Chelmsford scheme of 1919, and finally in the constitutional framework that
received the royal assent in 1935.%!
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The constitutional design and the structure of institutions that were intended
to give concrete shape to the idealistic goals of the Republic, enshrined in the
preamble, adopted methodological individualism as the cutting edge of social
change. However, such principles as individual rights, representation based
not on group identities but individual interests and structured along the lines
of political majorities, seen in the context of a society based on hierarchy and
tightly-knit social groups, could only lead to conflicts based on values and
interests of everyday politics. Free and fair elections, universal adult franchise
and extension of the electoral principle into all realms of social power were
intended to articulate, aggregate and eventually incorporate endogenous political
norms and alien political institutions within the structure of the political system
of the post-colonial state.

The fuzzy, hybrid practice of combining individual rights and group identity
came to a sore test in the Shah Bano case where the Supreme Court upheld the
appeal of a divorced Muslim woman for her individual right to alimony against
the practice prevailing in the Muslim community of India of leaving such matters
to the community. However, in the face of strong opposition to the extension
of a ‘pure’ construction of individual rights to the Muslim community, Prime
Minister Rajiv Gandhi introduced the [Muslim women] Protection of Rights
on Divorce Bill in 1986, and restored the hybrid solution to the complicated
relationship of Islam and the secular state.

(f) The modern state and cultural diversity: Three language formula

Many post-colonial states, following independence, set up a single national
identity — one state, one legal system, one national language and one state
religion — as the basis of their statehood. Pakistan — the land of the pure —
became an advocate of this form of purity whereas India stood for a more
inclusive identity. In its solicitude to distinguish itself from secular and diverse
India, Pakistan opted for Urdu as the national language, refusing to dilute this
unity through official recognition to other major languages like Bengali. India,
on the other hand, after a brief spell of disorder on the issue of national language,
devised a formula in course of the States’ Reorganisation Commission to
encourage large sections of the people to learn a language other than one’s
mother tongue. The idea of hybridity has found a hospitable corner.

(g) Social hierarchy and rational bureaucracy

The modern men and women to whom the British transferred power in 1947
had their task cut out for them. Echoing the spirit of the times, India’s first
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, outlined his vision of the future of Indian
state, society and the economy, in a famous oration that has since become a
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landmark on modern India. Nehru, a quintessential renaissance man, had
presented this modernist agenda on the background of the carnage that followed
the Partition of British India into Pakistan, carved out as a homeland for India’s
Muslims, and the Indian republic that chose to remain a secular state. As India’s
first Prime Minister, Nehru, a social democrat by temperament, intensely aware
of the urgency of a concerted effort to remove mass poverty and ignorance,
sought legitimacy through the promotion of general welfare. Democracy, a
sense of community and modernisation were values that were to lead the way
into the promised future. The fact that these principles were of alien provenance
did not matter at that moment of euphoria.

The modern message of Nehru and his generation of leaders was carefully
wrapped in traditional, Indian symbols, and conveyed through the hybrid
institutions that formed part and parcel of the Indian political system. Nehru’s
generation of leaders who took over the mantle of hybrid modernity from their
predecessors has been able to institutionalise the genre of the neta — typically
Indian leaders. At the crucial nodes of this complex system, one increasingly
found the quintessential Indian nefa — Hindi for leader — who became a two-
way culture broker, constantly conflating the modern and traditional idioms of
Indian politics. As much in their rhetoric, as in their person, these netas
represented a quintessential Indian genre. The hybrid neta, much like Mahatma
Gandhi before Independence — a picture of charismatic Laloo Prasad Yadav
shows how these political entrepreneurs combined traditional symbols and
modern institutions and technology to produce a superb conduit for the flow of
power, communication and legitimacy.

A key feature of the modern Indian state is its centralised bureaucracy.
Both Nehru and Patel recognised the indispensability of a centralised state
bureaucracy. They made sure that the Indian Civil Service of colonial times
was wholesale taken over by the new state — just like the armed forces, police
and the intelligence service. However, centralised state bureaucracy in India
was not invented by the British. India has an endogenous tradition of state
bureaucracy that goes back to the Maurya Empire — and its conceptual design
is laid down in the Kautiliya-ArthasSastra. As Panikkar notes:

The age-old political tradition in India before Independence was that of an
administrating state. At all times, from the time of the Nandas in the 4th century
BCE, it was a vast bureaucracy that governed the country, collected its revenue,
looked after the irrigation system and maintained law and order. Basically the
British system was not different from that of Mauryas or the Moghuls.>

(h) Public buildings and images of the hybrid state

The architecture of public buildings of India, and city planning provide the
final evidence of hybrid modernity. The British colonial rulers laid down the
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plans of capital buildings with broad avenues (optimal for military marches as
much as for showcasing the street plans of modernity) but nevertheless, adorned
with symbols of traditional India (in this case, the Mughal water garden, the
Buddhist stiipa, the Islamic minarets and the Hindu chatris) that would make
the native feel comfortable in the modern set up. The ‘traditional’ designs and
architectural forms that the British drew on were themselves hybrid in nature,
based on a re-use of local and regional forms as well as conceptual and cultural
flow from outside the country.™

The British strategy of domination which took into account the enormous
gain in legitimacy through the re-use of the institutions and sacred symbols of
those defeated by it, consisted of selected incorporation of some elements of
the Indian past and conspicuous rejection of the rest. Imperial design and
utilitarian ideology converged in the Anglo-Indian style — in architectural as
much as institutional — design. The sole opportunity for colonised Indians to
advance, as they saw it, consisted in the acceptance of modern (i.e. European)
science, technology and values. The coming of Gandhi, and subsequently,
India’s independence, challenged it, opening up, in the process, the flood-gates
into India’s pre-modern past for those fighting for freedom from colonial rule.

Colonial aesthetics and colonial politics were of one piece. The architecture
of colonial rule worked to one common purpose — of selective incorporation,
de-linking traditional elites from their ancestral moorings, and justifying their
power in terms of the common purpose of Progress, of which colonial rule was
but an instrument. The Archaeological Survey of India preserved India’s
monuments — both sacred and administrative — in a state of “arrested decay”>*
isolated and distanced from the community of which they used to be an integral
part. So did the new British established political and administrative institutions
which presented the Indian past as inferior to the British present, and by the
same analogy, the modernity symbolised by colonial rule as the superior future.

The British designers of India’s capital and the public buildings drew on
the designs and symbols of modernity, as well as traditional symbols of India —
the Hindu chatri, the Islamic minars, Buddhist stiipas and the Islamic water
garden.” The intention here was to make the subject feel comfortable in his
new abode, and generate legitimacy for British rule in the process. The “Transfer
of Power’ to the successor regime of Nehru passed on this hybrid structure.
The new stakeholders — many from lower social orders who quickly adapted
themselves to their new social and political circumstances — found a useful
tool of order and legitimacy in these new, modern institutions, and re-used
them by incorporating minimal but necessary changes in the inner architecture
of space.
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The Pure and the Hybrid: Significance of Kautilya for State Resilience
in the Age of Global Terror

In its search for pure categories in terms of which to compare the diversity of
states, comparative politics has left behind the pragmatic empiricism of Aristotle
which saw experience (and as such, actors’ preferences) rather than superior
knowledge as the basis of legitimacy.*® Instead, the inspiration of Plato’s ‘ideal’
state construction has dominated the field. Examples of the ever present search
for pure categories, and the failure to fit the world into them, are plentiful. A
seminal attempt to classify contemporary political regimes (192 of them, to be
precise) into democracy and authoritarian categories found 38 per cent
belonging to the pure class of liberal democracy. The rest were distributed
over ‘electoral democracy’ (16%), ambiguous regimes (8.9%), competitive
authoritarian (10.9%), hegemonic electoral authoritarian (13%), politically
closed authoritarian (13%).%” A subsequent attempt at a similar classification
came up with a deeply pessimistic conclusion with regard to the tendency of
transitional regimes to move firmly away from the lure of authoritarianism,
smuggled into the structure of pure democratic institutions by the way of
hybridisation.® These unfruitful attempts to bring errant hybrid regimes into
the net of neat classification hold out the portents of hope for trans-disciplinary
analysis and a wider model encompassing insights gained from the new research
on cultural flow*® that can take in ‘pure’ as well as hybrid cases.

The status of the state in India as a modern, consolidated, electoral
democracy is well established.®® But, while the country responds positively to
most items on formal check lists of stateness and democracy, doubts persist
about its authenticity as a democracy because of its anomalous character. The
authoritarian ‘emergency’ provisions built into India’s constitution, the practice
of relinquishing state power to the military under the Armed Forces Act, hybrid
legislation that combine features of modern and religious laws, capitulation to
social actors and ethnic groups in communal riots and most importantly, glaring
failures to protect secularism and individual rights — the ultimate symbols of
high modernity — are pilloried as ‘functional’ lapses by the defenders of
modernity. India’s political system, which combines liberal democratic
institutions and elements of her pre-modern past — notably Kautilya’s theory
of the state — continues to puzzle.®!

In their prescient essay on the ‘modernity of tradition’ which analysed
some ambivalent aspects of modern Indian institutions®> Lloyd and Susanne
Rudolph had laid down the ground work for issues raised in this article. India,
thanks to the mismatch between pre-conceived categories and her empirical
complexity,®® occupies an ambiguous position in global ranking of democracies.
The empirical analysis of the features of the Indian state shows, however, that
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rather than being merely a diminished sub-type of liberal democracy, the state
in India is a modern state in its own right, but one which diverges from the
western state “in the importance it accords to ‘pre-modern’ political
forms...because they express different cultural values and traditions that form
part of the cultural heritage.”® It is the quintessential unity in diversity, for the
state is the fulcrum around with diverse ideologies, cultures, beliefs and
economic regimes revolve. In the words of Lloyd and Susanne Rudolph (1987),
the state in India is a manifold — an embodiment of the “avatars [incarnations]
of Vishnu”.

The hybrid elements in the modern state of India are the outcome of the
historical genealogy of the state tradition and its discontinuities, cultural and
geographic diversity, and the deep class conflict that underpins Indian society.
Before we analyse these conditions that have affected the emergence of the state,
we need to consider the theoretical bridge that connects the process of state
formation to its ultimate product, namely the institutional structure of the state.

Conclusion: Implications of the Indian Case for a General
Theory of State Formation in Transitional Societies

The anomalous character of India in terms of the comparative politics of
democracy helps link a debate specific to comparative politics with the larger
issue of hybridity that has dominated critical theory and post-colonial literature.
A brief foray into the larger theoretical landscape can help to establish a course
for empirical analysis of the Indian case and provide the basis of an analytical
tool-box that extends the conventional rational choice neo-institutional model
of the state by drawing on trans-lingual, trans-cultural and trans-disciplinary
aspects of state formation. On the basis of this heuristic model, we can analyse
the underlying process that has made the state in India what it is, and explain
why the state has become a key element in the resilience of India’s political
system.

The states of contemporary South Asia emerged from the area that
corresponds to the spatial domain of Kautilya’s Artha$astra. Why did the Indian
state follow a different course of evolution than that of the other South Asian
states? Deeper exploration of the issue is beyond the remit of this paper.
However, in view of the comparative significance of the issue it is important to
indicate that at critical junctures of state formation and evolution, the leadership
in question made choices that led to state consolidation as in India, and state
fragmentation like in Pakistan 1969-70 and state paralysis in Sri Lanka whose
seeds can be seen in the choices made by the policy of ‘Sinhala only’. The
conclusion returns to the issue of the relationship of the pure and the hybrid in
Political Science, and opens it up for a general, cross-disciplinary debate.
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The focus on hybrid structures generates the space for the understanding
of phenomenon of cultural and conceptual flow, and the emergence of hybrid
institutions as a consequence of the conflation of the endogenous and the alien
categories and institutions. In this article, we have outlined the theoretical
puzzles associated with the ‘modernity of tradition’ of the post-1947 state in
India. And we have specifically sketched the contours of the intellectual
influence and tangible impact of the Kautilyan theory of the state and statecraft
upon the modern Indian state. The elaboration of the latent impact of Kautilyan
thought via the habitus of modern political actors as well as the active re-use
of Kautilyan thought by modern political actors and the institutional
consequences thereof will follow further on in the text.

With the state and the political system of India as the main focus, we have
explored the components of India’s hybrid state, and attempted to account for
them in terms of the strategies followed by the main political actors of India.
We have argued that hybridisation is part and parcel of politics as actors, in
their search for autonomy, coherence, resilience and development, transform
rules and designs as they see fit. A solution where the bulk of stake-holders
simultaneously reach or expect to reach their best outcomes, once achieved,
yields a ‘lock-in’ from which they would find it difficult to exit. Each hybrid
institution carries a ‘lock-in’ at its core.® Not all innovations or amendments
work, of course, but when they do, or as North puts it, when a cluster of actors
‘lock-in’ around a particular design or set of rules, the result — a new hybrid
institution — can become enduring.

Left to their own devices, people connected to these hybrid institutions do
not necessarily see them as aberrations, or diminished forms of the real thing.
Despite their stretched, mixed or altered forms, or precisely because of them,
hybrid political structures have a real life, full of vitality, social significance
and the capacity for self-regeneration. Rather than being merely transient, many
flourish over long stretches of time and space.

Not all hybrid structures are treated kindly by different scientific disciplines;
their academic standing varies from one discipline to another. The intellectual
indulgence that critical theory, post-colonial literature, cultural anthropology
and social history have shown to hybrid structures, concepts and institutions is
missing in comparative politics. In its Jacobin mode, comparative politics
usually approaches the political process of post-colonial states with ‘pure’
categories of European provenance, thus running the risk of parts of the
empirical world escaping the classificatory project altogether, or worse, the
analyst, having failed to classify or explain, out of sheer desperation, turning
into a moralist!% Little does one realise, however, that concepts — when they
travel beyond their place of origin — still carry their birth marks of cultural and
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contextual assumptions built into them. The mechanical application of ‘pure’
concepts of European origin to alien soil can lead to ‘conceptual stretching’®’
or violent retribution by the way of radical rejection of all that go under the
banner of such concepts, leading to violent post-revolutionary frenzy.®®
Inducting hybridity and cultural flow in to the pure categories of comparative
politics might contribute to firmer measurements, and a more benign world.

Looking back at the Indian past through hybrid eyes yields surprises. One
comes to realise that modern institutions of India, nationalist sentiments
notwithstanding, are a true British legacy. In the second place, a critical analysis
of British rule and Indian resistance to it helps explain why democratic
institutions have worked more effectively in India as compared to her
neighbours.® That the synthesis of British constitutional norms and political
forms with India’s indigenous political tradition led to a different outcome
than the other successor states ensues from India’s tradition of re-use, where
the past continues within the present as a fundamental politico-cultural reality
that is being drawn upon by deliberate political design. The British pursued
their own colonialist variation of re-use with respect to Indian tradition, but
that eventually collided with the Indian nationalists’ strategy of re-use. Avid
re-users, post-independent India’s leaders have not only re-used their
endogenous politico-cultural resources, but also appropriated many of the
symbols and institutions of their colonial predecessors, and cloaked them in
Indian garb. This blending of indigenous tradition and imported institutions
explains both, the ability of the British to rule for so long with little recourse to
overt force, as well as the smooth transition from colonial rule to multi-party
democracy.

Effective accommodation of the past within the structure of the present is
not necessarily a problem of mechanical accumulation. It also entails the need
for leaders to strategically pick and choose; the process is marked by violence
and leaves behind a trail of bitterness and anxiety. This helps explain the
juxtaposition of successful state formation and persistence of inter-community
conflict and regional secession movements in India.”

Seen in this light, the claim of high modernity in its Orientalist avatar to
the ‘pure’ and use of the resultant power to authenticate its claim to the high
moral ground, and fending off any claims to familiarity by the subaltern (in the
sense of the hybridity, pollution métissage, solecism, mimicry...), comes across
as theory playing the hand maiden to politics.”" The research on hybridity
questions the dominance of one society over another in the name of modernity
and “Whereas for Hegel, Marx and Weber there appeared to be but one race
and the West had strung the tape at the finish line for others to break, for us it
has become apparent that there are multiple races and many finish lines, and
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the tapes are manufactured also in Tokyo and Beijing”.”> The symbolic presence
of the past constitutes a link of modernity with collective memory. Susanne
Rudolph generalises from these observations to the need to look at the universal
claims of a particular variant of modernity afresh.”

Where, then, does comparative politics go from here? A number of
theoretical developments in the social sciences and humanities since the halcyon
days of structural functionalism — conceptual stretching, bounded rationality,
two level games, entangled history, habitus, re-use, and the flow of culture —
point in the direction of new pastures that one can visit in order to enrich the
basis of comparison that is relevant to our times.”* The biggest challenge is to
bring the two worlds — of comparative politics and conceptual flow — together
and make it methodologically possible for them to draw strength from one
another. Even as we celebrate the value added character of hybridity for
conventional research on the state and modernity, one should, nevertheless be
weary of too hasty a rejection of the rigour of logical positivism at the core of
comparative politics. Hybridity research stands to gain enormously from
retaining the epistemological links with historical development of comparative
politics as a distinctive field. Re-use rather than replacement is the best scientific
way forward, because, important as the heuristic value of hybridity is, progress
in the field of research on modernity and the state is contingent on rigorous
fieldwork that is the most valuable legacy of structural-functionalism. To
measure the length, breadth, depth and stability of hybrid substances, we still
need categories and tools that are themselves not hybrid. The alternative is to
bring in a form of radical relativism that denies any possibility of inter-personal
communication or replication.

The crucial issue is not to lose sight of the fact that political concepts and
institutions — pure as well as hybrid — are political constructions — and as such,
contingent on a cluster of interests, stakeholders, and their contextual setting.
As long as the values, beliefs, interests of the stakeholders are served well, and
the world at large leaves it alone, an institution and its underlying concept can
remain stable over long periods of time. However, today, in the age of trans-
national citizenship and global communication, they are as much subject to
the inward flow of concepts as to the outward. Most of all, thanks to the new
research on hybridity, the ontological status of the ‘pure’ has become contested.
Hybrids do not necessarily think of themselves as impure, and, it is quite
conceivable that the ‘pure’, so-called, is actually a special case of the hybrid.
As one notices the helpless search for a way to accommodate Islam on European
soil, with the Jacobin state and global Islam locked into a stalemated conflict,
one looks wistfully at the success of the hybrid Indian Personal Law and the
hybrid modern state with a Kautliyan core that has kept the divisive issues of
the sacred and the secular within the bounds of the rule of law.
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END NOTES

For a critical analysis of modernity in the Indian context, cf. Rudolph and Rudolph
(1967) and Mitra (Ed.) (2009), five vols.

K. M. Munshi founded Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan in 1938 with the blessings of Mahatma
Gandhi with the intention of reviving interest in India’s past as part of the larger goals of
India’s freedom movement.

“The past has to be seen to be dead; or the past will kill”. See Naipaul (1979: 174).
Evolution is a concept used in biology to describe long term developments that are
undirected and have a common point of origin in the past. An approach to apply this
concept to political science is Evolutionary Institutionalism (EI). In this application
institutions are analysed analogous to organs from an evolutionary perspective.
Institutions evolve, according to EL, influenced by ecological factors (exogenous change)
or through re-interpretation and re-implementation in the course of daily routines
(endogenous change); cf. Gould (2002), Lewis and Steinmo (2012).

Following Pierre Bourdieu’s concept, ‘habitus’ is understood here as the repository of
past ideas and patterns of thought and behaviour that sub- or semi-consciously influence,
if not steer present thinking and acting in the politico-strategic field. The habitus enables
the ‘flow’ of ideas and attitudes across time — independent of their transmission in
discursive contexts. cf. Bourdieu (1990: 52-97), Michael Liebig (2014a: 90-96, 276-
312).

The reference here is to Rudolph and Rudolph, The Modernity of Tradition, Ashis Nandy,
The Intimate Enemy and Adda Bozeman, Politics and Culture in International History.
Each of these three texts presents the pre-modern past as a vital reservoir of knowledge
that the designers of modern India have re-used in order to create the institutional
arrangement that has shown its resilience over the past six decades.

Bozeman (1960: 5).

cf. Douglas, Mary (1966/1996 reprint: I), for a lucid and “universal analysis of the rules
of purity which applies equally to secular and religious life as to primitive and modern
societies.”

[On the wake of the Revolution] “Suddenly, subjects were told they had become Citizens;
an aggregate of subjects held in place by injustice and intimidation had become a Nation.
From this new thing, this Nation of Citizens, justice, freedom and plenty could be not
only expected but required. By the same token, should it not materialise, only those who
had spurned their citizenship, or who were by their birth or unrepentant beliefs incapable
of exercising it, could be held responsible. Before the promise of 1789 could be realised,
it was necessary to root out Un-citizens” [Schama (1989: 859)]. The search for purity
functions as the essence of legitimacy for totalitarian rulers, from Stalin to the Taliban.
The political development literature of the 1960s is replete with such developmental
schemata which in turn draw on older categories such as Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft
(Toennies) that cast developing and developed societies in a model of developmental
nexus. The responsibility to provide guidance to the developing societies was taken up
by the institutions in charge of policing purity — experts, colonial masters or their post-
colonial pupils to whom power was transferred at Independence — who were expected to
detect, punish and eliminate impurity.

cf. Diamond (2002a).

Fiirstenberg (2015).

cf. Kangle (2010c), Liebig (2014a), Zimmer (1969), Hillebrandt (1923), Sil (1989).
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14. Max Weber was the first western social scientist to recognise Kautilya’s significance.
See Weber’s ‘Politics As A Vocation’ and his sociology of religion studies on Hinduism
and Buddhism. cf. Weber (2000); Weber (1988).

15. Kangle (2010b: 47), [1.19.34-35].

16.  cf. Weber (2000: 161).

17.  Ibid.: 146.

18.  cf. Scharfe (1968: 233-276).

19.  Bozeman (1960: 5-6).

20.  cf. Bourdieu (1990: 52-97).

21.  cf. Dixit (2004); Menon (2013).

22.  cf. Halbwachs (1991).

23.  Nehru (1981: 59, 67).

24.  cf. Zaman (20006).

25.  Mitra (1999b); Mitra and Singh (2009b).

26.  Politics in classical India “distinguished between dharma, a concept carrying the broad
general meaning of righteousness and best rendered in legal literature as the divinely
ordained norm of good conduct, and artha, which signifies utility and property. The
sources of Indian political thought are thus essentially two-fold: the dharmashastras, or
treatises on law and political theory, among which the Code of Manu is the most renowned,
and the Arthasastra which deal with practical politics on the national and international
level.” Bozeman (1960: 120).

27. Bozeman (1960, 121).

28.  North identifies two major factors that are responsible for incremental institutional change,
namely, “the lock-in that come from the symbiotic relationship between institutions and
the organisations that have evolved as a consequence of the incentive structure provided
by those institutions, and the feedback process by which human beings perceive and
react to changes in the opportunity set.” North (1990: 7).

29.  Fludernik (1998: 10).

30.  “Bhabha himself has complicated the notion of hybridity even further by resorting to the
Lacanian category of the imaginary, a move which hearkens back to Franz Fanon’s
work. For Bhabha the coloniser and the colonial subject both undergo a splitting of their
identity positions, a splitting that occurs through their mutual imaginary identification
(pictured in terms of mimicry). Bhabha’s model also relies on Derrida and Bakhtin,
bringing together a variety of poststructuralist concepts which are then catachrestically
applied and juxtaposed in a variety of contexts and settings. I refrain at this point from
a more detailed explication of Bhabha’s The Location of Culture since his model is
discussed in great detail in the essays of Fludernik and Ray” [Fludernik (1998: 14)]. cf.
Bhabha (1994).

31. A Gramscian term, adopted by Gayatri Spivak and the Subaltern Studies School.

32.  Fludernik (1998: 21-22).

33. Hegewald and Mitra (2008).

34.  Morris-Jones (1964: 13).

35.  Ibid.: 17.

36.  The Chinese came to the same conclusion — “It does not matter what colour the cat is, as
long as it catches mice!” - three decades after the Great Proletarian Revolution.

37.  cf. Auboyer (1965); Edwardes (1965).

38.  This spirit of renewal, essential to the conservative dynamism of pre-modern India, is
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summed up in an often-repeated §loka from the Gita: Whenever, scion of Bharatas!
Righteousness declines and unrighteousness prevails, I manifest Myself. (Bhagavadgita
4.7).

For examples of re-use during the period of the decline of India’s political autonomy, cf.
Hegewald (2006: 517-523); Hegewald (2005: 179-190).

Metcalf makes this point in his interpretation of the decorative role of past artefacts in
the modern architecture of Lutyens [Metcalf (1998)].

Metcalf (1998: 14).

Metcalf (1998: 24) sums up the reciprocal relation of Orientalism and Empire in the
following passage: “Perhaps Curzon’s lamp [which he got designed in Egypt and arranged
to be placed on the grave of Mumtaz in the Taj Mahal] might be taken to represent the
colonial aesthetic. It is an aesthetic of difference, of distance, of substantiation, of control
— an aesthetic in which the Taj Mahal, the mosque of Cairo, even the Arabian Nights, all
merge and become indistinguishable, and hence are available for use however the colonial
ruler chooses. It is an aesthetic in which the past, though ordered with scrupulous attention
to detail, stays firmly in the past. It is an aesthetic Shah Jahan [the Mughal emperor who
built the Taj Mahal as a memoriam to Mumtaz Mabhal, his deceased Queen] could never
have comprehended”.

Nandy (1983: IX).

The signs of the lingering British presence — Sunday as the official holiday of the week,
left-hand-drive of the Indian traffic, and the ubiquitous Ambassador car, a hybrid British
Austin Rover adapted to Indian roads which had become the sturdy emblem of Indian
officialdom, are everywhere. The Dak Bungalows, outposts of the British Raj out in the
country, temporary homes for the British civilian officers on tour, are tended with the
same attention to details by the PWD — the Public Works Department, also of British
vintage — just as are the post-independence guest houses of the national and state
governments.

Rudolph and Rudolph (1987), Parekh (1999).

Rudolph and Rudolph (1987: 400f).

Ibid.: 63f.

cf. Mitra (2000).

Government of Tamil Nadu: Report of the Centre-State Relations Inquiry Commiittee,
1971.

cf. Mitra (2002), Ghosh (2007).

cf. Coupland (1944:128, 134, 151), for the evolution of statutory communalism.
Panikkar (1963: 228).

Tillotson comments: “The visual culture of the Mughals, so distinctive and instantly
recognizable, was not conjured out of nothing. Its success was the product of the skillful
blending together of the many different traditions that were available to the artists to
draw on, including the Mughal’s own central Asian heritage and the expertise and many
long-established styles of India itself. The empire’s greatest legacy is perhaps this
composite culture; and that culture’s most outstanding masterpiece is the building [Taj
Mahal]” [Tillotson (2008: 44)]. The architectural designs “drew inspiration from three
related traditions: the architecture of the Mughals’ central Asian homeland; the buildings
erected by earlier Muslim rulers of India, especially in the Delhi region; and the much
older architectural expertise of India itself.” (Ibid.: 46)

Metcalf (1998: 18).

Hegewald (2012).
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Aristotle felt that “too great a departure from common experience probably has a fallacy
in it somewhere, even though it appears to be irreproachably logical” [Sabine (1973:
99)1.

cf. Diamond (2002a: 26).

“[However] empirical evidence increasingly suggests that to a significant extent the
third wave of democratisation could become less of a triumph of political liberalism and
liberal democracy than a success story for ‘hybrid’ or ‘ambiguous’ regimes, ‘delegative’,
‘defective’, ‘semi-’ or ‘illiberal’ democracies, ‘competitive authoritarianism.’” These
political systems include the ‘Potemkin democracies’ where a democratic fagade conceals
an authoritarian leadership and those that are ‘ethnocratic’, ‘plebiscite-populist, often
even with sultanistic components, and which therefore may be identified as ‘false
democracies’” [Croissant and Merkel (2004: 2)].

See below for the concepts of trans-lingual and trans-cultural research. Students of
comparative politics engaged in the classificatory analysis have much to learn from
similar attempts in history, particularly the research on ‘histoire croisée’. cf. Werner and
Zimmermann (2006).

cf. Mitra and Singh (2009) for diachronic data on legitimacy and efficacy in India which
shows a steady rise from 1971 to 2004 for which we have evidence from survey data.
Participation in free and fair elections has gone up steadily from 1951 when the first
general election with universal adult franchise was held, and has reached levels that are
respectable by the standards of liberal democracies.

cf., for example, Lijphart (2009).

For a succinct analysis of how ‘modernity and tradition’ do ‘infiltrate and transform
each other’, cf. Rudolph and Rudolph (1967: 3).

cf. Mitra (1999b).

Mitra (1990b: 6).

North (1990: 94). I have drawn on North to ask, “why do institutions work in South
Asia, sometimes?” [cf. Mitra (1999a): 422)].

cf. Mitra (1988: 318-337) and its companion piece Mitra (1994). Both essays have been
reprinted in Mitra (1999).

Conceptual stretching takes the shape of hybrid categories such as ‘people’s democracy’,
‘guided democracy’, ‘Islamic democracy’, etc. “When scholars extend their models and
hypotheses to encompass additional cases, they commonly need to adapt their analytic
categories to fit the next contexts...[However] the overly strict application of a classical
framework can lead to abandoning to category prematurely or to modifying it
inappropriately” [Collier and Mahon (1993: 845)].

The motley crowd of resisters, united to fight the ‘intrusive other’, come together under
hybrid categories such as ‘the Church’ (see Charles Tilly’s analysis of the counter-
revolution in the Vendee) or Islam, in contemporary Afghanistan.

Purists like Jinnah and Bandaranaike, following their pure visions of Islam and Buddhism
respectively, have run their states — Pakistan, the land of the pure, and Sri Lanka, the
sacred land of Sirindip — to political dead-ends.

“Two salient areas of Indian politics that call for critical attention and possible re-
evaluation are the relations of the state and the market, and the attitudes of the state
towards religion. The former has attracted some attention already. The Indian economy
has belatedly come to terms with the necessity of taking painful decisions about
restructuring and accepted the need for internal and international competition. But
considerable confusion and outmoded assumptions still dominate the attitudes of the
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state towards religion” [Mitra (1990a: 92)]. “For its survival and growth, the state in
India will need to go beyond simple accommodation and to transcend some contentious
interests — religious, social, economic and political — when the occasion so demands”
[Mitra (1990a: 93)].

It is about time that the students of the modern state re-read Elias, Foucault, Nandy and
Metcalf to decide for themselves how much there is to un-learn so that they might learn
properly how the modern state in India has acquired its ‘European’ resilience without
the benefit of European history.

Rudolph (1987: 732).

“When empiricists, structuralists or political economists look at what they consider the
mere flimflam of the symbolic realm, they want to know where the real stuff is: the
village, the irrigation network, the coalition between king and noble, the extractive
mechanism. They ask, how many divisions does the pope have? I also want to answer to
choose questions. But as we address the state in Asia, we must treat the symbolic as a
phenomenon. We must try to create theoretical frameworks that combine a demystified,
rationalist worldview with an understanding of the phenomenology of the symbolic in
societies where the gods have not yet died. And we must combine it with the understanding
that we too construct and act within cosmologies and that we only deny the myths we
live by because we cannot see or articulate them” [Rudolph (1987: 742)].

Several articles points in the direction of the wider dimensions of this project. These
include: Gallie (1955/56), Sartori (1970), Collier Mahon (1993), Collier and Levitsky
(1997), Diamond (2002b), Lindberg (2007), Stepan (2008).
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Understanding Kautilya’s ArthaSastra:
Origination, Migration and Diffusion

Pradeep Kumar Gautam

Introduction

This chapter is about understanding an ancient Indian text on statecraft called
Kautilya’s Arthasastra.! Its relevance today makes it a significant text to pursue.
According to Johann Jakob Meyer, the German Indologist and translator of
Kautilya’s ArthaSastra from Sanskrit to German, in 1927,2 “the ArthaSastra
was not a book but a library of ancient India.”” I think this assessment was very
correct. Each time you pick up the text something new and novel emerges in
the understanding — like browsing through a good well stocked library. Benoy
Kumar Sarkar, one of India’s leading scholars in early 20th century had deeply
engaged with Indian political traditions and had compared them to the Western
ones. As an ice breaking work, on Kautilya’s Artha$astra, he had aptly said
that the work spans across “principles and methods”, and is also “theoretical
and philosophical”.* For translation from Sanskrit into English, the best source
is that of R.P. Kangle, who had undertaken its translation comprehensively
which also includes a study on the subjects covered in the text.’ He probably
devoted his whole life to this endeavour. It is to his credit that although he was
a scholar of Sanskrit, he could relate the text to matters of Political Science,
statecraft, security, philosophy and comparative world politics in great detail.
He categorised the nature of the text to argue that the text:

is not a theoretical treatise on Political Science. It does not cover the origins of



Understanding Kautilya’s Artha$astra: Origination, Migration and Diffusion 69

the state, its nature and functions. It does not inquire how some men come to rule
over others and how a majority of men are content to be governed by a few.

So, a question comes to mind, what is the scope of Kautilya’s Arthasastra?
Kangle addressed this to mention that:

Artha$astra is understood as the science of dealing with state affairs in the internal
as well as external sphere; or in other words, it is the science of statecraft or of
politics and administration.’

In his conclusion to the study, Kangle sums up to say:

It is essentially a treatise on the art of government. It assumes monarchy to be the
form of government; hence it is primarily addressed to the king, advising him on
how the administration of his kingdom should be carried on and how he should
adjust his foreign policy to the best advantage of his state.?

Kautilya’s ArthaSastra survived in oral traditions and fragmentary
commentaries till its discovery in 1904 and its publication in 1915 into English,
and later into other languages as well. The international community of scholars
was considerably stimulated by this development.® However, one great hurdle
was an answer to the question as to how come such a manual found its way in
Indian traditions which appeared to be ‘other-worldly’? Let us examine this.

In the past, it had often been incorrectly assumed by some Indologists that
Indians are a nation of just philosophers. Dr. D.R. Bhandarkar in his analysis
of the work of two such Indologists — Max Muller and Bloomfield (who felt
that there was a total absence of statecraft) — gives Kautilya’s Arthasastra as
an evidence to negate the myth that “India made no contribution to the science
of politics and has therefore no place in the political history of the world.”
Bhandarkar challenges this to say:

For we learn from Kautilya that up till his time no less than four schools of the
science of polity were known, and no less than seven individual authors of great
eminence flourished, who were in no way connected with any school...Again,
what were the vidyas or sciences prevalent in his time? They were anvikshaki,
Philosophy, trayi, Theology, varta, Economics, and danda-niti, Polity....Does this
not clearly show that before the advent of the Mauryan power the Indians cultivated
the science of politics with as much boldness and alacrity as they did theology
and philosophy...1°

In the context of Indian civilisation enriching the knowledge of the world,
Max Weber was one of the first German scholars to have noticed in 1917 that
India “has come to have something of the significance that ancient Greece has
had in the West”.! Although Max Weber had sensed the unique role of the text
early in 20th century, the initial debates and interest over its rediscovery in
early 20th century got addressed mostly amongst only linguists, Sanskritists
and ancient historians. This may not be enough to make the text relevant as
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concepts still remain understudied. Myron Weiner in 1984 had noted that
absence of contemporary relevance in scholarship. The argument was:

Commentators on the contemporary Indian political, social and economic scene
almost never draw their analytical concepts explicitly from the literature of classical
Indian political thought. Although Indians who have analysed this literature — K.P.
Jayaswal, U.N. Ghosal, B. Prasad, D.R. Bhandarkar, R.S. Sharma, A.S. Altekar,
K.M. Panikkar, B.K. Sarkar, T.N. Ramaswamy and B.A. Saletore — may have
been eager to show that the literature had contemporary relevance, they were not
primarily concerned with the study of contemporary politics and society.'?

Surely the near absence of relating the text and its wisdom to contemporary
politics, statecraft and diplomacy few decades ago was a fact. But why was
this not done in the past? One reason is that the initial debates and interest over
its rediscovery in early 20th century got addressed amongst only linguists,
Sanskritists and ancient historians. Probably this unfortunate practice continues
even today due to rigid departmental habits. To relate this text now to Political
Science has been a task not fully done and the chapters in this book attempt to
just do that. It is because anything ‘classical’ cannot vanish or disappear.
Therefore, this knowledge needs to be systematically transferred to the realm
of Political Science. Colin S. Gray reminds us that the “classical texts of political
realism provide sound education. Of course, every text bears the stamp of its
place, time and particular culture — for example, Thucydides, Sun Tzu, Kautilya,
Machiavelli, Morgenthau and Aron all offer timeless wisdom because they all
shared an accurate enough vision of enduring reality.”'?

It seems that Kangle did not engage in depth and detail with ‘theories’
which lie buried in the text. But after half a century of research that followed
Kangle’s study in the text, theories of economics are being discovered and
together with the “superstars of eighteen century” such as David Hume, Adam
Smith, James Stuart, and John Stuart Mill: Kautilya’s contribution has been
acknowledged through history of non-Western sources.!* Sihag demonstrates
that Kautilya is the founder of a number of economic theories and concepts. '

The mention of the text to be the source material of many other disciplines
like diplomacy and military science has also been alluded to in the seminal and
multivolume History of Science, Philosophy and Culture in Indian Civilization.'®
Today, this rich ancient text does not fail to excite and interest readers, especially
as it still requires significant study and interpretation by political scientists— a
challenging task. In recent times, political scientists and pundits from India
well-versed in both International Relations (IR) and Kautilya’s ArthaSastra
have taken very important steps to figure out which theory of IR best fits the
text, beyond just classical realism. Akhilesh Pillalamarri'” equates it with
offensive realism without mentioning but implicitly having in mind its proponent
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like the theorist John J. Mearsheimer’s The Tragedy of Great Power Politics
(2001). Mahendra Prasad Singh, a former Professor and Head of Department
of Political Science of Delhi University, is more direct. He compares it with
Kenneth N. Waltz’s Man, the State, and War (1959) to argue:

There is a parallel between the theories of saptanga state and rajmandala of
Kautilya in the modern neo-realist or structural-realist theory of international
relations formulated by Kenneth N. Waltz.'3

Further, to release the text from the stranglehold or paradigm of only
political realism (and thus freeing him of being used only as an adjective a la
Machiavelli),' Deepshikha Shahi argues that Arthasastra is essentially a work
of “eclecticism” as it does not exclusively endorse a realist worldview; it rather
also incorporates the theoretical propositions of Social Constructivism in
comprehending and practising international relations.” Likewise, Medha Bisht
argues to illuminate the idea of power, order, political virtue and state in IR
and political theory;*' and in this volume, shows the concept of “world system
theory”. Like art appreciation, finding similarities with many important strands
of IR shows that the text or the ‘masterpiece’ is not only a gold mine but has
other rare materials for which special intellectual tools are required. Thus,
Michael Liebig shows the rich implicit concepts of the discipline of Intelligence
Studies such as analyses, assessments and estimates in the text.”?> And later,
with Dany Shoham, another scholar of contemporary Intelligence Studies,
conclusively proves it again.”

Thus, Kautilya’s Artha$astra as a normative text of instructions with various
principles and ideas that are still relevant today, is being introduced in this
study. The manual offers a vast range of topics and disciplines, of which defence,
security, statecraft, international relations, and foreign policy and diplomacy
stand out. The ArthaSastra consists of 15 books called adhikaranas. Each book
has chapters, which have sections comprising of prose called siitra(s).** The
first five books known as the fantras deal with internal administration of the
state, the next eight deal with @vapa or its relations with neighbouring states
and the last two are miscellaneous in character.”® A breakdown of Kautilya’s
ArthaSastra is given in the Appendix.

This study attempts to provide an understanding on the enduring and rich
nature of the text, and accordingly its relevance. Besides foreign policy, issues
on war and peace in the text can supplement and reinforce international laws
of war. The first part covers, what is Kautilya’s Artha$astra; and who is
Kautilya? The second part explains key concepts of foreign policy and statecraft.
The third part includes the continuation and migration of tradition in different
forms within and outside India. The fourth part provides a case study on Kautilya
and war.
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Part I: What is Kautilya’s Arthasastra; and Who is Kautilya?
The Key Role of Artha

“Since very early times artha has been regarded as one of the trivarga or three
goals of human existence, the other two being dharma (ethical and moral) and
kama (worldly desires and expectations).”?® Arthas$astra is regarded as a §astra
concerned with general well-being on earth. “And since state activity alone
can make such general well-being possible, the protection of earth and its
acquisition, which are essential parts of state activity, are declared the province
of this $astra. It is thus defined as the §astra which shows how this activity of
the acquisition and protection of the earth should be carried out.”?” Arthas$astra
is a political manual. It is the science which is the means of the acquisition and
protection of earth. The rulership of the ‘earth’ contemplated in the text does
not however necessarily imply the conquest of the whole world. The field
open for the operations of the would-be conqueror (vijigisu) appears restricted
to the region lying between the Himalayas and the sea. Territories beyond the
borders of India are not included in the ‘territory of the Sovereign Ruler’.? In
this setting of political unification of common cultural Indian subcontinent,
the Arthasastra has a twofold aim. “First, it seeks to show how the ruler should
protect his territory. This protection (palana) refers principally to the
administration of the state. Second, it shows how territory should be acquired.
This acquisition (labha) refers principally to the conquest of territory from
others”.” “The ends which the Arthasastra has in view are the yogaksema
(protection of what is acquired) and raksana (protection) of subjects.”*
Yogaksema is the purpose and the responsibility of the state by avoiding
matsyanyaya (big fish swallowing the smaller fish). Kautilya enjoins the king
to adopt policies that would lead the state to vrddhi (prosperity) and avoid
those that result in ksaya (decline).’! The normative dimension is the political
unification of the Indian subcontinent with no imperialist expansion beyond
the subcontinent. In the text, there are two dominions (visayas): the sva-visaya
(the dominion of the conqueror-to-be) and the para-visaya (dominion of the
enemy). It is possible that city dwellers had a clear understanding of citizenship
while those in the countryside (janapada) had overlapping jurisdiction as siitra
8.1.26-27 indicate:

And city-dwellers are stronger than the country people and being steadfast (in
loyalty) are helpful to the king in times of trouble (8.1.26). Country people, on the
other hand, are common to the enemy (8.1.27).%

Text on Artha, Date and Author

Romila Thapar who considers the text to be a Mauryan document wonders: “It
has long been a puzzle as to why, if Kautilya had known a large imperial state,
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his work should be concerned with smaller states”.* On the other hand Mark
McClish argues that it is not a Mauryan document.** Hermann Kulke and
Dietmar Rothermund in their A History of India provide a workable political
system of the ArthaSastra. They argue:

Kautalya depicts a situation in which several small rival kingdoms each have a
chance of gaining supremacy over the other if the respective ruler follows the
instruction given by Kautalya. In ancient Indian history the period which
corresponds most closely to Kautalya’s description is that of the mahajanapadas
before Magadha attained supremacy. Thus it seems more likely that Kautalya
related in normative terms what he had come to know about this earlier period
than his account actually reflected the Mauryan empire during Chandragupta’s
reign. Thus the Arthasastra should not be regarded as a source for the study of the
history of the empire only but also for the history of state formation in the
immediately preceding period.*

The History and Culture of Indian People: The Age of Imperial Unity
highlights that between the small states in the ancient period there was an
interplay of centripetal and centrifugal forces. Every state tended to encroach
upon its neighbours. A big empire could not last long. Outlying regions were
tempted to drift away to start an independent career and make a bid for
supremacy. There were compromises and a fusion of federalism and feudalism.*
Itis in this approximate context that the famous circle of kings was constructed
in Kautilya’s Artha$astra. I argue that it is a good and unique scenario planning
tool when used with other concepts such as sadgunya and upayas, and the
seven pillars of prakrtis and their state of health or ill health (vyasanas or
calamity or disasters) of one’s own, friends and foes.

For artha the one and only text is Artha$astra, attributed to a number of
authors among whom Kautilya’s is the final and supreme version.?’ Professor
Upinder Singh of Delhi University in summation, basing it on all evidence
including that of Thomas R. Tarutmann, Kautilya and the ArthaSastra (1971),
[who conducted a computer-aided statistical analysis of the ArthaSastra,
focusing on the differences in the frequencies of ordinary, frequently occurring
word such as ca (and) and va (or) in different books of the work assume that
different word frequencies point to different authors], takes a middle path. She
concludes:

Although the Arthasastra does have a certain element of unity, it is very likely
that there were later interpolations and remouldings. The crux of the problem is:
In view of debate over its age and authorship and its normative nature, how is this
text to be used as a source of history? There do not yet seem to be sufficient
grounds to abandon the idea that some part of the text was composed in the
Mauryan period by a person named Kautilya, allowing for later interpolations
stretching into the early centuries CE. Since it has some moorings in the Mauryan
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period, the Arthas$astra can be used as a source for certain aspects of the period.
At the same, we have to be careful not to read the book as a description of Mauryan
state or society.*®

Chandragupta, the founder of the Maurya dynasty, succeeded to the Nanda
throne in about 321 BCE at the age of 25. Indian traditions have it that the
Kautilya, also known as Chanakya or Vishnugupta, was his mentor and guide.
The origin and early life of Chandragupta remains obscure, though according
to the prevalent view he belonged to the Moriya tribe and his caste was low.
Both Indian and classical Greek sources state that he overthrew the last Nanda
ruler and occupied his capital Pataliputra (modern day Patna). The Greek
accounts add that he moved to north-west India and subdued the Greek garrison
left behind by Alexander.* Narayan Chandra Bandyopadhyaya has given a
comprehensive account of the stories related to Kautilya from puranas, Jain
and Buddhist traditions, mention of his name and work by Dandi the poet of
sixth century CE, by Bana — the biographer of king Harsa in 7th century CE
(though not in praise but “a violent denunciation”), use of language bearing
close resemblance to Kautilya by Kalidas, Kamandaka, Somadeva-Suri the
Jain, parallelism with his work by later smrti writers such as Yajfiavalkya Smrti,
Katyayana Smrti, Mallinatha, Kulluka Bhatta the commentator of the
Manusamhita, Katha-sarit-sagara, and the drama Mudraraksasa.*’

As is well known, Visnugupta*' or Kautilya, otherwise known as Canakya,*
was not only celebrated as a king-maker but is now regarded as the greatest
exponent of realistic policies of governance and of methods of diplomacy as
applicable to the period of foreign impact and internal dis-unity.*

Kautilya’s Artha$astra survived in oral traditions and in fragmentary
commentaries till its discovery in 1904 and its publication in 1915 in English
and other languages later. Traditionally, Kautilya is considered the author of
the ArthaSastra. He is also known as the one who destroyed the power of the
Nandas and placed Chandragupta Maurya on the throne of Magadha.*
According to ancient Indian history, in 320 BCE, Chandragupta Maurya was
the first Indian king who consolidated the Indian subcontinent into a cohesive
country with the foundation of the Mauryan Empire.* Prior to him, Alexander
had reached the fringes, and after defeating the rulers of the Indian borderland
at Punjab, had left Greek governors to administer the area. During this time,
the rest of India to the east was ruled by the Nanda kings who were unpopular
and despised; nevertheless, their military strength was formidable and probably
deterred further advance by Alexander’s overstretched troops. The legend goes
that the Nanda king, the then ruler of Pataliputra (modern Patna), had insulted
Kautilya who fuelled by this insult later succeeded in uprooting the Nanda
Dynasty and establishing the Mauryan one in its place.
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The date of the opus is not known precisely.*® But the tradition that Kautilya
was the author of Arthasastra seems to have been generally accepted since
fairly ancient times. Kamandaka’s Nitisara (The Essence of Politics), for
example, asserts that the wise Visnugupta, who had destroyed the Nandas by
his magic lore and given the earth to Chandragupta, extracted the nectar of
Nitisara from the ocean of ArthaSastra.*’ This consolidated and updated
Kautilya’s Artha$astra in the form of Nitisara can be situated at the threshold
or advent of the early medieval period (c.500-700 CE).* Sources of the Gupta
period, such as the famous Sanskrit play Mudraraksasa (Minister’s Signet Ring)
by Vis§akhadatta, give credit for Chandragupta’s rise to his political advisor
Kautilya, the author of the Arthasastra.®

We do not engage in this debate here as the Sanskritists and ancient
historians are divided over it. And a resolution seems unlikely. For our purpose,
we may assume a broad bracket as the year of its compilation varies amongst
authors from the 4th century BCE to the 3rd century CE. We focus and see for
ourselves what the concepts in the text tell us today or in other words as also
argued by Michael Liebig — “engage substantially with the idea contents of the
ArthaSastra.”

The Characteristic of Indian Historiography

Of the four source materials of Indian History (archaeology, epigraphy,
numismatics and literary sources), literary sources are the most abundant. This
chapter, accordingly, will base most of the arguments on literary sources.

D. Mackenzie Brown had rightly opined that the most creative period for
Indian theory occurs, as in China and Greece, before the beginning of Christian
era in the West.*® He also observed that “Indian political thought cannot be
isolated from the main body of Hindu philosophy. In the West, we have accepted
a tradition, partly Machiavellian, of a science of government which rests upon
its own empirical basis. But the great works of Indian polity, are like the political
dicta of Aquinas, one facet of a vast and integrated system of reasoning which
poses and interprets the very problem of human existence.”!

Methodological problems identified by Mahendra Prasad Singh help in a
better understanding. The first methodological problem is on the periodisation
of Indian culture and history. Divisions such as Hindu, Muslim and British is
stereotypical and misleading. Rather the product of cultural-revolutionary
transformations and transitions were in:>

(a) Aryan-Dravidian acculturation.
(b) Jain and Buddhist protest movements for reforms in the Vedic world
view.
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(¢) Hindu-Muslim encounter and coexistence.
(d) The Western, primarily British, colonial conquest, Indian response and
resistance, and the modernisation of Indian tradition.

The second methodological problem relates to the identification and reading
of primary texts and classical secondary commentaries of political purport and
relevance such as Kautilya’s Artha$astra. A third methodological problem (on
which we have already thrown some light) is in the observation of the late
Indian philosopher Bimal Kumar Matilal who challenged the wrong notion
that Indian philosophy is only religious, spiritual, and other-worldly.* Mahendra
Prasad Singh further identifies the fourth problem (on which like the third, we
have already thrown some light) of method on the question of how to study the
texts in their appropriate historical and cultural contexts. Traditionally,
Indologists have primarily focussed on internal reading of the texts, whereas
historians have examined the political, social, and economic context. Students
of political thought have primarily been interested in only the political aspects,
while historians and Indologists have explored traditions, past, and history
systematically.”® Mahendra Prasad Singh argues, “One sees the faint beginning
of political ideas in the Vedas, Upanishads, and epics, and then their
crystallisation in the myths of creation of the state in several Brahminical and
Buddhist texts. The most full-fledged outlining of the theory of state is found
in Kautilya’s Arthasastra.”

Some More Challenges in Understanding Indian Historical Traditions
and Methods

Two issues would need to be realised for any study of this sort. First is that
scholars in the West, and most of them in India and elsewhere are trained in
Western theories. This demands that to understand Indian tradition one may
have to approach it from a comparative and known perspective which is
dominated by the West. As Charles Drekmeier puts it: “An unfortunate feature
of a good deal of interpretation of Hindu political thought has been the
willingness of Indian scholars, trained in Western history, to force an equation
of Hindu and Western theoretical concepts.”* That is why scholars were
comfortable in comparing Kautilya to Machiavelli as a short hand. I argue that
this caricaturing has done a great harm to Kautilya’s Arthasastra. It has also
harmed Machiavelli. As Michael Liebig’s chapter “Kautilya and Machiavelli
in a Comparative Perspective” in this volume shows, just The Prince is
insufficient. To understand Machiavelli and his idea of raison d’état (reason
of the state) comprehensively, one has to study his Discourses on Livy’s History
of Rome.
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The second issue is about the Indian oral traditions and time. It must be
appreciated that ancient India relied on oral traditions and the concept of time
in its philosophy is not linear but cyclical. This aspect, it seems, was not well
understood in the past. Thus, M.A. Stein in his introduction to Kalhana’s
Rajatarangini tells the readers that the Indian mind has never learnt to divide
mythology and legendary tradition from true history. Further, on problem of
historiography he referred to Alberuni who said “Unfortunately the Hindus do
not pay much attention to the historical order of things, they are very careless
in relating the chronological succession of their kings.”>” Similarly, writing in
19th century colonial India, when the knowledge of India by Europeans was
not comprehensive as it may be now, Gustav Oppert although recognises that
the epics and puranas represent historical branch of Indian literature, expresses
his anguish to say, “Our knowledge of the history of ancient Hindus is very
limited, and there is not much hope of our becoming better informed, as the
most important factor providing such knowledge, i.e. a historical literature or
a sufficient number of authentic records, is not existing in India, in fact seems
never to have existed”.”® In the past, the Indian historian Hemchandra
Raychaudhuri in his first sentence of his introduction to Political History of
Ancient India (1923) raised this matter to say: “No Thucydides or Tacitus has
left for posterity a genuine history of Ancient India.”*® He was right at that
point in time. However, such impressions still have a great influence on the
common perception of ‘Indianness’, as getting old and incorrect ideas replaced
with new insights or unlearning is not simple. For example, even eminent
Chinese Indologist Professor Ji Xianlin maintains that “ancient India had a
very weak textual tradition but a very strong oral tradition.” Chinese scholars
posit that Indians “ignored historical records for oral tradition albeit they have
excelled in religion, philosophy and meditation...throughout the history of
Indian civilisation, although there are thousands of scriptures passed down
from generations to generations, but not a single chronological history or
historiography is to be found.”*

As I show later, this sort of impressions of Alberuni, Gustav Oppert, some
of the Chinese scholars, Hemchandra Raychaudhuri and M. A. Stein have since
been, to some extent, deconstructed. Indeed, Romila Thapar has argued very
convincingly to demolish this myth on absence of historical tradition to say,
“While there may not in the early past have been historical writing in the forms
currently regarded as belonging properly to the established genres of history,
many texts of that period reflect a consciousness of history”.¢!

David Shulman in his review of Robert Calasso’s book has also corrected
this wrong impression that ancient Indian traditions were uninterested in the
past, or in facts. He argues:
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After so much eloquent exegesis, it is disconcerting to read a version of the common
fallacy that the Vedic Indians (and may be all subsequent Indians) “ignored history™;
they were happier, it seems, with their eternal rites and myths. It’s high time we
went beyond such simple minded notions, which have a veritable antiquity, from
al-Biruni in the eleventh century right upto the present.®

It is important to revisit what Benoy Kumar Sarkar argued nearly a century
ago.% Sarkar showed in his writings that it had been incorrectly supposed that
the Hindu civilisation is essentially non-economic and non-political, if not
pre-economic and pre-political and that its sole feature is ultra-asceticism and
over-religiosity.®* It is with this as the background that the discovery of
Kautilya’s Artha$astra in 1904 was an event to be celebrated.

Concept of History in Indian Traditions or an Indian Theory of History
(Itihasa)

History “is not a correct translation of the Sanskrit word itihdsa. Etymologically,
it means what really happened (iti-ha-asa). But, as we know, in Indian tradition
purana (legend, myth, tale, etc.), gatha (ballad), ititvrtta (description of past
occurrence, event, etc.), akhyayika (short narrative) and vamsa-carita (genea-
logy) have been consciously accorded a very important place.”® It is in later
periods, D.P. Chattopadhyaya argues, that change occurred with passage of
time and effective presence of Islamic culture. Islamic historians, because of
their “own cultural moorings and the influence of the Semitic and Graeco-
Roman cultures on them, were more particular about their facts, figures and
dates than their Indian predecessors”. The Europeans towards the end of 18th
century “brought in with them their own views of historiography in their cultural
baggage...The introduction of English education in India and the exposure of
the elites of the country to it largely account for the decline of the traditional
concept of itihasa and the rise of post-Newtonian scientific historiography.”
Due to this cross-fertilisation, D.P. Chattopadhyaya has a very important point
to make, which is, “This is not to suggest that the impact of European
historiography on Indian historians was entirely negative. On the contrary it
imparted an analytical and critical temper which motivated many Indian
historians of 19th century to try to discover our heritage in a new way.”¢’ This
aspect or problem in understanding Indian traditions and methods that is Itihdsa
will be further elaborated later.

To make readers understand this complex issues of Indian civilisation, it
has been correctly pointed out by Mackenzie Brown (for the Western readers)
that it is justifiable to follow E.M. Sait’s dictum that thinking does not occur in
a vacuum — political theory is invariably related to actual problems and
conditions and is indeed inseparable from the latter.®® In her latest book on this
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theme of history, Romila Thapar argues: “A sense of history and historical
consciousness existed, that there were historical traditions emerging from
diverse historiographies and that these occasionally took the form of historical
writings.”® In other words, it is a matter of consciousness and the mind. So
crisply put by Michel Danino: “It is in this meaning that when we compare
anything with Indian concepts, we are dealing not only with different time
scales, but with different mind scales”.”

Kautilya on History

Let us see what Kautilya’s Arthas§astra has to say on history. A.K. Sinha has
explained that:

History and Itihasa are not merely two words belonging to two different languages
and having some resemblance in meaning. They are rather two concepts belonging
to two different cultures with different value-systems...Unlike history, Itihasa lacks
an inherent primary sense of research, investigation and enquiry and therefore,
does not emphasise for a factual truth based on specific framework of time and
space...”!

According to Sinha, the Arthasastra very clearly speaks that Puranas,
Itivrtta, akhyayika, Uda@harana, DharmaSastra and ArthaSdstra, these all consist
the Itihasa.”

To pin the above down to the text, elaborating the syllabus for training and
education of the king, Kautilya’s ArthaSastra lists: “The three Vedas — Sama,
Rg, and Yajur — constitute the Triple. And the Atharva-veda and Itihasa-veda
are the Vedas.”” Patrick Olivelle notes: “Itihdsa veda: The category itihdsa
(narrative that are viewed within the tradition as historic) generally apply to
two major Sanskrit epics, the Mahabharata and the Ramayana.”’ Kautilya’s
ArthaSastra also has a detailed syllabus for the education of the king. In siitras
1.5.13-14, it is stated that he should engage in studying Lore (itihasa). Lore
consists of Puranas, Reports (itivrtta), Narratives (akhyayika), 1llustrations
(udaharana), Treatise on Law (dharmasastra), and Treatises on Success
(artha$astra). Further, Patrick Olivelle clarifies in the notes by stating that the
“The meaning of Reports (itivretas) is unclear, although a commentary identifies
the epics Mahabharata and Ramayana...It is also unclear what Narratives
(akhyayika) and Illustrations (udaharana) refer to, although some think they
may refer to fables and stories, such as Pancatantra, also called
Tantrakhyayika.”” Today it is a cliché to say “we learn from history that we
don’t learn from history” or “we ignore lessons of history at our peril” and so
on. Its inclusion as a compulsory subject by Kautilya is obviously to know
what is right and wrong and as Romila Thapar puts it, “Kings who failed to be
familiar with itihasa came to grief, but those that knew it succeeded”.”
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Aware of these unique characteristics of the Indian civilisational traditions
and literature, now we progress and turn to the intellectual environment at the
time of Kautilya.

Intellectual Environment

With the above background we now visit Nilima Chakravarti’s argument which
sets the stage: “In order to trace the essentials of Kautilya’s thought, we must
understand the period of intellectual history of India in which Kautilya made
his appearance. The Upanisadic thinkers and the Buddha with his followers
dominated the scene then. They pointed to the transitory and ever-changing
nature of the empirical world. Worldly pleasures were not worth pursuing,
they were to be shunned...These resulted in an exaggerated emphasis on
asceticism and renunciation.””” This in turn evoked a sharp reaction from the
Lokayata thinkers who argued that “matter or deha alone is real, that there was
no life after death, no Atman or soul surviving death, no God either as creator
of the world or as moral dispenser. They rejected all sources of knowledge.””®
According to Nilima’s understanding, for this reason, philosophers have rightly
placed Kautilya close to a Lokayatika.” Kautilya gave prime importance to
Anviksiki or philosophy and logic in sitra 1.2.10 to include Samkhya, Yoga
and Lokayata.* It is in this intellectual ferment that the text matured. As Charles
Drekmeier argued in his conclusion titled aptly by him as ‘Buddha, Kautalya,
and Krishna’:

The critical period of ancient Indian history was the age that spanned the Upanis
ads and the fullest development of Maurya administration under Ashoka. In these
formative years, roughly from the seventh to the middle of the third century BCE,
the dimensions of Indian philosophical and social thought were established.®!

In comparing the present with the past, the then Indian National Security
Adviser Shri Shivshankar Menon in April 2014 argued: “ArthaSastra itself
emerged from the collision of India’s 6th century BCE Enlightenment
(Upanisads, Buddhism, reason) and the power politics of the Magadhan and
North Indian state system in subsequent centuries. Both were worlds in rapid
change. We seem to be at an analogous historical moment again.”?

Part II: Some Key Concepts of Statecraft and Foreign Policy
Some Basic Ideas of Political Thinking in Ancient India

Kautilya mentions that he has compiled the knowledge and is the grand editor
and author of what was known till his times. Although details of the ArthasSastra
have been explained in this and other chapters, it is important to get familiar
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and understand some basic ideas of political thinking in ancient India like the
state of matsya-nyaya, the doctrines of danda and dharma, the concepts of
sarvabhauma and mandala, and its variations.

In modern International Relations (IR), conditions of anarchy at
international level and absence of world governments compel nations to
converge towards a balance of power. Here anarchy can be related to the ancient
Indian understanding of matsya-nyaya — big fish swallowing up the smaller
ones. Before the rise of state, there prevailed a condition of might is right. The
strong oppressed the weak, as big fish swallows up the small ones. As
characterised by the contract theory of the origin of the state and kingship, the
people elected a king to put an end to the state of anarchy. They agreed to pay
to the royal person taxes in return for order.

The psychology of men in the state of nature has all the negative attributes
where sense of justice (dharma) is lost. “Thus arose the desire (kama) for
possessing things not yet possessed. And this led to their subjugation by
attachment (raga), under which they began to ignore the distinction between
what should be and what should not be done.”®

Human nature fundamentally is the same across cultures. In elaborating
and comparing the doctrine of danda, one Chinese example explains it very
clearly. Sarkar in this context argues that:

In ancient China, Hsun Tze (305-235 BCE) strongly condemned the doctrine of
Mencius (373-289 BCE), who had postulated the ‘original goodness’ of human
nature. For, according to his counter-theory, “man is by nature wicked, his goodness
is the result of nurture”. Su Hw states, “The ancient rulers understood the native
viciousness of man...and therefore created morals, laws, and institutions in order
that human instincts and impulses might be disciplined and transformed”.%

Sarkar then gives a similar example of the western-world by mentioning
Seneca, the Stoic philosopher of the first century CE, who looked upon the
institutions of society as being result of vice, of corruption of human nature.
Sarkar alludes also to the Church Fathers having a similar view. Sarkar
concludes the argument by mentioning that the verdict of Hindu political
thinkers on the nature of man is identical.®

Unlike the Santi Parva, part of the Mahabharata, which has the notion of
a divine king, for Kautilya in the contract theory, the people chose the king.®
The king was given absolute authority of coercion and for awarding punishment
(danda) to the wicked. But, “Kautilya holds that unlimited coercive authority
would defeat its very purpose and lead once again to matsyanyaya.”® Danda
is a two-edged sword and cuts both ways. On one hand, it is terror to the
people and is corrective of social abuse. It is a moraliser, purifier, and civilising
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agent. It is by administration of the danda that the state can be saved from
reversion to matsya-nyaya. On the other hand, danda is also the most potent
instrument of danger to the ruler. Its maladministration leads to fall of the
ruler:

In the two-edged sword of the danda, then we encounter, on one side, Staatsraison
(interest of the State), and on the other, Sittlichkeit (i.e. morality, virtue, dharma,
etc.). The conception of this eternal polarity in societal existence is one of the
profoundest contributions of the political philosophy of the Hindus to human
thought.®

In the theory of expansion and war, kings have a natural desire for
expansion, while the people look for security and peace, which Kautilya says
is possible under one leadership. These factors lead to conflict between different
states. The king or swaml sets out to conquer first as a cakravarti, and later
culminating in the concept of sarvabhauma. Professor Nilima Chakravarty
describes cakravarti as the sovereign who rules over the entire circle (mandala)
of dependent kingdoms and sarvabhauma — lord over sarvabhiimi — literally
the whole area.®

Hindu Theory of International Relations

Benoy Kumar Sarkar, writing in the American Political Science Review in
1919, perhaps pioneered what he called at that time as the “Hindu Theory of
International Relations” basing on extant Hindu texts including that of the
recent re-discovery of the Arthasastra by R. Shamasastry. He clearly spelt out
that doctrine of mandala underlines the idea of “balance of power”, pervades
the entire speculation on the subject of international relations. The doctrine of
mandala is essentially the doctrine of the vijigisu or Siegfried.”® The theory of
state in Sarkar’s understanding is thus reared on two diametrically opposite
conceptions and dilemma:

(a) The doctrine of danda, which puts an end to matsya-nyaya among the
praja or members of a state.

(b) The doctrine of mandala, which maintains an international matsya-
nyaya or the civil war of races in the human family.”!

From one anarchy, then, the state emerges only to plunge headlong into
another. The doctrine of mandala as centrifugal force was counteracted by the
centripetal tendencies of the doctrine of sarvabhauma (the rule over the whole
earth).”” With the rise of the sarvabhauma, the mandala necessarily disappears.”
In sarvabhauma, the king has all the other rulers related to him not as to the
vijigisu of mandala, i.e. not as to the ambitious storm-centre of an international
sphere, but bound as to a rgja-raja (king of kings) to whom allegiance is due
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as overlord. The doctrine of unity and concord is the final contribution of the
nitiSastras to the philosophy of the state:*

The doctrine of sarvabhauma, as the concept of federal nationalism, imperial
federation, or the universe-State, is thus the keystone in the arch of Hindu theory
of sovereignty. The message of Pax Sarvabhaumica, in other words, the doctrine
of world-unity and international concord is the final contribution of Niti-Sastras
to the understanding of the State, and of Hindu philosophy to political science of
mankind.*

Though Sarkar’s formulation may look simplistic, it does help explain the
state of international politics even today. Having become familiar with some
basic ideas of political thinking in India, it is now the time to see its application
in Kautilya’s ArthaS$astra.

Explaining Concepts from Kautilya’s ArthaSastra

In its methodology, “Kautilya does not use the historical method in the generic
sense of deriving political conclusions and propositions from historical
materials”.”® The only inductive historical method is in the illustrative sense in
reference to personalities and deeds of ancient history.”” In the book on
‘Concerning the Topic of Training’, examples are given to show the necessity
of the need to have control over senses such as lust, anger, greed, pride,
arrogance and foolhardiness. Kautilya gives examples and refers to incidences
in the past to impress the leader so as not to get afflicted with vices: such as
king Bhoja and Dandkaya by name, who entertained a sinful desire for a brahmin
maiden, perished along with his kinsmen and kingdom; and Ravana, not
restoring the wife of another, due to pride, perished.”® Only while prescribing
the syllabus for education of the king, he mentions literature related to theistic
and non-theistic (materialist) strands. To demonstrate the universal appeal of
the text, George Modelski, in 1964, argued:

Today’s students of international relations, ever sensitive to the criticism that their
work lacks “historical illustrations” or “empirical-concreteness” should be
delighted with Kautilya’s complete lack of historical sense...And there is a lesson
here, for it is precisely this absence of historical “baggage” and also this
abstractness, which ensured that the Arthasastra remained suitable for use in
instruction centuries after the death of its author.”

If we interpret the text with the state of art IR today, then concepts of
political virtue (morality), power and order are its guiding variables and this
needs to be appreciated and understood.!® Kautilya insists not on the fulfilment
of one limited and partial aim but success in all fields. Kautilya, although
argues for artha being his top concern, he does not ignore the balance with
dharma (moral) and kama (desire/pleasure). In siitra 9.7.60, he writes: “Material
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gain, spiritual good and pleasure: this is the triad of gain.” Kautilya’s Arthasastra
had guidance on morals that includes the most fundamental and enduring aspect
of morals in human affairs that is non-violence or ahimsa, and control over
senses:

(Duties) common to all are; abstaining from injury (to living creatures), truthfulness,
uprightness, freedom from malice, compassionateness and forbearance. !

Control over the senses, which is motivated by training in the sciences, should be
secured by giving up lust, anger, greed, pride, arrogance and fool-hardiness.
Absence of improper indulgence in (the pleasure of) sound, touch, colour, taste
and smell by the senses of hearing, touch and sight, the tongue and sense of smell,
means of control over senses; or, the practice of (this) science (gives such control).
For, the whole of this science means control over senses.'?

For Kautilya, maintaining and strengthening the power of the state and
ensuring the happiness of people are two sides of the same coin. The normative
dimension of Kautilya’s Arthasastra is securing and expanding the power of
the state, securing and improving the welfare of the people and the political
unification of the Indian subcontinent.'”® As discussed, the concept of
sarvabhauma can be understood as ‘political unification’ of the subcontinent.

What is of interest is that the text makes abstract ideas clear in a practical
way. It has also been noted by Modelski that “the strength and the interest of
the Arthasastra lie in its abstractness and in the systematic quality of its
propositions”.'™ To engage with this, we now turn to some selected concepts
and terms.

Four Upayas (Approaches or Ways) — Sama (Conciliation), Dana (Gifts),
Bheda (Rupture) and Danda (Force)

The four upayas or approaches or ways of realising aim or objective have
existed since the period of the epics and the dharmasastras. The four upayas
(approaches or ways) have a wider application, being useful in securing the
submission of anyone. The South Indian Jain scholar Somadeva Suri, in
Nitivakyamrta, written in the 10th century, mentions the four upayas. In Sanskrit
literature, the upayacatustya or the “four expedients”; and the turiya (the fourth
upaya) invariably means danda or force. Interestingly, the longevity of the
four approaches or upayas continues. The 20th century pioneer of power politics
theory, Hans J. Morgenthau, in the chapter on different methods of balance of
power in his book Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace
(1966) mentions: “The balance of power can be carried on either by diminishing
the weight of the heavier scale or by increasing the weight of the lighter one.”
His chapter has the following four sections:
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Divide and Rule
Compensation
Armaments
Alliances

Eal o

The four sections are very close to the Kautilyan concepts of the four
upayas of bheda (divide and rule), dana (compensation), danda (armaments)
and sama (alliances).'” In the search for influence of Kautilya on Morgenthau,
Dr. Michael Liebig found that:

Hans J. Morgenthau did study Kautilya and does state so in ‘Dilemmas of Politics’
(Chicago, 1958) where he mentions Kautilya four times and states that Kautilya
developed an International Relations theory: “as rare instances of such attempts
Kautilya and Machiavelli come to my mind”. Among political scientists of the
past, he lists Kautilya along with Jeremiah, Plato, Bodin and Hobbes.!%

Seven Prakrtis or Saptanga (Constituent Elements of a State) and Need
to Take Care of Them

The greatest contribution of Kautilya’s Arthasastra recognised by historians
has been to conceptualise the state as a set of functions with a comprehensive
definition.!”” No other civilisation can claim to have provided such an
explanation of the constituents of a state in such detail.

A state is made up of seven parts or elements. These are the swami (king or
ruler), amatya (body of ministers and structure of administration), janapada/
rastra (territory being agriculturally fertile with mines, forest and pastures,
water resources and communication system for trade), durga/pura (fort), koSa
(treasury), danda/bala (army) and mitra (ally).

Further, Kautilya’s Artha$astra warns that the vyasanas (calamities) may
infect them. Book VIII — ‘Concerning Topic of Calamities of the Constituent
Elements’— deals with the calamities that affect the various constituents
(prakrtis) of the state. It is necessary to take precautions against those before
one can start on an expedition of conquest. For example, an army in an operation
needs to be maintained and supplied. One of his siitras also indicates when an
army may get overstretched or exhausted. For example, out of the many
vyasanas listed in relation to administration of the army, the following quotation
reveals one such situation: “Come after a long march, exhausted, depleted,
caught in an unsuitable terrain” (8.5.1).

In the modern age, an apt example is related to the US invasion of Iraq in
2003. Disbanding and dispersing the Iraqi Army was a big mistake as the former
soldiers helped and participated in the prolonged insurgency. To correlate, when
Chandaragupta Maurya defeated the Nandas, he did not disband the Nanda
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Army, as an army is one of the most important constituents or pillars of any
state. Having captured the throne of Magadha in 320 BCE, “He used the
subsequent years for the consolidation of his hold on the army.”'® In
ArthaSastra’s formulation, each organ in the ‘saptanga’ is vital. No leg must
be diseased. Thus, the US would have done well if, after regime change in
Iraq, they would have continued with the existing army with minor changes. It
is correctly inferred that “the US had trouble resorting security and stability
because it had precipitated the virtual collapse of the Iraqi state by undermining
its coercive, administrative, legal and extractive institutions”.'® Clearly,
institutions which resemble prakrtis must be left intact. In a century where
wars are now fought amongst the people, a relevant up-dation of Kautilyan
aphorism may be: “After defeat of an enemy as in regime change in Iraq, you
cannot have stability if you inflict a permanent disaster (vyasana) on the prakrtis
of the state that you have defeated, especially danda/bala (army).”

Sadgunya (Six Measures of Foreign Policy): The problem of the defence of
the state is intimately bound up with the question of its foreign relations. It is
from hostile states that the state needs to be defended. Foreign policy is summed
up in the formula of sadgunya or six measures. The formula is associated with,
though it does not necessarily presuppose, the theory of ra@jamandala or circle
of kings."® The six gunas or measures are as follows:

(1) samdhi — making a treaty containing conditions or terms, that is the
policy of peace.

(2) vigraha — the policy of hostility.

(3) asana — the policy of remaining quiet (and not planning to march on
an expedition).

(4) yana — marching on an expedition.

(5) samsSraya — seeking shelter with another king or in a fort.

(6) dvaidhibhava — the double policy of samdhi with one king and vigraha
with another at the same time.

According to Kangle’s study:

The general rule is that when one is weaker than an enemy, samdhi is the policy
to be followed, if stronger than him, then vigraha (hostility). If both are equal in
power, asana is the right policy, but if one is very strong, yana should be resorted
to. When one is weak, sams$raya is necessary, while dvaidhibhava is the policy
recommended when with help from another source, one can fight one’s enemy.!!!
But the general rule may be set aside if various considerations make it advisable
to follow a different course. The purpose of all polices is to grow stronger in the
long run than the enemy, though sometimes one may have to tolerate temporarily
the greater strength of the enemy.!!?
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Rajamandala or Circle of Kings: The text lists rajamandala consisting of
twelve kings:

(1) vijigisu (the would-be conqueror).

(2) ari (the enemy).

(3) mitra (vijigisu’s ally).

(4) arimitra (ally of enemy).

(5) mitramitra (friend of ally).

(6) arimitramitra (ally of enemy’s friend).

(7) parsnigraha (enemy in the rear of the vijigisu).

(8) akranda (vijigisu’s ally in the rear).

(9) parsnigrahasara (ally of parsnigraha).
(10) akrandasara (ally of akranda).
(11) madhyama (middle king bordering both vijigisu and the ari).
(12) udasina (lying outside, indifferent/neutral, more powerful than vijigisu,

ari and madhyama).

As noted under four upayas above, Morgenthau was also influenced by
the concept of udasina. According to Jayantanuja Bandyopadhyaya, “Kautilya’s
neutral (udasina) is capable of playing the role of balancer, and is apparently
expected to do so”. Indeed, when Morgenthau speaks of “splendid isolation”
of the balancer, who “waits in the middle in watchful detachment”,"'3 he may
have been influenced (as regards to the general philosophy of Political Realism)
by Kautilya; for the meaning of the word udasina, as explained by Kautilya in
his Artha$astra, is very close to “splendid isolation” and “watchful
detachment”.'*

Before winding up this part, what also needs to be emphasised is that the
number 12 does not imply that so many states are absolutely necessary for a
circle (mandala); it refers rather to the number of possible relationships that
may arise when a state tries to establish its supremacy over a number of
neighbouring states. Kangle refers to W. Rubin who thinks that the doctrine of
mandala was, in its origin, related to the growth of the power of Magadha.'"
Misrepresentation of a neighbour being a perpetual enemy could be attributable
to not reading the original and entire text. This needs correction. R.P. Kangle’s
study of 1960s has fortunately cleared this fog. Kangle refers to Book VII,
Chapter 18 and sutra 29."'¢

The neighbouring princes, samantas, may normally be supposed to be hostile.
But it is possible that some may have a friendly feeling towards the vijigisu,
while others may even be subservient to him. Neighbouring states thus fall in
three categories, aribhavin, mitrabhavin and bhrtyabhavin.'"
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Types of Power — Three Powers (Books VI and IX)

Kautilya’s Artha$astra lists and prioritises various types of powers for success
in Book VI which deals with the mandala theory under the section on peace
and activity: “Power is three-fold: the power of knowledge is the power of
counsel, the power of treasury and the army is the power of might, the power
of valour is the power of energy.”!'® In other words, the three powers or Saktis
are utsahaSakti (the personal energy and drive of the ruler himself),
prabhavasakti (the power of the army and treasury) and mantraSakti (the power
of counsel and diplomacy). Later in Book IX, “The Activity of the King About
to March”, of the three powers of the state, Kautilya in 9.1.14-16 uniquely
maintains that prabhavaSakti (power of treasury and army) is more important
than utsaha$akti (power of personal energy) and that mantraSakti (power of
counsel and diplomacy) is more important than both. This priority and
categorisation of force or power for diplomacy is like music to foreign policy
makers and scholars in today’s international system where diplomacy is
considered the best way to resolve or manage conflicts.

119

A Comprehensive Mandala Theory

Let me summarise with one example in the application of all these concepts —
which we may refer to as the mandala theory. The sequence is not rigid. To
arrive at a decision the thinking process may be as in succeeding paragraphs.

Each prakrti or element of a state needs to be mapped and measured
(including that of the vijigisu or the would-be-conqueror himself). For this, the
tool is obviously through intelligence, of which the Arthasastra is a foundational
text.

The entire process of selecting an option has also to take into account what
is the capability of the power so described (Sakti). Then the theory of mandala
as a conceptual tool has to establish friends, foes, middle power or madhyama
and neutral power or udasina. This has to be worked out in a dynamic fashion
linked with the intelligence and survey of the state of prakrtis. Measuring
capability of prakrtis is an important part which also must indicate the
weaknesses of prakrtis that need to be overcome. This is like “knowing oneself
and the enemy”. If any prakrti is not in order (and is suffering with vyasana),
then measures need to be taken to get it in order.

Then finally, the application of the four upayas has to be thought through.
Issues of morality and justice have to be catered for as well.

The Final Peace

The best summarised guidance in Kautilya’s ArthaSastra which combines
almost all the methods above is on the issue of peace. Artha$astra states: “1. If
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there is equal advantage in peace or war, he should resort to peace. 2. For, in
war there are losses, expenses, marches away from home and hindrances”.'? It
is with this in mind that one of leading strategic thinkers of free India, K.M.
Panikkar, in a lecture on Kautilya’s Arthasastra stated:
When the advantages to be derived from peace and war are equal, one should
prefer peace, for disadvantages such as loss of power and wealth are ever attendant

upon war. Similarly if the advantage to be derived from neutrality and war are
equal, one should prefer neutrality.'!

The need and realisation today, for peaceful solutions without recourse to
a force of arms, shows a similar logic as was in the ancient Indian text. The
message is similar to the one in the Human Security Report 2005 which notes
that one of the factors that account for the diminution in the incidence of war
since 1980 is decline in economic utility of war.'*?

In Book XIII, Means of Taking a Fort, in Section 175 (Storming a Fort) at
13.4.54-62, Kautilya talks about various methods of conquests:

After thus conquering the enemy’s territory, the conqueror should seek to seize
the middle king, after succeeding over him, the neutral king. This is the first
method of conquering the world. In the absence of the middle and neutral kings,
he should overcome the enemy constituents by superiority of policy, then the
other constituents. This is the second method. In the absence of the circle he
should overcome by squeezing from both sides the ally through the enemy or the
enemy through the ally. This is the third method. He should first overcome a
weak or single neighbouring prince; becoming doubly powerful through him a
second prince; three times powerful, a third. This is the fourth method of
conquering the world. And after conquering the world he should enjoy it divided
into varpas and asramas in accordance with his own duty.

It is clear that the final victorious vijigisu, the one who consolidates the
Indian subcontinent is counselled in siitra 13.4.62 “And after conquering the
world he should enjoy it divided into varnas and asramas in accordance with
his own duty.” I accept R.P. Kangle’s explanation on the interpretation of the
duty or svadharma of the king: “svadharmena refers to the king’s own duties
rather than to those of the varpas and asramas.”' Some scholars such as
Andre Wink take this as the justification of varna system or religion coming
back again into politics.'** I do not agree with this reading. I agree with Kangle’s
interpretation and also with that of Buddha Prakash, V.K. Gupta and Satish
Chandra given below. Buddha Prakash concludes to say this about Kautilya:

His ideas about centralised administration, salaried civil service, tours of officials,
espionage system and money economy embody the spirit of parallel Achaemenian
institutions, and his views about the primacy of Arthasastra over Dharmasastra
mark the culmination of the process of the extrication of the science of political
economy and secular jurisprudence from the mass of ecclesiastical and customary
lore contained in the sutra literature under the impact of new thought.'?
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In other words, there was a clear domain of the artha literature on issues
of statecraft freed from the hold of the Church and clergy. With this distinction
the text became universal and secular. Thus, it has been rightly said that:

Dharma-sutra teaches morality and lays down duties of the individual and regards
deviation from them as sin. Kautilya is a realist and deals with duties, violation
of which are regarded as crimes and punished by the State. Prior to Kautilya, law
and religion were intermixed. Kautilya separated the two. It is important to
remember that Dharma in the tradition of statecraft and in the literature of

Arthasastra usually refers to Rajadharma that is dharma of the king and not to

dharma as a whole. Rajadharma is essentially confined to the political domain in

which prescriptions of righteousness applicable to individual do not apply in the

same manner.'?

The historian Satish Chandra also removes the doubt on the linkage of
religion and politics to argue:
His public duty or rajadharma was to be based on the Arthashastra, that is, on

principles of politics. This really meant that politics and religion were, in essence,
kept apart, religion being essentially a personal duty of the king.'”’

For relationships with other states outside Indian subcontinent, the text
does not give any advice on colonial expansion to the cakravarti. This is one
main positive reason that in Indian strategic culture, colonial conquests have
never been attempted as possibly they were not required. In theories of statecraft
as we know today, it is this ahistorical theoretical framework that is now to be
applied critically and creatively for contemporary international politics. It does
not mean that Indian traditions are to be used to spread hegemony and empire
— but rather help explain regional and world politics.

Part II1: Migration of Tradition in Different forms Outside and
within India'*®

Migration and Spread of Indic Traditions and Knowledge to the West

Key ideas and concepts on issues of diplomacy and strategy from Kautilya’s
Artha$astra were also made into simple instructions for potential kings and
for good moral conduct into a book called The Pancatantra, whose author
Vishnu Sharma acknowledges the debt owed to Kautilya’s Arthasastra. “The
Panchatantra or, which is a book on politics put into fables for early education
of princes and would-be statesmen, adopts the term Nyaya-Sastra to denote
the literature.”'? Books like Pancatantra and the HitopadeSa were compiled
for the instruction of princess in the way they should go.!*® For example, in
Book III of The Pancatantra, there is a foreign policy deliberation on issue of
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war and peace between the warring crows and owls. Here the six measures of
foreign policy or options of sadgunya are demonstrated.'?!

Concepts as stories were exported chiefly in the form of books such as
Pancatantra/Beast Fables. Sassanid ruler Khosru Nushirwan’s ambassador
unable to get possession conceived the plan of learning it by rote “and so
transmitted to Persia what was regarded as the very quintessence of political
wisdom.”!3? There are also a tradition which says that the Indian scholar
Varahamihira, the author of Brhatsamhita visited Persia where he was called
Buzurmehr. In Persia, he rendered the fables of Pancatantra into Pahlavi at
the instance of Khosru Nushirwan, king of Persia who ruled from 531-576
CE.'33 The Persian collection in Pahlavi, known as Kalila wa Dimna, passed to
Arabia and thence, along the highway of a conquering Islam, to North Africa,
Spain and Provence.'** In Spain, it was translated into Hebrew and then into
Spanish in 13th century. The Hebrew version was also translated into Latin at
the end of that century and published in Germany in 1480, as the source for the
1483 Buch der Weisheit (Book of Wisdom). It was then translated into Italian in
1552 CE and English in 1570 CE.'* The intellectual currents from India are
best captured by the medieval Arab poet from Baghdad called al-Sabhadi, who
said that there were “three things on which Indian nation prided itself: its method
of reckoning, the game of chess, and the book tilted Kalila wa Dimna.”'3®
According to Patrick Olivelle:

The western migration of the Pancatantra is as fascinating story as the Pancatantra
itself. The first western translation was into Pahlavi by a Persian doctor named
Burzoe, whose dates are 531-79 CE. All subsequent pre-modem western
translations are derived directly or indirectly from this Pahlavi version, which is
now lost. The Pahlavi version was retranslated into Old Syriac by Bud around
570 CE, of which version only a single defective manuscript exists, and into Arabic
by ‘Abdallah ibn al-Moquaffa’ around 750 CE under the title Kalilah and Dimnah,
from the names of the two jackal ministers in Book I. All later western translations
go back to this Arabic version. The Arabic was translated into Syriac in the tenth
or eleventh century and into Greek in the eleventh century. From the Greek we
have Latin, German, and Slavonic translations. The Arabic was also translated
into Persian, into Spanish around 1251, and in the twelfth century into Hebrew by
Rabbi Joel. This Hebrew version was translated into Latin by John of Capua
sometime between 1263 and 1278. This Latin rendering was the first Pancatantra
version to be printed, around 1480, and became well known throughout medieval
Europe. It was translated into Italian by Doni and printed in 1552, and it was
Doni’s version that was translated into English by Sir Thomas North in 1570 under
the title The Morall Philosophie of Doni. The repeated retranslations took these
versions far from the original Pancatantra, and indeed most Europeans had forgotten
that the work originally came from India. Beyond the translations themselves, the
Pancatantra influenced Arabic and European narrative literature of the Middle
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Ages, most notably The Arabian Nights and La Fontaine, who in the second edition
of his Fables (1678) states expressly that much of his new material was derived
from the Indian sage Pilpay, perhaps a corruption of the Sanskrit Vidyapati (Lord
of Learning) or of the common Brahmin title Vajapeyi.'¥’

The Cultural Heritage of India records that about two hundred versions in
some sixty languages have been traced so far and the Pancatantra is second
only to the Bible from this point of view. It further mentions:

The resemblance between the fables of Pancatantra and those of Aesop on the
one hand and those of La Fontaine on the other is striking, and the originality and
uniqueness of the Indian version have been admitted by almost all scholars.!*

The essence of Kautilya’s ArthaSastra endured in later periods as for
example in West Asia or Middle East in the Muslim period. According to the
historian Rizvi:

A very comprehensive Arabic Mirror for Princes and its later Arabic version
entitled Siraju‘l-muluk was compiled in 1122 by Abu Bakr Muhammad bin al-
Walid al Turtushi (1059-c.-1127), who was born in Spain and visited Iran and
Iraq. Here he met the seljuq vizier Nizamu’l-Mulk Tusi (1018-92) and was greatly
impressed by Tusi’s scholarship and political acumen. Even the earlier Mirror for
Princes had drawn upon the stories of Kalila wa Dimna, as translated from the
Pahlavi (Old Persian) by Ibnu’l- Muqaff’ (d.756). Turtushi’s work also shows a
definite debt to Kalila wa Dimna. He refers also to Muntakhabu‘l- jawahir
(Selected Gems), composed by the Indian, Shanaq (Chanakya), as a guide for the
monarch. This text, the Kitab Shanagq fi al-tadbir, was in fact the celebrated
Chanakya-Niti, a collection of political aphorisms in Sanskrit,'** not to be confused
with the Arthasastra ascribed to Kautilya or Chanakya.'*

Al-Turtushi’s Siraju ‘I-muluk drew upon Chanakya and encouraged rulers
to act like the sun, moon, earth, rain, wind, fire, water, and death. From some
Hindu sources he presented the widespread analogy of the big fish eating smaller
fish (matsya-nyaya) and claimed that this unstable situation was averted only
by a monarchy. “Turtushi confidently asserted that the relation of monarch to
his people was identical with that of the body to the soul; if the king were
virtuous his people would prosper, but if he were not, evil would prevail in his
territory.”'*! This is somewhat similar to Kautilya’s core introductory message
in rules for the king. “In the happiness of the subjects lies the happiness of the
king and in what is beneficial to the subjects his own benefit. What is dear to
himself is not beneficial to the king, but what is dear to the subjects is beneficial
(to him).”'#?

In Macropedia from Encyclopedia Britannica, ‘The Islamic World’, at page
119 under ‘Migration and renewal (1041-1405)’, it is mentioned that The Seljuk
were advised by Iranian advisers on “centralised absolutism as it had existed
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in pre-Islamic times and in the time of Marwanid-Abbasid strength. The best
known proponent was Nizam al-Mulk, chief minister to the second and third
Seljuk sultan, Alp-Arslan and Malik Shah. Nizam al-Mulk explained his plans
in his Seyasat Nameh, one of the best known manuals of Islamic political theory
and administration.” Abu Ali Hasan ibn Tusi (1018-1092 CE) is also his name
and his honorific title is Nizam al-Mulk (order of the Realm). More research
needs to be done to revisit how this work got influenced by Indian text, more
so Kautilya’s Artha$astra.'?

Migration and Spread to Tibet

By far the most thorough work on Indian text is that of the Tibetans. After the
introduction of Buddhism in Tibet from India in the 7th century CE a large
number of Indian texts were studied and translated into Tibetan. Tibetans, as
they visited India for Buddhist education, took the opportunity of translating,
with the help of Indian scholars, and preserving various texts of Indian literature.
According to Professor Suniti Kumar Pathak, a NitiSastra is an abridged work
out of the voluminous Dharmasastra and Artha$astra. NitiSastra is a study of
man and human behaviour or a book of manners.'* Professor Suniti Kumar
Pathak naturally wonders about the considerations the Buddhist Tibetans might
have had for translating Niti texts of non-Buddhist authors like Chanakya. He
reasons that the impact of Buddhism upon Tibet widened cultural outlook, and
this made Tibetan scholars interested in non-Buddhist works.!* In Tibet, the
Indian Nitisastras are part of the Tanjur (bstan’gyur — doctrinal teachings given
by the subsequent teachers to the Buddha) collection. In the Kar-cha (dkar
chag) index volume of the Narthan (snar than) edition of the Tanjur, these
Tibetan texts are enlisted under the head of thun mon ba lugs kyi bstan chos
(samanya-nitisastra)."® Later, during 9th to 11th century CE, the Tibetans
composed indigenous niti texts. Non-Buddhist texts such as those related to
Chanakya were also translated. Examples being the teaching of Chanakya (7sa
na ka in Tibetan) such as Tsa Na Ka Rgyal Po’l Lugs Kyi Bstan Bcos (Canakya
Rdjaniti-S‘dstra).W “The resemblance of thought in the verses shows, the direct
influence of Indian NitiSastras on the Tibetan Lugs kyi bstan bcos.”'*®

Migration to Southeast Asia'

“An inscription states that the 11th century Javanese king named Erlangga
subverted his enemy’s power ‘by the application of the means taught by’ the
author of the Arthashastra, the most famous of all Indian treaties on the policies
of a successful mandala manager. The Arthashastra also contains many precepts
useful for a would-be-conqueror.”’*® And in the preface to the first edition
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(1861) of The Nitisara or the Elements of Polity by Kamandaki, edited by
Rajendralala Mitra, it is mentioned that:
From a report submitted by Dr. Frederich to the Batavian Society of Arts and
Sciences on the Sanskrit literature of Bali, it appears that the most popular work

in the Island on Polity is Kamandakiya Nitisara, and all the Sanskrit books there
extant are acknowledged to be the counterparts of purely Indian origin.'!

Concepts such as mandala and other related ideas had traveled to Southeast
Asia. Between 200 BCE and 500 CE in Southeast Asia, people “first settled in
large nucleated communities, organised themselves into small warring
polities”.">> Mandala to be sure means alliance based spheres of influence.

Guiding principles and concepts from Kautilya’s Arthas$astra also radiated
to the east to Thailand (the concept of cakravarti or ‘conqueror of the world”).
In Thailand, “The concept of Cakravartin indicates that cakra or wheel (symbol
of sovereignty) of the state chariot rolls everywhere without obstruction. It is
believed that Mauryas developed the concept of Cakravartin, which was
incorporated into Buddhist tradition.”!

“Early Indonesian societies which adopted either Buddhism or Hinduism
shared fundamental assumptions about ideal political structure. Inscriptions
refer to kingdom as mandalas, a Sanskrit word with a wide range of meaning.
Its simplest connotation is a circle.”'>* “One founding inscription engraved at
Palembang by the ruler of Srivijay in the 680s refers to the outlying polities
called mandala that he claimed to have brought under his control.”'>* In Alan
Chong’s explanation, ‘“Prior to European colonisation of Southeast Asia,
political authority was founded upon concert in a-like patterns of religiously
derived centres of virtues and majesty. Hindu and Buddhist beliefs partly
explained maritime empires such as Srivijay and Mataram based on large swaths
of present-day Malaysia and Indonesia”.'>

Sheldon Pollock has coined the term “Sanskrit cosmopolis” referring to
the enormous geographic sweep of Indic culture for centuries spreading not as
movement of conquerors, but what I say as ‘soft power’. Sheldon Pollock
shows how ancient ideas in Sanskrit from India influenced regions beyond the
subcontinental boundaries, but not by conquest.'S’

The Indian roots of concept of mandala as related to Southeast Asia needs
more research. This knowledge of interaction between India and Southeast
Asia is not well understood or realised. Iver B. Neumann, in his article'*® quotes
Alastair Iain Johnston’s understanding of mandala." Johnston states that one
example was the mandala system of premodern Southeast Asia whereby
“kingdoms were defined by clusters of declared allegiances rather than
territories. Within this system big men were distinguished in a hierarchy of
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kings, allies and vassals that was fluid.” Later in the essay, Iver B. Neumann
writes: “That the systematic study of Chinese tribute system and South-East
Asian mandala system would enrich our understanding of hegemony.”'* It is
surprising that these Western authors have not attempted to track the concept
of mandala to its Indic origins and tradition. It clearly shows that there is a
need for scholarship from among the Southeast Asian scholars and also those
from India to contribute to enrich International Relations and International
Studies with the rich experience both from India and from Southeast Asia.

Taking it to a deeper philosophic-religious level, the idea of a cakravarti
resonates in Buddhism. Romila Thapar points out that according to Buddhist
tradition:

recurring violence was inimical to the interests of societies in a state system. The
harshness of the state was ameliorated in the concept of cakkavatti/cakravartin,
the universal ruler whose reign is synonymous with law, order and justice.
Significantly it is the wheel of law which rolls across his domain and not the
danda of chastisement...the concept of cakravartin does suggest control over a
vast territory. But the concept is not so much that of ruling a geographically vast
territory as of centring control, as it were, firmly and securely in a hub of power.
The symbolism of the wheel does suggest a differentiation between power at the
centre of the circle and at the rim. The domain need not be restricted to the political
for in the Buddhist concept the spiritual domain is also open to the cakkavatti.'!

Diffusion within India

Kolff, basing it on R.P. Kangle’s translation (6.2.33), argues to show “striking
continuity in Indian history. The structural features discussed here clearly inform
Kautilya’s Arthasastra which teaches that the ‘power of might’ consisting of
‘the power of the treasury and army’”. Kolff then explains it by relating it to
the reign of seventh century king Harshavardhana:

His preeminence depended on the ‘peace and alliance’ he was able to realise, in
other words, on maintaining himself as the centre of a circle of states (rajamandala)
as described by Kautilya, the foremost political scientists of pre-modern India
whose Arthasastra beautifully analyses the constraints put on politics by the
configuration of ancient and medieval Indian society.'®?

During the initial phase of the Muslim rule, Ala-ud-din Khalji, who
ascended the throne of Delhi in 1296, based his administration on the guidance
provided by Kautilya’s Arthasastra. The author Barani in his Tarikh-i-Firoz
Shahi has used ideas from Kautilya’s ArthasSastra to establish a centralised
administration. It was the only known systematic attempt by a medieval Indian
ruler to establish a centralised administration and interfere directly with market
forces. Similar prescriptions are contained in Artha$astra, and it is argued by
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Kulke and Rothermund that Ala-ud-din knew about the Arthasastra. Kulke
and Rothermund point out that these measures were in keeping with earlier
Indian traditions (including those in the Rajatarangini chronicle of Kashmir
by Kalhana) and do not need to be attributed to West Asian influences.'** Roy
and Alam argue that the nasihat (advice) of Zia Barani in his Fatwa-i-Jahandari
“is a classical work on statecraft which can be compared with Kautilya’s
Artha$astra and Machiavelli’s Prince”.'*

Further within India, Arthasastra’s influence continued on Akbar in the
Mughal period. In 1937, Benoy Kumar Sarkar was possibly the first scholar to
have written about it. He devoted a full section of 21 pages to Abul Fazl’s Ain-
i-Akbari as a Semi-Moslem and Semi-Hindu NitiSastra.'® Sarkar showed
similarity of the contents of Ain-i-Akbari to that of Hindu Niti§astra including
an understanding of the state of matsya-nyaya (logic of fish) as well as danda
(punishment), and to get rid of vices (vyasanas) and rdjadosas (faults or
disqualification of a king).

Rizvi argues that Abu‘l-Fazl’ Allami (1551-1602) was inspired by a need
to rationalise the broad-based policies of peace and concord with all religious
communities initiated by his patron, Akbar the Great. Abu‘l-Fazl’ Allami had
access to the Persian translations of the great Hindu epics, the Mahabharata
and the Ramayana, Arabic translation of the Canakayaniti and to the Sanskrit
works of ancient Indian rajaniti (polity).'®® The kotwals (principal police
officers) during Akbar’s reign had various functions: including census of town
and villages, gathering daily intelligence, movement of visitors, deterring
imposters, controlling bazaar activities, supervising state minting, road safety,
recovering stolen property, etc. Interestingly, their duties included eradicating
unemployment, investigating the source of income of those who spent money
extravagantly and preventing unwilling widows from being incinerated on their
dead husband’s funeral pyre. “Many of these provisions seem to echo the
practices of the ancient Hindu kingdoms, as reflected in the text as the
Arthasastra attributed to Kautilya. Akbar was influenced by Hindu advisers.”!'¢
In Ain-i-Akbari written by Abul Fazal, Kamla compares, the division of state
in Kautilya’s Artha$astra at many levels with that of the empire into “Subas,
Sarkars and Mahalls” '

Using inscriptions for analysis, S.C. Mishra has demonstrated how
Artha$astra evolved over the centuries by various Indian kingdoms, in particular
the time bracket of tenth to twelfth centuries, in a process which led to invention
of nicknames of Kautilya and the birth of Canakyaniti as ‘floating wisdom’.'®

Panikkar alluded that the Hindu kings, to the last, followed the organisation
of the Mauryan Empire in its three essential aspects — the revenue system, the
bureaucracy and the police. This organisation was taken over by Muslim rulers;
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and, in the British period, those doctrines were still in force.!” The enthusiasm
of India’s first Prime Minister for Kautilya was phenomenal. He devoted six
pages to Chanakya in his Discovery of India, first published one year before
independence in 1946, and, as a symbol, he had the diplomatic enclave in
New Delhi named after him as Chanakyapuri.'”” Interestingly, the ideas of
Kautilya continue to be mentioned for their relevance. A speech by the President
of India, Shri Pranab Mukherjee, to the members of the 54th National Defence
College (NDC) course and staff mentioned:

Kautilya, in his famous treatise on statecraft, Arthasastra has given importance
to multi-disciplinary approach. Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, while inaugurating the
National Defence College in 1960 had articulated his thoughts and I quote:
“Defence is not an isolated subject. It is intimately connected with the economic,
industrial and many other aspects in the country and is all encompassing”.'”

The Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi, organised a
series of seminars and workshops on Kautilya’s Arthasastra since 2012. The
proceedings have been published in three volumes that supplement this work.'7*

Part I'V: Case Study on Kautilya and War

In Kautilya’s Arthasastra, as has been discussed, war is the last resort. However,
as a comprehensive manual of security, Kautilya’s ArthaSastra includes details
about war. “Kautilya’s maxims on tactics and strategy are at once wise and
sound...He insists throughout on the necessity for constant precaution, on the
avoidance of risks, on protection by means of energetic entrenchment and
vigilant sentries.” Moreover, it emphasises the need for “accurate topographical
information and recommends the utilisation of natural features in battles and
attention to climatic and metrological changes. He recognises the absolute
necessity of a reserve in battle”.'”> His details on troop composition and
employment in battle provide good guidelines to military commanders even
today.'”® The ArthasSastra has key methodological and theoretical ideas and
concepts for intelligence analysis, assessment, estimates and strategic planning.
The text is a rich repository of the discipline of Intelligence Studies for
contemporary relevance.'”’

In the language of international law and norms in war, almost all ideas and
concepts are of Western origin like the Latin jus ad bellum (the Justice of
Resort to War) and its conduct jus in bello (the justice of the conduct of war).
Academic rigour of International Law will get enriched by utilising some
concepts from Kautilya’s ArthaSastra which seem almost modern.'”

Conquest and War in the ArthaSastra

War, to Kautilya, was an inevitable and necessary evil. It is here that Kautilya
introduces in his great work, an innovation of his time — dharmavijay. A
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dharmavijayl is ‘a just conqueror who is satisfied with mere obeisance’. In
actual practice, wars took many ugly forms and Kautilya’s Artha$astra does
not brush them off under the carpet so to speak. Dharmavijay is followed by
lobhavijay and asuravijay. Distinguished from dharmavijayi (just conqueror)
is lobhavijayl that is the one who fights out of covetousness, jealousy and
greed for land or money. The worst of the three types is asuravijayl, the demon
like conqueror who uses forbidden, heinous and unscrupulous methods. Thus,
Kautilya’s ArthaSastra explicates three types of conquests which any conqueror
could undertake — dharmavijay (a just conquest), lobhavijay (conquest of greed)
and asuravijay (conquest like a demon). Before the discovery of the Arthasastra,
the term dharmavijaya occurring in the inscription of Ashoka was a puzzle to
the Ashokan scholars.'” According to Kautilya, dharmavijay meant that a
conquering king was satisfied with the acknowledgment of his overlordship
by the inferior or defeated powers as also by others. Dharmavijay means a
righteous method of warfare where diplomacy and conciliation were pressed
into service to avoid actual fighting as far as possible.'® In an interpretation by
the historian R.K. Mookerjee after the conquest of Kalinga, Ashoka (grandson
of Chandragupta Maurya) banned all such conquests achieved by violence.
Thenceforth, he stood for dharmavijaya or cultural conquest as against
asuravijaya and lobhavijaya.'

The next and lower level is of how combat is to be prosecuted; it has
detailed elaboration of Yuddha or War. Three broad categories are mentioned:
prakasa-yuddha or ‘open fight’ in the place and time indicated, kiita-yuddha
or ‘concealed fighting’ involving use of tactics in battlefield and tizsnim-yuddha
or ‘silent fighting’ implying the use of secret agents for enticing enemy officers
or killing them.'®? Kangle highlights that it is clear that kiita-yuddha refers to
the commonly recognised tactics of battlefield and contains nothing to which
objection can be taken from military point of view."®® In prakasa-yuddha
standard military tactics based on a sound military appreciation are to be
employed. In book X, Concerning War, it is stated: “When he is superior in
troops, when secret instigations are made (in the enemy camp), when precaution
are taken about the season, (and) when he is on land suitable to himself, he
should engage in open fight.”'® Even though 10.3.26 of Kautilya’s ArthaSastra
mentions “Open warfare (prakasa-yuddha) in which the place and time (for
the fighting) are indicated, is the most righteous”, human experience indicates
otherwise, and does not seem to follow the normative idea as in the text. After
the experience of two World Wars and a number of limited wars of 20th and
early 21st centuries, it is well known that open fight or prakasa-yuddha no
longer exists, not even in space and cyber wars. The reality is that covert action
which now must include the cyber domain, targeted killing, political
assassinations and unrestricted warfare seem to be the favoured methods (kiita
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and tisnimyuddhas), notwithstanding the theoretical international norms and
laws of war.

Kautilya’s ArthaSastra is a universal manual both for friend and foe, the
weak and strong. In Book XII are guidelines for the weaker king. Here,
Kautilya’s ArthaSastra introduces the strategies to be applied by a weak king/
his envoy under attack from the three categories: dharmavijayi, lobhavijayt,
and asuravijayi. Siitra 12.1.17 says, “When one of these is making ready to
start, he should make a counter-move through peace or diplomatic war or
concealed warfare.” Here, diplomatic war is called mantrayuddha, and
kiitayuddha does not seem to refer to the tactics on the field as described in
10.3.18 Later, in a section in Book XII, Concerning Weaker King and Secret
Methods, Kautilya’s Artha$astra introduces giidhayuddha at 12.4.24 “or, agents
as hunters, shall in the tumult of an attack, strike him on occasions fit for
secret fight”. The great translator R.P. Kangle had noted that giidhayuddha is
not the same as kittayuddha of 10.3. “It is murder pure and simple”.'® Kautilya’s
ArthaS$astra only consolidated and summarised the methods and types of warfare
and it will be incorrect to say that he propagated giidhayuddha.'s’

Interestingly, Kautilya’s Arthasastra only mentions the victorious kings
and concepts such as dharmavijayi, lobhavijayl and asuravijayi'® and the
yuddhas as prakas, kiita, tusnim and there is no mention of dharma-yuddha in
Kautilya’s Arthasastra. It could be further argued that if we accept and agree
that the text of Kautilya’s ArthaSastra was fixed by 3rd century CE (after the
reign of Ashoka), then Ashoka’s empire building, first by violence against
Kalinga and then through dharma (dhamma in Pali language), may well have
been the motivation to include dharmavijayl as a just conqueror in Kautilya’s
ArthaSastra. Another important understanding is based on the logic of the text
being pre-Ashokan. For example, philosophers such as Nilima Chakravarti
have made this puzzle redundant to argue that Kautilya “introduced the concept
of dharmavijaya which was later developed and practiced by King ASoka”.!%

Winning Peace Through Wars

The two essential conditions for the use of military force to be decisive are: a)
The defeated people must accept the fact of defeat and b) the defeated people
need to reconcile to their defeat by being treated as partners in international
order.'” In a similar fashion, Book XIII, Chapter 5 of ArthaSastra is devoted to
pacification of the conquered territory which is similar to what Michael Howard
argues for. There is also fair play in battle or jus in bello. It is laid down in the
Artha$astra™' that when attacking the enemy in open battlefield, or when
storming a fort, care should be taken to see that the following categories of
persons are not attacked by the troops: (1) patita, those who have fallen down,
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(2) paranmukha, those who have turned their back on the fight, (3) abhipanna,
those who surrender, (4) muktakeSa, those whose hairs are loose (as a mark of
submission), (5) muktaSastra, those who have abandoned their weapons, (6)
bhayaviriipa, those whose appearance is changed through fear and (7)
ayudhyamana, those who are taking no part in the fight. These dictums about
the fair treatment of captured troops and people predate the European origins
of International Humanitarian Law and the Law of Armed Conflict.

For the consolidation of an empire, Kautilya’s ArthaSastra gives a good
set of rules as to how the conquered people are to be assimilated and treated. In
no way it compares with the extreme view: ‘Vae victis’ (‘Woe to the
vanquished!”), the exclamation by the Gaulish Chieftain Brennus, dictating
his terms after defeating ancient Rome.!*?

In Kautilya’s ArthaSastra, it is clearly mentioned that in capturing a fort,
the conqueror (vijigisu) should grant safety to the people. Those who have to
be removed from the place where fighting may take place should be settled
elsewhere and helped in every way. Destruction of the people is a ruinous
policy. According to Kautilya, a country without people makes no sense, and
there can be no kingdom without a country.'** In Book XIII, ‘Means of Taking
a Fort’, under Chapter 5 Section 176 are the rules on pacification of the
conquered territory. Siitra 13.5.3, for example, states: “After gaining new
territory, he should cover enemy’s fault with his own virtues, his virtues with
double virtues.” Further, siitra 4 continues: “He should carry out what is
agreeable and beneficial to the subjects by doing his own duty as laid down,
granting favours, giving exemptions, making gifts and showing honour.”
Moreover, in sitras 13.5.7-8, the king is given the following advice for the
just and sensible treatment of the vanquished: “He should adopt a similar
character, dress, language and behaviour (as the subjects). And he should show
the same devotion in festivals in honour of deities of the country, festive
gathering and sportive amusements.”!**

War With or Without spilling blood? — Clausewitz and Kautilya'”

In 2014, we began commemorating the Great War Centenary. It is certainly
hoped that the scale of bloodshed and violence of the past century will not
happen again.

The way the Great War unfolded and got stalemated with unnecessary
casualties has led to a number of debates over manoeuvre, attrition and
annihilation. The most quoted author about the nature of that war has been
Clausewitz, who in his famous book On War, penned his thoughts in the 19th
century basing it on Napoleonic wars. A powerful imagery exists in the scholarly
imagination on Clausewitz in a negative manner. Appalled by the bloodshed
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and futile loss of lives during the First World War, Basel Liddell Hart called
Clausewitz the ‘Mahdi of Mass and Violence’. Clausewitzian conception and
its resultant bloodshed has also been criticised by Major General J.F.C. Fuller,
the high priest of ‘manoeuvre war’, ‘principles of war’ and ‘philosopher-
soldier’. He refers to volumes and pages of the English edition of On War
revised by Colonel F.N. Maude, and published in 1908 to show how the
understanding of Clausewitz has problems.'*® Fuller points out that Clausewitz:

scoffs at the old idea of ‘war without spilling blood’, calls it ‘a real business for
Brahmins.'”’

And Fuller elaborates further to show how Clausewitz thinks about war:

To introduce into philosophies of war, a principle of moderation would be an
absurdity and therefore let us not hear Generals who conquer without bloodshed.!*

Fuller’s penetrating insights show that many of Clausewitz’s followers “were

completely flummoxed and fell victims to his apotheosis of violence”.!”

Kautilya and Bloodless War

What does Kautilya offer on war with or without blood? His aphorism is brief.
The last siitra 51 in chapter 6 of Book X, ‘Concerning Wars’, is probably the
most popular idea which clearly reveals in a simpler way of a bloodless war as
translated by R.P. Kangle thus: “An arrow, discharged by an archer, may kill
one person or may not kill (even one); but intellect operated by a wise man
would kill even children in the womb.” Patrick Olivelle translates 10.6.51 as
“An arrow unleashed by an archer may kill a single man or not kill anyone; but
a strategy unleashed by a wise man kills even those still in the womb”. Surely,
J.E.C Fuller and Liddell Hart would have approved of this concept from
Kautilya’s ArthaSastra.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have related the historical context of Kautilya’s Arthasastra
with the varied intellectual currents and the identity of the author of this
powerful ancient text. The core concepts that seem to be relevant in statecraft
and International Relations today have been highlighted. These concepts help
explain extant state behaviour. Due to their enduring and universal nature, it
seems that core ideas from the text have withstood the test of time. I also relate
concepts to modern war including its conduct and the peace that must follow
it. The overriding importance of just and bloodless war and the humane
treatment of the vanquished is an important take away from the text. Kautilya’s
Artha$astra only supplements and reinforces the literature on humanitarian
laws and norms of war.
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Kautilya’s Arthasastra is finally getting recognised as a relevant and
significant text unearthing a treasure trove of ideas, particularly on strategic
thinking, by eminent international academics, especially the community of
scholars devoted to International Studies. As has been mentioned, this paper
with the help of scholars here may set the stage for the ‘Kautilyan moment’.
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