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Modern Law of society is primarily based on the colonial legal developments and what has been 

carried forward therewith. A glimpse of ancient Indian Law can be observed in the personal laws 

of State. It is without any shred of doubt that Indian legacy is somewhere lost in the ancient texts 

that are still very much in existence as part of our Jurisprudence, the Indian Jurisprudence. One 

such attempt has been made by the researchers in this paper wherein a discourse has been 

brought forth with special focus on the Arthashastra. It talks about law and governance that 

amplifies the need to an in-depth analysis of the same and foreshadowing its consequences to the 

present scenario. One factor that such discussions will bring forward is recognition to the Indian 

journey of the past law and statehood. Kautilya, also sometimes known as Chanakya or 

Vishnugupta, lived in the 3rd Century BC. He was the royal advisor to Chandragupta Maurya, a 

philosopher and a teacher. He gave the famous Arthashastra, which is a detailed guide of 

Statecraft. But he was not the first one to give an Arthashastra. Arthashastra literally means 

economics. Many philosophers of the past have written treatises on economics, like Manu- who 

is only known for giving the society discriminatory rules of organization. But, Kautilya‟s 

Arthashastra is the one that stood the test of time. The reason for this is that Kautilya gave a 

whole detailed, practical account of how a king should run a State, while considering all the 

possibilities that a king might have to encounter1. He did not expect the King to be always good, 

or even strong. A King was preferred to be just, abiding dharma, be good to people and the aspects 

that made up a State; but he could be weak, greedy and unjust. Kautilya did not dictate goodness 

and justice. He gave a logical explanation for why the King needs to work, which ultimately led 

him to be good to people. Note the usage of the words “King” and “him” for the ruler – gender 

discriminatory terms.  As we are talking about the 3rd Century and Kautilya‟s understanding of 

Statecraft, we need to give Kautilya the benefit of doubt and factor in his times. Thus, we will be 

talking from the Kautilyan perspective i.e. about a Male Ruler. But as one delves into his policies, 

we see that they are fairly generalized and can be applied to any ruler- sex, caste, creed, religion, 

                                                           
1 Kautilya. (1992). „The Arthashastra’ (Rangarajan, L.N. Trans. and Ed.). Penguin Random House India. (Original 
work published ca. 3 B.C.E)  
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race etc. Kautilya gives 7 internal components that constitute a State. It is known as the Saptanga 

(Sapt-7 + Anga-Parts/Components) Rajya (State)2. 

1. King 

2. Ministers 

3. Fortified City 

4. Countryside 

5. Treasury  

6. Army 

7. Ally 

These internal components of a State need to be strong, for the King and the State to prosper. 

The strength of these components adds to that of the King, helping him make progress. The 

King must always make progress, whether internally or internationally. Welfare of the State is 

Welfare of the King. So, the King always has to work and be good to people, if he wishes for his 

own progress. The King, from whose lens Kautilya sees the world, is the would-be conqueror, 

the Vijigishu. Any neighboring State, with a common border, then, is the enemy. Out of all the 

neighbors that the King has, one State is always a natural enemy. The other neighbors are allies, 

some are the enemy‟s allies, and the others are a Middle King and a Neutral King.  Any kind of 

relationship with these neighbors is relative. The relative power of the neighbor determines the 

King‟s attitude towards them. Peace should be made with neighbors who are stronger than or 

equally stronger to the King. A war can be waged with a weak king. However, Kautilya always 

prefers Peace to War. War brings destruction of troops, treasury, property, land etc. Until the 

cost of a war is minimal, peace should always be chosen3. However, not with the natural enemy. 

The enemy must be defeated. Peace can be made temporarily- only if the King can gain 

something from the enemy, or needs time to prepare his troops. But when the opportunity is 

right, the King must strike the hammer. “Mantra Yuddha” or Diplomacy plays a very important 

role in maintaining peace. Kautilya has given a whole elaborative account on envoys, which carry 

diplomatic relations with neighbors on behalf of the King. Kautilya also believes in Acts of God 

– calamities and fortune – and in the Occult. There is presence and a belief in the Occult 

practices all over the Arthashastra. Kautilya has based a type of war on the Occult – the 

undeclared war, which uses Occult practices on the enemy and weakens them. But he also 

factors in fortune – that might work, or not, in the King‟s favor. Calamities are one such 

                                                           
2 R. Kangle. (1997). „The State in Kautilya’ in „Arthashastra of Kautilya Part-III: A Study’. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass. Pp- 
116-142 
3 J. Spellman. (1964). „Principle of Statecraft’ in „Political Theory of Ancient India: A Study of Kingship from the Earliest Time to 
Circa AD 300’. Oxford: Clarendon Press, pp- 132-170.   
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misfortunes that weaken a King, and so he must garner support of other Kings, as soon as 

possible. The enemy might take advantage of the King‟s conditions4. One must not always be 

submissive, but should not show foolhardy valor either. So never always keep making peace 

treaties, and don‟t always choose war. The most prudent course of action shall always be 

adopted. Kautilya believed – Live to fight another day; Garner forces and support; and Wait for 

the right opportunity and strike. One can even bear short-term loses for future gains. The 

Arthashastra gives the famous Mandal Theory. As we have discussed some States are enemies, 

and some are not. Kautilya arranges these States for the King through the Mandal Theory. 

Generally, the theory was based on – the immediate neighbor is the enemy; the enemy of the 

enemy is a friend; the friend of the enemy is an enemy. But it is much more than that too. The 

List of Terminologies is as follows: 

 The King, would-be Conqueror – Vijigishu 

 Antagonists – Ari  

All neighbors are, in general, antagonists. Kautilya was a skeptical person. 

 Enemy – Shatru  

 Friend/Ally – Mitra  

 Enemy‟s Friend/Ally – Ari-Mitra 

 Ally‟s Friend/Ally – Mitra-Mitra 

 Enemy in the Rear – Parshnigraha  

 Ally in the Rear – Aakranda  

 Enemy in the Rear‟ Ally – Parshnigraha-Asara 

 Ally in the Rear‟s Ally – Aakranda-Asara 

 Weak Intervening King – Antardhi  

Sometimes there is a weak king sandwiched between the King and the enemy. They mediate 

peace sometimes, for their gains. Sometimes, the weak king has to pick a side.  

 Middle King – Madhyama  

The King shares borders with both the King, and the enemy king. The Middle King is strong 

enough to defeat the King and the enemy united, and any one of the Kings disunited. Thus, 

always make peace.  

 Neutral King – Udhasina 

                                                           
4 Ibid 1 
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The King shares borders with none of the above listed Kings. But he is strong. So also, always 

maintain peace.  This reflects a vision of Kautilya to bring his theory in the practical aspect. He 

perceives the State and the Ruler in the practical aspect, not as an abstract figure. This enables 

him to give suggestions to the Ruler, and not dictate righteousness on the lines of Dharma. As 

one examines the situations and stands today, the interactions of the Indian State with its 

immediate neighbors, China and Pakistan, can be analyzed with the Mandal Theory that is given 

by Kautilya. The theory not only helps us understand our immediate neighbors of power, China, 

but also the immediate neighbors that always try and maintain good diplomatic and State 

relationships with India such as Bhutan, Bangladesh, Nepal etc. The States that are categorized as 

not immediate neighbors, but States that play a role in the power dynamics of a particular area, in 

this instance the United States, Russia, France etc., can also be analyzed through this model. The 

Kautilyan theory of Statecraft pertaining to foreign policy towards neighbors can be used to 

understand the best course of action to be undertaken towards these neighbors. Kautilya neither 

advises the ruler to take a highroad, nor does he indicate a pathway of undeniable valor. Thus, 

neither a Ruler is bound to maintain good relations with its neighbors, nor is he bound to 

showcase strength at all times. Kautilya provides diplomatic as well as military solutions to a 

State that always works in the favor of the Ruler. The Kautilyan theory would give India an 

upper hand in dealing with neighbors both in diplomacy and in military provinces. Both of these 

methods can be clubbed under one single author, without any labels of liberalism, realism, or, 

radicalism etc. This also reflects one of the key points in the Kautilyan theory. While many times 

Kautilya is compared or studied along side Machiavelli, naming him an ancient realist, Kautilya is 

far from it. He is not seen just simply projecting and analyzing State situations as they are, but he 

also foreshadows the permutation and combinations of situation that a State can get into. 

Kautilya gives equal probability to each situation, suggesting solutions for each course that can 

be taken during the current combination of situations. This combines so many strands of „isms‟ 

today- that are categorized into watertight compartments, each „ism‟ claiming a principle for 

itself. The beauty of an author like Kautilya is the fact that while he distinguishes between the 

State and Individual Morals like a Realist, he also seeks expansion and growth like a Fascist. He 

believes in the welfare of the people like a Socialist, but also seeks diplomacy like a Liberalist. He 

neither be compared and categorized nor be understood with one single lens. To conclude, one 

would understand how ancient philosophers like Kautilya are so much more than what they 

perceive to be. Their theories, principles, suggestions can be seen in the VIBGYOR of 

knowledge schools and thoughts that exist today. Kautilya is much more than just an advisor to a 

King, a philosopher, a learned man, but a holistic visionary towards one single goal – Growth of 
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the State. The Indian State can use a lot of his theory in today‟s time to tackle the standing 

situations with the internal and external components that occur in the State today. As it is given 

in any ancient theory, the contexts of then and now differ. We will have to excuse some of those 

orthodox principles focused on maintenance of that society, and see what we can use today and 

how. However, the change in context does not imply a change in vision. The theory of Statecraft 

by Kautilya is the most elaborate and cohesive theory that the Indian Philosophy has at its 

disposal. By studying its components today, the Indian Jurisprudence can increase its wealth of 

knowledge and routes of action in unprecedented manners.       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


