A. M. SAMOZVANTSEV

ARTHASASTRA AND DHARMASASTRA — TWO TRADITIONS

The discovery of the so called Arthasdstra of Kautilya by R. Shama-
sastri in the beginning of XX century made it possible to adopt in many
respects a new approach to the study of the ancient Indian literature
and to take a fresh look at the genre of dharmasastra. This discovery
is connected with the birth of a wide range of new scientific trends
investigating the relations between arthasastra and dharmaéastra. The
results of the research of both literature-genres may be convinced by
the acquitance with the works published after the discovery of the
Arthasdstra and contained by comprehensive Bibliography on dharma
and artha in Ancient and Mediaeval India by L. Sternbach . .

A new structural-terminological method of investigation of literary
monuments observed in several latest essays makes it possible to re-
search the evolution of arthasastra and dharmasdstra in its various
spheres and to approach to the answer the raised questions, viz. how
both genres were composed and how they functioned, why appeared
and from which sources might be formed. Thus we face not only with
‘the necessity to include arthasdstra and dharmasdstra in the complex
of diverse works of different times called the ancient Indian literature
but also with the necessity to give a functional characteristic to the
whole literature as to an indivisible aggregate.

I have tried to solve three problems in my essays: the functioning
of juridical terms in juridical and non-juridical contexts of $astras and
commentaries as well as the functioning of the terms outside the
sources in practice of property relations, and the functional evolution
of juridical stuff as a complex of ideas on the whole in the juridical
and non-juridical literature. An attempt to solve two first problems was

) 1. L. SteErNBACH, Bibliography on dharma and artha in. Ancient and Mediaeval
India, Wiesbaden, 1973,
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made in my monograph published two years ago? The solution of the
last one may be simplified if we follow the originality of the juridical
terminology of arthasidstra and dharmasdstra as a completed balanced
system of notions and if we follow its origin. Moreover I shall touch
on some peculiarities of the integration of both literature-genres and
the problem of the sources of law of each of them. In the article I

-shall-try-to-give-in-brief-my-general-idea-on-the-last-question.-I.suppose - — .

the functioning of terms is of major importance for the investigation
of the object of this sort and investigation of the functioning surely
will throw a light on the functioning of the texts themselves.

The terms karana, svakarana, desa, siaksin and bhoga are the most
important ones in the system of the Jurldlcal argumentation of the
Arthasastra. Another terminology occurs in dharmasddastras. There pra-
mana (pramanam trividham, ie. a triple juridical authority meaning
document, witness and use in order of their significance) and dgama
are the most important notions. In the Arthasastra karana implies
« juridical “authority s, « proof s as it~is pointed—out in TII.1.17 -where
the plaintiff and defendant give in court their karanas. The same mean-
ing the term karama has in I11.1.19 where it is explained as verbal or
documentary evidence. In trial nirnaya (sentence) was produced after
an examination of karanas. Karapa is mentioned in II1.12.37-38 where
an artisan takes a material for manufacture (niksepa). In the following
text niksepa should be interpreted as a deposit as well. It is said in
111.12.53 that transactions with niksepa (material for manufacture and
a deposit) must be striked in the presence of witnesses: tasmdtsaksima-
dacchannam lkurydt... to avoid the situation mentioned in III.12.37 where
a transaction with niksepa was striked in absence of karana, i.e. wit-
nesses. Taking into account that in II1.1.17 and below a non-legalized
user (for example, of paraksetra — another’s field) may appear for the
defence his bhoga/bhukti, i.e. use under some circumstances may be
karana as well. In dharmasastras pramdnam trividham is analogous to
karana in the Arthasastra. Pramana is mentioned, for instance, in the
Yajiavalkyasmyti 1122 and Naradasmyrti 1.65. The Yajravalkyasmyti
says: pramanam likhitarmn bhuktih saksinasceti kirtitam. This term is
considered in the second text of the Naradasmyti in the following way:
likhitam saksino bhuktih pramanam trividham viduh. The conception
of pramdna as a triple-term juridical authority through which belongings
are being acquired or the rights to them are being proved is a tradi-
tional one. It was composed long before the composmg of the Manusmyti
and Yajiavalkyasmyti.

The conception of agama in dharmasastra was 1nvest1gated by me
previously 3 and the ethimology of this term is examined in an essay

2. A. M. Samozvantsev, Teoriya sobsti)ennosti v drevney Imlii' (The Theory of
Property in Ancient India), Moscow, 1978.
3. A. M. SamozvanTtsev, Teoriya sobstvennosti, Ch. L.
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which is under publication. In dharmasastras dgama is a title of owner-
ship and it is interpreted as a combination of pramanas, i.e. pramana
must be seen as a carrier of dgama. In the Arthasastra this term has
another sense, namely legal acquisition, transaction. A transaction of
this sort may lead to acquiring of belongings in legal property or in
legal possession which are differentiated in the text (see IV.6.7-8).

Desa and other terms mentioned in III.1.15 are integral parts of
any law action, a transaction first of all. The same term desa occurs in
I11.16.29 where it is said that the prescription leads to the loss of
desas. In this context desa is intended to imply a title of ownership, so
the rights of owner over his belongings (usually a plot) were lost through
use of non-legalized user.

The text IV.6.9 is of major importance for the understanding of a
notion the carrier of which was the term desa. It is pointed out in this
Arthasastra’s text that the legality of dgama-transaction may be proved
in trial through Sucirdesa — « honest evidence » (in I11.1.15 Suddhadesa
— « pure evidence ») or through dirghaparibhoga — « lasting use ». Desa
is explained as a proof in text III.1.19 and we may conclude that mostly
document and rarely witness were covered by this term. This supposi-
tion seems to be truthful for karapa in III1.1.19 divides into desa and
saksin, ie. documentary and verbal evidences. The same division is
fixed in the similar context describing legal procedure in IV.9.14-15.
According this text: prcchyam na prechati, aprcchyam prechati... madhya-
mamasmai sahasadandam kuryat |/ deyam desam na prechati, adeyam
deSam prcchati, karyamadesendtivahayati... uttamamasmai sahasadan-
dam kuryat (compare the using of verbs in forms prechyam-aprcechyam,
deyam-adeyam), i.e. when a judge does not examine a person which shall
be examined or examines a person which shall not be examined: he
pays the first sahasadanda; when a judge does not inquire after a
documentary evidence which shall be offered in trial or when he in-
quires after a documentary evidence which shall not be offered in trial
or delays a law-suit by means of a document which is not a proof he
is fined by uttama sahasadanda (highest fine). Desa, adesa are considered
in I11.1.19 side by side hinadesa, i.e. incorrect, « weak » document as
well. In III.1.15, IV.6.9 desa means both document and witness, but it
may be explained by circumstances. In the system of juridical termi-
nology of the Arthasdstra desa and saksin are differentiated as docu-
mentary and verbal evidences. We should take into account that although
the term sdksin is mentioned in divisions III-IV of the treatise the
terms of lekhya- or likhitatipe which means a document in dharma-
Sastras are absent there. We may logically conclude that in the Artha-
Sastra the term desa means just a document. It is known that the oppo-
sition of desa — bhoga in I11.16.29 is usually considered by compilers of
-dharmasastras and commentators as that one of dgama (document) —
bhoga (use), j.e. of title of ownership and possession-use.
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Since in IV.6.8 the transactions should be understood to imply
agama, the latter may be considered as ddhana (mortgaging), kraya
(purchase) and pratigraha (getting of gift). In accordance to that desa
may be svakarana — a proof of ownership (i.e. purchase-deed or settle-
ment) or ddhilekhya (mortgage), if there is a demand to prove the right
to possess a pledge. Naturally desa must be Suci — suddha, i.e. the docu-
ment must be drawn up according to necessary demands and a man

whose evidence in court will be considered valid must be a witness.
It means that besides his evidences in court must be valid he also must
capable at the present moment — sampiirndcara (see 111.1.15; sampiir-
ndcéra is explained in IIL.1.13).

Svakarana is just a proof that proves an ownership. So, it is said
in IV.1.54-55: paurvapaurusikam nidhim janapadah Sucih svakaranena
samagram labheta | svakaranabhave paficasato dandah, pracchannddane
sahasram, i.e. one which found a treasure becomes its owner after his
svakarana confirms his rights to the thing. In absence of svakarana he

.-is .imposed -the.fineon and.if he hides a treasure.the. fine increases._

twice as much (500-1000 panas).

The carriers of svakarana could be documents and witnesses for an
acquisition into property of movables was legalized in the presence of
witnesses and that of immovables — by means of drawing up a docu-
ment. Svakarana has the similar semantics in dgama of dharmasastra.
The Arthasastra (111.16.17-19) says: nastikasca svakaranawm krivd nasta-
pratyahrtam labheta | svakaranabhave paficabandho dandah [ tacca
dravyam rajadharmyam syat, i.e. an owner, belongings of which were
lost, after finding them out may recover them by svakarana. If there is
no svakarana he pays a fine equal to fifth part of the price of the belon-
gings and they become the property of a king. This text borrowed by
compiler of the Yajiavalkyasmyti 11.175 tells us: dgamenopabhogena
nastam bhavyamato'nyatha | paficabandho damastasya rdjfie tenavibha-
vite //. Quite evidently the compiler of the Ydajfiavalkyasmrti replaces,
the term svakarana by the term dgama. The text of the dharmasastra
quoted above is similar to that of the Arthasastra IV.6.9 where the
recovery of a lost thing with the help of Sucirdesa or dirghaparibhoga
is meant as well (upabhoga of the Yajaavalkyasmrti, of course, is ana-
logous to dirghaparibhoga of the Arthasdstra): yasya piirvo dirghasca
paribhogah $ucirvd desastasya dravyamiti vidyat. From the text we may
conclude that dgama of the dharmasastra is equal to desa of the Artha-
$astra, ie. dgama of dharmasdstras is not equal to that one in the
Arthasdstra — in the last text dgama must be considered as a transaction
but in dharmasastras it is a proof. The analysis of texts of dharmasastras
and commentaries carried out by me previously shows that dgama ex-
pressed in the system of pramanam trividham proves the right of pro-
perty and not the right of possession. This dgama is equal to svakarana
of the Artha$astra and the carrier of the last term is desa (proof).
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Although dgama in the Arthasdstra is replaced by desa semantics of that
last term does not correspond to that one of notion svakarana. It is small
wonder since in dharmasdstras pramdana — a carrier of notion dgama
also often means notion dgama itself. It can be observed, for example,
in the commentary of Visvariipa on the Ydajiavalkyasmyrti 11.175: aga-
menalekhyddina prakasamaskhalitacirabhogena va nastam dravyamanya-
hastagatam madiyamityevain bhavyam, i.e. the rights to a thing which
is lost and in another’s possession may be proved — « this is mine » —
by means of dgama, i.e. a document and so on, or by means of public,
uninterrupted and lasting use. The formula « dgama is pramana » (ie.,
for example, document) is usually used by commentators. I suppose
S$uddhadesa (Suddhasvakarana) is similar to sSuddhdgama in the com-
mentaries of Govindardja on the Manusmyti VII1.200 and Visvaripa on
the Ydajriavalkyasmyti 1129 not by accident. This dgama is mentioned
in the text of Manusmyii VII1.200 and in the Yajavalkyasmyti 11.27.
The first text's compiler writes: sambhogo dréyate yatra na drSyeta-
gamah kvacit [ dgamah karanam tatra na sambhoga iti sthitih //. Ac-
cording to the second one: dgamo’bhyadhiko bhogadvind piirvakramd-
gatat | agame’pi balam naiva bhuktih stokdpi yatra no //. The ethymo-
logy of both the terms — svakarana and dgama — is one and the same —
« acquiring », « appropriation to oneself ».

In my opinion, the above observations make it possible to intro-
duce some essential corrections to discourses of R.P. Kangle concerning
the juridical terms of the Arthaddstra. R. P. Kangle notes: « Evidence to
be submitted in a court of law appears to be called desa (3.1.19 etc.).
It evidently refers to all kinds of evidence, documents, witnesses and
so on. The word desa is also used in the text in the sense of « title »,
that which establishes ownership over a thing (3.16.29, 4.6.9). That may
will have been its original meaning. Another word for evidence is karana.
More often than desa, it refers to a person’s title or proof of ownership,
as in svakarana. In own or two places karana appears to refer to docu-
mentary evidence as when it is said that in all transactions, except in
the case of pledge (@dhi) and commission (ddesa) a later karana cancels
the earlier ones (3.1.16) or that artisans are generally dishonest, since
there no karana made before they accept an article for manufacture
(3.12.36-37) » 4. Here I must note, for example, that despite R. P. Kangle's
opinion the word karana in 1II.1.16 does not mean a documentary
evidence but rather a law action taking into account that ddhi (pledge)
and dde$a (commission) in accordance to the logic- of the text are
observed by compiler as the same karanas, ie. law actions (evidently,
transactions). Moreover according to text II1.11.27 when anybody ac-
cepted a promissory note this transaction was legalized by the presence
of witnesses and the fact excludes the interpretation of karana as of
just a documentary evidence. R.P. Kange himself considers ddhi and

4. R. P. KaNGLE, The Kautiliya Artha$dstra, Pt. ITI, A Study, Bombay, 1965, p. 218.
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adesa to be transactions (see above about meaning of karana in
111.12.36-37).

Since these two peculiar systems of juridical terms were the basis
of law ideas of arthasastra and dharmasistra we may call the terms
the matrices of law texts and regard the systems. as the dominant ones
and very stable. In my opinion, the constitution of the systems was
preceded-by-a-long-development of-juridical-tradition-of both-literature- ..
genres. There is no doubt that the juridical terminology of the Artha-
Sastra was elaborated in schools of arthasdstra and stated in sources
of arthasastra-genre which haven't reached us. In similar way the termi-
nological tradition of dharmasastra was probably elaborated in schools
of compilers of dharmasiitras. It is in dharmasiitras where we find for
the first time the formula of triple juridical authority mentioned in
the Vasisthadharmasitra XV1.10: likhitam sdlksino bhuktih pramdnam
trividham smytam [ dhanasvikaranaw pirvam dhani dhanamavapnuyi-
diti, i.e. by means of pramdna after an acquisition of a thing into pro-
perty, in other-words-after-a-transaction (or-dgama corresponding to-the
original meaning of svikarana) an owner gets the thing at his disposal
(compare the Naradasmyti 1.65 Bhavasvamin's reading: dhanasvikarane
yena dhani dhanamupasénute; the reading of Asahdya (1.69) corresponds
to that one of the Vasistadharmasiitra excluding yena instead of pir-
vam). These texts are of major importance for the explanation of the
ethimology of the terms dgama — sva(svi)karana. As regards the evolu-
tion of the system pramdnam trividham from the point of view of its
functioning I research it in another essay which is under publication.

In the Arthasastra the term pramidna occurs in the same more ab-
stract meanings of juridical authority as in dharmasiitras. For example,
in II1.2.10 the compiler says: pitrpramand$catvarah pirve dharmyah,
matapitrpraminih Sesah, i.e. dharmic marriage demands a permission
of the bride’s father, other marriages — of her father and mother (see
also IV.1.2). According to II1.11.26, I11.19.21 evidences of witnesses are
considered in court as pramdna (..sdksinah pramapam..). The same
sense the term accepts in II1.12.35, II1.18.6. In dharmasastras the word
pramana, for example, is of a similar meaning not only in the Yajiiaval-
kyasmyrti 11.89 (vindpi saksibhirlekhyam svahastalikhitam tu yat [ tatpra-
mdanam smyrtam balopadhikrtdadrte //), but also in dharmasitras — in
Apastambadharmasiitra where the compiler says: dharmajfiasamayah
pramanam (1.1.2), i.e. according to the translation of J. D. M. Derrett «the
Council of knowers of dharma is authoritative » 5. That means a parisad
of knowers of juridical and other texts. Baudhayanadharmasitra 1.1.2.10,
describing dryavarta, notes: ... tasmin yo dcarah sa pramanam [/ what
can be understood as follows: a custom which is followed here is autho-
ritative. According to the Gautamadharmasiitra X1.20: desajatikuladhar-
masca’ 'mnayairaviruddhah pramdnam [/, ie. dharmas (customs) of

5. J.D. M. Derrert, Religion, Law and the State in India, London, 1968, p. 29, n. 1.
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countries, casts and families (the traditional enumeration saying about
the look at the society as the totality of communities of various levels),
if they don’t contradict to sacred texts, are also pramana, i.e. they are
juridical authoritative (compare Manusmyti 11.13, X1.84).

Before they became themselves this and other juridical terms had
to have ritual semantics because of functioning in ritual texts. But their
accept of juridical semantics should be explained probably by inter-
action of dharmasiitras with early arthasastras. These ritual texts incor-
porated practically the whole juridical subjects in the limits of rdja-
dharma. But we must note that the terms remained the same ones, i.e.
just the terms became the matrices of the stuff of arthasistra in dharma-
Sastras. The process was the main reason for the transformation of
pramana into pramdnam trividham and so on, perhaps, it began before
the first dharmasiitra was composed, i.e. the interaction took place
between the early arthasastras and the sources of dharmasiitras (those
arthasastras had little in common with the Arthasastra — the last one
probably is an unicum text and has not analogous). I call it integration
of arthasastra and dharmasasira « A ». In many cases it is not difficult
to see the identity of juridical stuff of dharmasiitras and of the Artha-
Sastra, and sometimes the similarity is so strong that can not be ex-
plained by anything but borrowing from the sources also basic for
recomposed texts of divisions III-IV of the Arthasdstra. For example,
it is said in the Arthasastra II1.8.1: samantapratyayd vastuvivadah (see
pratyaya II1.9.24, II1.11.43, II1.13.31, compare with II1.12.14), ie. in
disputes the object of which are immovables the witnesses-neigbours
are to be entrusted. According to the Vasisthadharmasitra XVI.13:
grhaksetravirodhe samantapratyayah. The word vdstu is explained in
I11.8.2 as house and field first of all. The word virodha replaces here .
vivada, The Arthasastra 111.11.25-26 says: sampratipattavuttamah | asam-
pratipattau tu sdksinah pramdnam pratyayikah Sucayo’ numatd va
trayo’ varardhyah. The text of the Gautamadharmasiitra XII1.1 has the
same sense: vipratipattau saksini mithyasatyavyavasthd bahavah syura-
ninditah svakarmasu prityayikd.. In accordance with the Arthasastra
111.16.25-26: paracakratavihytam tu pratyaniya raja yathdasvam prayac-
chet [ corahrtam avidyamanam svadravyebhyah prayacchet... And accor-
ding to the Gautamadharmasiitra X.46-47: caurahrtamupajitya yathds-
thanam gamayet [ kosiadva dadyad (perhaps yathdsthanam is distorted
expression yathasvam, but if it is really so it is no wonder since this
dharmasiitra is a later text).

The similarity on the level of models is found between the Artha-
Sastra and dharmasiitra’s rajadharma as well. The model of the Artha-
Sastra implies the seven state's factors (viz. janapada. durga etc.) which
are discovered not only in the Manusmyti, Yajfiavalkyasmyti, Ramayana,
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Visnusmyti, Nitisara but also in other texts® a king models a state
in dharmasiitras, as it can be seen, for example, in the Apastambadharma-
siitra 11.25.2-3 and below where the motive of the arrangement by a king
of a sity, capital and fortress and his house etc. occurs. This micromodel
in the limits of rdjadharma reproduces the whole idea of saptariga.

On the other hand, the causes of using the term pramdina by com-
-piler-of-the-Arthasastra-implies-a-certain-influence-of-the -tradition-of -
dharmasdstra on arthasastras (comparison of ITI.11.25, IIL.19.21 with
111.12.37-38 and II1.12.53 shows that the term pramdna has here and
there the semantics similar to that one of the term karana).

The systems of juridical terminology of arthasastra and dharma-
$astra displays a striking stability. The long process of the evolution of
arthasatra led to the following phenomenon: symbolic system of infor-
mation (law information in particular) became a stereotype which ex-
cludes the using of symbolic terms which already have amnalogous in
the system. So, arthasastras-including-in their-texts-the term-pramana
deprived ‘it of “the semantics it “had-in—combination—of- pramanany tri-
vidham. The semantics of the last term corresponded to that of karana
in the Arthasastra. Pramana in the treatise had more abstract meaning.

A new stage of the integration of arthasdstra and dharmasastra (1
call it stage « B ») was connected with concentrated incorporating of
proper vyavahara into dharmasastras. Here appeared arthasdstra in-
cluded into dharmasastra (i.e. dharmasastra-antargatam). The process
explains the composing of the genre of proper dharmasastra. With the
beginning of the process dharmasastras accept the juridical stuff of the
arthasdstras. Besides a new varna-composition of dharmasistras the
integration of both literature-genres also expressed in including into
dharmasastras of some terms, e.g. karana and desa, which are to be
considered specific « radioactive tracers » in the Manusmrti. There is no
the word pramana implying a proof. It appears only in the Yajfiaval-
kyasmyti (1122, 89 etc.) perhaps as a certain reaction to the including
of the stuff of arthasasira. In the Manusmyti karapa is the term ana-
logous to pramana, and the phenomenon should be discussed in detail. -

R. P. Kangle writes in his study of the Arthadastra: «...the Manus-
myrti shows its indebtedness to the Artha$astra, for example, in 8.53-56,
which enumerate the causes that lead to loss of suit. A comparison with
the Arthasdsira, 3.1.19, leaves hardly any room for doubt that Manu
reproduced the latter’s rules, though in his own words » 7. In my opinion,
there are following parallels between the Arthasastra (II1.1.19) and
Manusmyti (A-M.): A. piirvoktam pascimendrthena nabhisamdhaite -
M.VIIL.53(2). yascadharottaranarthanvigitannavabudhyate; A. pratijfidya

6. A. M. SAMOZVANTSEV, Ob interpretatsii glavy « Arthasdastry» janapadanivesa
(Interpretation of the janapadanivesa chapter in the Arthasastra), in VDI (Vestnik
drevney istorii or Journal of Ancient History), 3 (1975).

7. R.P. KancLe, The Kautiliya Arthasastra, pp. 80-1.
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abhiyokta prayoktd dised danadhikarana-desam. atra ca deSa-grahanam
mentator himself gives a variety of interpretations of desa in the text:
samarthyat saksyupalaksanartham... yasmad aha karanam va samuddised
patra-samjiiam vyavaharasthana eva. atasca gamyate desa-grahanam
karano/laksandrtham iti/... desagrahanam ca nidarSandrthatvat kaldr-
tham api drastavyam, ” kasmin dese kale tvaya mama pratidaitam dha-

“mam”’ it »12-J DM Derrett—translates -this—passage -in—the-following-

way: « The plaintiff must indicate the " place” where the money was
given. In view of the sense of the passage the word " place ” here must
be understood to imply ” witness "... he says " or he should point out
the proof ”, namely the proof in the form of the document, at the place
of trial itself. And so even the word ” place” must be seen to mean
” time ” in order to the question, ” at what place and time did you pay
me the money " » B, Thus the commentator offers several interpretations
of the word desa, but a « proof » seems to him the most probable one
to imply the document, witness and. so on. Such version rather corres-
ponds to the interpretation of the Manusmyti-mentioned above than to
that the « place » interpretation of J.D.M. Derrett. It is possible that
Bhauci was confused by the meaning of desa in the Manusmyti VIILA45.

In my opinion, the interpretation of this sort in the sense of proof
is a derivative from the meaning of the term desq in the Arthasastra
where it implies a kind of karana. J. D. M. Derrett notes himself the fact
that in the Arthasastra karana is a usual designation of « proof » 1. The
very structure of the text of the dharmasastra (VIIL.52) shows desa has
there more narrow sense than karana, quite similar to the Arthasastra
where desa in its turn should be in the first place understood as a docu-
ment. In the Manusmyti VIIL.53 the text should be also understood not
in the sense of Bharuci’s interpretation (J.D.M. Derrett follows the
latter), i.e. «indicates not the place », but rather in the sense of the
Arthasastra 111.1.19, IV.9.15, i.e. as non-proof. The expression « indicates
not the place » will be rather conveyed by the formula na desamuddiset
and not by adesam disati (see the Manusmyti VIIL.53). '

The process of balancing the system of the juridical terminology
which I mentioned above using the Arthasastra as an example took
place at « B »-stage of the integration in dharmasastras as well. The
term karana has kept its meaning as a « proof », but pramana appears
again and is used more often, just as a stereotype element of law system
of dharmasdstra and, in my opinion, as a regeneration of the common
tradition of dharmasistra. The juridical term desa of arthasdstra doesn’t
appear, and pramdpa in its semantics may be intended to imply the
semantics of the term karana in the Arthasastra. The most wide-spread
meaning of pramdna in dharmasastras is a document. The similar

12. Ibid.
13. Bharuci’'s Commentary, vol. 2, p. 109.
14. Op. cit., p. 109, n. 2.
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semantics of both terms karana and pramdna in dharmasdstras should
be explained by peculiarity of the juridical structure of dharmasastras
as compared with that of the Arthasdstra. As far to the term karana it
gets in dharmasastras the meaning similar to that one of pramana in
the Arthasastra, i.e. an abstract juridical authority, as well.

After the incorporation of the stuff of vyavahdra dharmasastras
were still ritual texts. But at the same time this private admontions
on dharma for the brahmanical pupils became law authorities. It can
explain the process during which arthasdstra lost its authority of a
law text. It led to a gradual loss of important themes of arthasdstra and
its transformation into nitisastra. We can also observe the acquiring
by dharmasdstras of the authority of law texts perhaps in the division
of the genre into ritual texts (for example, the Pardsarasmyti) and juri-
dical ones (as the Ndradasmyrti), i.e. in the latter case I suppose fixing
and composing of a $dstra in the form of a separate law text, but this
process, in my. opinion, began in the first centuries of our era when
the genre of dharmasistra was being composed intencively thanks to
influence of arthasdstra.
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