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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The doctrine of karma is ccnsidered to e one of the
most important and. fundamental doctrines of classical Indian
philosophy, All classical Indian sSchools of thought except
Cervaka believe in the doctrine of karma unquestionably. It
is held invariawly in the religious, ethical, cultural and
philosophical thoughts of the Hindus, the Jainas and the
Bauddhas, They all use this doctrine in order to explain and
justify different occurrences or heppenings found in both
anthropocentric and non-anthropocentric worlds. according to
them, the root cause of bondage is karma and ignorance.
Sufferings do not come to us without the antecedent condi-
tions. But when we go into the historical accounts of the
doctrine of karma, we find that the version of tnhe doctrine
of karma differs from system to system in both the orthodox
and heterodox classical Indian schools of thought. Not only
this, even Indological scholars — Indian as well as western
— do not seem to hold the same line of interpretation of the
doctrine of karma. Their analysis and characterisation of the

doctrine of karma differ from one another.

Buddhism, for example, believes By and large in the

doctrines of impermanency (anitxa&é),1 momentariness

1. J.N. Sinha, Qutlines of Indian philosophy, New Central
Book Agency, Calcutte, 2nd Edition, 1985, p. 82.
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(ksaoabnaﬁéavéda)2 and non-soul (andtmavada).> According to

tne Buadnists, everything in anthrspocentric as well as non-
anthropocentric world is necessarily and exceptionally
impermanent and subject to production, destruction ana
change, no matter whether it is a2 thing or organism or agent
or acﬁion or result of action, They do not welieve in the
existence of asny permanent Being or not-being. For them,
everything in tne universe is condational, aependent &and
relative, and hence is subject to birtn and death, The
Buadhists do not hola the vlew that kerma is governed by a
moral administrator of the world i.e., God. Accoraing to
them, God does not evaluzte tne moral worth of our actions,
He does not aecide what we deserve or do not deserve on the
dccount of our deeds. He does not award reward and punish-
ment to us in the forms of happiness and pain, In fact, the
Buddhists deny outright the existence of a divine God. For
them, karma 1s possible without the involvement of any perma-
nent conscious agency, i.e., atmd. Karma works by itself.
The law of karma is an jmpersonal law in the sense thet it
does not stand in the need of any external asgency for its
function, It governs the relation of action and its result
without tne involvement of any meaiator, In their view, the

kermic process is an autonome**process. It aoes not depend

2. C.D. Sherma, A Criticel Survey of Indian Pnilosophy,
Motilal Banarsidass, p. /k&.

3. J.N. 8inha, op.cit., p. 86.




upon any metaphysical entity, self or God. The Buddhicsts
btelieve in tne transmigration of samskaras (disposition or
impressions). But tney do not believe in the transmigra-
tion of soul. On their account, transmigration of §§é§§££§§
is possiwle without transmigration of a soul from birth to
birth, For them, saul is nothing but a bundle of the five

fittings or skandhas , ripa or me¢tter, vedana or feeling,

samjid or perception, samiskdra or aisposition and vijhéna
or consciousness. Buadhism does not believe in the identity
of kartd8 (doser) and bhokta (experiencer). Unlike Jainism
and Hinduism, Buddnism is of the view that a man may not
get the fruit of his karma because he is perishable. He may
perisn wefore tne emergence of the result of hils action.
Even if he does not perish it is =aid that he may not
realize the fruit of his karma, because the truilt of his

karma, tuet is, karma phala is perishaWle hefore its doer

coming to enjoy or suffer, Not only this, it is also claimed
that an individual may be led to some result which is not
the result of any of nis action. It is because c¢f this
reason in Buddhism alloceation of responsibility cannot be
settled mechanically, a; it is possikle in Jainism and
Hinduism. In Buadhism, it is karme which is the root cause
of bonasge, and liberation is possible only through true
knowledge. In the Dhammepsda it is said that karma 1s

birth, Egggg‘is death, karma is pleasure and karma is pain,

So loag as karma opsrates no one can‘uvlaim to be fresd from



all these afflictions}+Since all karma is bondage, it has to
be got rid of. The moment true knowledge arises all karmas
are abandoned, uprooted and pulled out of the ground like a
palmyra tree and become non-existent aad not liable to

5

spring up again in future.

Jainism, like Buddhism, believes that karma does not
depend on any moral administrator of tne world, i.e. God.
It is an impersonal law which works by itself without need-
ing any divide agency. Both these systems do not trace the
origin of karma in the Vedas as Hinduism does. They rather
criticize and condemn the Vedic systems. According to these

systems, karma phala automatically follows from karma without

the involvement of any mediator, But, unlike Buddhism,
Jainism believes that the doer of action i.s., self or jiva
is permanent and beyond production and destruction in its
essence. Karma phala does not perish before its doer coming
to experience it. The doer of action gets the result of his
action sooner or later. A man gets what he does and what he
gets, it i< said, that he deserves it., The Jainas hold that
man is wholly responsible for his birth, death and suffering.
Whatever he gets is determined by his past deeds. The doer of
good gets good result ana the doer of bad gets bad result.
The Jaina's conception of karma is different from that of

Bauddha's one. According to tne Jainas, karma is a subtle

4. Dhammspada, p. 335.
5. H.C. Warren, Buddhisw _in Trasnslations, pp. 216-17.
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matter6 which is infra-stomic in size and 1imperceptible,
which pulls down the soul (ligg) from its spiritual height.
The Beuddhas and the Hindus do not believe in the Jainass
materialistic conception of karma, According to them, karma
is not & subtle matter which can be said to be infra-atomic
in size. They conceive karma as something non-material end

formless., But in Jainism both karma and karma phala are

given a material connotation, The Jaina thinkers are of the
view that what we suffer or enjoy in the name of karma
phale is something material pain and material pleasure.
Although karma in Jainism is considered[ig ggtﬂ?g?r%3% it 1is
said to have a tendency to determine psychic characteristics
and produce merit and demerit. For them, karma is a specisal
kind of metter-psrticle which is not metaphysical but resal.
It enters into the soul or sticks to the soul like oil and
dust which stick to clothesand bind it with body, Passions —
anger (krodha), Breed (lobha), pride (mé&na), and delusion
(méyd), are call?d kasaya or sticky substances wnicn attract
the flow of karmic ﬁatter into the soul. pPassions occur due
to ignorance. It is the real cause of bondage., In this
respect Jainism agrees with Buadhism, Sadkhya and Vedanta.
The ideal bondage (Bhava-bandha) of the soul takes place as

soon as it has bad disposition, snd the material bondags

(dravys-bandha), takes place when there is actual influx of

€. J.N. Sinha, op,cit., p. 119.



Karma into the soul., Karma particles penctrate into the soul
and get accumulated in it according to good and bad deeds.
The soul in its intrinsic nature, the Jaina believes,

possesses Infinite faith (ananta-daggana), Infinite knowledge

(ananta-jnana), Infinite bliss (ananta-sukha), and Infinite

pewer (gggggg:yigxg). On their account, all the souls from
the lowest to the highest possess consciousness, but the
degrees of their consciousness vary according to the
obstacles of karma. Jainism, like Buddhism, does not edmit
action without agency and transmigration of .semskaras
without transmigrating soul, Accoraing to Jains system, no
action is possible without sgent i.se., liyg. All actions
involve in them a conscious agency whicn makes them possible,.
Samskaras do not transmigrate from birth to birtn without a
trensmigrating soul, They are of the opinion that the soul
in its original nature is immaterial and free, but due to
karma and ignorance it gets united with the body and loses
its purity and perfection. Although in Jainism mukti is
possible through the destruction or exhausta$ion of the karamic-
matter from the soul, yet tne soul's dissociation from karaza
is never thought of as an impossibility, The soul can be
dissociated, on their account, from karma and body through

rignt knowledge (samyaka jfigna), right faith (samyaka

derfana) and right conduct (samyska caritra). When the soul

gets exhausted from the perticles of karma through right

knowledge and action, it is said that the sSoul shines in
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its intrinsic nature of infinite knowledge, bliss and power.

It transcends §§é§§£g and goes straight to siddha-shilé at

the top of the world and dwells there.

Like Jainism and Buddhism, Hinduism also believes in
the law of kerma but its version differs from system to
system., For example, Samkhya believes in non-identity of
karta snd bhoktd, In this respect we can ssy that Samkhya
agrees with Buddhism but differs from the other schools of
Hinduism i.e., Nydya, VaiSegika,Mimd®sd and Yegdote. Unlike
Nyadya-Vaidegika, MImdts3, Veddnta and Jainism, 8&mkhya holds
that prakprti, an unconscious being, performs action but does
not reap the fruit of her action. The fruit of her action ig
reelised by purusa, a conscious being (self) who does not,
and cannot perform actions given its own nature. According
to samkhya, karma, no matter whether it is good or bad or
indifferent, is the function of the gunas o¥ prakrti. It
alweys leads to bondage and not to likeraticn, Good actions
lead to heaven and ®ad actions to hell. But heaven and hell
are subject to bondage. Liberation is possimle through know-
ledge and knowledge alone, and not by karma, no matter
vhether it is performed in a detached or attached manner.

In this raspect Sa@mkhya sgrees with advaita Vedanta. Unlike
Samkhya, Yoga admits the existence of God and conceives Him
to ®e free from pains, actions, effects and impressions.

dccording to Yoga, God is above the law of karma. He 1is not

governegd by it. But Goa does not maintain a moral order of



the universe., He does not reward or punish according to
merit and demarit of our actions, In this respect Yoga
agrees with Buddhism, Jainism and Samkhya but differs from
Nyaya - Vaiéeglka. Unlike them, Nyéya-Vaiéésika believe in
the exlstence of God. They are of the opinion that God is a
noral administrator of the world. The law of karma depends
on God for its function, It camnot work by itself, being
non-intelligent, God maintains the record of our actions,
and swards rewaids and punlshments according to merit and
demerit of our sctions. Merit and demerit accrue from our
actions. The stock of merit and demerit 1is called adrsia,

the unseen power, which needs the guidance of divine God.

Mimathsd, like Nyadya-Vaifesika, believes in the
doctrine ¢f karma, an unseen power (apurva). According to
Mimé&sakas, performed actions produce unseen potency (apurva)
in the soul of tne agent which yields fruit when obstruc-
tions are removed and time »ecomes ripe for its fructifica-
tion, But, like Nydya-Vsisesika, Mimdisd does not believe
in the existenca of God a3 a mediator between act and its

result. The Mim3hsakas are of the view that karma phala

automatically follows from karma, Karma has & causal potency

($akti) to produce its kerma phala without the involvement
of a divine agency i.e., Goa. In this respect Mimamsa agrees
with Jainism, Buddhiswm and Samkhya-Yoge. According to this
system, through the assoclation of body the soul becomes an

agent and 2njoyer and this takes place due to karma. Like



the other systems of thought Mim3ms& also believes that the
root cause of our bondege is karma and ignorance. Unless the
obstecles of karma are removed, the soul csanot be dissocia-
ted from tne body, the senses and the mind. It cannot shane
in its true nature. Prabh2kara and Kumaril both admit that
abstention from karma does not imply abstention from all
karmas, but abstention from the optional (vikalpa) and the
prohibited (nisiddha) kermas only. Optional actions lead to
merit and demerit, but the performance of prohibited actions
lead to sin and hell, Kumaril believes in the doctrine of

lﬁéna-karma samuchchayavdda. According to him, liberation is

possible through knowledge and action, wnile Prabhakara
emphasises on the supremacy of action — though he does not
deny knowledge as means of liberation. Advaita Vedanta, like
Samkhya, asserts that moksa is not possible through karma. It
is possible only through knowledge and knowledge alone.

Karma helps in purifying our mind, but does not lead to
liberation. Without karma moksa is possimle but without know-
ledge moksa is not possible, Ramdnuja, tne propounder of

yidistddvaita, like the other Hindu systems of tnought,

believes that the soul gets united with the body due to
ignorance and karma. dccording to him, too, to get libera-
tion the soul has to remove its karmi-obstacles, and that
can be done through a hermoniocus combynation of action and

knovledge (jfidna-karme samuchchaya). Jut, unlike the other

Hindu systems of thought, he maintainé that liberation
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ultimately comes to us only by the grace of Goa (prasdda).
Without God's grace no liberation is possible, even if we
perform our actions in a non-attached manner. Ramanuja, like
Nydya-Vaidesika, holde God as the mediator between action
and its result, Unlike Veifesika but like latter Na3yayikas,
he believes in the grace of God as means of liberation. 411
the Hindu systems of thought, except Sa@dkhya belicve, —
like Jainism but unlike B8uddhism, —in the permanent agency
of self. According to them, &ll actions involve in them a
conscious agency. Without conscious agency no action is
possible. They believe in tne ildentity of Xartd and bhokta.
They are of the opinion that the doer of action gets the

result of his action, Ksrma phala does not perish before its

doer coming to realize it. Atma passes through chain of lives
in order to suffer or enjoy the result of action done by it.
Unlike Buddhism, Hinduism believes in tne deterministic
account of the doctrine of karma. According to them, the doer
of action in its essence is permanent and imperishable. He
gets the result of whatever he does in certain form, either

in the present life or in the future life, Karma phala does

not perish withovt its fructification.

In spite of their sharp differences of opinion &and
interpretation, all Classical Inaian Systems of thoughts
except Carvdke share this view by and large that whatever is
done by the individual leaves behind it some sort of potency

which has pewer to produce happiness and pain either in the
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present life or in tne future life. 1he law of karma operates
in the entlre aomain of universe — numan and non-human — in
an inviolahle maaner and cauBes bondage. They consider, by

and large, knowledge ena non-attached action (niskama-kerma)

ag necessary conaitions to ebtain freedom from tne obstacles
of kerma aad body. They are of tne opinion thet the acguisi-
tion of ragnht knowledge makes the sanclta (actions which are
done in the previous life but heave not begun to fructify),
and non-attached sanciysmfna (actions which are done in the
present life), action ineffective by destroying their causal
efficacy and enables the agent to obtain freedom from
bondage. When tne Prarabdha (actions whicn have teen done in
the previous life and heve started yielding their fruits)
karmas exhaust their work, the inaividual who acts with right
knowdedge and non-attachment exhausts all nis liabilities to
rebirth and becomes free. NO new karms gets accumulated as
all kermas lose cau<al energy, and self gets dissociated
automatically from body after death, Actions done without
attackwent or fesire do not proauce results or consequences
which can bind tne soul in the cycle or birth, deatn and
rebirth, The soul rises gbove the merit and demerit of action.
Non-attached action serves enly ss mecans to attain wmoksa.

It is not treated as zn ena in itself. Tne clasasica2l Indisn
schools of tnought take non-ettached action in purposive
sense, They do not treat them as an ena in themselves. All
of them sgree 1in holdijig the view thet man is the maker of

his own de<tiny. He i@ whet he aoces, 2nd he aodes as he 1is.
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The past deeds determine present life, and the deeds of present
life determine future life. This chain of life goes in a cyclic
way. Except Buddhism, Jainism and Hinduism welieve that the
soul of man in its essence is free, but due to the association
of body it goes under various kinds of sufferings. But all
classical Indian schools of thought (except Carvaka) unques-
tionadly belleve in transmigration of samskdras from birth to

birth.

This point has been emphasised by almost all scholars
of Indiaq\philosopby. In their view, the doctrine of karma is
a distinguishing characteristic of Indian philosopny, on tne
basis of which it can be differentiated from western philoso-
phy. But so far the nature of the doctrine of karna is con-
cerned, whether it 1s a descrpptive doctrine or a moral
doctrine or both, about it, interpretations of Indological
scholars are not very clear, Sometimes it is interpreted as
an extension of the law of fcausation to the sphere of human
conduct and teaches that, as every event in the physical world
is determined by its antecedents, so everything that happens
7

in the moral realm is preordained'.’ 'It signifies not merely
that the events of our life are determined by their antecedent
causes, but also that there is absolute justice in the rewards
and punishments that fall to our ZLot..‘8 The rewards and
punishments are considered to be the consequences of our

actions, Sometimes the law of karma is interpreted as the law

7. M. Hiriyanna, The Essentiels of Indian philosophy, London,
George Allen and Unwin, 1949, p. ¥6.

8. Ibid., p. 48.
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! . .
of conservation ol moral energy.9 It i= saia thet the law of
karma is the law of conservation of moral values, wmerits and

10 Tiuis law of conservation means thst

demerits of actions.
there is no loss of the effect of work done (gggggggggég) and
that there is no happening of events to a person except as

the result of his own work (ggggépgzégggg).11 'Whatever action
is done by aa individual leaves benhind it some sort of potency,‘
which has the power to ordain for him joy or sorrow in the

12

future, according as it 1is good or bad!'. an action entitles

its doer to some pleasure or pain and, tha 18w operates in
such a2 manner thet tnz doer of action gets whet he deserves on

the account of his deeds. Tne function of tne law of karma is:

"to equip thns individual with tne body and
tne environment which nis past career entitles
him to. Nature and tne events of nature, good
and bad, wnien form the common background of
the people of 8a age or a country are just
what 2re deserved by all of them accoraing to
thelr common moral worth." 13

Every deed that one parforms has its effects in tne world end

forms within the doer samskdra or vdsand (tenaency) which

9. S. Redhakrishnan, Indian pnilosophy, Vol. I, London,
George Allen & Unwin, p. 245.

10. S.C. Ch=tterjee & D.M. Datta, An Introduction to Indian
Philosophy, Calcutta, University of Calcutta, Eighth
Edition, 198%, p. 15,

11, Imid., p. 15.

12. S.N. Dssgupta, A History of Inaien puilosopuny, Vol. I,
Cembridge, Cambridge University pPress, 1922, p. 71.

13. D.M. Datta, pPhilosgphical Perspectives: A Selection ef
E<says, Patns, Bhereti Bhewan, 1971, p. 93.
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becomes the basis of nie future deeds. Karma sets fortn tne
reletion vetween one'!s action as & ligg and one'!s state of
being. Sometimcs tne law of Karma is unaerstooa not merely in
terms of a moral causstion. It 1s 1aentified witn a universal
principle of causality which applies to all existent entities,

human and non-humen, in an inviolable meaner.

Tnough tne law of karma 1s interpreted by the Inaslo-
gists in botn the senses — moral and non-moral — tne morsal
version of the doctrine of karma seem= to have been given
more prominence than non-meral oncs. Except Dasgupta, nos other
scholar mentioned about Ziurvedic conception of the doctrine
of karma. Most of tnem emphasize on the morzl and spirituel
ver<ion of it. Hiriyanna, for example, claims that the lew
of karma is not a blinc mecnanicel lew, It 1is essentially .
ethical.1u For him, the lew of Karma is immutable, but it is
not mechanicsl 1n charecter. Imnuta®ality, or inviolability
of the law, does not make it mnechanical. In the language of
Sri Aurowindo, karma is not gquite tne same thing as 2 material
or substantial law of causce and effect, — tne antecedent 2nd
its mecheanicel conqequence.15 For him, karma is more then a

mecnanical law of ant:cedent end consequent. Humphrays writes.

14%. Rajendra Prasad, Karme Causation and Retributive Morality.
Mumshiram Manobcrlal Publishers Pvt, Ltd., New Delhi,
1989., p. 220.

15. Sri Aurobindo, The Protlem of Rebirth, Sri gurobindo
Ashrem Press, ponaicherry, 1952, p. 99.
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"the trouble with several interpretsations

of the karma concept has been that the iaea

has been under<tood in a moie or less mecha-
nical manner, but to do so is to drain it of
all ite force, for it coula only be properly
understood from @ Spirituel point of view." 16

Whether the doctrine of kerma is & universsl principle of
causality which applizss t> all existent entities, or is a
moral law which applies to buman beings and human beings
alone, 18 no doubt a metter of philosophical inportance, But
we have not entered into this debate aue to the linitation of
time. We have taken for grented tune moral version of the
doctrine of ksrma, which is widely held by almo<t all the
Indologists — Indian &s well as non-Indian, We have, thus,
restricted the use of tne doctrine of kerma. We have consi-
dered it only in the domain of numan beings and their conauct.
The domeins of non-human beings fall outside the scope of our

discussion,.

Many Ind»-logists trace tu2 origin of tne doctrine of
korma in the Rigvedic concepts of Rta and sacrifice. In their
view the ldeas of Rtz ana sacrifice contain in them the germs
of the lew of kerma. According to Redhakrashnan, "Rta is en
17

antiacipation of the lew of kerme." S.N. Dasgupta ebserves;

—

16. humphreys, Karma and Rebirth, p. 12.
17. S. Radnakrisnnan, Inaisn Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 109.
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"When the sacrifice is performed, tne action
leaves an un<een magical virtue, called
adysta (the unseen) or tne apurva (new), that
E;’EE_tne desired object will be achieved in

a my<terious maaner, for the modus operandi

of the aplrva is unknown., There is also the
notion prevalent in the Samphitads ... that he
who commits wicked deeds suffers in another
world, whereas he who performs good deeds
enjoys the highest material pleasures. These
were probably associated witn the conception
of Rta, the invioleble order of things. Thus
these are probzbly the elements wnich built
up the karma theory which we find pretty well
established but not emphasized in tne
Upanisads where it 1s said that accoraing to
EZSE—O§_Sad actions men will have good or bad
birtns,n 10

It is said that the Rigvedic term 'Ishtapilrta' indicates
nothing but the fund of merit and demerit earned by making
offerings to God and gifts to tne priests. Sascrifice (yajfia)
is taken in the sense of kerma ana consequence of sacrifice
is taken in the sense of phala. The kigvedic concept Rta is
iaentified with the doctrine of kerma in moral Spnere.19
Sometimes it is said thet tne concept of karma was 3 new
addition to Upanisadic tnought., Western Indologists ére of
the opinion that the doctrine of karma was developed through

tne social conflict between the Branmins and the Kshatriyas.

———t— ey e —

18. S.N. Dasgupta, A _History of Indian Philosophy, Cambriage
University Press, vVol. I, 1963, p. 73.

19, Gopajap,Hindu Social Philosophy, Wiley Eastern Limited,
New Delhi, 1979, p. 25.
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Garbe, for example, holds that in opposition to the Brahmini-
cal systems the KBkatriyas formulated two dominant concepts
— the metaphysics of monistic Absolutism and the ethical
law of karman. The conflict between these two sections
expressed itself also at an intellectual level, and the
Kshatriyas were the spokesmen of more enlightened notions
against the traditional theology and conservative dogmatism

20 While some scholars maintain that

of the hieratic sections.
the concept of karma has a composite structure. It has come
from both the Vedic and non-Vedic sources., They are of the
view that though the doctrine of karma had an Aryan origin,
yet the doctrine was not altogether absent from the primitive
people. They trace its root in the notions of the primitive
tribes regarding the potency of certain magical character of

21

tsacred actions', According to Dasgupta,

"the law of karman was thus rooted in the
Indian mind Trom the earliest days in the
tribal belief in the efficacy of magical
operaticns, incantations and the like, and
it was only extended at a later stage into
the ethical field." 22

Whether the doctrine of karma had its root in the Rigveda or
was borrowed from non-Aryan sources, or whether it was deve-

loped through the social conflict between Brahmins and

20, Vishwanath Prasad Varma, Early Buadhism and Its Origins,
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt, Ltd., 13973.

21. L. Thorndike, 4 _History of Magic and Experimsptal Science,
Vol, II, New York, 1923.

22, 8.,N, Dasgupta, Indian Tdealism, p. 3.

2
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Kshatriyas or not, or whether it is an extension of beliefs
present in early Vedic times or was a new addition to Upani-
sadic, Jaina, Bauddha's thought or not, no doubt, is a matter
of historical importance. But philosophically it is not impor-
tant. That is the reason why we have not entered into this

dehate.

But in spite of the great importance accorded to the
law of karma by the Indologists — Inaian as well as non-Indian
— 1t has not ween given a conceptual analysis which 1s very
important from tne philosophical point of view to understand
the intelligibility of the doctrine of karma. Dayakrishna and
Rajendra Prasad have attempted to give a conceptual analysis
of the doctrine of karma, But in the process they have raised
a number of conceptual issues which deserve a closer attention
on the part of researchers, It is hoped that the study under-
taken here is the extension of such a spirit. Unless we ana-

lyse the concepts of karma and karma phala and their relation

0 karta, we cannot understand the doctrine of karma in a
fruitful manner. Because these concepts are found invariably
involved in the assertions of the doctrine of karma. The
notion cf karma is conceptually connected with the notions of
samsdra, transmigration, freedom and responsibility. In order
to understand the notion of karma a philosophical analysis of
the notlons of sadsara, transwigration, freedom and respon-
sibildity is also required at which the present disserta-
tion aims, The oBjective of this dissertation is not to
ascertain the truth or falsity, validity or invalidity, of

the doctrine of karma, nor even to make a historical study
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of the different versions and anterpretations of tn2 doctrine
of karma, It also does not make any attempt to discover some

hitherto unknown truth about it., What it intenas to do is its
philosophical analysis Egggagh";;;_;;;I;;E;\gE.the notions of

karta, karma and karms phala and some other related notions

like the notions of transmigration, freedom, responsibility,

samsdra, moksa and divine intervention in order to unaerstand

and comprehend its meaningfulness ana intelligibility which
is philosophically more important. Because investigation into
the meaning of the doctrine of karma comes logically prior

to the considerations of 1ts truth, evidence, valiaity and
legitimacy. If the doctrine of karma is an unintelligible
doctrine, then the question of its truth or valddity canaot
legitimately be raised. Thst is the reason why we have made

a humble attempt to enquire into the meaning and the intelli-
gibility of the doctrine of karma through its analysis and
the analysis of some other related concepts, Via an analyti-
cal examnination we haeve tried to show that no classical
version of the doctrine of karma i.e., Jainism, Buadhism and
Hinduism is coh:rent and satisfactory. 4 coherent end
satisfactory account of the doetrine of karma leads us not
only to moni<ticism and self-centric view of karma but also
mekes social, moral and religious inter-personal, inter-

actions impessible which the karmavadins themselves would not

like to hold 1rom socio-moral religious points of view.



CHAPTER 1T

S —————— o — — e —

KARMA AND CAUSAT ION

when we reflect upon the notion of karma we find that
there is no one particulsr meaning which can be said to be
found invariably in all its uses, or with reference to which
we can intelligibly talk about it in all sorts of its appli-
cations, It is used in different senses in different systems.
Mostly the word tkarma' is taken to inaicate 'an actiont,
'a work! or 'a deed'. It is derived from tne root tkr', which
means tto do', and therefore is defined in the sense of an
action, a work or a deed. From this point of view, karmas
ere generally divided into three kinas: mental, vocal and
bodily. Thinking, willing, desiring, compsring and imagining
are called mental karmas, Talking and speaking are called
vocal karmas, Breatﬁing, hesring and seeing are called bodily
Karmas, Sometimes karmas are classified as moral, ilmmoral
and non-moral; religious, irreligious and non-religious;

-~

Vedic and non-Vedic; spirituel and non-spiritual; voluntary

—— e e

and non-voluntary; good, evil and neutral etc.

Mimdns3 classifies actions into obligatory (which
must be performed), optional (which may or may not be
performed) and prohibited (whieh must not ®e performed).

Vaifegika divides actions into five classes: (i) upward
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movement (utksepana), (1i) downward movement (avaksepana),
(iii) contraction (&kuficana), (iv) expansion (prasarana), and

(v) locomotion (gamana). Jaina classifies karmas as gotra-

kerma (the karma that deternines the family into which one is

horn), ayus ksrma (the karma tnat determines the length of

life), jflanavaraniya karma (the karma that clouds knowledge),
dersanavaraniya karma (the karma that clouds faith), mohaniya

karma (the karma that produces delusion), vedaniya karma

(the karma that produces eumotions of pleasure and pain),
S8mkhya divides actions into three classes: (1) sdttvika,

(i1) rajasika and (iii) tamasika. Sattvika action is that

kind of action which produces pleasure in its various forms,
such as, satisfaction, joy, happiness, bliss, contentment,

etc. Rajasika action is that kind of action which 1s of the
nature of pain (dubkha), and which causes all painful expe-
riences in our 1ife. Tamasika action is that kind of action
which induces sleep, drowsincess and laziness. GItd divides

action into two classes: attached action (sakama karma) and

detached action (niskama karma). In Rigveda 'karma'.is used

in the sense of sacrificial action (yajna).

Sometimes the word tkarma' is used to refer not only
to an action but alss the result of action, It is said theat
the result is a part of the action. They are inseparable
although are logically distinguishable. Their relation is
invariable relation., The results which they produce are of

three-fold. It gives the doer an sppropriate rewsrd or
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punishment. It aetermines the nature of the doer. Action
leaves impression or tendency in the zgent whicn 1= called

samskara in the classical Indian systems of thought.

Mimdmsa calls it splrva (unseen potency). Tne apirva is
conceived as link between action and its fruit. It is a causal
potency (§akti) in the act wnich leads to its fructification.
Therefore it may be regarded eith:r as tne imperceptible
antececent of tae fruit, or as the after-state of the act., It
is said that the theory of apurva is a limited hypothesis
which tries to explain a part of the general problem of con-
gervation of the fruits of all actions — ritualistic and
non-ritualistic — wnich tne moral unlversal law of karma

seeks to explain.

In Nyéya-Vaiéégika, karma is regarded as adrsta
(unseen power). Adrsta is conceived as the sum total of merits
and demerits accruing from our past actions wnich produces

_ , [account,

Joys and sorrows, But since adrsta, on the Nyaya-Vaisesika/
is an unintelligen: principle, it cannot by itself lead to
joys and sorrows which arise due to our past actions. So it
is argued that adrgta must be guided by some intelligent
agent to produce its proper consequences. Inaividual selves
cannot, on their vilews, direct or control adrsta, for they
do not know anything about the adrgta. So the intelligent
agent who guides adrsta through the proper channels to
produce tne proper effects, 1s the eternal, omnipotent and

omniscient divine being. It is God who controls our adrsta
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and dispenses all Joys and sorrows of our life strictly in
accordance with it. Therefore God is s&id to be the giver of

the fruits of our deeds (karmaphalapradata). The principle

whicn is called by Mim3hs3 as apurva and Nyéya—Vaiéégika as
adrsta is called by Buadhism as vasana. It is belisved that
samsk&ras funclion as determinants to agentts future action
and nature. Keeping the phala of karma in view, karmas are
generally classified into three categories: sancita (accumu-
lated .mpressions), prarabdha (fructifying impressions) and

kriyamana (current impressions). Sancita kKarma is called the

eccumulated impressions of the deeds of the past life, which

have not yet begun to fructify, Prgrabdha karma is called the

impressions of the past deeds which have already started
yielding the fruits. Kriyamana kermez is called the impressions
of the present deeds wnich are being accumulated by performing
actions in the present life. Karma is often taken to indicate
a t'law of kerma' or a 'principle of causality! with special
reference to moral action. Sometimes it is loosaly designated
as a doctrine. Sometimes it refers to universal principle of
causality which applies to 8ll existent entities., Sometimes

it refers to the joint doctrine of the law of karma, — the
principlerof causality whicn holds that all moral actions
there is @ transmigration of the self (tne siksmasarirs) or

tsubtle body'! in a series of births, deaths and rebirths.1

1. Bliot Decutscn, Advaita Vedanta, The University Press of
Hawaii, Honolulu, 1973, p. 8.
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Kzrma in the sense of moral law is used in both the senses:
descriptive 2ad etnical, In the descriptive sence, it states
that good and bad actions done by the doer produce good and
®ad results respectively, wnicn the doer of actions realizes

in the forms of happiness and pain, either in the present

life, or in tha future 1life, In the ethical sense, it states
that man is responsible for whatever he does and whatever he
does, .he also deserves it (as he sows so shell he reap). In
Jainism, karma is used in the sense of material particles
which unite the soul to the body. Ignorance of truth and four
passions — anger (krodha), greed (lobhs), pride (m&na) and
delusion (mayd) which are called kasdya or sticky substances
where karmic particles stick — attract the fibﬁ;of karmic
matters towsrds the soul. The state when karmic particles
actually begin to flow towards the soul to bind it is called
asrava or flow. The stste wnen these particles actually infil-
trate into the soul aad bind it 1s called bandha or Wwondage.
By the possession and practice of right faith, right knowledge
and righc conduct, tne influx of fresh karma is stopped. This
state in Jailnisa is called samvara or stoppage. When the
existing karmas get exhausted that state is called nirjarad

or wearing out. when the last particle of karma gets completely
exhausted the partnership betwyecen soul and matter is dissolved,
and the soul snines in its intrinsic nature of infinite faith,
infinite knowledge, infinite bliss end infainite power. This

state 1n Jainism is called moks$a or liberation,
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Thus, it is quite obvious from tne above discussions
that there is no one particular aesning of the word 'karma!
which cen be saia to be found invariably in 8ll its applicetions
in the different classical Inaian systems of thought. Its use
differs from sSy<tem to systemn. But without pre-judging the
issue which systen has used tne word ‘karma' correctly, we
shall use it in the sense of t'actiont. Tne word faction' is
not an unambigunus word. Philosophers have used it in different
senses, MacMurray, for example, claims tnat "to act i< to
effect a change in the external world .... Action proceeds
fron the <elf to tne world. It terminstes in tnings, not in

idees."2

According to this definition of action, unless we
bring about change in the external world, whet we do cannot be
celled an action, No doubt, it is true that such effected
changes are called actions, but we don't see any reason for
restricting tne applicstion of action to external changes
only, because even without effecting a change in the éxternal
world it is possible for us to do something. When we use the
term tkarma' in the sense of action, 1t includes in 1ts
meaning not only tnose actions whose effects are changes in
the external world, but 2lso those whose effects are limited
to the inner life of the actor. Sometimes by tfaction! is meant

only such of our doings which can be the objects of our moral

evaluation, and sometimes anytning we do without wothering

-— — p—,

2. MacMurray, "What is Action?", Proceedings of the
aristotelisn Society, Suppl. xvii (1938).
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whether or not it can be morally evsluated. But here we @re
concerned with action in general sense, and therefore, the
analysis of the concept of karma ettempted in this chapter
would be an analysis of action in general, no matter whather
it is sacrificial action or not; whether it is meral action or
not; whether it is attached action or not. That is because
whatever ksrma 1s done, it is claimed by and large thst it
binds the doer to realise its result in the present life or in

tne future life, (life after death) sooner or later.

When we analyse the notion of karma in the sense of
action, we find that it necessarily involves in 1t a reference
to an agent (karta) who causss it. Without kartad no karma can
be conceived to ke possible, This is one of the most essential
charactcristics of tne notion of karma (action). The notion of
kerma 1is conceptually connected with the notion of kriya
(activity) and tne notion of kriyd is conceptually connccted
with the notion of kartad. Karma without kriyd is not possible
and kriya without kartd is not conceivable. The meaning of one
consists in the meaning of other, If it 1s trus that action
without activity is not pos3ible and the notion of karta is
conceptually connected with the notion of activity, the notion
of karta also cannot be understood without making a reference
to the notion of karma. The karta@ is not a kartad without
karma and the karma is not a karma without kartd. The meaning
of one involves in it a refererce to the meaning of the ether.

No one becomes kartd without action., A man Wccomes kartd by
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doing action. Actions are always aone by somebody. Therefore,
we cannot say that X is an action nor can we ask the question:
who did it? unless we presuppoSe the existence of kartd, It is
quite possible that we may fail to determine the doer of
certain action but that aoes not amount to mean that action is
possible without doer. No sction is conceivable without doer,.
Actions are always done by somebody, otherwise they will not
be actions at all. In this senSe actions are not events.
Events happen, whereas actions are done. The thelsts who
regard -events &s the deeds of God méke the class of events
null., For tnem, there is no such thing called as an event.
What we call as an event, thne theists call that as an action
of God. For them, events ana actions do not belong to two

different logical categories.

Here one might ask tnis question: Who is kartd? The
answer is quite obvious. A karta is one who aoes or performs
ections, or brings about changss in the existing states of
affairs. If the question is asked: What 1s action? the answer
again 1is quite obvious., Action is that which is done and the
notion of doing involves in it tne notion of change, This
implies that no one can be a karta without doing, and to do
is to act, hence no one can be a karta without ®eing active.
The notion of doing 1s connccted with the notion of action
and the notion of action hes no meaning apart from and inde-.
penaent of, the notion of doing. The meaning of one involves

in it the weaning of other. Doing without action is not
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possible and action witmout doing is not conceivable. There-
fore one of the essential characteristics for any being to be
a karta is thet ne must be an active being. He must have the
efficacious power to do or to act or to bring about certain
changes in the existing state of affairs, If he has no effica-
cious power to bring about action, or action does not originate
from him, he cannot be ssia to be 2 karta. He ceases to be a
karta. In fact, wnen no action is done, the questiaon of
somebody's being a karta simply does not arise at all, The
question of somebody's being s §§£§§ does arise only when he
performs certain actions. A person becomes a karta just by
doing ection no matter whether what he performs is moral or
non-moral, An inactiveness notion of karta is self-contradic-
tory in terms, No action can originate from someone unless it
is presupposed that he has a power toO originate or to bring
about action and that would not be possible unless his exis-
tence is presupposed. If somebody aoes not exist, he cannot
originate action nor can he be characterized as a karta,
Therefore for somebody tc be a Karta, ne must have substantial
existence, In fact, when Somebody aoes not exist, the question
of originating of action from nim or his being as a karta of
certein actions does not sidmply arilise at all, But that does
not mean that he cannot conceivably exist unless he does
something, A thing can be conceived to be existing even when
it docs not do anything and that is logically quite possible

because the notion of existence is not conceptually connected
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with the notion of doing, To exist is not to do, but aoing is
not possible without being existing. As a matter of fact,
there &are many things in the universe which exist but do not
perform any sort of action, i.e., mecéterial objects, animals,
insects and birds etc. Therefnre it would be wrong to say that
existence without doing is not conceivable. 4nd to say this,
however, does not mean that doing without existence is possi-
ble. It is perfectly true that someboay may have an efficacious
power %o cause action and yet he may not execute his power in
bringing about action or refraining from it. But simply on
that ground he cannot be regarded as a karta because no one
becomes 2 karta on the basis of nis efficacious power urless
he executes tnat power in bringing about the action. Having
powser is one thing and executing of that power is another
thing, and both the notions are logically unconnected because
somebody may be conceived to have potential power and yet he
may not execute that power. Actions occur wnen power is
executea and the execution of power either in branging about
action o:r refraining froa it always requlires some conscious
efforts on the part of the agent. Ana no one can be said to

be meking some conscious efforts unless ne exhipits them in
action. From this point of view, action can be said to be a
criterion tQ@ judge whether someone 1s really making conscious
efforts or not. Actions are done &na aoing is not possible
without assuming the existence of a conscious bexng. Therefore

the doer of action cannot be any unconscious being. Only
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conscious beings can be said t, be the doer of actions

because tney are the only beings who have powers not only to
do certain actions but &lso to refrain fron doing them at their
free wills, Conscious oveings are conceived to have powers of
choosing, deciding, plenning, intending, aiming and thinking
etc, with which our notion of action is essentially connected,
In doing of action tne doer not only experiences that he 1s
acting but also feels that it is his action, and he is doing
it becazuse of this reason he thinks that he is responsible far
whatever he aoes and whatever he does, he also deserves its
fruit. Tuis 1is what the doctrine of karma states. It ass~arts
that to do an action is to be responsille for its result, good
or bad., If that be so, animals, insects and birds etc. fall
outside the domain of our conception of action., Only in the
context of human beings the concept of action has its legiti-

mate applicability.

All actions are caused and whatever 1is caused is an
event, From this point of view, we can say that actions are
8lso a kind of events and come unaer the realm of the causation
theory. But that aoes not mean that whatever is caused is an
action, Whatever is caused may or may not be an action because
to cause is not to do. To cause is to originate or to produce
or to bring sometning about, which is quite different from
that of doing. Something may cause sometning <lse, and yet
wha*t cavses that may not be a karta, end what is causea msy

not be an action., This is perfectly quite conceivable. AllL



31

instances of causation are not the instances of doing, though
all instances of doing are the instances of causation. Since
to cause is not to doj; therefore something may cause something
else without doing of it. But doing of something is not possi-
®le without causing of it. Because to do is to cause, This
means that the notion of doing involves in it the notion of
causation but the notion of causation does not involve in it
the notion of doing. For example, fire has a causal power to
produce smoke but fire, on that ground, cannot be said to te

a karta of swmoke, nor can the production of smoke be said to
be an action of fire. Fire has only a causal or aa <fficecious
power to produce smoke but it has no agentisl power. Fire
cannot refrain itself from proaucing smoke if dry lcaves are
put on it., But a karta has power not only to cause certain
actions by his will but also to refrain himself from causing
certain actions whicn fire does not have. Flre cannot be said
to be doing things against 1its will because it hes no will.
wWhile in the case of a kartd@ we can very well say that he can
do certain things against his will because ne has will., As a
matter of fact, there are many cases where individuals perform
actions against their will, which are generally classified
under the category of compelled actions. A kartd has will
pewer to make or not to make certain changes in the existing
state of affairs. Due to will power & kartd@ can change his
course of actions, if he decidas, which fire cannot do, Fire

has no decisive power to change its course of events., Further-
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more, a kartd has power to cnoose or not to crnoose different
courses of action, He has power not only to csuse an action
but also not to cause it. A karta can control his actions, if
he declides, which fire camnnot do, The relation that holds
between karta and his karma is not purely a causal and mecha-
nicel relation in the sense that under certain antecedent
conditions a kartd is bouna to procuce certain actions. But
the relation that holds between fire and smoke 1is a causal and
mechanical relation. Fire proauces smoke when certain antece-
dent conditions are present. Fire and smoke relation can be
understood purely in deterministic terms but karta and karma
relation cannot be understood in deterﬁinistic terms nor can
it be characterized purely as mechanical in nature. Due to tne
involvemnent of the elements of cognition, volition, desire and
passion, actions cannot be said to have predictability 1like
natural events. What course of action a karta would be doing
cannot be predicted éccur?tely in advance, no matter how much
knowledée one may have about the antecedent conditions of a
karta. But in the cases of netural events accurate predictabi-
lity 1s quite possible, — provided we have sufficient
kKnowledge about the events. An event may have a causal power
of producing but it has no power of réfrai;ing. It cannot
refrain 1tself from causing something when certain antecedent
conditions are present. It is because of this reason the will
power of a karta cannot be said to be identical with the power

of a cause. Will hes power of causing, but a cause has no
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power of willing. Because of this reason certain words which
make sense in the context of kartad do not make any sense 1in
the context of fire or events. For example, the words 'compel',
'responsibllity!, 'accountability'!, 'aeservability' and
texperiencing of reward and punishment! in the forms of
pleasure and pain do not have any meaning in the context of
fire and events tut tney do have meanings in the context of
karta and his actions. The reason why such words do have
meaningful applicability in the cases of kartd and actions is
thet a karta can exert his will power over other things, and
thus can change their courses of action which fire and event
cannot do bhecause tney lack will power. Fire can produce smoke
when certain antecedent conditions are present but it cannot
control and cnange the events of smoke, Above all, actions

are conscious phenomena, They always involve in them a refe-
rence to some conscious agency who 1is believed to have powers
of cognizing, experiencing, feeling, willing, and desiring etc.
which fire and events lack. Actions teing conscious phenowena
cannot be said to have thelr origins from unconscious things
like fire and events, Material things and events, thus, cannot
legitimately be characterized as kartd@ even if they heave
powers of causing certain events nor can what they cause be
said to be actions. The role of a karta is not just to cause
action, but also to do a lot of other things, whilch are
required by actions before causing tnem i.e., deliberation,

planning, choosing, etc. whica material objects and events
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cannot do. Therefore they fell outside tne domain of the

universe of actions.

If the above view is correct, it is quite obvious that
the notions of karta and karma are different from the notions
of cause and events respectively. (By events we mean those
kinds of happenings which do not involve in them the notion of
agency i.e., conscious being). All cases of action can be said
to be the cases of events since they are caused By a karts,
but all cases of events cannot be said to be the cases of
action, since most of them do not originate from any agency
i.e., natural events. Which means thst the notion of event doses
not essentially involve in 1t the notion of agency. Events
cannot be charecterized as egential in nature. They can be
conceived apart from and independent of a conscious agency,
human or divine, Events occur when certain antecedent condi-
tions are present without the role of any conscious being
working as agency behind them. Since events do nect conceptually
involve in them the notion of agz=ncy, they cannot be said to
be the cases of action. 'Doing! has no meaning in the context
of events., Events just happen depending upon their antecedent
conditions. One event may cause another event, but whet is
caused cannot be said to be tne result of some conscious agency.
While, on tne contrary, actions are always done. Since they
are always done; therefore it makes no sense to say that there
are certain cases which are tne cases of action, but are not

caused by anybody. Actions are conscious phenomena in the
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sense that they are always brought about through conscious
efforts and activities. They just do not occur like events
when certain antecedent conditions are present. Actions occur
when conscious efforts are mede, and sgential power is
executed, which is not possible without tne admissibility of
the existence of a conscious being. Conscious efforts always
require a conscious being. That is because it is the conscious
being who makes a conscious effort to bring sbout actions by
exerting and executing his power which can neither be done by
events, mental or physical, nor by material objects i.,e.,
body. Body and bodily events do not have power to play the
role of a conscious agency which the notion of action essen-
tially involves in it. But saying this does not mean that
Pody and bodily movements are in no way connected with the
notion of action. Body and bodily movements no doubt are
causally connected with action. But on that ground they cannot
be said to be the kartd of action. Actions originate from the
agent and his bellefs, intentions, desires, wills and body.
Conscious being and his roles ars one of the essential condi-
tions for any action to happen, which are not required by
events to happen. That is because events are not conceptually
connected with any conscious agency as actions are connected.
Moreover, actions are purposive 1n character; they are
consciously willed, planned and pursued unlike events. But
this, however, does not mean that actions are uncaused. Actions

are not uncaused, All actions are caused, But to say that they
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are caused is not to say that they are purposive in character.
If it were so, all events would be purposive in character
since they asre caused. But this is not true, Actions do not
become purposive on the ground of their bYeing caused. Actions
become purposive when they are consciously willed to attain
certain goals, — worldly or non-worldly. Events are mechanical
in character in the sense that tney just happen when certain
other events ere present. They are not brought about through
conscious efforts and activities as actions are done. Events
are neither intended nor aimed, whereas actions are intended
and airmed. The purposive character of actions, thus, rules out
the loglcal possibility of events or material things as the
sources of their origin., No events, whether they are mental or
physlcal, do have any power to fulfil the logical requirements
of action which an action requires for its origination,
Conscious beings and that too numan beings are the only beings
who can be saia to have powers to satisfy tne logical reqguire-
ments of action, and such beings can neither be analysed
merely in terms of psycho-physical elements or events, nor can
their roles be determined causally and mechanically, That is
the reason why only conscious beings can legitimately be
characterized as kartd of karma. It 1s the characteristic of
karma (action) that it is either obeyed or disobeyed or left
undone. It may or wmay not be performed unlike event. So for
anything to ®e a karta, that thing must have power not only

to obey or disobey actions, but also to refrain fron doing
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them, which no material objects including bodily events do
have, except conscious beings, even if they are causally
connected. Conscious beings are the only beings who can be
said to have powers not only to do an action, but also to
refrain from doing it, as and when they want. Body and bodily
movements, no doubt, do play causal roles in the origination
of action. Action without body and bodily muscle contractions
cannot be conceived to happen. From this point éf view, we can
say that the notion of action not only involves a reference to
an agent i,e., conscious being, but also to the body and
bodily movements. Agent's beliefs, attitudes, cognitions,
desires, passions, intentions and motives may play causal roles
in certain sense in the origination of actions. But none of
these elements can be assigned with the role of karta since
they lack agential cheracteristics which an action essentially
requires to happen. For any agent to do an action he must havé
a body. But his body cannot by itself initiate action, in
splte of its being causally related, unless the agent himself,
that 1s, a couscious being initjates it. Action occurs when
the agent executes his powers, and powers cannot be executed
without assQuing the existence of the agent. So we can say
that no action can be made possible without the involvement of
@ conscious agency, Agent and his beliefs, intentions and
®odily muscle contractions together can play, and in fact they
do pley, causal roles in the origination of actions. It is

perfectly quite possible because they &re quite compatible,



38

When we say that actions are conscious phenomena because they
are produced through conscious activities and efforts, that
should not be taken to mean that actions cannot be done in
ignorance and ur.er compulsions. Actions can be done in igno-
rance and under coupulsions because conscious activities and
~fforts can be made in ignorance and under compulsions, To
perform conscious activities and make conscious efforts 1s not
always to do right actions. It is quite possible that an agent
may go wrong in his choosing and planning of certain actions,
But that would not amount to mean that he does not perform
conscious activities and make conscious efforts. A4s a matter
of fact, most of us perform conscious activities and make
conscious efforts not only in ignorance but also under certain

internal and external constraints,

If, we adwit for the sake of argument that the notion
of action does not essentizlly invelve in it a reference to
the notion of a conscious agency and is interpretable in
terms of events alone, then what the doctrine of karma
asserts becomes meaningless, It makes no sense to say that
the doer of action gets the result of his action and he
deserves the result of what he does, The doer of good gets
good result and the doer of bad gets bad result and no doer
gets reverse result of his action. The karmic assertions make
sense only when we assume that the notion of karma (action)
eSsentially involves in it a reference to some conscious
agency who not only causes action, but also reaps the result

of his action. They do not make any sense, if the notion of
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action is interpreted amerely in terms of events witnout
aasuming some conscious agent benind the occurrences of events,
In other words. the doctrine of karma and 1its assertions do
have mesanings only in the &agent-cause paredigm of action, —
the paradigm in wnich action originates from an agent. They
do not have any meaning in the non-agent-cause paradigm of
action, that 1s, event-cause paradigm of action,— the
peradigm in which an event rather tnhan an &agent is conceived
as a source of action. In fact, in the event-cause paradigm
of action no ¢istinction between karta and cause, action and
event is mainteined. Both the notions of karta and taction!
ere interpreted solely in teras of events, and events alone,
wherein, karmlc assertions do not have any meaning because
whet they assert fall outsiae the domain of the event-cause
paradigm of action. Events cannot be held to b2 morally res-
ponsitle and accountable nor can they be saia that they
reallze good end bad consequences of thneir actions, tecause
tney do not peirform action in the context of wnich the nctions
of moral responsibility and accountebility do have meanings.
Such words do have meanings only in the agent-cause paradigm
of action. They do not heve meaningful applicability in the
event-cause parsdigm of action. In fect, in the context of
event-cause paradigm of action the gquestion of event!s being
responsible and accountable does not arise at all. But
saying all thess, however, do not amount to mean that an

agent can do actions without involving his body and todily



40

movements. No agent can do any action without his hody and
bodily movements tecause body and Bodily movemenls are e<sen-
tial components of action, But to say this does not mean that
body end bodily rovements perform actions, Body and bodaly
movement s da not, and cannot, perform actions ty themselves
unless agent executes his power., Psychio-pnysical events ao
doubt are cau<ally involved in the proauction of actions, but
none of the<e events can legitamétely be characterized &s
kartd since they do not, and eannot, play the egential role

of karta which actions require to happen, The notion of action
essentially involves in it the notion of kartd which makes
action pessible, No action is conceivable apart from, and
independent of, a conscious agency, The notion of karta is
neither reducible to boay nor is it analysa®le in terms of its

bodily movewments.

There is no doubt tnat one getion wmay gencerste another
action, but anrtion which comes first in order of tne series of
actions does not originate from any other action. It originates
from the agent, directly through the involvement of bodily
efforts., Such actions may be eharacterized as basic or
primitive actions since they originate directly from the agent
and come first in tne oraer of the series of actions. But
actions which get generated by some other actions caanot be
said to be the basic actions, They are non-primitive actions.
Sometimes actions are divided ianto basic and aon-®asic clasces

keeping tneir ends in view. It 1s saia that sctions which are
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aimed or desired are rasic actions 2ad actions which are uased
as means to attain them are non-besic actions, But the latter
eense is diflerent from the former one. When we use the word
thasic action', we use it In thne former sense, ot 1in the
latter <ense of thz2 term. Basic actions are direct actions
wnich come first in the oraer of the series of actions connec-
ted and are brought about by the egent tnrough nis bodily
efforts, This view of action goss against tne event-causallst!s
account., Because in the event-causality account, actions can
be interpreted and sxplained solely in terms of certain events
like intending, wanting, believing, without making any
reference to a metaphysical entity callz=d agent who not only
intends, wants, believes, dellberates and chooses but also
Sets the process of action. For them, intentions and beliefs
etc. aléne cause a man to commit an action which in our
account of action is not possible. Because, according to our
account, no action can happen without involving a relerence to
some conscious agent, who hamself carries out inteantions and
beliefs etc. which are gquite often causally associated with
actions. No agent can cause any action, if he himself remains
inactive. In fact, ha cannot be called as an agent at all.
Somubody becomes an agent only when he performs action. If he
does not perform any action and remains inactive, he cannot Dbe
said to be an agenﬁ at all. Tne question of his being an agent
simply does not arise. Althougnh bodily movements are undoub-

tedly essential components of action but they are not actions
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thenselves. Just as sight without eye is not possible but eye
is not sight. Likewise, no action without bodily mnovements 1is
possible, But bodily qgovements themselves are not actions.
Neither mental nor bodily events by themselves are capable of
giving sufficient explanation of action. If mental and bodily
events were the basic sources of action, and not the agent,
it would have been possible to explain the notion of action
soleliy in terms of them., But since it is not possidle to
explain the notion of action (i.e., intentional action) in
terms of certain psyche -pnysical cvents without making e
reference to an agent who initiates the events, The psycno-
physical evencs cannot be said to be tne basic resources of
action. In fact, the distinction between mental and physical
events ceasnnot be maintsined without esssuming a conscious

metaphy<ical entity i.e., self.

From the foregoing discussions thus, it is quilte
obvious that karma cannot be said to be the basic cause of the
unity of self and hody which is generally advocated by diffe-
rent classical Indian systems of thought because the notion
of the unity of self and body logically precedes the notion
of karma. It is the unity of self and body which makes tasic
karma possible and what makes it possible cannot be explained
by referring to it, as the classical Indian thinkers advocsted;
nor can it be said to be the cause of the beginning of birth

or individual existence as the Karmavadins believe.
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Actions are classified in different ways: voluntary and
involuntary, conditionel and unconditional, occasional and
non-occasional, attached and detachea, good and bad,
pleasurable and painful, compelled and uncompelled, obligatory,
prohibitory and optional etc. Whetever action may be it essen-
tially involves in it the notion of agency, in the sense that
it is always caused by an agent. Agent 1S the controaller and
the authority of all actions. The sources or the grounds from
which actions ultimately originate is the agent (karta)
himeelf, If the notion of agency 1is dissociated from the notion
of 2ction, an action cannot be differentiated from an event.
Because it is the notion of kartd involved in the notion of
karma which differentiates karmz from event. All occurrences
of phenomena can broadly be divided into two cetegories:
agent-caused phenomena (i.e., action events or simply actions)
and non-agent caused phenomena (i.e., non-action events or
simply events), All actions are events since they are caused
by the agent, but all events are not actions since most of them
are not caused by the agent. Thercfore to identify karma with
event would amount to committing & logical mistake. Action
(karma) 1s logicelly aad conceptually grounded in tne notion
of karta@. Without the association of the notion of karta

(agent), no event can be regarded as an action,

From our analysis it bzcomes quite obvious thnat the
Bucdhists doctrine of karma cannot be saia to be consistent

and intelligible. Because Buddhism denies the existence of
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a permanent self. They believe in a temporary self and reduce
the <elf to psycho-physicel organism, and treat it as a btundle
of the five ckendhas — rupa (matter), vedana (feeling),

sah)hd (perception), samskdra (disposition) and vijfigna
(consciousness). And these skandhas cannot play, given their
nature, separately or jointly tne agential role, that is, the
role of a substantial consclous being. Karma always presuppeses
the existence of karta, a substantial conscious hbeing. The
Buddhists account of self does not fulfil tnis logical require-
ment of the doctrine of karma. It fails to satisfy the condi-
tions of a karta. The Buddhists' self has no agential power
which an action requires for its origination. Buddnism does not
in fact maintain any distinction between kartd and couse,
action and event, It rather advocates the view that action
without a substential conscious agent is possitle which our
conception of karma does not permit. The Buddhists account of
<elf, thus, does not have any fitting in the agent-caused

paradigm of action.

The Samkhya account of kartd slso does not seem to be
satisfactory and sensible. Because the Samkhya notion of self
(purusa) does not satisfy the logical requirements of karma.
Though S&@mkhya believes in a permanent conscious self, but tne
self of S@dkhya does not satisfy the criterion of a karta. For
the self in Saidkhya philosophy is regsrded as inactive (akarta).

Though prakrti is regarded as a karta of karma out prakrti

being unconscious cannot play tne role of a kargé. Because
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actions are conscious phenomens, which cannot be the product
of any unconscious cause, Moreover, sctions are purposive in
nature, and ~>rposive actions cannot be conceived to have
their origin from the unconscious cause. An uncon<cliousS metter
cannot carry out tne processes of action. It aoes nof have the
capacity to cnoose or to decide which a purposive action
requires for its origination, Thus in adnitting that there is
a purposive action hut denying at the samne time the existence
of 2 con<cious actor, the Samknya commits itself to an absurd
position, because unconscious teleology is unmtelligible.3
Therefore, the Samknya account of self (purusa) and matter
(prakrti) do qot have any fitting in the agent-cause peradigm
of action. In fact, the S&mkhya system does not maintain any
distinction between karta and cause, action and event like

Buddhism.

The Nyéya-Vaiéégika account of karta also does not
satisfy the logical requirements of karma. Nyéya-Vaiéegika
believe in two types of karta: finite kartd (jiva) and
infinite harta (God). But both the finite and infinite selves
do not <atisfy the logical requirements of karma. The finite
self in Nydye-Vsidesika is regarded as unconscious (jade).

Consciousness is said is the accidental quality of the self.

Put an unconscious self cannot play the role of a karta.

3. Datta and Chatterjee, An_ Introduction to Indian Pnilosophy,
University of Calcutta, Eighth Eaition, 1984, p. 363.
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Because karma is a conscious phznomenon, which always presup-
poses a conscious agent, Therefore, the Nyéye—Vaiéégika account
of finite <elf (jiva) cannot play the role of a karta. Like
finite karta (jiva), infinite kartd (God) also does not
satisfy the logical conditions of karma because Nydya-Vaisesika
conceive God &s disenbodied and tne concept of Kartrtva
(agency) presupposes the involvement of body and bodily move-
ments., This we have already seen. A alsenbodied Weding cannot
become the karta of karma. So Goa, on tnis account, cannot

play the role of a2 karta. Thus Nyéya—Vaiéégika theories of
finite and infinite selves do not have any fitting in the

agent-cause psradigm of action.

Prabhdkera MImamsakas also do not give a satisfactory
account of kartd, Because prabhdkera MImadsakas, like Nyaya-
Vaigégika, hold that the self is esseatially unconscious
(iggg) and consciousness is its only an accidental quality
which may er may not be possessed by tne soul, But an uncon-
scious substance cannot become the agent of any action, a
conscious phenomenon, Over and above, purposive actions carnot
be said to be the product of any unconscious thing. Therefore
the self of Prahhdkara MIm3wsakas also does not have any

fitting in the agent-cause paradigmn of action.

Among all the classical Indian schools of philosophy,

only the Vedanta and the Jaina view of kartd@ saems to be
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satisfactory. Because, according to Vedanta and Jainism,
human <elf i< in the nature of consciousness, It possesses

the power of ectivity. It is a substantial being which a

sensible theory of karma requires.



CBAPTER III

KARMA AND KARMA PHALA

In the nreceding elapter we analysed tne notions of
karta and karma. And while analysing *ne notions of karta and
karma we had seen that the notions of karta and karma are
conceptually connected. The notion of karta, like thne notion
of karma, has no meaning in isolation. It is a functional
notion and not a referential notion whose meaning can be
understood apnart from and indepenaent of tne notion of activity
(kriyd). Its meaning consists in activity ana activity hes no
meaning outside tne context of action. Actavity and action are
conceptually connected. Activity involves in it the notion of
process and action is the end of that process. Activity
without action is not possible and action without activity is
not conceivable, Both are inter-related concepts. The notion
of karma essentially involves 1In it the notion of a conscious
agency in tne =ense that without conscious ageacy no Karma is
possible. For to be a kartd or an ageat, one must have the
sense of agency, the sense tnat he can do somethiing, It is the
karta who mekes action possible. But the kartad is not a karta

vithout karma, Karma is different from event. The notion of

event does not essentially involve in it the notion of conscious
agency who makes an event to happen. But the nocion of karma

essentislly involves in it the notion of a conscious agency.
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In fact, it is the involvement of the conscious agency that
distinguishes actioﬁ from event, Events occur when certain
antecedent conditions are present, Events are not done. They
just happen when certain antecedent conditions are present.
But actions are done and doing always involves a reference to
somebhody who hrings action into effect, Taey just do not happen
when certain antecedent conditions are present, They are
always ®rought about through conscious activities and efforts.
From this point of view, we can say that actions are conscious
phenomena unlike events, Actions are purposive in character,
They are willed, planned and pursued. But events are neither
intended nor aimed. They cannot be said to be purposive in
character, Material things and events cannot play the role of
a karta@ nor the notion of a karta can be analysed in terms of
them. This, however, does not mean that karma is possible
without the involvement of body and bodily movements. No karma
- 1s possible without the involvement of bodily movements., Bu:
body and bodily movements cannot by tnemselves, given their
nature, produce action. Because actions are of such kind that
they can be either done or undone., They can be performed or
refrained which neither m&terial body nor even its bodily
movements can do, Only conscious beings can be said to have
power to bring about action or to refrain from it. This is the
reason why only a conscious being can legitimately be said to

be the karta of karma and none else, Agent's beliefs, attitudss,

intentions, cognitions, desires, passions, motives and circum-

stances no doubt may play causal roles in certain respects in
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the proauction of action but none of these elements can be
assigned with the role of a kart2 since tney leck agential
cheracteristics., For to be a doer, the qoer must have & body,
Withou; boay the dosr ceeses to be & aoer, Since only a con-
ecious ®eing with oody can act or be the agent of action, or
even be acted upon, the self itself cennot do any action or

be the object of any action being aisembodied. A living being
i.e., human being wno is an cnmooaied self cen ana does act,
Passions, c<motions ctc, which are gencrally regarded s psycho-
logical factors and move us to do certain sctions are <ssan-
tia8lly associsted witnh the boay and not with the self. Like
disemboaied self, Goa also does not fulfil thne logical require-
ments of 2n action. God cernot perform sction becausc He hes
no body. Only an embodied being can porform action, But to say
this does not wedn thet body by itself can initiatc action,
Body cannot by itself initiaste action though it is causally
connected, Actions occur when cnooaicd conscious being causes
them., If emboailcd conscious being aoes not cxcecute his power,
action cannot come into effect. And only a con<cious leing who
can do somctiing can hive Sense of doing. 4 non-agent cannot
h:ve a sense of doing nor can it be scted upon., Since only
conscious beings caen act, and be acted upon, they can be said

to be the doer of action,

If tne notion of karma is conceptually different from

the notion of event then the phala of karma (the result end/or

consequence of asction) carnot be saia to be identical with the
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phala of event (or the effect of event). Both are conceptually
different, All cases of karma phala are the cases of event
phala since they are caused by karma and karma is a kind of
event because it is caused by a karta through the association

of body and bodily movements, But all cases of event phala are

not the cases cf karma phala because they are all not caused

by karma. They are caused by events., And evénts do not essen-.
tially involve in them the notion of any conscious agency which
the notion of karma does, Since karma phala is essentially con-
nected with karma and karma is essentially connected with

karta, karma phala is not conceivable without kartd and karma.

Kartd and karma are necessary and sufficient conditions

for karma phala to happen. But these are not the antecedent

conditions of event phala. That is because the phala of

event does not essentially involve in it a reference to

karma and kartd., Event phalas can be conceived apart from and

independent of karma and karta because events from where gvert
phalas originate are conceivable apart from and independent of
them, The notion of ecvent (or effecct) is conceptually connec-
ted with the notion of cause in the seuse that without cause,
no event can happen, and the notion of cause is different from
the notion of kartd (this we have slready seen in the second
chapter)., This is the reason why causal events cannot be held
to be morally responsible and accountable for their effects.

and respomsibilily cowet have any mecaningful applieabilily
In fact, the notion of deserving, accountabilityLin the domain

of

events, They do have meaniggful applicaiility only in the domain

of kartd who can act and be acted upon; and only one who can ac

t
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ana be acted upon can be held to be morally responsible and,
accountable for whatever he Goes, good or baa. Events do not,
and cannot, perform action< and hence cannot be held to bte
morally responsible and accountable for their effects, The
notion of event phala, thus, is conceptually dissoclated from
the notions of deserving, accountability and responsibility
from which thz notion of karma phela is not dissocizted. The

reason why karma phala is not dissociated from the notions of

deserving, accountaw®ility snd responsibility is that karuma
phala 1s connected witn karma and karma is assoclatea with
kartd who performs karma and only one who performs karma can
legitimately be held to be norally responsible and accountable
for what he does, good or bad. Karma phala and gvent phala,
thus, do not fall unaer the same logical category, though

karma phala is also a kind of phala (effect),

To say thet karma phala without karma and karta is not
possible is not to say thet kerma and kartd cannot ontologi-
cally exist without karme phela. Karma and karta are conceive-
ble without karma phala because the letter does not form a part
of the meaning of tne former, All kermas may not yiela karma
phala. They may be abortive. Tnis is not only logically but
also factually guite possible. Action as event can We conceived
to exist without causing another event as its phala but no

event phala can be conceived to happen without being causec.

Besides, the notions of karma and kartd always come logically

prior to the notion of karma phala and what comes logical.y
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prior to something cannot be said to be grounaed in it. If
this be so, karma and kartad can be conceived to exist apart
from and independent of karma phala. But this does not,
however, mean that they are not causally connected. Karma
phala is causally connected with karma and karma is causally
connected with kartd. Thoagh the process of producing karma
phala remains as causal but the karmic process 1lnvolves some-
thing more over and above the process of producing karma phala,
that is, judging, evaluating, deliberating and choosing on
the account of which the notions of reward and punishment in
the forams of pleasure and pain sre attached to karma phala.
An action is individuated by reference to the intended result
and intended result of action is different from that of 1ts
actual result. And both the results may or may not coincide.
Every mction has 1its reaction in one or the otker form .and
reaction of an action can be said to be 1ts result, But this
notion of result is quite different from that of the intended
one and woth the notions of result must not be confu<ed., The
notion ef karma phala when we use it, we do not use it in the
sense of reaction of action because the notion of reaction

does not distinguilsh the notion of karma phala from the notion

of event phala. Because event phala is also the result or the

reaction of snother event. Ksma phala is an intenaea result
of karma which is desired and brought aboat through conscious
activities and efforts, although in doing so a kartd may or

may not get success. This is perfectly quite possible because
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success and unsuccess are two dimensions of an action., A karta
h#s no contr»sl cver tne actual result of an action. He has
control only over action anc action alone which ne performs to
attain the desired ena, And in so doing an action may or may
not bring the intended result. The actual result may not
coincide with the intended one. Since the karta has no control
over the actual result of an action, he cannot pe held to be
responsible on that account. He can neither be conaemned nor
even commended from tne moral point of view. He can be held to
be responsible on the account of his action, not the result ef
his action. But wnen we say that tne intendea result of an
action is different from that of its actual result is not to
say that intended result of action cannot be the actual result
of action. Intenaed result of action can also be the actual
result of action, Because both notions of result are not
mutually incompstible tnough are logically unrelated. This 1s
the reason why what is intended nay also be that wnhich is actual.
But the coincidence between the two, if at all it exists, will
be there as a matter of fect, not as a matter of logic. The
intention with wticn an action is done nay Be positive or
negative in tne =ense that a karta may do certain action in
order to get sometning or to avoid the occurrence of sovmething.
Either way his action is intentional since it 1is done with
intention. Sometimes a distinction is made between 1intention
and desire. But here we do not make any aistinction between

the two ana use them synonymously. It 1is sometime debated
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wnether the concept of intention or aesire is logically
involved in the concept of action. But we shall not go into
this issue here. Normally the notion of action does involve in
it the notion of desire or inteation of one or the other kind
which makes obligatory for the doer to experience some happi-
ness or sorrow. One cannct exhaust experiencing all that he
has to on account of his actien in the samne 1ife ZIn which they
have been done. Therefore ne has to be revorn 2fter nhis death
to experience the unexpericnced result of his action. The
upnolders of tne doctrine of karma do not make the sharp
distinction hetween tne intenaed ana actual result of karma.
They muddled both the notions of result i.s., actual and

intended in their conception of karma phala. Acceraing to

their account, karma phala or karma may bz cither in the form

of lmpressions or tendencies, or in tne forms of pleasure and
pain which are treated, according to them, as a kind of reward
and punishment respectively wnich the doer of karma is believed
to reap sooner or later either in the present 1life or the life
after death. However, whatever tne karma phala may be whether
they are intended or unintended; whether they first proauce
impressions and tendencies wnich consequently produce pleasure
and pain according to their nature or not, trney are all said
to be the result of kKarma. Witnout karma they cannot heppen,
They can be stopped only oy stipping kKarmas wecause they are
produced ®»y them, Happiness and pain which are treated by the

upholaers of tne aosctrine of karma as a kind of reward and
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punishment may vary in aegree accoraing to tne nature of karma

and its accumulated impressions.

If karma as an event is ontologically possible to

exist without necessarily proaucing karma phala, the karma

does not cease to be a karma when 1t does not produce its
intended result. The karm2 remains as a karma regardless of
its intended phala. So the phala of karma cannot function as a
criterion to decicde whether something is karma or not. The

kKarma is a karma not because it produces karma phala wut

becanse it is done through conscious activities and efforts,
It is intended and brought about by the kartd. Likewise, the
karta 1s not a karta because whatever he does, dees produce
‘intended result but because he does action. If karma and karta

were logically rested on karma phala, there would have been

no possibility of conceiving them apart from and independent
of karma phala., But since it 1s possible to conceive them

apart from and independent of Karma phala; they cannot be said

to be grounded in %arms phala. In fact, it 1s not the karma
and the karta whicn are aependent on the karma phala but it is

the karma phala wnich is dependent on them in the sense that

witnout karma ana karta, karma phsla cannot be conceived to

happen, It is the karma of kartd that makes karma phala

possible. Karma and kartd both are necessary and sufficient

conditione to produce karms phala. To say that karma phala

without karma is not conceivaeble is not to =say that karma

phala regularly follows from karma. It only means that no
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karma phala can come into existence witnout karma and to say
this does not amount to mean that karma phala regularly follovs

from karma, Karma phala may or may not regularly follow from

karms since its relation witn karma is contingent. Not only
this, the samne karma phala may follow from different karmas,
and the same karma may proauce different results in different
contexts, This is possible because tne relation between action
and its result is a causal. An action does not guarantee that
it will have the same set of results in all circumstances.
What sorts of result an action will be proaucing cannot be
determined by the rules of logic, It can be deternined énly

after empirical investigation, So <ven if karma is done,

karma phala may not follow, and if it follows, it may not

follow regularly. Karma does not necessitate karma phala, If
this view is correct, it is quite obvious that tne karta may
remain as a karta even when nis karma aoes not proauce karma

phala regularly or irregulfrly and not vice-versa, Karma phala

without karma end kartd is not conceiveble but karma and karta

are conceivable without karma phala. That is possible because

karma and karta are not ontologically groundea in karms phala.

The relation of kartd and karma with karma phala thus, is not

a reciprocal or two directional relation. It 1s one directional

relation. If karma without karma phals is possible, then the

context in which karma does not proauce ksrma phala we cannot

say that the karta does reap the result of whatever ne does

since whatever ne does, does not necessarily produce the
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of his karma does arise only when his karma produces its
result. The context in which karma does not produce any result
tne question of a kartd's being getting tne result of it

simply does nnt arise. It also does not arise in the context in
which no action is performed positively or negatively. Reaping
of tne karma phala of kerma is quite a different from that of
producing it. Both the notions should not ke confused because
to produce is not to reap and to reap 1s not to produce. Two
are logically unconnected notions. Saying this does not emount
to mean that tney are incompatible notions. Both the notions
are not incompatible notions., They can go together. Therefcre
factually, tnough not logically, it is quite possible thst the
kartd of ksrma may also be that who is the Bhoktd (experiencer)

of karma phala. karma phala wecomes inevitable only when it is

presupposed that the kartd of karma is also a bhoktd of karma

phala of that karma. Unless we presuppese it, we cannot say
that we reap whatever we sow which the doctrine of karma states.

Because what makes karma phala inevitable is tne relationship

of kartd and bhoktd with kerma phala, If the karta is not

related to the karma phala of karma by way of a bhoktd, the

karma phala of that karma cannot be said to be inevitable. The

thesls of inevitability of karma phala does hold only when we

assume thet the kartd of karma 1s also a Lboktd of karma phala

of that karma, or else it becomes fallisle. The notions of

karta and bhoktd are conceptually aifferent and unconnected.
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They are not related to the karma phala in the same way. Karma

is causally related to karta in the sense that without karta
no karma can happen and without karma nobody can be said to
be the kartd8. The karta@ csn remain as a karté@ of karma even if

he does not experience karma phala of his karma. But the

relation of bhokta and karma phala is a relation of the enjoyer

and enjoyed. Somebody becomes the bhokta of karma phala wnen

he realizes it, which nced not be the karma phala of any of
his kerma. The karta plays an active role in bringing about
the result of action, Without kartad no result of action can
happen..But the bhokta does not play any active role in

bringing about the karma phala of karma, So he cannot be said

to be the cause of karms phala. He may receive the karma phala

even without playing any causal or non-causal role in its
production., And to receive karma phala is not to cause Kkarma
phala and to cause karma phala is not to receive it. Causing
and receiving notions arc different and loglcally unconnected,
though they are quite compatible, Since to causs is net to
receive and to receive is not to cause, somebody mey receive
some karma phala which may not bte karma phala of any of his

somg
action or somebody may produce/karma phala through his actions

and yet he may not receive karma phalza of his karama. In other
wordsy, the kartd may not be a bhoktd and the bhoktd mey not
be a karta of the same karma phala. This js perfectly conceiva-
ble because the notion of kartrtva aoes not essentially involve

in it the notion of bhoktrtva. And the notion of bhoktrtva does
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not essentially involve in it the notion of kartrtva.

Kartrtva and bhoktrtva notions taken in 1solation do not rule
out the logical possibility of gggggzgpééé and akrtabnyagama
rrasangas. Above all, the notion of kart@ is essentially con-
nected with the notion of karma, but the notion of Bhokta is
not essentially connected with the notion of karma. The notion
of ®hokt&@ 1is essentially connected with the notion of karma
phala with which the notion of kartad is not essentially
connected, Therefore confusing the notion of karta with thet

of bhokta and thinking that thney are related with karma phala

in the same way would be tantamount to committing a mistake.
But when the karta is also conceived as a bhoktd of karma

phala of karma, that is, when the karta is related to the

karma phala by way of a bhokta, the karma phala becomes

inevitable. It rules out the loglcal possibility of anybody's
getting some result which 1is not the result of any of his

action, Kerta-Bhokt&. - kerma phala relation binds the karta

to realize tne karma phala of his Kkarma sooner or later during
his present life of life after death. But any karma paradigm

which presupposes karta-bhokta - karma phala relstion is bound

to be agent-centric, self-centric and monistic in character,

because it attributes everything good or bad, one ﬁas or will
ever have to only one kind of causes i.e., to his and only his
actions. But experience does not seem to supnort it, Not only
this, it also makes moral, religious and socio-cultural inter-

personal actions impossible because moral, socio-cultural and
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religious interpersonal actions involve a reference to some

other beings for wnom actions are performed;

But in karta_briokta - karma phala paradigm of karms

the karta can be a bhokts cnly wnen it is presupposed that tne
kartd and the bhektd signify one and the samne conscious being
who exists and persists through different times and have
powers of kartrtva and bhoktrtva and the karma phala of karma
does not rerish wefore the realization by its doer. No
embodied conscious being can be bott: the karta and the bnokta,
1f he does not possess the characteristics of kartrtva and
bhoktrtva which would not be possible witnout his being
existing and persisting at different times. It would also tot

be pnssible, if the karma phala of karma is destroyed before

its realization, Karta-bhokta - kerms phala relation, thus,

necessitates not only that the karta and the bnoktd must we

identical but slso the conservability of karma phala. Unless

we presuppose the identity of kartad and bhoktd and the

conservability of karma phsla till its realization, we cannot

say that an action entitles its aoer to some joysS or SOrrowvs
which he unfeilingly gets what he 1s entitled to or deservss.
This impliess that if the karta does not persist at different
times, he cannot realize the karma phala of nis karma and in
that case ggggggggééé fa situation where one performs an
action but does not realize its fruit) is bound to happen ang

the karta cannot be a bhokta of karma phala of his karma which

karta-bhokta - karma phala paradigm of karms requires. If the
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karta is not 2 bhokta, then someone may get some result which

may not be the result of any of his action. Ana in that case

akrtabhyagama prasafga (a situation where one is led to some

result which 1s not tne result of any of his action) is bound
to mccur, Therefore to avold unhappy moral situations of
E?E§E£§9§§é and akrtabhyagama we have to presuppese not only
some amount of the stability and permenency of karta tut also
to admit that the karta is also a hhokta and the karma phala
rf karma is not destroyed hefore its realization. Morality
involving the notions of justice, responsiwility and accounta-
bilivy requires that eacn human being snoula reap only the
fruit of his cwn action, not ¢f tne others, Any version of the
doctrine ef karma whicn aoes not assume tne identity of karta

and bhokta and the conservability of karma phala is bouna to

be unsatisfactory and morally unintelligible. It cannot explain
different occurrences of human life satisfactorily for which

it is designed. The rejection of either of tne presuppositions
ment ioned awove makes the doctrines of transmigration of

samskaras and soul impossible. No doupt, karta-bhokté -

karma phala paradigm of karma is coherent and viahle and
estadlishes that man is the maker of his own fate. He himself
is the cause of his sufferjings and unhappiness and no one else
nor can he be the cause of others sufferings. But it rules out
a genuine human concer®y for others which forms an integral

part of cur amoral socigl consideration.
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Even if we presuppose the laentity of Kart&@ bhokta

and the conservability of karma phala of karma, it does net

follow from it tnat tne doer of good gets good results and

the deer of bad gets bad results and no doer gets a reverse
result of any of his actions unless we further presuppose that
karma produces its fitting result, that is, good action
produces good result and bad action proauces bad result and
no good action produces bad result or bad action produces good
result under any condition, When we make all these presupposi-
tions then and then alone we can legitimately say that the
doer of good gets good results and the aoer of bad gets bad
results and no dcer gets a reverse result of his actions, A
nan reaps what he sows and he can be gooa by doing good deeds
and bad by doing bad deeds. But these karmic assertions cannot
be valigated on the empirical grounds. Nor can they be said
to be[;egult of inauctive generalization from a set of
empirical data. They are neither provable nor refutable by
means of any eviaence obtained from experience. It would not,
therefore, be fair to meke use of any pro-and-con empirical
evidence in assessing its acceptability or validity. The
intelligibility of the doctrine of karma and its assertions
depend upon their internal coherence. Ana wnen we examine

from this point of view, we find that monistic explanation of
the doctrine of karma is morally intelligible and satisfactory
doctrine though experience does not support it. Because in

experience we find that in many cases a man suffers not due
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to any action of his own but due to hostile #ction of others
or due to some other natural events i.e., earthquake, floods
etc. Likewise, in many cases it ies 2lso seen that a man enjoys
not because of any action of nhis own but because of others
action. Even 1f it is admnitted that whatever man gets, gets
because of nis action, we cannot establish it scientificelly.
It always remains a metter of belief, not as a matter of logic
or fact., Monistic or self-centric interpretation of the
doctrine of karma is inconsistent with 1ts tneistic interpre-
tation, becsuse according to the threistic version of the

doctrine of karma, Karma 2lways requires s moral administrator

of the world, who is none other than God waich monistic inter-.
pretatien of the doctrine of karma rules out. According to the
monistic interpretation of the doctrine of karma, man gets
whatever he does on the sccount of nis own deeds irrespective
of the roles of others, divine or human being, Reward and
punishment sutomstically follow as a consequence of his action
without tne invclvement of any divine power. It does not admit
the assumption of any moral administrator over ana above the
karmic process. Reward and punishment in the forms of happiness
and pain are built in its structure. It traces all suffering
to the agent and removes bitterness against God or neighbour

as Hiriyanna rightly observes., gut in the monistic karmic

world, the notions of reward and punishment are used il

——

1. Rajendra Prasad, Karma Causation jgnd Retributive Morality,
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt., Ltd., New Delhi, 1989,
p. 225.
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technical sense, not in ordinary sense, In orainary <ense the
notions of reward and punishment not only involve a reference
to happiness ana pain respectively but also a reference to
some other conscious being who evalustes goodness or badness
of an action done by the doer according to certain norms and
awards rewara and punishmant accordingly to him which the

monistic theory that is, karta-bhoktd - karms pnala psradigm

of karma, does not adamit. On the monistic interpretation of

the doctrine of karms, the doer gets reward and punishment in
the forms of happiness and pain respectively on the account of
what he owes by his deeds and deeds alone, without the involve-
ment of any external agency which the ordinery conceptions of
rewara and punishment involve. "But the concept of a consequence
and that of a reward or punishment are not of the same loglcal
type, since the former is causal, empirical, wnile the latter

1s normetive or evaluative."® Karma phala has ®oth a causal

and an evaluative components in it and both the components must

not be confused. karma phala has a causal component because it

causally rassults from the causal kermic process, and it has

an eva.uative component because the karmic process from which
it results, involves judging, c¢valurting, decision making etc.
on the sccount of wnich he merits reward and punishment.
Reward and punishment vary sccoraing to the nature of karma.
Monistic interpretation of the doctrine of karma provides us

incentive or motivation because it states that man reaps what

2. Ibid., p. 227.
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he sows, which non-monistic interpretation of karma does not
provide. Man deserves karma phala not because of 1its utility
or disutility but because of his karma. It is the karma which
entitles its doer to owe the phala of 1it, good or bad. In this
respect we can say tnat the monistic account of karma is
different from the utilitsarian account, according to which
what one deserves 1s determined by the consequences of his
actions, But when we attempt to know whether so and so really
did such and such action in the past on the account of which
he 1s getting such and such consequence in life, we face
troulle because past actions to which consequences are related
can never be known and established on the empirical grounds,
It always renains as a matter of bzlief, not as a matter ef
fact. An action produces result not because it is done by this
or that desire, or 1t is moral or immoral; or it 1s religious
or non-religious etc, but because of 1ts being an action. The
karma phala is structurally built in the nature of action
itself. But the .ction does not guarantee that it will have
the same set of cownsequences in all circumstances, which the

monistic account of the doctrine of Karma presupposes,

Frcem the foregoing analysis it is quite evident that
no classical Indian account of the doctrine of karma i.e.,
Buddhisn, Jainism and Hinduism can be saia to be consistent
and coherent. They all suffer from one or the other weakness.
For example, Buddhism denies substantial existence of being,

conscious and unconscious and holdas the theories of momentariness



67

(ksanabhangavada) and impermanency (anityata). But a momentary

and impermanent self, on thelr account, cannot experience the
fruit of his action since the agent vanishes before the
emergence of result., Even if it is adnittea that the agent
lasts and possesses some amount of stability and constancy,

he may not get the frult of his action, becsuse the resuirt of
action, on their account, is perishsble before its realization.
Not only this, it can even go to some other indiviaual, sccor-
ding to the Buddhist doctrine. Which means, an indiavidual can
be led to some result which need not be tne result of any of
his actions. The Buddhists account of karm&, thus, suffers
from the fallacies of krtapran@sa and akrt@bhydgama and there-

fore it does not have any fitting in the karta-bhoktd - karma

phala paradigm of karma,

In the Samkhya system, the purusa (self) being an
inactive cannot be regarded as a karta. He does not perform
action but he i< regarded as a bhoktad which is inconsistent

with the self-centric doctrine of karma. pPrakrti performs

action but does not reap the result of her action, which
violates the basic principle of the theory of karma. The
Samkhya account of karma does not have any fitting in the

karta-bnokta - karma phala paradigm of karma since it suffers

from the fallaciszs of gqgggragééé and akrtabhyagama.

In the Nyéya-Vaiéesika system, God is regarded as a

kartd in the sense that he creates the world process and
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administers the law of karma., But he is not regarded as a
bhoktd of his karma which goes against the self-centric doc-
trine of karma. Because according to the self-centric doctrine
of karma, one who peiforms action irrespective of its nature,
reaps the result of karma, if the karma produces result,

Kartd is not conceived over and above the karmic process. But
in the theistic system, like Nyéya—Vai§e§iKa and Viéig;édvaita,
God 1s conceived over and 2bove the karmnic process. He .is
conceived as a kartd but is not r:gerded as a bhokta of his

kerma phala., On their accounts, God performs actions but he

is not touched by the effects of actions which is inconsis-
tent with the karmic assertions in the karta_bhokt& - karma

phala paradigm of karma,

Y0

According to the Mimahsaka schools of thought,

obligatory actions, when they are violated, yield results but
when they are performed, do not yeild any result, This view of
action does not go along with the assertions of tne doctrine
of karma, because seccording to the doctrine of karma, yielding
of the result of karma does not depend upon its violation or
confirmation but upon its performance. If violation of an
action can yield some result, confirmation to that action can

also, on the same ground, yield some result, The Mimahsd view

of karma does not have any fitting in the kartd_bhoktd -

karwe phala paradigm of karma.

According to the Hinduvedic system of thought, every

individual has to pay off the following debts (rina):
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(1) Devarina, aebt to the gods for tune invaluable gifts of
sir, fire, water, food etc. In lieu of these gifts we have to
meke some offerings of our own to the gods whc control néture,
2s tokens of our gratitude. (2) Pitririna, debt to the parents
for their having given birth to us and having brought us up.

pitririna is slso called Srdddna.In Srddcha ceremony the

ritualistic offerangs ~re given by the son to his parents in
order to help his deceased parents in their 2btode after death.
(3) Risirina, debt to the teachers, discoverers and inventors
who heve brought civiligation to this stage and to whom we

owe our knowledge. The concept of yajfia is a later development
of tne conrept of rina. According to the Hinduyedic system of
thought, there are five kinds of yajfias or 'sacrifices!'. They
are: (1) Devayasjfla, offerings to the gods or the powers which
control nature and its various phenomena. (2) Risiyajfia,
offerings to the great seers and sages who have advanced
civilization and culture end have given wisdom. (3) pitriyajfia,
offerings to the ancestors and parents. (4) BhUtayajfia,
offerings to all the creatures of the world, and (5) nriyajha,
offerings to the fellow human beings. But the Hinduvedic
conceptions of rina and yajfa are not consistent with the

karmic assertions in the kart&@_bhokta - karma phala paradigm

of karma, because according to the theory of karta_bnoktd -

karma phala paradlgm of karma, the fruits of action accrue

to those who actually perform action and not to those for whom

actions are performed. While according to tne Hinduvedic
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systemn of tnought, the frults of action accrue not to those
wno actually p<rforz it (i.e., ritvik), but to hir who has
paid them to performn the action (ysjamana). Nct only this, it
is also ssid thet one who does not perform the action also gets
the results of action, For example, the result of égggggg
offered by the son to help his deceased parents in their abode
after death is believed goes to his deceased parents who do

not perform actually the acts of éggggpg.

Not only the Vedic conceptions of rina and yajla but

the Upanisadic description of karma also does not seem to have

any fitting in the monistic and self-centric paradigm ef
karma, because the Upanigads propound the view tnat the son
takes over tne actions of the father.d In the éénti!agg_a_LF and
the Mgggggg}g},s also, there is mention of the karma of the
forefather affecting the children. Manu says that punisnment
strikes down the king who swerves from his duty, together with

6

his relatives.  Again, it is statca that a faithfullwife shares

the fate of her huqband.7 According to tnc Manicarajatake

(Jetaka No., 1y4) famines, floods ctc. are brought about by the

8

faults of the King,~ These views of kezrma do not have any

Brihaddranyaks, 1,5,17 and Kausitaki II, 15.
Santiparva 1, 29.

. Meausmriti IV, 170,

Manu, vii, 28.

Manu, V. 166, ix. 29.

. B.W. Hopkins, "Moaification of the harms Doctrined,
Journal of Royal asiatic Socicty, 1906, pp. 581-593.
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fitting in the kartad_bhokta - karma phala paradigm of karma.

All these views suffer from one or the other weakress, and go
against the moni<tic ana self-centric doctrine of karma.
Although the monistic and self-centric doctrine of karma is a
consistent doctrine but it is not free from tne philosophical
prohlems. There are a lot of prohiems connected with the

theory of ksrma phala, For example, where and how 1is the

karma phala of karma stored to be realized by its doer in

i
subsequent of time? Regerding this question, tne karmavadins
have diffcrent opinions. Those who do not beliceve in the exis-

tence of God seem to advocate the view that the karme phala

is stored in the individuel's soul who performs karma. But
how does 1t reside in the agentt!s soul and in what form aqoes
it reside? Regarding these questions we do not find any
satisfactory answer froa them. Those who believe in the
existence of God and conceive Him as the moral administrator
of the world maintain the view that the karma phala of karma
is stored by Goa 2na when the time comes He dispenses it to
its doer. But when the guestion is asked: Why does He do it?
Does He do it out of his kindness? If so, in what form and
where does He store the karme phala ef karma? Regarding these
questions again we do not find any satisfactory explanation
from the theists. Moreover, God is conceived by the theists
as disemboaied and the disembodied existence of an agent on
our analysis of the theory of karmez is not possible at all.

If this be t4e case, how can God be said to ®e the Storer
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of merits ana demerits of our actions &s the tueistic Karmava-

dins believe, Even those karmavadins who believe in the
monistic and self-centric conception of the dcctrine of karma
do not seem to hold a consistent view. For exdmple, if birth
is determined by karma, as they say, then it must be accepted
thact the one who takes birth had performed some karmas before
his birth which 1s absuard. Because karmas cannot hte pnrformed
befere birth, The ontological existence ol an individual
always comes logically prior to his performence of karmas.
If this 1s so. thnen karma cennot be saia to be the cause of
btirth of an individual., And if it is the cause of tne birth
of any individual, it cannot be said to Be the phala of his
one

birth., Both the statements/cennot hold consistently. But since

both the theistic and non-theistic Karmavadins hold ®otn the

statements together, their accounts of karma cannot be said

to be self-consistent.



CHAPTER IV

ey e s St ettt

_KARMA FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBILITY

In the last chepter we antlysed tne concepts of harma,
karma phala and their reletion. By wey of analysis we fina out
that kartd and karuna are not ontologically aependent on karms

phala because tney are conceivable witnout karma phala. But

karma phala is not conceivable wivnout karid and karma. Its

exisience always presupposes tne existence of karta and karma.

Over ana ahove, the karma does not necessitate the Kkarma phala,

The karma is abortive in character. Because of this it is
quite pessible that the karta@ may remain as a kartd even wnhen
his karma does not produce karma phala (irntenced result) and

when his karma aoes not produce kerma phala, tne kartd does

not reap the result of whetever he aoces. Therefore, it is
qulte possible that the karta may remain as a kartd even
without reaping tne result of his action. Reaping the karma
phala »f karma is different from tnst of producing it. Both
the notions are logically unconnected, tnough are quite
compatible. The notions of karta and bnokta are conceptually
different and logically unconnected. They are not related to
karma phala in the sase way. The karta plays an active role

in bringing about toe result of action, but the Bnoktad may not

play any sctive role so far the production of karma pheala of
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kerma is concerned. He may receive karma phala even without
playing any active role in its production. Since the kartad

and tne bhokta are related cdifferently to the karma phala

and are not logically connected, it is quite possible that the
kartd may not be a bhoktd and tnc bhoktd may not be a karta
of the same Karma phala. The notion of kartd i1s conceptuelly
connected with the notion of karma, while the notion »f
bhokta is conceptualily connected with the notion of karma
phala. This is the reason why it is quite possible tnat the
kartd may not be a bhokts and the bhoktad may not be a karta,
But to accept tnis line of tnought goes against tne doctrine
of karma, because in that case, it would suffer from the
fallacies of krtapranigde and akrtibhydgasa which a sound
theory of karma does not allow. A sound theory of karma, as
we have already seen, always requires the identity of karta
and bhoktd. when kartd and bhoktd are treated as one and the
same entity or taken in identical sense the fallacies of
krtapranisa and akrtdbhyigama do not arise and the tneory of

karma becomes logically and morally sound. But when we relate

the notion of karta to the notion of karma phala by way of a

bhoktd, the question naturally arises: Can we hold niwm

responsible for whatsoever karma phala he realizes? Surely

not. Because a karta@ can be held to be responsible for the
karma phalz of nis karmna only when he performs nis karma
freely. If he does not do his action freely, he cannot be

held responsible for the karna phals of nis karma which he
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gets., In other words, we cannot say that the karta is respon-
sible for his action and he deserves whatever he gets unless
it 1s presuppc-=d that whatever he did, he did it freely. The
notion of responsibility is essentially connected with the
notion of free action, not merely with action and it is the
notion ol free action which makes the notion of responsidility
meaningful and intellicible. Denial cf freedom contradicts
responsimility and makes 1t meaningless and unintelligible.
The notion of free action 1s a compound notion, It involves
in it the notions of action and freedom, T¢ iaentify it with
anyone of them would smount to committing a mistake. Since
the notion of responsibility is essentially connected with
the noion of action, no one can be held responsible unless

he performs action, This means that one who does not perform
action cannot be held responsible for it. Only the agent can
be held responsible. M&terial things and events which do not
perform actions cannot be held responsible., In their contexts
the notions of responsibility and accountability do not have
any meaning. Such words 4o have meanings only in the context
of the agent - cause paradigm of action. One who cannot do,
cannot earn anything and one who cannot earn, cannot be said
to be deserving of something. If sometning i1s not owned or
earned by someone, he cannot he held to be deserving it.
Since conscious beings i.e., human beings can do something,
therefore they can sarn sometning for which they can be held

responsible. One who does not earn does not owe anything,
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And one who does not owe anytning cannot be held to be
deserving that thing, bccause ne does not owe it. 4ind 1f he
does not cwe anything, ne cannot be held to Re responsible
for thet thing., This means that only the agent can be said

to be deserving something since he does something and therewy
he earns. And what ons earns, he owes it. And what he owes,

he also deserves it.

Although it is true thac no one can be held responsi-
ble unless he performs certain actions. But action is not the

sole ground for holding him responsible, because tne noticn

Fgfﬂzgggggﬁ}é}%&&zﬂgs also essentially connected with the
notion of freedom. Unless tne agent's action 1s free, he
cannot be held to be responsible for it and its result. The
notion of freedom is an ambiguous notion. Generally, it is
used in two different senses: Positive and negetive.1 In the
negative sense, freedom refers to a condition characterized
by the absence of coercion or constraint. In this sense, to
be free means to be free from constraint or coercion impa=ed
by internal or external factors whatsoever. In the positive
sense, it .refers to the possession of capacity or akility or
power to do something. To be free in thils sense means to have

capacity or pcwer to bring sbout certain actions or to mezke

certain changes in the existing state of affeirs. In Indian

—— — P e

1. John Hospers, An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis,
Allied publishers privete Ltd., 1971, p. 330.
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philosophy the notion of freedom although is used in both the
senses, negetive and positive, but 1t 1s used in the wlder
senses. Tn the negative sense, to be free mears to be free
from sufferings, pains and worldly existences, that is, mind,
pody and senses including karmas and not merely free from
compulsions or constraants, internal or external, In thLe
positive sense freedom means the atteinment of self realiza-
tion or identification of oneself with the absolute (Adveita)
or the placement of the self in the company of God

(V1§ﬁ§§§dvaita) or acquisition of the state of pure-conscious-

ness with awareness that it is distinct and different from
everything (kaivelya) or the attainment of the highest good

(moksa).

But in the context of karma we are usirg the word

'freedom! neither in the sense of freedom from sufferings snd

worldly existence nor in the sense of self-realization or

acquigition of the state of pure consSciousness with the
awareness that it is distinct and different from every¢hing
el<e, as it has been uced in Indian philosophy, We are using
the word 'freedom' in the restricted sense. By !'freedom! here
we mean not only the abscnce of certain conditions like
constraint, coercion, innate incapacity, insanity, psycho-
physical disorders, ilgnorance etc., but also self-determina-
tion, self governance and self-control. In other words, the

notion of freedom not only implies the absence of something
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i.e., constraints, hindrances, coercions, ignorance but also
the presence of self-determination, self-governance and self-
control. Therefore to say that the agent is free is to say
that he himself determnines, authorizes and imposes certain
things i.e,, rules, actions or prescriptions upon himself
witnout any internal and/or external enforcement or constreint
of any sort, Freedom in the sensecof !'freedom from'! implies
the absence or the negation of something and the absence or
the negation of something always presupposes the existence of
something. Unless somethning exlsts, the question of its
negating does not arise, Thils means that unless there exist
constraints or coercions, the question of their being getting
eliminated or the agent!s being free from them does not arise
at all. The freedom of agent includes in its meaning not
merely a !'freedom from' but a 'frecdom to: as well. A freedom
cannot be a frecdom from in the context of action, 1if it 1is
not also a freedom to. To free onesclf from something or other
is to make oneself free to do somectihhing or other. If there
were no need to act freely, there would neither be any need
to free oneself from restrictions., Freedom in the sense of
'freedom to' means to determine, to choose, to act, to impose
or to play certain roles by himself without any internal or
externali enforcement., But to make oneself free from something
or to do something always presupposes certain capacities i.se.,
choosing, imagining, deciding, reasoning, intending, under-

standing, deliberating, thinking, willing, desiring and
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king certain changes in the existing state of affairs. If
someone has no capacity of wmaking oneself free from or to do
something; the concept of freedom cannot legitimately be
applied to him, He cannot be said to have power to make oneself
free from or to do something. But at the same time we must nc
forget that to have a power to make oneself free from or o
do something is one thing snd to exercise that power is
another thing. If a person does not exercise his power to
make himself free from or to do sometning, he cannot be said
to be free even if he has potential power cf doing it. In
fact, we judge whether someone has potential power to make
one<elf free or not on the basis of his mental and physical
activities. Exercising of the power of freedom is a conscious
pheromenon which involves in 1t a reference to a conscious
being, Exercising of the power of freedom being a conscious
phenomeron cannot be said to have its origin from unconscious
things or events like material bo@ies and psycho-physical
events. No doubt, material things and events do have a power
of causing certain things but they do not have power of making
themselves free from or to do something. Only conscious beings
can be conceived to have power to make themsselves free,
Therefore, the notion of freedom can be said to have 1ts

meaningful applicability in both the senses of freedom, that

is, 'freedom from' and 'freedom to' only in the context of
human conscious beings, not in the context of material things

and events. Freedom of the agent not only presupposes the
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absence of something and to have capacity to do something but
also the existence of the agent himself, Unless we presuppose
that the agent exists, we cannot say that he has power of
exercising freedom, nor can we say that he frees himself from
something or other to do something or other. Freadom of choice
consists in choosing between the alternatives whether to do
this or to do that or whether to do or not to do. If there is
no alternative, there exists no scope for cnoice; and if
there is no scope for choice, tiaere is no scope to act freely.
A person acts freely when it is possible for him to act
otherwise, Agent's free choice is controlled by the agent
himself and not by any antecedent condition, divine or non-
divine. While choosing of action it is quite possible that
the agent may or may not be gulded by certain rules and
injunctions prescribezd by the soclety or the scripture<s. But
when he chooses certain actions by himself without any con-
straint, internal or external, his action binds him to act
accordingly whenever tne situation arises provided the action
is in his power to bring about. In this sense freedom implies
self rule and self commitment. The primal mode of cnoice

l1ies in the asgent himself,

To be free is not to act arbi‘rarily. Freedom is
differert from arbitrariness, To be free in the context of
cholce means to form one's own opinion or judgement on certain
questions and not to act arbitrarily. Freedom does not contra-

dict self consistency which arbitrariness does. To be
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arbitrary means to be inconsistent. But to be free does not
mean to be inconsistent., & free moral agent acts on principle
and not without principle. Whereas an arbitrary agent does
not act on any c.uSistent principle. To act freely does not
mean the absence of intentions, desires, beliefs, wants etc.
Freedom is not opposed to intentions, desires, beliefs,
choice, wants etc. while doing free action the agent may heve
certain beliefs, intentions, desires and wants etc. which |
may be causally responsible for the agent's performance of
free action, Yet the causal roles of these are not incompati-
ble with freedom. Freedom is opposed to cons*traints or com-
pulsions, and to have certain bheliefs, intentions, desires
and wants is not necessarily to feel or to have constraints
from them. To act freely means to choose, or to determine and
control the action by himself without any enforcement., Agnd to
say this is not to say that there cannot be psycho-physical
causal fastors involved in the production of free action, No
free action is possible without the involvement of bodily
movements. But the bodily movements do not arrest the freedom
of the agent, In fact, the agent cannot exercise his power of
freedom without the involvement of his body and bodily muscle
constraints. So to be free is not to be bodiless, desireless,
or unintentional. Freedom of choice corsists in choosing
between the different courses of action and in choosing so
it is perfectly quite possible that the agent may be arbitrery
or non-arbitrary, subjective or objective, right or wrong,

Not only this, it i1s also quite possible that the agent may
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think or feel that he is free in choosing the alternatiwves
and yet he may not be free due to the antecedent conditions
which he himself does not know, He may be under illusion that
he thinks he is free to choose, His freedom may be illusory.
But under such situation if the agent does no* know that he
hirself originates actions, he may not feel bound or compelled.
Nor can he be held responsible for what he does., Freedom is

opposed to ignorance.

From the foregoing discussions it 1s quite clecr that
the concept of responsibility we a2are using in the sense of

self responsibility which is essentially connected with that
NS

of agent's autonomy or freedom. A self responsible person 1s

~——

one who 1s capable of meking important decisions for himself,
He is the sort of person who is capable of prescribing actions
to bimself and of conforming to them. A self responsible
person 1s supposed to be capable of critical assessment and
evaluction, He does not choose action simply because it has
been prescribed by some authority, human or divine. To say
this does not mean that he can never apply a principle
without making a previous critical assessment., 4 self respon-
sible person does not accept fready made! principles. He
accepts what he thinks is right and in doing s» he may be
wrong, This is perfectly quite possible. A self responsible
person not only chooses action freely but also sticks to what
he chooses for himself. His commitment is implied by freedom

and self responsibility. The concept of self responsibility
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s different from tne other senses of responsibility, like
capacity, accountability and role senses of responsibility.

A person is said to be responsible in the capacity sense of
respon<ibility, if he possesses certain capacities — under-
standing, reasoning, deciding, choosing, imegining, willing,
desiring and intending etc., — the capacities which are
considered as necessary for to be praised or blamed on the
basis of his behaviour on certain particular occasions. The
word faccountability! generally is used in two senses:
tliability! and t'explicability'. The difference between
texplicesbility! and 'liability' lies in the fact thet the
former is mainly concerned with the acts anu evenis, while
the latter with the persons, The notion of liability, unlike
the notion of explicability, presupposes the notion of a
person., A person cannot be said to be responsible in the
lieble accountability sense of responsibility if he is not
able of judging, deciding etc. This shows that llability
sense of accountebility is closely related to the capacity
sense, But both the senses of responsibility are different.

A person is sadd to be responsible in the accountability sense
of responsibility for some action, if he or she is found to
be answerable for them and not just because of the possession
of certain capacities which 1t presupposes, & person is said
to be responsible in the role sense of responsibility, if he
does something in this or that role assign=d to nim, A person
wno does not perform the particular responsibility assigned

to his role is called irresponsible. The concept of self
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responsibility is different from capacity, accountasbility and
role senses of responsibility in the sunse that it is essen-
tially connected with the autonomy of the individual with
which the latter is not. The concept of self responsibility
is closely related to the capacity, accountability and role
cen<es cf responsibility, 4 person cannoi be said to be self
responsible, if he or she is not endowed with the capacities
of reasoning, understanding, judging, deciding, and choosing
etc, Likewise, a person cannot be said to have self responsi-
bility for some actions, if he or she is not found to be
answerable for them. Not only this, he also cannot be said to
be self responsible in the role sense of responsibility, 1if
he or she does not perform this or that role wnich he or she
assigns to himself or herself. & self responsible person is
supposed to be one who is not only responsible for whetever
he does freely i.e., actaons but also what follows from his
action i,e., karma phala (result of action). A free agent is
responsible for the result of his action, good or bad. He
owes what he does and whet follows from his doing i.e.,
intended karma. And what he owes he must get it because he
deserves it and whatever he deserves he is entitled to get
it. This means that the notion of deserving 1is essentially
connected with the notions of individualts freedom and res-
ponsibility. An occurrence over which a person had no control
is somcthing he cannot be hela responsible for. Wnich means,

in other words, a person can be held responsible for an
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occurrence over which he had control and not that wnich
follows inevitebly from his cheracter, or any antecedent
conditions., A person can be said to heve control over action
only 1f 1t 1s possible for nim to do otherwise., Self respon-
sibllity always preSupposes the sgent!s having control over
the action., Agent's self actions should not be confused with
events which inevitebly follow from his cnaracter. By the
tagent's self action! we mean action that originates from the
agent'!s self, The agent's self 1s not reducible to a bundle
of dispositions, It has its own independent and distinct
ontological existence, By fthe agent'!s character! we mean
innate or acquired dispositions to behave in certain ways in
rarticulesr cireamstances which the agentts self may take into
account while making a decision as to how to act but not being

ruled by them,

There are tnree logical questions which are generally
raised in dohnection with the notion of responsibility. They
are: To whom is the notion of responsibility applicable? On
the account of what 1s so-and-so <aid responsible? What does
so-and-so'!'s responsibility consist in? The first question can
be answered by saylng that the notion of responsibility can
legitimately be applled to one who has capacity of understand-
ing, of reasoning, of imsgining, of iantending, of choosing,
of delliberating, of willing and desiring =tc., that is, human
beings. Those who lack these capacities associated with

responsibility, the concept of responsibility cannot be



applied to them 1.e., animals, insects, birds and material
things or events., The second guestion can be answered by
saying that one who has the capacitiecs assoclated with respon-
sibility 1s beld responsible on the account of his free
actions. The third question can be answered by saying that a
person's responsibility consists in doing and owing wheat he
himeelf or she herself chooses and assigns to himself or
herself freely and consciously. This means that only a free
conscious agent can be held to be responsible on the account
of his action prescribed to himself or othzrs, not to the

actions and their results,

It is quite obvious from the above analysis that the

notions of freedom and responsibility are opposed to fatalism
—— —

and pre-destination but not to determinism. Freedom is

opposed to fatalism because fatalism denies that human beings
have the power to change the course of events,2 which the
doctrine of freesdom presupposes, In other words, according to
fatalism, human being 1is impotent to do anything by pimself.
He camnot change the course of events by his own efforts and
potential power. Whatever he does and exercises is all f®ted.
He does not have any free will power either to cause or not to
cause action, whicn the doctrine of freedom assumes, But
fatalism canunot be accepted because the human beings are not

mere victim of fate. They are conceived to have free will

R -—

2. John Hospers, An_Introduction to Philosophical Analysis,
Allied Publishers Private Ltd., 1971, p. 322.




power either fo cause or not to ceuse actions. Actions in
this sense are witnin the contrsl of treir power. Before
causing actions, human beings generally deliberate, choose,
and plan actions for which they are morally held responsible
and accountable for whatever tney do. If everything is fated,
and agents do not have power to change tre course of events,
they cannot be held responsible and accountable for whatever
they do. The reason why the agents cannot be held responsible
and accountable is that the notions of responsibility, accoun-
tability, and deserving are essentially associated with the
notion of free action which fatalism denies. This we have
already seen., Freedom and fatalism, thus, do not fall under
the same loglical category. Fresdom contradicts fatalism and
fatalism contradicts freedom. Unless we presuppose that the
agents do have potential power t0 change the course of events
through their sctions, the notions of responsibility, eccoun-
tability and deserving cannot legitimately be applied to
them, We can neitber conaemn nor commend them on tha basis

of whetever they do, good or bad. Freedom is oppnsed to pre-
destinztion because according to the theory of predestination
human beings do not have any freedom to choose, to decide,

to plan or to do an &action in which the freedom of action
consists, The theory of predestination asserts that overything
that héppens is predestinated by God. God is the real cause
of all actions. Human beings are mere instruments to carry

out whatsoever are praedestinated in them by God. If this view
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is correct, then it is not human beings but God, who should
be held responsible for human actions, because He Himself is
the originator of human ections and one who originates should
be held responsib’e for whétever is originated wnich the
doctrine of human frzedomn denies. Because according to the
doctrine of human freedom, to be free is to deternine and to

determine is to be the avthority of whet 1s determined. In

Q_m
other words, freedom implies self-determinism and seli-
— .

authority. A free human agent is one who him<elf chooses and
originates his action. The source or the origin of action l;es
on him, not outslde which the theory of predestination denies.
Although human freedom is opposed to fatalism and predestina-
tion but it 1s not opposed co determinisn, because determinism
is the view that everything that happens is determined, which
the doctrine of human freedom does not deny. The word
tdetermined! is an ambiguous word. It requires clarification,
In everyday usage 'to be determined! 1s roughly taken in the
sense of 'to b. .esdolved!. But in the context of the problem
of humen freedom 'to be deternined! is taken not in the sense
of 'to be resolved!, it is rather taken in the sense of tto
be caused'. when we take determinism in this sense, it does
not contradict human frgedom because it asserts that every-
thing that happens has/a cause, It does not say anyghing
whether that cause is/mental or pnhysical; whether it is
inorganic nature or grganisun or people or God. As far ac the

H
doctrine of deterninfism is concerned the cause can be

i
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anything. Determinisu, in fact, is opposed to indeterminism

but not freedom, because indeterminism denies what determi-

nism asserts.

Altnough determinism is compatible with human freedom
w

o

but it 4is not the ground of freedom, The doctrine of determi-

nism is different from the doctrine of human freedom. The
notion of determinism does not involve in it the absence of
something i.e., constraints, compulsions etc., which the notion
of freedom does., To say this does not amount to mean that
freedom is unconnected with determinism., Freedom is not
unconnected with determninism. In fact, human freewom is possi-
®le only on the assumption that aeterainism 1is true.3 When an
action i1s determined or caused by the agent himself freely

and not caused by any other being or condition, we say thet
the agent is free and not otherwise, In distinguishing between
free and unfree actions we 40 not try to mark the presence

and absence of causes but etteapt to indiczte the kind of
causes theat are present.)+ wWe say an action is free when it

is caused freely by the agent; otherwise it is called an
unfree action., Both free and unfree actions are caused, but
free actions are caused freely withoit any constraints while
unfree actions are caused with the constraints. Thus what

distinguishes free action from unfree action is not thst one

3. Ibid., p. 330.

4. Paul Edwards, Hard and Soft Determinism, quoted from
Determinism and Freedom _1in the Age of Mouern Science, Editea
®»y Sidney Hook, Collier Books, New York, 1961, p. 11
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is caused and other is uncsused but the presence or the
absence of certain éondi%ions. Uncaused action 1s self-
contradictory in terms. To make oneself free from or free to
is not to make oneself free from actions. Humen freedom does

not consist in the renuncistion of action or in inaction, It

consists in action.

One might say that if everytring that hsppens 1is
determined (caused) by previously cxisting conditions and
these in turn are caused ty conditions prior to them and so
on indefinitely back in time, human freedow becomes impossi-
ble, Wecause human beings do not heve control over the causes
of actions which come prior to their existence. There is no
doubt that human beings have no control over the causes which
come prior to their cexistcence. But to say this does not mean
that determinism is incompatible with human freedom. The said
problem arises due to the misunderstanding of the aoctrine
of determinism., The doctrine of determinism does not assert
thet whatever happens i< ctused by previously existing condi-
tions and these in turn are cau<ed by the conditions prior
to them and so on indefinitcly back in time. What it asserts
is that gverything that heppens has a cause. Ana to say this
is not to say that whatcver causcs is also caused by the
antecedent conditions prior to it anc so on indefinitely in
time. When we confuse deteraminism with pre-ordination and
fatalism only then the ebove mentioned problem arises;

otherwise not. Free action involves determinism and is



91

inconceivable without it. Determinism only says that whatever
happens has some cause, 8nd es long as that cause 1s the agent
hinself there s no restriction on the agentf!s freedom so far
determinism is concernsd. We do not become good or bad on the
ground that we heve been determnined to be so by the fpr.ces

5

outside of our control, as Hard determinists say.” We become
good or bad by our deeds. No act ic free unless its origin

lies in the egent's free will. If an action is not caused by
the agent's free will, it will not be his action and in that

case we cennot assign responsibility and accountakility of

the scotion to him.

The upholders of the doctrine of karma classified

karwas in two ways. First classification is done into sancita,

prarabdha and kriyamana (5g§mi).6 while the second 1s done

into nitya, naimittika, kamya ana g;gggdba.7 The first

classification is done basically between two classes: past

karma and preseuat karma. The past karma is further classifiec

- — mpret sme

prarabdha karmas there is no possibility of freedom. “he

possibility of freedom, if at all possible, is possible only

in the context of kriysmana karma, not in the context of

5. Jaceues,P. Thiroux, Bthics Theory and Practice, Glencoe
Publishing Co, Inc., Bacino, California, Collier MacMillar
publishers (London), 1977, p. 69.

6. K. K. Ansnd, Indian Philosopany, Bharatiya Vidya Prakashan,
1982, p. 31k. '

7. Ibid., pp. 315-16.
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sencita and praérawdana. Because sancita and prarabaha karmas

ere already done karmes, Actions which are already done, the
question of making oneself free from certain conaitjons or to
do certain tnings in regard to tnem does not sri<e at all.
The question of freedom does arise in the context of action
only when action 1s not done ana there is a scope for its
choosing and doing. Past actions heingz actions of the past
fall outside of our control. But eccording to the doctrine of
karma, we are hound to realize their fruits. and in realigza-
tion of the fruits of karma of the psst the agent is not free,.
He is bound to reap it. The difference between sancita and
prarahdha consists merely in tnis fact that in the case of
tne former the fruits are yet to be realized wnile in the
case of tne latter the realization of the fruits have begun,

Nonetheless, both tne kXarmas are the stored karmas (karma,

in fact, here is used not in the sense of action but in the

sense of ksrma phala which 1s different from karma which
causes it). The problem that arises in regard to tne past

karma does not arise in regard to kriyszmana karma, hecause

kriyemana karma is characterized as one wnich is yet to be
done and what is yet to be done in regard to thet there is a
scope for the possibility of freedom. The agent can be said
to have freedom either to choose or not to choose them, Not
only this in cases where a series of action is continuing tne
agent can be conceived to have freedom either to stop them

or to continue., Unless we presuppose freedom in the context



of kriyamd@na karma, we cannot talk of duties and responsibili-

ties; nor can there be any scope for getting moksa from the
wondage of karme phala. The second classification of Karma is

done into nitya, naimittika, kamya end nisiddha. Nitya and

—y ——

naimittika are obligatory actaions. The sctions that one is

ohliged to perform regularly are nitya, while those wnich are

to be pei1formed on the specific occasions are naimittika,

those actions the performance of which is pronibited are

called nigiddhs kermas. While deciding as to which actions

are obligatory and which are prohibited. Vedas and Smritis
are rogarded as authorities., Actions which are done with
some purpose or goal are called kamya karmas. Nonetheless,

whatever the karma may be, whether it is nitya or naimittika;

whetner it is nisiddha or kemya, it aoes not contradict
human freedom. Obligatory and prohibited actions are not
opposecC to human freedom, because human beings do have
freedom to choose or not to choose obligatory and prohibited
actions prescrabed by the Vedas. Actions bhecome obligatory
only when they 2re chosen, Non-chosen actions do not bind
the individual to act upon them, The upholders of tne
doctrine of karma always presuppose human freedom of this

kind., They do not say that the clessification of karma into

freedom.
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Still one might argue that, human beings due to
ignhorance tnink and feel that they are free to choose between
different alternstive courses of action, while the fact 1is
that they are not free at all, because which alternsative
humen beings will choose in the context of Kriyamana karma
had already been determined by his previous &actions, And his
previous actions are controlled by the previous of the
previous actions and so on indefinitely tack in time. Karma
is beginningless, And if karma has a beginningless series
then there 1s no scope for human freedom within the series
of karma. The doctrine of karma rules out the very possibility
of human freedow since human beings do not know all the
antecedent conditions of th~2 actions of the past, they do
not feel bound or compelled. If they would have known in
advance as to what they are going to decide at what time,
the freedom of choice whicn they think tney enjoy in choosing
the alternative will cease 10 exist, Due to their ignorance
they feel thrt tney are free, actually they are not free at
all. But this objzction does not hola much matter. Because
when we examnine carefully, we find that it does not rule out
the possiwmility of humen freedom. The pessibility of humen
freedom still exists., Because wnen it 1s said that karma is
beginningless, it is sald only in the sense that we do not
know when did karma begin. ana to say tnis is not to say that
karma had no origin or beginning. All karmas do have origin,

no natter whether their origins involve a reference to the
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past causes or to the present. But the origins of all actions
ultimately lie in the agent. To say this does not mean that
actions cannot he done in ignorance. It is werfectly quite
possible that the agent way think that he is free and yet he
may net be free hecause he may go wrong in his thinking, His
thinking mey be correct or incorrect. But saying this aoes
not zmount to contradicting the possibility of human freedom.
Above all, the adherents of the doctrine of karma do not
claim that the primal source of all &ctions lies outcide the
agent, What they s$ay 1is that there sre certain actions which
are caused by the karmas of the past. Ana To say this is not
to say that they totally eliminate the possibility of human
freedom from the doctrine of karma. Tney do ®elieve in the
possability of human freedom., In fact, the doctrine of kerme
becomes meaningful only on this presupposition that human
~eings do have power to meke themselves free frcm certain
conditions in order to do certsin things. 4nd it is on this
presupposition the doctrine of kKarma holas human ®eings
responsibtle and accounteble for all that whatever happens in

their life; otherwise the notion of responsibility in terms

of accountability, which the Karmavadins apply to them loose

- —

their meanings. Responsibility i< not only essentially connec-

ted with the notion of free aetion but it is also essentislly
connected witn the knowledee of action., Moral responsibility
always presupposes the agent'!s free action and knowledge.

After performing karma we have no control over its karma
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ohala. Karma phala becomes inevitable according to the

doctrine of karma. But before performing karma, the

Karmavadins do belliswe that we have power to control karma

and its phala by not causing them, When a rerson is morally
held responsible for his ection, he is held responsible not
on the ®asis of karma phala which his karma produces but on
the basis of his karma. The ground of moral responsibility
consists in the agent!'s free action, We cannot say in the
same wreath that we are free to choose certain actions at a
particular time in a particulsr situation but we do not know
that we are free unless we contradict, Moral responsibility
i1s not connected with rightness or wrongness of an act with
which reward and punishment are connected respectively. It

is connected with the act itself. 4 person becomes responsible
for the result of his karms because of his karma, not
because of 1ts rightness or wrongness, An occhuirence over
which we had no control is sovething we cannct be held respon-
sible for. This means, in other words, that we can bhe held
morally responsible only for those things which were/are
within our control at a particular time and not thet which
were/are outside of our control at any time. Here one might
ask this question: If an occurrence over which we had no
control 1s something we cannot be held morally responsible

for, then we should not be held responsible for karma phala

®ecause karma phala is an occurrencec sver wnich we had no

control. If this be so, then what the doctrine of karma
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asserts is false. Because it asserts thnet man is responsible
for the result of whatever he does, irrespective of whether
it 4is done freely or unfreely. There is no doubt that in one
sense, we can say that the agent has no control over the
actual result of his action, He cannot predict in advance
what kind of result his ectioncwould be producing in future
when it 1s donz., Ana that is the reason why on the basis of
the actual result of esction he cannot be morally held respon-
sihle. But in another sense he can be held morally responsible
for the result of his action because he had control over his
action. Actions which were/arg within his control to perform
or not to perform do constatute the ground for holding him
morally responsible and sccountable for the results which are
brought through them, no matter whether toeir results were
intended or unintcended, whether they involve a reference to
the past or to the past of the past and so on. Actions which
are yst to be done, that is, undone actions, not done actions,
their results sre within the agesnt!s control, By controlling
action (in the sen<a of not causing it) the agent can control
the result of action which his action would have possibly
produced, if he had done it. From this point of vicw, the
agent could be held morally responsible for the result of his
action, It is on this reason the doctrine of karma holds the
agent responsible for the result of his action <ven if he had
no control over the actual rosult of his action. Moreover,

the karmavadins do not say that all the agent's present
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actions are the effects of his past actions ana so on incefa-
nitely in time, The problem does arise only when it is
assumedG that all humaa actions are controlled by his past
actions and his past actions ars controlled by the actions of

of the past _
the post/and so on incefinitely in time wonich the karmavadins

do not assert. They do believe in the origin of karma,

though tney say that it is beginningless, Since they belleve
in the origin of karmna, they also bellieve that there 1s an

end of karma. This fact is quite obvious from the Indian
conception of moksa itself. The Inailan conceptioa of the
attainment of moksa strongly suggests that the agent can
overcome his beginningless karmas. The notion of beginningless
should not be taken in the sense of non-origination. It should

be taken in the epistenic sense, that is, we do not know when

it originasted.

It is said8 tnat in the Tnaian tradition freedom is

incompatible witn responsibili$y anc tne doctrine of karma
because accoraing to the Inalan tradition, a person is
supposed to be free when ne attains the stzte of liberation
(moksa) 1in terms of whicn freedom is aefined. 4nd wnen he
attains the <tate of liberetion, ke has no responsibility to

undertake in his life; he transcenaents all the karmas. This

8. A.B. Creel, Dharma. As An Ethical Category Relating To
Freedom And Responsibility, Philosopny East and West
(Vol. 22, No. 2, 1372), pp. 16L-65.
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means that on the account of the Inaian tradition one cennot
be both free ana responsible at the same time. Elther a person
is responsible but not free, or he is free but not responsible,
But this charge, to our mind, dozs not hold gooa to all the
Indisn traditions of thought. The concept of moksa has Dbeen
analysed in different ways by the different schools of Inaian
philosophy. All the Inaien scnools of tnought do share this
view that moksa 1s a freedom from bondage and suffering of

all <orts., But they do differ.in other respects. According to

some schools of thought (i.e., Advaits Vedanta and §§éggxg),9

knowledge alone leads to moksa while according to some others

[Ti.e., (Jains, Bauadha) 'Y and (vifistidvaita Vedanta)'l7,

both knowledge and right ections are reequired for the attain-
ment ef moksa. Difficulties crop up when we think that there
is only one conception of freedom (woksa) in tne Inaian
traditions of tnhought, whichk is not true. In the Indian
traditions, the notion of freedom is used differently in the
different contexts. When it 18 used in the context of disembo-
died self, it is understood in its ebsolute sense, but when

it is used in the context of embodied self, i.e.,, human beings,
it is not usea in absolute sense. Even in tne context of

disembodied self the concept of fieedom is not used in the

9. K.K. 4nand, Indian pPhilosopny, Bharatiya ¥idya Prakashan,

10- ;[_t)_j_-_gd_'o b pp. 277—78. i

11. S.K. Maitra, The EthieS of the Hipdus, University of
Calcutta, 1956, p. 97.
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same sense in the all Indian systens of thnought. Nonetheless,
freedom in both the cmses do not mean one and the same thing.
Freecom of the <elf does not mean freedom of will to act, to
choose between actions or between ectioi snd inaction.

Because the self, according to some Indian traditions (i.e.,

Advaita VedAnta, S3mkhya), is not really subject to its will

and action. when the self is called free (i.e., mukta), it is
called in this sen<e thet the self is not bound by any action,
because it does not really do any action. So it is free from
pleasure or pain also. From tnis point of view, we can say
that the freedom of self is & freeaom from certain conditiuns
(i.e., ignorance and body) and not freedom to do certain
actions in a particular situation at a particular time. While
in the context of human beings and their actions, the concept
of freedom is used not merely in the sense of o tfreedom from!
but a 'freedom to! as well. In the context of human actions,

a freedom cannot be a freedom from if it is not also a freedom
to. Becau<e in the context of actions, to free oneself from
something or other contextually implies to make oneself free
to do something or oth-r. If there were no need to act freely,
there would neither be any need to free oneself from constraints.
Since fhunan freedom' is different from the !'freedom of Self,
to deduce one from the other would ausount to committing a
mistake. Indian conception of freedom (in the sense of moksa)
becomes incompetible with responsibility and the doctrine of

karma only when it is teken in the sense »f freedom from the



responsibility does arise only in the context of ac ién, in
the domain of which the aoctrine of kerma has 1ts validity.
And the performance of action . cannot be conceived without
assuming the existence of body, bzcsuse it is body through
which actions are executed. In fact, the attainment of moksa,
according to the Indian traditions of thought, is not possible
without asstming human freedom. Above all, the Indian concep-

tion of jivanmukti does not involve in it the renunciation

of action and its corelated responsibility. It involves in it

the renunciation of desire of getting the fruit of karme which
strongly suggests that the Indian conception of freedom is not
incompatible with responsikility and the doctrine of karma,

at least in the context of lizggggggg. Therefore it would be

incorrect to pass this sweeping judgement that in the Indian

traditions, freedom is incompatible with responsibility and

the doctrine of karma. In fact, all tne Indian traditions of

thought presuppe<e numan freedom which is compatible with
responsiw®ility and the doctrine of karma. Tnis fact is quite
obvious from their conception of moksa itself. The problem
arises when we confuse the freedom of Se¢lf with the freedom
of human being. The freedom of Sclf does not consist in free
action, while the freedom of human being consists in free
action, which implies the awsence of certain conditions i.e.,
constraints, compulsions etc. But the source of tne power of
freedom in both the cases is linkea with the metepnysical
notion of self. The disembodied Self 1is not bouna by karma

since it does not perform any sort of karma, while the
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embodied self is bound by karma. But the emnbodled 8elf 1s
conceivea not to be oraginally so. The human agential pewer
which 1s asseciated with the metaphysiecal conception of Self
1s a sound Self (Jiva), not an unbound Self (&tman). The
ina's freedom is not incompatible with responsibility and

- e

the doctrine of karma. Though i1n 3ll the Indian systems of
il —_— ;

thought 1gnerance 1s said to be the cause of bondage and

karma (ignorance here is used i1n the metaphysicsl sense and
not in the epistemic sense) but its removal is not denied,
nor is it ssid that 1gnorance had no erigin. What 1s said

1s thet ignorance is beginningless, thet 1s, we do not know
when the human self (1.e., the bound self) got associated
with 1gnorance. And to say this 1s net to say that the Indian
conception of ignorance rules out the logical possibility of
human freedom, in both the senses of the term i.e., the
freedom of Self and the freedom of human being. They are

rather based on the presupposition of the doctrine of freedoon.



CHAPTER V

— ———— — —

KARMA AND TRANSMIGRATION

The doctrine of karma states 2 conjunction of the
following tnings: (i) Every action produces some result which
may be either pleasurable or painful no matter whether it is
moral or immoral, Vedic or non-Vedic, veligious or non-
religious, good or bad, It not only asserts that every action
produces some result, but also ssserts that every action
produces 1its fitting result, that is, good action produces
good result and bad action produces bad result and no good
action produces bad result or bad action produces good result
in any condition. (ii) The doer of action necessarily expe-
riences or realises the result of nis/her action in the
present or next life. (iii) The doer of action deserves the

result of action because of his/her action.

(1) and (ii) make a factual claim, but (iii) makes
a moral claim, as it says that the aoer deserves or ought to
have some experiences because of his/her action done in the
nast or present life, (ii) and (iii) conjointly assert that
every doer necessarily or inevitably gets what he deserves
and does not g« what he aoes not deserve wnicn means that
there is no undeserved or unjustified happiness or suffering

in the world of agent. (ii) Asserts that whatever agentts
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action entitles him to get, he is Bouna to get; if ne Goes
not get in this 1life, he wi1ll surely get in thne next life.

If he has got somelhing for wnich no action done ty him in
the present life is responsitle, it would amount to mean

that some action done by him in his previous 1ife is respon-
sible. (iiY) and {iii) make 1t quitc obvious that retributive
notion of justice is wuilt in the conception of the doctrine
of karma, The conjunction of (1), (1i) and (iii) indicate
that karma causes Bondage, in the sensc that becadse of
karma the agent is inextricatly caught up in the cycle of

the karmic bonaa%ﬁ;’£El/gndﬁLii;~ggglggg£§\E291cate a des-
criptive, factual or enpirical cheracteristics of the doctrine
of karma. Wnile (iii) conjunct indicates its moral or ethical
characteristic. Iuaian tninkers have inte}pretcd the doctrine
of karma in both the ways, factual and ethicsl, on the grounds
of the assertions of (1), (ii) and (iii) conjuncts. (i), (ii)
ana (1iii) conjuncts not only indicate that sctions cause
bondage but also indicate the monistic ana self centric
characteristics of tne doctrine of karma. Because they con-
jointly attribute e¢verything good or vad, one has or will
ever have to only onzs kind of causes i.c., to his and only
his actions wnicn 1s neither provable nor refutable by any
cvidence obtained from experiences, When Hiriyanna says,

"... it traces all suffering to ourselves and thus remnoves

bitterness against god or our neighbour,"1 he says it only on

1. Rajendra Prasad, Karma Causation JAna Retributives Morality,
Munshiramn Manoharlal Publishcrs pvt. Ltd., New Delhi,
1989, p. 225.
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the basis of the monistic characteristic of the doctrine of

kerma. A conjunction of (i), (ii) end (iii) not only involves
monistic and retrihutive elcements of justice in it, but also
a fatalistic element in the sense that the agent has no power
to change the course of kermic experiences resulting from his

good and bad karmas of the past or the present life.

But to beli=ve in the assertion of (ii) that one is
bound to get the result of nis/her action, means believing
in the theory of (iv) transmigration of soul and (v) karmic
residues since the latter is built in the ®elief of the former.
If the agent is bound to get what his actions entitled him to
and if one does not get all that he is entitled to in the
present 1life, then there must be a 1life after death to enable
him to get the unrealizea balance. lLikewise, if agent has got
sometning for whicn no action aone by him in the present life
is responsible then he must have had a previous life, actions
done in whnich are responsible for his unaccovnted karmic
exyeriences. But to ®elieve in (iv), that is, in the transmi-
gration of soul means believing in the substantivity and
yermanency of the soul. Because the latter is duilt in the
relief of the former., The transmigration of soul from one
life to another 1ife is not possible without assuming the
permanency of the soul, This follows from the meaning of the
notion of transmigration of soul itself, There can e no
migration of soul from one life to ancther life or from one

body to another body unless we assume that the soul exists
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pnd persists at different times. The term 'migration of soul!
implies persistence aad continuity i.e., the existence of one
and the same <oul af different times. So to believe 1n thne
tneory of rebirth meens relieving in the identaty and perma-
nency of tue substential self. Buc tne bellef in the transmi-
gration of soul neithner entails noi 1is entailed hy tne helief
in the transnigration of kermic resiaucs. Both the bheliefs

are different hut sre antertwinea. To ®zlieve in tne transmi-
gretion of kermic resiaues (or Semskéres) means to Welieve in
the principle of conservation of sadskiras, that is, semekiras

do not perisn before the realizetion of elr consegquences

end persist and exist at different times. To believe in (iv)

and (v) means to believe iu the Theory of samséra or the
continued existence of tne self witn kiérmic residues in a
succession of lives since the letter i< ouilt in the beliefs
of (iv) and (v). Tnis implics tnst birtn is not tne Weginnimg
of the existential identity of the perticuler jiva and death
is not the cess=tion of its existential status. The ldentity
of the phenomenal <31f (jiva) persi<ts througn aifferent life
times. The cxictence of the jiva is nol termineted #t tha end
of deatn, but is transformed and continues to coxist and is

"reborn" (reincernstion, tran=-incernetion).

It is evident from the conjunction of (1), (ii),

(iii), (iv) ana (v) tnat the notions of kerma, samsara and

trensmigration are conceptuelly coannected., This has been

msde explicit by M. diriyanne:
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"Since, however, those causes cannot all be
found within the narrow limits of a single
life, it postulates the theory of samsara or
the continued existence of the self (jiva)
in a succession of lives. Thus the theory of
transmigration is a necessary corollary to
the doctrine of Kkarma," 2

Like Hiriyanna, Deutsch also acknowledges their con-

ceptual connection in his book advaita Vedanta,

"... when the term 'karma' is used it refers

to the joint doctrine of the 'law' of karma -
the principle of causality which holds that all
moral actions produce moral effeccs — and of
samsdra — the principle that there is a _
transmigration of the self (tne suksmaSarira)
or 'subtle body' in a series of births, deaths
and rebirths," 3

The beldlef in the doctrine of karma is meaningless unless we
believe in the transmigration of soul and ontology of the
karmic residues. Transmigration of soul and karmic residues
constitute as a necessary corollary to the karma-doctrine.
Rebirth is meaningless without karma and karms 1s not possible
without birth. If we believe that the soul is repeatedly
reborn in the body, we must also believe that there is some
link between the lives that preceded and the lives that follow.
The classical Indian thinkers believe that the karma provides
link between the lives of the past, present and future. But

none of these karmic beliefs including belief in the

2. M. Hiriyanna, The Essentials of Indian Philosophy, Allen
and Unwin, India, 1973, p. 4/.

3. Bliot Deutsch, Advaita Vedanta, The University Press of
Hawaii, Honolulu, 1973, p. 68.
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transmigration of soul and the existence of- Karmic residues

can be established or valiaated on the empirical grounds. The
karmic beliefs are of such kind that they are neither proyable
nor refutable by means of any evidence obtained from sensuous
experiences, nor can we say that transmigration is scientifi-
cally ponssible. Because the scientific procedure of observation,
quantification, mensuration and controlled experimentation do
not have any apnlicability in the realm of karma, The karmic
beliefs are mere dogmatic beliefs. One wio does not believe

in the transmigration of soul or rebirth would hesitate to

accept the intelligibility of the doctrine of Kkarma,

When we go into the logical analysis of the theory of
transmigration, we find that transmigration without karma 1s
not possible according to the karmavadins. Because in their
view it is the karma which makes transmigration possible, no
matter whether it is transmigration of samskaras or soul or

both. Transmigration of karma phala from one life to another

life presupposcs tne ontological existence of karma phala and

the ontological existence of karma phala cannot be conceived

apart from and independent of karma and karta in the sense
that without karta no karma is possible and without karma no
karma phala is conceivable. This means that transmigration of
Karma STVen-e f1s mesns

karma phala in the form of samski@ras is essentially linked
with karma and kartd in the agent-cause paradigm of karma.

The transmigration of soul from onc body to another bedy is

not possible in view of the karmavadins (those who believe in
k.
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the transmigration of self) without the admissibility of the
existence of karma pliala, because what makes soul to move from
one body to another body or from one l1ife to 2another life is
the force of che karma phala which soul possesses. Thils meazns

that the force which mekes transmigration possible consists

in the efficscious power of kerma and kerma phala, and not in
anything else. in other words, in the karmic theory it 1s the

karma-bija (act force) which is responsible for the transmi-

gration of soul and karmic samskdrss. If there were no kerma,

—— et

there would not be any act-force; #nd consequently there would
not ®e any rebirth or the reincarnation of soul, The act-force
is a link: that connects the past, present and future lives

of man, Thils hes been accepted in Hinduism, Buddhism and
Jainism. If it is the ect-force which mekes transmigration
pessible, 1t loglcally comes prior to the process of transmi-
gration and not vice-versa. From this point of view, we can
say thac karma 1s a postulete of the doctrine of transmigra-
tiop of soul ana sabhkfras.But if we go by the karmic
assertion of (ii), the belief in the transmigration of soul
and samskaras is wuilt in the karmic assertion itself without
assuming of which the assertion of (ii) doss not meke any

sence, The bellef in the transmigration of soul and sadskéfras

do constitute as a part of the meaning of the karmic assertion.
The act-force is different from the force of self. By the
tact-force'! we meen the causal efficacy of the act. The causal

efficacy of the act consists in the producing of some result
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which lies in the act itself and that is quite different from
the force of self. The force of self lies in the self itself;
It is not derived from the act-force. It rather makes the act
possible. From this point of view, we can say that the force
of self is a metaphysical postulate of tne ontological exis-
tence of act, Although the force of self is a metaphysical
postulate of the ontological existence of the act-force but it
by itself does not make the act-force possible. The ontologi-
cal existence of the act-force assumes the unity of body and
soul, Without body and bodily muscle contraction no act is
possible. To say this does not mean that the phenomena of
action can be underSEESE/EEQ—EEREEEEEQIin terms of physical
events alone, without making any reference to the vxistence
of a conscious entity. This we have already seen in Chapter
IT. Because of this reason we have said that it 1s the
embodied self i.e., the human being who performs action, and
not the soul or the body. The theory of transmigration pre-
suppeses tne theory of act-force and the theory of act-force
presupposes the unity of self and body and the unity of self
and body cannot be explained in terms of the forces of act
since it comes logically prior to tnem, Perhaps it is because

of this reason the karmavadins introduced the idee of ighorance

as primal cause to explain the unity of soul amnd body. The
belief in the primal ignorence itself requires investigation
in which we shall not enter in the present context, Ona who
does not believe in the =xistence of self and its forcc would
hesitate to accept the doctrine of transmigration of self and

rehbirth,
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But one who believes in the doctrine of tresnsmigration
of soul is bound to believe in samsdra. Semsdra is a sanskrit
word, It is derived from the root sr which means 'to flow',
frun swiftly!'. or 'glide', conjoined with the prefix sam,
meaning 'with' or !'together'. The word hi§~EEf~9£353é3};ffEff
of a flowing with or togcther.LF Those who translate the word
'samsara' as 'transmigration', 'reincarnation', 'metempsscho-
sist, 'rebirth' and 'the round of birth and deatht!, for them
samssra 1s a beginningless or ever-recurring series of births

and deaths, It is bondage (bandha) to the embodied 1life in

spatio-temporal world. It is imprisonment of the eternal
spirit in a destructible impure body. For them rebirth, trans-
migretion and samsZra are synonymous terms. But when we go
into the analysis of the notion of samsara, we find that it

is different from the notions of transmigration and rebirth.
The notions of transmigration and re¢birth are conceptually
linked with the notion of samsdra in the sense that without
perpetual existence transmigration and rebirth are not possi-
ple, But the notion of samsdra is not conceptually linked

with the notions of transmigration of soul and rebirth. The
notion of samsdra involves in its mean.ng the notion of cease-
less flow or change or succession or series. And from this
point of view, we cen say that samsara is the state of constant

flow or flux. It doss not necessérily involve in its meaning

——

4. Arthur L. Herman, The troblem of Eval and_Indian Thought,
gotilal Banarsidass, First Edition: Delhi, 1976, pp. 146-
7.
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the sumstantial and essential identity of a thing which can bte
said remains unchanged in the process of flow or change, What
constitutes the meaning of sams@ra is a ceaseless process or
change or con:inuity, which does not by itself involve in its
meaning the notions of identity, persistence, permanency and
notion of samsara 1s conceptually and essentially linked with
the notions of succession, change, flow or gliding wut not
with the notions of identity, sta®ility, permanency and per-
sistency of a thing with which the notions of transmigration
of soul, karma, reincarnation and rebirth are essentially
connected. The notion of samsara is ®ased on the theory of
flow or change and the notion of flow or change involves in
it a reference to preceding and succeeding events and it goes
on continuing without involving the notlon of eternity or
identity of anything. In the flow the preceding and the
succeeding events are conceived to have the ontological exis-
tence because of their capacity of producing the succeeding
events, This implies that one who oelieves in samsara is not
necessarily bound to belicve in the identity of a thing
belonging to the samsdrs. But the notions of transmigration
of soul and karmic residues are linked with the notions of
identity, permanency, persistency and stability of a thing in
some way or the other. The transmigration of soul with the
karmic residues assumes the identity of actor and action in

the continuity of the series of life., It is the ldentity of
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karta-shokta-karma phala that makes the theory of rebirth or

transaigration or reincarnation meaningful and intelligible,.
To deny this would amount to mean the denial of responsibility
in the sense o. accountability and deserving which the agent
owes and earns on the account of hils deeds, Ethical responsi-
hility assumes the continuity of the ethical agent and the
continuity of the ethical agent assumes the identity, perma-
nency, Stability and persistency of the agent and the karma
phala of his karma in some sense or the other. Negation of
the latter implies the negation of the former. It does not
matter whether we assign the same amount of permanency, stabi-
lity and persistency to the actor and the karmic residues of
his action and their unity or not. Wwhat matters is that unless
we assume some amovnt of stabil.ty, permanency and persistency
of the agent and the karmic residues, neither the notion of
identity of the agent nor the notions of rebirth and karma
phala make any sense. Not only this, the doctrine of karma
also would fail to explain tvhe karmic phenomera or the jiva

nr che agent for which it was designed. It would locse its

explanatory power.

From the above discussions it is quite evident thst

the notions of karma, sams@ra and transmigrstian are diffe-

rent and distinct and yet they are conceptually and essen-

tially connected. Transmigration is not possible without

believing in sams3ra because it 1s the karmic samsara ia which

—— ————

the trensmigration of phenomenal jiva takes place, And what
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makes the transmigration of phenomenal iiyg possible is the
force of his act. The notion of transmigration of self includ-

ing karma phala does not preclude the notion of identity in

continulty of the series of 1life. But the notion of continuity
or flow with which the notion of samsara is essentially linked
precludes tne notion of identity. But to say this does no.
amount to mean that the notion of identity is incompatitle
with tne notion of samsdra., Both the notions are quite comra-
T
tible since the acceptance of one does not necessarily imply
the rejection of the other. The identity of agent 1s possible
to concelve througn the changes of his characteristics
acquired by his deeds, good or had. The concept of the iden-
tity of the karmic agent assumes the pcssibility of ldenti-
fy}gg of that agent w@;a/}eferred tn under different descrip-
tgons. From thls peint of view, we can say that the notion of
identifying involves in it the notion of 'something is the
same', that 1s, the existence of onc and the =ame thing at

different times. The problem of inconsiastency that arises in

iregard to the notions of identity ana sams3ra ariscs hecause

of not understanaing the score of the predication involves in
the phrase 'one sana the same', The laentity predicates are

attributed to the agent ana his Karma phala; and to attribute

the ildentity predicates to the agent and his karma phala does

not amount to mean thet the agent cannot acquire new Karmic
characteristics through his deeds, nor does it mean that he

cannot leave the acquired karmic chearacteristics of the past
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or the present deeds. The notion of identity implies persis-
tence, that is, the axistence of one and the same thing at
different c.imes and that .s quite possible with the admissi-
bility of change in the sense that the agent mray acnuire
diffesent descriptions through his deeds.cgi:ié:igzzgéi_gg
can bhe good; and 1f he is gooa, he can be haa. To maintain
the theory of identity of the agent does not amouat to wean
that the agent cannot acquire or leave certain contingent
characteristics., At different times in the continuous setries
of lilves the agent can acquire different karmic characteris-
tics and these characteristics in turn contingently may con-
stitute the criterian of the identity of the agent in the
continuous process of the change. Since it is possible for
the agent to possess the different karmic characteristics at
different times without losing his identity in the sense of
his eséence, he can have different forms in the karmic world.
Not only this, it is also possible for him to be reborn in

the different species on the account of hils karma phala, and

this does not contradict the identity of the agent in the
explained scense of the term, So it is possible for a human
being to ®e reborn in the form of some other creature. 4nd
the new form of the other creature is hils extrinsic form and
his extrinsic form does not contradict his inner intrinsic
identity. Aceulred forms and characteriscics keep on coming
and going in the 1life series of the agent, but hils soul is
believed persists throughout:the . changes of lives in 1ts

essence, Unless we assume 1t, the bellef 1n karma sand
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transmigration of soul does not make any sense. The karmic
agent has to he assumed as trhe embodiment of both essential
and accldental characteristics. Then and then alone we can
meaningfully talklof the continuing identity of the agent in
the karmic phenomenal worla. In the paradigm of karma the
notion of samsdra 1s used in a technical sense and not in the
sense of a unilverse or a world, as it is generally undersctood.
when we talk of personal identity in the world of karma, our
talk always irvolves a reference eilther to the agent (self)

or hls karmic residues or both. and therefore the criterian

of mersonal identity has to be examined only in the connection
with the agent and his karma. Bodily features, which consti-
tute the criterian of identity in ordinary life, do not
constitute the criterian of identity of the agent in the
karmlc world. Different karmas lead to the possession of
different forms of ®ody. How it takes place about this diffe-
rent systems of Indian philosophy have different views, But

it does take place in the view of the karmavadinsg of different

systeys, which cannot be ascertainecC whether it is true or
fals2 on the basis of the evidences of sensuous experiences.
Recause this bellef 1s of such kind that it Adoes not fall
within the jurisdiction of our sensuous scientific experiences

and methods,

JAlthough all the Indian systems of thaught except
Carvaka believe in the theory of karma, transmigration and
the ontological existence of salsara, but they disagree as

regard to what it is that transmigrates and how it takes place.
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The C&rvaka scnool does not belleve in the theory of the
transmigration of soul including karwic residues because
according %o this school, everything, human and non-human, in
(elem>nts) i.e., ngggzi (earth), ap (water), tejas (fire)
and XéZE (air)., 411 the living things are different manifesta-
tions of the same pattern of mechanical combinations of :hese
simple constitutive elements alone, Consciousness, body,
sellses and objects are nothing but the results of the diffe-~
rent combinations of clements, Since tYhe Carvakas reduce self
to the different combinations of elements, they explain the
ph:anomena of actions merely in terms of physical eleaents
without believing in the permanent self and its transmigration
from life to 1life aliong with the karmlc residues, which is
believed to be possessed by the self through actions. Unlik:z
Carvaka, Samkhya believes that self (puruga) is different
from prakrti. It is the prakrti which performs action but not
the purusa. According to this schnool, the purusa is inactive
and hence cannot perform by its nature any sorts of action,
no matter whether it is good or bad or indifferent. Samkhya
explains the phenomena of actions in terms of tie functions
of the gunas of prakrti. According to this view, the purusa
as such is neither bound, nor is it liberated, nor does it
transmigrate. Bondage, llberation ana transmigration belong
to the prakrti in its manifold forms, "tasman na badhyatéddha

na muchyate napi samsarati kashchid. samsarati badhyate
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muchyate cha nanashraya graky&}@."5 From the transcendental

point of view, Samkhya does not believe in the transmigration
of self (purusa), wut from the phenomenal point of view, it
does helieve in the transmigration of the bound self and the
karmic residues. On his account, the phenomenal self undergoes
birth and death and differs in qualities according to the deeds.
In fact, the phenomenal self, on the account of Samkhya system,
is nothing but the ego which transmigrates along with the
karnic residues acquired from on: birth to another wirth and
the ego is one of the evolutes of prakrti, Thus transmigration
end karma belong to the non-self, that is, the prakrtl and not
to the purusa. And this view of Samkhya is inconsistent with
the theory of karma. Because accoraing to the theory of karms,
it is the agent, a conscious entity, not the prekrti, nor

even its any one of the evolutes which 1s belicved to we
migrating from one 1life to another 1life in the world of Kkarma.
The theory of karma, as we have already polnted out, does
assune not only the transmlgration of karmic resldues bhut

also the transmigration of self which possesses the karmic
resiaues and this Samkhya denies, which 1is inconsistent with
the karmic “eliefs, Like Saikhya, Advaita VeaZnts also does
not believe in the transmigration of self in the real sense,
According to this system, it is due to ignorence we belicve
that the self is subject to the cycle of birtn, deatn =2nd

rebirth. while Jainism and Nydye-vVaiSesika believe in the real

5. Samkhya-Kiriks, 62.
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transmigretion of self and karmic residues despite of their
differences wrout the nature of self and the karmic residues,
According to Jainism, the iizg (self) transmigrates through
different Aowmains of the entire living world. {iggg Aiffer in
hoth nuality and euantity. Unlike Jainism, Nydya-Vaisesikas
®elleve that consciousness is an accidental characteristic of
the self, But they hold like Jainism thet human beings a=nd
other organfsms have the same self in essence, prone to

5 Like Nyaya-

transmigration and subject to the law of karma.
Vaiéésika, Mimdhsakas also believe that human and non-human
beings have the same self wnich transmigrates in the entire
domain of the living world in spite of their differences as
regard to the nature of the self and the karmic residues.
Jainism, Sahknya, Nvdya, Veis:gika, Mimddsakas and Veddnta
share this view that the zgent who performs actions cannot be
understood and explained purely in terms of psycho-physical
events as Buddhism acvocates, Buddhism does not belleve in

the transmigration of soul, but it does believe in the trans-
migration of karma in the form of samskaras, According to this
school, transmigration of karumic residues is possible without
the transmigration of se¢lf from birth to birth. For the
Buddhist, soul is nothing but a bundle of ine five skandhes

— rupa (zatter), v=dand (feeling), sadjnd (perception),

sahsk3ra (disposition) and vijfidna (consciousness). Unlike

6. Gautama, Nydya Darshana, III. i, 4; pp. 716-25 and
IV. i. 19“21’ ppo 9#0-57'
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the other classical Indian systems of thought, Buddhism does
not belleve iu the identity of kartd ana bhokta, rnor does it
presuppose the metaphysical notion of kartd to explain the
phenomena of actions. The Budeéhists explain actions merely in
terms of psycho-physical events without assuming any permanent
celf which is claimed to be experiencing the result of karmas,
good or had, from one life to another life. The notion o:
identity, in their view, is a false notion., There is no soul
which can be sald to be migrating from one life to another
1ife to reap the result of karmas. what transmigrates from
one life to annther life according to the Buddnists is karms
and nothing else, The Buaahist's conception of self comes
closer to Hume's conception of self., Liks Buddnism, hume also
does not belicve in the permanent self, For him,

"when I enter most intimately into what I

call myself, I always stumble on some parti-

cular perception or others, of heat or cold,

light ar shade, love or hatred, pain or

pleasure. I never can catch myself at any

time without a perception, and never can

observe cnything but the perception.” 7
Like Heraclitus, Hume, william James, the Buadhism denies
eternalism, essentislism and substantialism and negates the
exlstence of permanent selr which the doctrine of karma
assumes, as we have seen 1in our analysis. Biadhism believes
in the doctrines of impernanency (2nityata), momentariness

(ksanabha A.gavada) and non-soul (anatmavada). Since the

7. Devid Hume, A Treatise of Human Neture, ed. L.4. Selby-
Bigg; (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1888, 196L), I, iv, 6,
p. 251.
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Buddhists believe in the thesis that everyching in the
universe of anthropocentric as well as non-anthropocentric

is necessarily subject to production, destruction, change and
impermanency, no matter whether it is a thing or organism or
agent or action or the result of action, they deny the trans-
nigration of permaneut self but not karma which is inconsis-
tent with their metaphysicel doctrines. If everything is
perishable and subject to production, destruction and change,
the Buddhists camost hold consistently this view with their
theory of transmigration of karma. The karma 1s also liable
to destruction anc change and hence cannot ®e said to be
migrating from one 1life to another 1ife as the Buddnists say.
In other words, the Buddhists cannot maintain consistently
the thesis that karwma transmigrates from life to 1life with
their metaphysical doctrines. If the notion of identity is
illusion, the notion of karmic identity 1is also illusionj; and
if the notion of karmic identity is illusion, i1t makes no
sense to say, as they sezy, that the karma without an agent
migrates from 1ife to life. The question of karmic identity
and 1ts transmigrstion without assuming some amount of

stability and permanency of the Karme phala 1s not possible

because the concept of identity, no matter whether we talk
atout it in the context of self or karma, lmplies persis-
tence, that is, the existence of onc and the same thing at
different times which the Buddhists deny. The Buddhlsts

believe in the transmigration of karma is inconsistent with
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their doctrines of lmpermanency and mouentariness, No doubt
one may conceive the transmlgration of karmlc residues from
one 1ife tou anether life, without assuming of any transmigra-
ting soul. But the karmic ethical phenomena cannot be
explained withnut assuming the existence of nermanent self
because ethlcal notions like the notlons of responsibility,
accountability, deserving and experiencing the fruit of lLarma
in the present or in the next 1ife always involve a reference
to a permanent conscious agent, without assuming of which the
karmic ethical notions cannot be understood, nor do they make
any sense, If there is no agent persisting throdgh different
pericds of time, we can neither identify hiam nor his actions
and their results. There would we no one to take the moral
responsibility of action. The fallacies of gggggggggéé and

akrt&whyagama are logically bound to occur. An ethical karmic

system which suffers from the fallacies of gytapgggéég
and akrtabhyagama cannot explain satisfactorily whatsoever
happens in the human ana non-human life which an ethical

karmic system is svoposed to explain.

One might say that without assuming any identifiawle
self it 1s possivple to explain moral responsibility following
the framework of the Buddhists ethics. Because Buddhism
belleves that there 1s 2 continuity in the karmic process,
the successive elements in the karmlic process belong to the
same kermlc energy and that 1s cnough to expleain the ethical

notion of responsibility. Moral responsibility is transferred
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from one element to another and the karmic potentiality
belongs to no one else but the successive elements in the
stream of 1ife. Aild this shows that the Buddhists theory of
transmigration of karma does Lot deny moral responsibility of
the human teing. There is no doubt that Buddhism believes
that there is 2 continulty in the kermlc process and in the
karmic process the preceding element causally procduces " he
succeeding element and the capacity to produce an affect
prcves 1ts exastence. But this is not enough to explain moral
responsibility in terms of accountability because the notion
of responsibility involves in its meaning the notion of zgency
and the notion cf agency, caanot be explained merely in terwms
of nreceding and succeeding events. The notion of moral
responsibility does make sense only when we 2ssume that in
the continuity of the karmic process there eyists a permancnt
conscious being, who not only performs karma but also takes
the responsibility associected with it, which the Buddnistic

karmic system denies.

The ebjection may be put forward by saying that if it
is one and the same self which exists and persists in the
karmic process throughout from one 1life to another life, then
how can we say that it tskes birth and rebirth? The notion of
birth and reeirth cannot legitimately be applied to the
permanent eternal self, The answer to this question is: In
tne paradigm of karma the notions of birth, death and rebirth

have been used in the technical senses and not in the ordinary
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senses. Birth is unaerstood in the sense of associlation of the
self with the body and death is unaerstood in the sense of
dissceiation . of the self from the boay. Rebirth is under-
stood in the sense of association of the self with the new
rody after deata. Birth and death are mere stages and events
in the ongoing contanuous history of a given person. Birth is
not the beginning of the existential identity of the particu-
lar person and death is not the cessation of his existential
status. In the cycle of karma, ®irth, death and rewirth are
‘different stages and are linked with one another. In the

cycle of karma, hirth could be said to be the beginning of
death and death could be said to be the beginning of birth
from different angles. Birth, death and rebirth, hence are
relative terms. They are conc:eptually and ontologically connec-
ted with one another in th» paradigr of karma. When the karza-
vadins taik sbout the rebirth of soul, they use tne word
'rebirth ! in the sense of association of the self with new
body after deith, They do not uaean that it 1s the soul (self)
which 1is subject to birth, death and rebirth. Those wh»
belizve in th: theory of the transmigratior. of scul maintain
that the soul in 1ts ¢ssence 1s neither born nor does it die,
because to Decome existent from not being is called birth ani
to become non-c¢xistent from being is called death. The soul

is devold of either of *hese conditions. This means the soul
is devoid of birth and death and does not decrease or increase;

it 1s never destroyed even 1f the body is destroyed,8 The soul

8. Eggggggdgité, Sahkhyayoga, 20C.
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is indestructible (avinashi), eternal (nitya), unborn (aja),
immortal (ajar) andi everlasting (é’évatg). It does not perish
along with the body after death, nor is it burn with body. On
their account, it is the individualts body wnich is subject to
birth and death. Just as a person casts off worn-obt g&fments
and puts on the new ones, so does the soul cast off worn-out

podies and enters into others that are new.9 Further, when the

karmavadins talk about the identity of self and the pevrsonal

identity, the, do not use them in the same sense, nor do they
restrict the use of identity to the present 1life only. They
extend its use tu 1life after death, thai is, the future life.
The identity of self, on their view, consists in its persis-
tency throughout the cycle of birth, death and rebirth., When

the karmavadins tall about the personal identity, they talk

jt in the respect of the icentity of cmbodied self (i.e.,
jiva) which is quite dirferent from the identity of body. The
identity of body 1s not the criterian of the identity of self,
nor is it the sole criterian of the identity of jiva in the
context of vhe transmigration of soul. fhe isentity of jiva
consists in the 1ldentity of self and the karmic residues

besides the identity of body.

The karmavadins those who believe in the transmigra-
tion of soul also believe in the transferability ef karmic
residues from one 1ife to another life so far as the life of

& particular person is concerned that is agent, but deny by

9. Ibid., 22.
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and large its transferability from the 1ife of one person to

another perscn, Ia other words, the karmavadins believe that

the kermlc residues pass from one 1life to another life of a
person but thney do not belleve that the karmic residues pass
from one individual's life to another individual's 1ife which
can be entitled as genetic kermas. Tnose who believe in it,
their accounts suffer from the fallacies of gyzggzgggég and

akrtabhydgama and fail to provide justification for all that
10

haopens in ths individualts life. The Upanisads ' and the
Mggg§g£1§;11 no doubt believe in the transferability of karmic

residues from one individusl's life to another, but their
account of the genetic karma, to our mind, dozs not seem to
be ethically tenable thesis in the paradigm of karma. Those
who believe in the theoary of Xerma, quite often defend the
transferability of soul and karms, on the basis of the
evidences of memory of cthe past life. How far this view is
correct is nn doubt a matter of investigation into which we
shall not enter in the rresedt work due to the limitation of
time. Whyéigznsferability of karmic residues from one

indiviaual's life to snother individuult's 1ife is not possi-

hle is a relevant question which thne karmavadins seem to have

not answered. The thesis o1 non-transferability of the karmic
residues from one individuel's 1life to anocth-=r individusl's

life, if at all possible, can e said to be possible only when

10. Brihaddranyaka, 1, 5, 17 and Ksusitaki, II, 15.
11. Manusmriti, IV, 170.
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we assume the inseparability of tne individual's karmic
residues with his soul or self. Not only this, we have to
further assume the plurality of souls, then and then alone
the thesis of non-transferawility of karma frow one incdivi-
dual's 1life to another can be maintained consistently. But

all the karmavadins do not belleve in the plurality of souls,

Those who do not believe in the plurality of soul (self) in
their context the question of the transferability of karmic
residues does not arise at all., It arises only when we
beclieve in the plurality of the lives on the basis of the

plurality of sell. Although all the kerwavadins differ from

one another as regard to the gquestion of the transferability
cf karmic residues but they do Felleve Jn The ultimate
separability of se<lf and karmlc residues and that 1is juite

obvious from their belief in moksa.

4ll the classical Indian schools of thought except

Carvaka believe that freedom from the cycle of ®irth, aeath
and rebirth is possible. But how it is possikle and what makes
it possible, on these questions they have different opinions.
Despite that they all believe that ignorance as the primal
cause of karmic ®ondage. Some Inaian schools of thought, like
samkhya and Veddnta, maintein that freedom from the karumic
wondage or the cycle of birth, death and rebirth is possible
through knowledge and knowledge alone. In their view, all the
Karmas are wbinding, no metter whether they are good or bac,

moral or immoral, religious or non-religious, attached or
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detached. Moral and re'digious actions, on their account, no
doubt purify mina which is required for the attainment of
liberation but are not essential for the attainment of moksa.
In fact, in their view, the notions of wondage and liberation
Ao have meanings only in the world or phenoéena, not in the
world of self, Because the self, according c¢o them, 1is not
sumject to bondage and liberation. It is due to ignorance,
they cay, ve belleve that we are in bondage and get liberation
from it. Wher=as the fact, according to them, is that the
individual self from the transzendental polnt of view is
beyond bondage and liberation, Pecause it does not perform any
action as such. The self never acts nor is 1t ever acted

vpon, therefare the question of its karmic bondage and libera-
tion from it does not arise. But this account of self 1is
incompatible with the doctrine of karma&, Those who believe In
the Samkhya and Advaitint's conception of self cannot maintain
consistently it with the doctrine of karma. Because the
doctrine of karme, as we hav: already secn, <ssentially
assumes the agency of sglf and not the non-agency of self in

which the schools of Samkhya and Ved&nta wclieve.

But some classical Indian schools of thought like
Jainism, Buddnism, Mimdhsa and ViSistddvaita belleve, unlike
Samkhya and Vedanta, that freedom from the chain of birth,
death and rebirth is not possible through knowledge and
snowledge alone. According to tnem, besides knowledge right

action is also esseantially required. But their opinions differ
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as regard to which one is more important or primary. Some of
them give more importance tc right knowledge, while the
otuers give more importance to right action, Those who assign
more importance to right action believe that right kno»ledgé
dawns when right actions are performed. But those who assign
more importance to r ight knowledge believe thet right action
is not possidle without right knowledge. However, it does not
nattei whelrer right knowledge is more important or right
action. What is considered to he important is that right
knowledge and right action botn are essentiall; required in
theilr opinion to obhtain freedom from the cycle of rebirth,
Although all these schools of thought agree oa this point that
1ight knawledge and right action are essentially required to
obtain freedom from the karmic bondage but their opinions
differ again as regard to the acquisition of Tight knowlidege
and right action, However, in spit: of this they all believe
that the acquisition of right knowledee makes the sancita
(i.e., actions which were coile in the previous life but have

not yet begun to fructify) and non-attached sanciyamir.a

(i.e., actions which are being done in the present life)
actions ineffective by destroying their causal potency. Thus,
on their asccount, when the prarawbdha (i.e., actions which
were done in the previous 1life and whose residues have
started fructifying) karmas exnaust their effects, the person
who acts with right knowledge and ncn-attachment exhausts all
his karmic liabilities which ®ind him with the chain of

rebirth and makaes himself free from bondage.
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But when we critically reflect on both the accounts
of the classi-al Tndian systems of thought, we find that their
acceounts are based »n this assumption that ignorance and
attachment cause Lhe bondage. Between these two causes, jgno-
rance is consicered to be the basic and real cause of bhirth,
death and rebirth. Since they consider ignorance as the besic
ceuse of bondage (in both epistemic and ontic senses) ann
ignorence can ®e removed only by knowledge alons, thay
advocate the thesis that freedom from bondage cannot be
obtained without know%fggg; But when we ask the question: How
cid the free sell get associated with ignorance in tre begin-
ning before the unity of self and body which is pure con-
sciousness in its essence, we Jdo not find auy satisfactory
answer to it, If ignorance 1is seid is inseparably connected
with the celf, the liberation of the¢ self from ignorance is
impossible; anua if ignorance is external to the self, it
canaot bind the self which is pure consciousness in its

nature. All the karmavadins Lelieve thet the relation of

ignorance auad self 1s beginningless (in both epistemic and
ontiz senses) but do not believe that their association is
inseparable. They all belleve that ignorance is separable

from the self through knowledge., But the gquestion is: If the
pure self can get infected by ignorance belore the bondage,
then there is no guarantce that it cannot agein get infected
by ignorance after liberation. If the soul can be tinged with
ignorance before bondage, it can also be tinged with ignorance

after liberatior. If this ®e the case, complete liberation
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does not make any sens2 in which the karmsvadins believe. A

liberated soul can become bound and a bound soul can become
liverated. Further, those who believe that non-attachment is
a necessary couustion to obtain freedom from bondage think
“hat the acquiscition of right knowledge is possible through
the means of the renunciation of desire and not the renuncia-
tion of action. In thoir view, when actions are performed in
detacted spirit, they do not bind the individuals. But when
the question is asked: How the renuncintion of desire in
action is possible? the answer is given that it 1is possible
through the acguisition of right knowledge, which they assume
is poasible only through the means of non-attachment, from
vhich it i1s qulte chbviovs that they do not hola a consistent
view. If desire causes bondage, it causes bondage no matter
what it 13, whether it is a desire for getting the consequen-
ces of action or it is 2 desire for getting liberation, If
desire as such is binding, it binds in all its cases no matter

what they are. But all the karmavadins do not believe in it.

They belteve that al%ﬁgfggfgg_gptached to the consequence of
action and nct action are binding excspt the desire for moksa,
which they cennot hold consistently along with their thesis
that desire acts as bindinz force. When the question is asked:
Why does a desireful actior bind ana not cesireless? We do not
find any satisfactory snswer to it. If all actions originate
from desire and it 1is desirc which leads the individual to

perform actions; a desireless action becomes impossible. And

1f a desireless action is possible, then it is incorrect to
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say that all actions originate from desire in which the
karmavadins ®~lieve. Desire surzly cannot ®e said to be the
cause of the unity of soul and Body, since it arises from
their unity. 411 the desire elements belong to the domain of
body and not to the domain of self and hence cannot proviae

as a postulate to understand and explain the unity of soul and
body which is consider~nd as a cause of bondage, The karmaya-
dins do not se3m to hold a consistent thesis on the causes of
bondage. Sometimes they say, it is desire that causes bondage,
And sometimes they say, it ic action that causes hondage.
Snmetimes they ray, it is not the action that causes bondage
but denire for getting the result of action that causes
bondage, If it is th: action that causes boadage, 1t causes
bondage no.matter what it is, whether it is good action or bad
action; whether it 1is Vedic action or non-Vedic action; whether
it is moral action or nor-moral action; whether it is done in
attached manner or detached manner. If it is the desire for
getting the consequences of action that cecuses tondage, it
causes bondagzge cven before performing th: actual action,

since it comes logically prior to it. If this bhe the case,

no matter whether we cause or do not cause action, we become
bound just by having some desire for getting something, which
does not seem tn be a sound thesis along with the thesis of
non-attachaent. Those whe believe in the theory of non-

actachment or niskdma karma as wmeans for getting liberation

hold the view that the real cause of bordage is attachment
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and the notion of attachment involves in it the notion of
desire but not action and its result which the doctrine. of
karma acdvocates. If it is the attachment that causes bondage,
it causes bondage no matter whether it I1s attachment to action
or to the consequences of action; whether it is done in self-
interest or o*ther'!s Interest or in the interest of all;
whether 3t is performed in interested manner or disinterested
:anner. All cases of attachment would be the cases of pondage
which the karmavadins do not hsld consistently. To make room
for liberation they exclude tne desire of moksa or attachment
to moksa from the catzgory of the binding forces of desire,
which they cannot do without holding inconsistent view. The
preccriptions of non-attached actions as means to obtain
freedom or liberation, conflict with the general claim of the
doctrine of karma that every action entitles its doer to get
its result . If every action entitles its doer to get the
result of it, he would inevitably get it, no matter whether it
is done in attached manner or detached manner. The binuing
force of karma lles in the act of karma and 1ts result and not

in the manner in which it is done. The karmavadins belileve in

the beginningless process of the transmigration of soul but

¢o not hold the view that transmigration of soul is endless.
If bondage is due to karma, then liberatior 1s possible only
through the s*toppage of karme and not by doing karma in

attached or detached manner.
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Thus, it is quite obvious from the above analysis
that those who believe in the theory of transmigration and
coansider ignorance and attachment as the causes of bondage
their accounts fail to provide a satuisfactory explanatior or
Justification, Bven if it is accepted for the sake of argu-
ment thst the theory of transmigration provides a sound
explanation and justilication for human sufferings, ther: is
no evidence or proof to establish that this doctrine is true
and actually operates in human 1ife, nor do we have any
evidence or proof for the existence of immortal cransmigra-

ting soul in man,



CHAPTER VI

KARMA AND DIVINE INTERVENT ION

AS we have already mentioned in the preceding chapters
that there are two different versions of the coctrine of
karma: theistic and non-theistic. A non-theistic version of
the aoctrine of karma maintains the view that tne doctrane of
karma does not essentially involve 1n it a reference to God,
It is an impersonaldoctrine. It does not depend on any divine
power, It works by itself in its own natural manner, A
moni<tic and self-centric interpretation of the doctrine of
karma of the Jainascoula be said is a non-theistic version of
the doctrine of karma because the monistic and self-centric
model or interpretation of the Jain®does not assume God, a
divine power, as a wmoral adninistrator of the law of karma,
Without assuming the existence of God it interprets the
phenomena of karma by assuming the existence of the agent who
performs actions aad is subject to the law of karma, The Jainss
monistic interpretation of the doctrine of karma attributes
everything good or bad one has or will ever have to only one
kind of causes i.e., to agent and his actions, which the
experience does not seem to support. Those who believe in the
monistic interpretation of the doctrine of karma of Jainism
hold the view that the doctrine of karma works in an anviola-

ble manner and <everyone who performs actions is subject to
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the law, which means that no agent is above tne law of karma.
Although the Jainasmonistic version of the doctrine ol karma
is a non-theistic interpretation but it is not the only non-
theistic interpretation of the doctrine »f karma. There are
other non-theistic interpretations of the doctrine of karma
too in the classical Indian systems of tnought. For <xample,
the Buddhists interpretation of the dcctrine of karma is also
a kind of non-theistic version of the doctrine of kaima in
the defined sense of the term !'theistict! but it is not a
monistic model of interpretation of the doctrine of karma,
because it does not attribute everything good or ®ad to only

kind of causes, that 1s, the agent and his actions. Buadhism

belleves in the possibility of E[Eggggqgéé and akrtabhydgama

prasangas wnich the monistic theory of karma denies. The
Buacdhists do not maintain the thesis that the karma is
governed by a divine moral administrator Z.e., God., On their
account, Goa aoes not evaluate the moral worth of our action,
nor does he decide what we deserve or 10 not deserve on the
tasis of our deeds. In fact, they ao not ®elieve in the
existence of God at all, Hence, for them the question of Goa's
awarding reward and punishuwent in the forms of happiness and
pain respectively on the basis of the deeds does not arise at
all., According to them, the function of karma does not stand
in the need of any external agency. The act force which
produces a result lles in the act itself, Thus, on the Bud-

daists  view, the doctrine of karma is an autonomous doctrine.
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In fact, the Buadnists do not assocliate thne notlon of karma
with any notion of permunent, eternal, conscious agency; nor
do they believe in the existence of it. They explain the
phenomena of action in terms of psycho-pnysical elements. Buat
those who believe in the theistic version of the doctrine of
karma, unlike Buddrism, Jainism, S&8imkhya, Mizdisd, maintain
the view that the doctrine of karma essentially depends on
the divine power for its operation. According to thner:, the
doctrine of karma is a doctrine of moral administrator of the
world who is none other than God. For them, it is Goa who
decldes wilat we aeserve or do nov deserve on the accouat of
our deeds, In their view, God does not only evaluate our
actions in teras of merit and demerit but also awards to us
our dues, It is believed that God awards reward when we do
good deeds and punishment when we do tad deeas, But what is

good or had? JOn this question the theistic karmavadins have

different opinions. The theistic interpretation of the
doctrine of karma assumes the Bellef in the caistence of Goa,
over ana alove the belief in the existence of human agcency

or the agancy of s<lf. Those who hola the theistic version of
the doctrine of karma, like Ramanuje and some Naiyayikas, are
of the opinion that th. acctrine of karma cannot work by
itself. They believe in the existence of Goa as mediator
between act and 1ts result. Not only this, they also believe
that liberation from the chain of births, deaths and rebirths
cannot se obtained through knowledge and action alone unless

we obtain tne grace of God. Altnough the opinions of the
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theistic karmavadins differ as regsrd to the nature of God and

the state of liberation, bul bty ana large tney all bhelieve
besides acquisition of rignt knowledge and performance of
non-attached action the acquisition of grace is also essen-
tially required to make one's own self free from its karmic
hondage including ignorance. It is of thelr opinZon that if
Goa is happy, he will liberate us from all sirs and sufferings,
As it is said in the GItd, "abandoning all other prarciples,
take refuge Jn Me alone, I will deliver you from all sinj; do
not grieve."1 The similar view has been expressed in cthe
Upanisads also, "The self cannot be gained by knowladgs, not
by understanding, not by learning, It may be gained only by
nim to whom the God chooses.“2 Goa 1lifts up his devotees from
the ocean of ®irths, deatas and rebirths, Though the theistic

karmavadins by and large believe in the existence of God and

think thet He is opmniscient, omnipotent, omnipresent and
benevolent in neture but they hola the view that He himself
does not create evils in the life of human beings or any other
beings for that matter. They do not hold God responsible for
the existence of miseri:s and sufferings in the universe. In
their opinion, God is mere maintainer of the records of good
and bad deeds performed by the doers and on the hasis of theis
records He awirds rewards and punishments in the forms of
happiness and nain, For them, it is the agent who is responsi-

ble for everything, whatsoever rappens in his or her 1life and

1. Bhagavadgita, Moksayoga, 66.
2. Cf. Kathopanisad, 1.2.23.
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not God. They explajin and justify sins by referring to the
agent and his actions without assuming the existence of God

as a creator of sins. So far we have analysed and examined the
non-theistic versions of karma and have drawn certain conclu.
sions arising from it in the previous chapters. In this
chapter, therefore, we will confine our discussions witn the
theistic interpretation of the doctrine of karma which has not
been emphasized very much in tne moaern writings and will
bring nut certain philosophical issues involve in it.
Generally it is the non-theistic version of the doctrine of
karma whicn is taken as the distinctive feature of the classi-
cal Indian philosophy. But this does not mean that 1t is held
by all the classical schools of Indian philosophy; nor does

it mean th-t i{kose who associate the notion of divine leing
with the docirine of karme, their account is insignificant

and does not form a part of philosophical, cultural and reli-
gious trends of India. The theistic version of tne doctrine

of karma is present as wmuch as the monistic versjion of the
doctrine of karma *n our philosophical, cultural and religious

traditions.

When we reflect critically on the theistic version
of the doctrine of karma, we find »y and large that it is
based on the assumptions that there exists a God who is
eternal, omniscient, omnipresent, omnipotent, Benevolent,
immanent, controller, creator, sustainer, destroyer, preserver,

maintainer, transcendental, unbound, above the law of Karma,
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perfect, emhodiment of good qualities and the object of
devotion. He 1s conceived not on.y above the law of kerma

but also the author of the law of karma in the sense that the
law of karma originates from Him and does not have 1its own
ontological independent existence, He is bhelieved to have a
power to administer end revoke it. But these assumptions,
instead of solving the problem of karma connected with indi-
viduals and their actions, create more problems ®ecsise of

essentially Involving the belief in the <=xistence of God.

The theistic karmavadins have mecde considerahle

efforts and spent energy in constructing arguments for the

existence of God. Not only the theistic karmavadins »ut also

philosophers and theologicians, both Eastern and Western,
have ®een busy since beginning either polishing and revising
whole arguments offered for the existence of God or construc-
ting new ones for proving the existence of God. But the fact
remains that all purported proofs for the existence of God
are nothing wut ra*ionalizations proaucing the illusion that
vhe has a rational basis for holding the belief thet there
exists God. This is not only true in regard to the proofs

for the existence of God tut also in regard to the proofs

for the functioning of the doctrin~ of karma as well in which

both the theistic and the non-th:istic kermavadins believe.

when we reflect on the theistic accounts of God, no matter
whether it is Hinduism or Christianity or Islam, we find that

they do not hold the same conception of God. They use the
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same word 'God! but give different meanings to it in their
moral, religious and cultural systems, In other words, we
find that chere are different conceptions of God in different
religions and cultures and each theist while giving the prooui’s
for the existence of God, gives impressions as i: he is
proving the existence of same God. while the fact is that his
conception of God and the proofs offered for the existence of
God is religion and culture bound, Not only this, the proposi-
tions which the theists use as premises to establisn the
conclusion that God exists are highly ambiguous, and without
estarlishing the truth of the propositions they draw the
c¢onclusion that God ~xists and think thst tvhey have proved it,
while the fact is that their arguments for the existence of
God prove nothing about Gou's existence except that they have
certain conceptions of God, And their different conceptions

of Goa prove thet Goa exists only in their conceptions and
not outsicde of thew which means, in other words, God exists
in human minas and not independent of them, as it is claimed.
Human beings create the conception of God through their minds
and then start proving the existence of Goda that He exists
independent of them and is the supreme being. This fact is
quite obvious from their different conceptions of God them-
selves, because they attrihute incompatible properties to God
which are logl:ally impossikle to do. Not only their concep -
tion of God differs tut also the proofs offered for the
existence of God differ. While proving the existence of God

they reject each othert!'s argument offered in favour of the
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existence of God. For example, Ramanuja rejects Naiyadyikas
arguments and Naiyayikas rc¢ject Ramanuja's arguments, which
suggests that no one has authentic evidence Ior the existence
of God, no matter how He is concc<ived. These who helieve in
the existence of God do not establish their basic proposi-
tions from which they draw the conclusion of the existence of
God. Unless the truth of the basic premises from which the
conclusion of the existence of God 1s drawn are not esta-
blished, the theists are not entitled to make tne claim that
they have evidences or proofs for the existence of God; nor
do thzy can establish that the doctrine of karma is dependent
on God for its operation, since the latter is conceived to be
originating from the former. No matter what and how mpany
arguments we puiut forwara for the existence of God, we prove
nothing abou* the existence of God unless the basic premises
of arguments are proved true, which the theists have not done
and if at all they have done, thelr proofs are Bound to
suffer from logical weakncsses. Those who failed to previae
good reasons in support of the <xistence of God appeal to
faith and make the claim that Goa is not the subject matter
of arguments but 1s the matter of faitl, which indicates that
they do not have distinct and clear knowledge of God. If at
all God exists, in what senst does Pe exist? Even on this
question we f’nd that the theists hsve different opinions-,
Some of them are of the view that God does not exist lile

body in space and time, while others bhelieve that God does
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have a divine body. But in what sense God does have a divine
body, it seems they themselves are notl very clear when we go
into their conception of divine body itself. If nobody can te
conceived, given its neture, withou® concelving the existence
of space and time, how can a divine body heing one of the
species of body falls outside or transcendents spatio-temporal
conditions, If God is existing, He must be existing somevhere
at some time. If at all God is existing, He must hay.: been
the object of knowledge of those who claim about His existence
Aud if this is so, their knowledge about God shoulcd rave not
Been different unliess there are different Goos. Ana if there
are different Gods, at least those who belong to the same
religiont and culture their accounts should have not been
different. But this is not the case, As we have already pointe
out thst their opinion about God is different, from which it
follows that they do not have the same conception of God
within the same religious-cultural systea and creates doubt
about the existence of Goa. All the proofs so far given

for the existence of God, when we go into their analysis,

we find that they suffer from certain shortcomings, no matter
whether they are seriptural proofs (i.e., Vedic or non-Vedic)
or cosmological proof, or teleological proof or any other
proof for that matter., The existence of God can never be
proved on the hasis of the arguments because the truth of
their premises always stand in need of some epistemnic and
ontic grounds other than the logical arguments. When we go

into the history of different religions, we find that they
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say different things and do not hold the same view about God,
what to say of His existence within or wittiout the realm of

one'!'s own religion and culture,

Let us assume for our purpose that the theistic

karmavadins postulate that God exists is true and then see

whether their characterizations of God do conflict with the

general karmic beliefs or not, The theistic karmavadins

believe that God acts as a mediator between the karmic agent
and his karmas in the sense that it is the Goo who maintains
the records of merit and demerit of the individuals who
perform actions and awards rewards and punisnments in the
forms of happiness and pain respectively according to their
deeds, In fact in their view, the law of karma cannot function
without God. They are of the opinion that God 1s the moral
governor of the universe, He maintains moral ecology by
upholding the law of karma. On their account, 7Jod not cnly
upholds the law but also is the authority of the law, He
maintains justic- in the universe by applying the law of
karma. He does nnt inflict sufferings upon the individuals
arbitrarily at His sweet will. Sufferings are inflicted upon
the individuals according to their demerits which they them-
selves acquire through their deecds. God 1s not conceived as
the creator of evils. Inaividuaals themselves earn evils
through their ceeds. Thus on their opinion, God cannot be
condemped on the ground of the existence of evils (i.e.,

sufferings) found in the universe, no matter whether the
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discourse of the universe 1is a discourse of human beings or
other beings. But, in their view, God has power to revoke the
law of karmpa, if he chooses and can grant liberation to the
individuals who sincerely worship Him in detached spirit or
disinterested manner from the bondage of karma or from the
cycle of births, deaths and rebirths through Hlis grace. In
fact, those who believe that the notion of Gou is essentially
coninect~d with the doctrine of Eéggg think by and lsrge that
without God's grace liberation (moksa) 1s not possible at all,
even if we perform actions with right knowledge and in
detached manner. In other words, according to them, liberation
i~ possible only through Goa's grace 8nd to obtain God's
grace, the devotion of Goa is essential., It is believed that
one who worships God sincerely in disinterested manner God,
out of love, compassion or henevolence liberates him from all
sorts of sufferings and sins. In support of their thecis
different instances are quoted from various scriptures like

Upanisads, Git3, Rimdyana, $ri Bhagavata etc., where by the

grace of God, it is believed, certain persons were granted
either salvation or aboae in the heavens. The giant vulture
Jatéyu,3 the virtuous atoriginal woman §ahari,u the ape-king

6

Sugriva,s and Ajamila® are the famous instances in this

regard, But one who gets liberation by the grace of God, the

. Valmiki Ram&yana, Arsnyskanda, 68, 29-31.
Ibid., 68, 31-33.

Valmiki R&mdyana, Uttarakfnda, 108, 25-26.
. dribhigavata, 6, 1-2,

N VW
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karmavadins, like Ramanuja, helieve that he does not becoue
identical with God. He only becomes similar to God in respect
of certain cheracteristics. The theistic karmavadins always
give supremacy to their respective GCods but not to the law of
karma. They 21so do not give eyual status to the liberated '
individuals which they give to God. But when we examine their
account of God's grace in connection with the doctrine of
karma and its beliefs embodied in it, we find that treir
account of God's grace conflicts with the assertions of the
coctrine of karma, The doctrine of kKarma, as we have already
pointed out in the earlier chapters, asserts that every action
produces some pleasure or pain which and only which its doer
is bound to experience in the present or next life because he
deserves them., This ®inding force lies in the mechanism of act
itself performed by tne individusls and not in any external
agency, divine or human, Ana these assertions of the Jdoctrine
of karma rule out the possidiiity of Goa's intervention. How
the karmic assertions rule out the loglcal possibility cf

God's intervention can be seen in the following way:

If God is the immanent controller of everything, He
is also the immanent controller of all human activities and
actions. If God is the immenent controller of all human
activities and action then human activities and actions are
not within the power of them. They are rather within the
power of God end it is God who originates them. If it is not

within the power of human beings to change their course of
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events *ith5ut tne involvemeat of God's grace and intervea-
tion tuen they cannot be said to be the maker of their own
fate. Their fate is, in fact, determined by God. God is the
maker of their destiny. Whatever huwan beings do, good or bai,
do, not because they choose them but because they are fated
by God to do so. If this position is correct, then human
beings should not, and cannot, be held morally responsible,

as they are held by the theistic karmavadins, on the account

of whatever they do in their life journey., In fact, it is God
who should be held responsibkle for everything that bappens in
their life because it 1s He who immanently does everything,
Human beings do not do anything on thelir own, They are rather
made by God to do so. Tkey are mere instruments of God in the
sense that through them Goa performs His activities. They do
not play any active role in regard to thne happenings in their
life. In fact, human beings do not have any freedom. fven if
they wish, they cannot play aay active role independent of
God in the origination of action, Since everything is cun-
trolled by God and God is the immanent doer on the theistic
account, human beings cannot make their destiny through their
deeds without God's will. Human beings do not have power to
control over their activities. Actions are not in their power
to perform or not to perform at thelr free will since they
lack free will. And if human weings are not free in pcrforming
actions and their activities ar~ monitored Ly Goa, how can

they be held morally responsible on account of the deeds which
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they perform in their life? duman beings can be held morally
responsible for their sufferings and miseries on the account
of their deeds only when we presume tbgt thiey have power to do
then freely independent of Goa's incerveation., If they do not
do anything freely by themselves, they do not earn anything;
tnd if they do not earn anything, they cannot be held to be
deserving something because deserving of sometning always
presupposes earning of it., Moral responsibility cons:sts in
tre agent's free action and not in his unfree actions, There-
1ore on this ground it is God who should be held responsibie
because it is He who performs actions freely. To say that God
is the immanent controller and the doer of everything that
happens in the universe is to say that it is God who determines
and ordains a2ll that happens in human life. But to accept

this view amounts to contradicting the karmic beliefs embodied
in the doctrine of karma because according to the doctrine of
karma human beings are the uwager of their own fate and none
else. They themselves determine their fate tnrough their
deeds, Since human beings are thought to be tne maker of their
own fate, they are also held morally raesponsible for whatever
happens in their l1life, good or bad, on the account of their
deeds and not anyone else, human or divine, This karmic
belief is held on the assumption that ruman beirngs dos have
power to cnange the courses of their events, They have power
of chousing and causing certain actions by their free will,

Since they are telieved to have power to change the courses
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of events, they are called ithe maker of tneir fate according
to their cholce. If they decide to be free they can make
themselves free from the chain of karmic bondage by removing
the courses of bondage and regain the Soul's original position,
to be the consequence of the doctrine of fatalism and divine
determinism; nor can it he said to be the consequence of the
determinism of the nature (prakrti). The cnoosing power which
human beings po<sess does not come from any external agency
human or divine, It is an internal power, It comes from ths
individual's own self. The individual self in the karmic para-
digm is assumed to have tremendous infinite autonomous power
in 1ts essence, not only to change the courses of events Lut
also to transcend them. Human beings &re conceived not merely
as the victim of their fate, no matter whether its source is
karma or divine but also re believed to be the maker of
their fate through their decds. This karmic bellef is opporced
to divine determinism and intervention. The theistic karmava-
dins cannot hold both the accounts, as tney do, consistently
since they are incompatible. The theislic version of the
aoctrine of karma suffers from intcrnal inconsistencics, not
only with regard to Goa's grace and intervention but also with
regard to their some other beliefs assccisted with God and
karma. If God parforms action, how can He be free from thc
result of action arising from it according to the doctriue of

karma? If the dcctrine of karma is a valid doctrine, it must
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be valid not only in the context of human actions bu* also

in the context of divine actions being the doctrine of action.
It must hold good in all the cases of action in spite of their
differences ana originations. If it holds good in some cases
of action and does not hold good in some other cases of
action, no matter what they are and from where they originate,
it cannot be said to be universally and objectively valid.

The theistic karmavadins on the one hand characterize God as
the immanent doer of everything and human beings are treated
as mere instruments but on the other hand when the question
of responsibility attached to action comes, they do not want
to hold God responsible on the account of what human beings
do, good or bad. On their account, God does everything but Hs
is above tne consequences of action, They associate sufferings
resulting from His actions to human beings, which they should
not have done according to the doctrine of karma. Because
according to the doctrine of karma, the fruit of action must
be realized by its doer and not by anyone else and he should
be held responsipole for it, which the karmavddins do not hold
in the respect of God due to their religious prejudices.
Instead of holding God responsible, they hold human beings
responsible for God's actions and make God free from the
karmic bondage by conceiving Hin above the law of karms. On
their view, God performs actions but is not governed by the
doctrine of karma, The doctrine of karuws in their vicw, has
its validity only in the context of human actions but not in

the context of God's actions which is unjustified. If human
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heings do not perform actions, they are not in fact governed
by the law of karma., It is God who should be governed by the
lew of kerma because it is He who performs actions and not
human beings. One wno deserves karmic pnenalty does not get it
and one who does nout deserve gets it which the doctrine of

karma does not allow. The doctrine of karwa does not admit

exceptions, neither in favour of God nor in favour of human

beings, as the theistic kermavadins advocate. Because what

coilstitutes as a ground in the case of human beings according
to the doctrine of karma, also con=titutes as a ground in the
case ¢f Goa. Any one who nerforms action automatically comes
by virtue of his performing action unaer the jurisdiction of
the doctrine of karma, if it is valid. No doer is above the
doctrine of karma. But the theistic karmavadins on this gues-
tion do not hold a consistent view. They believe that Goa is
the immanent doer of everything but do no. believe that He is
governed by the doctrine of karma, They concecive Him that Fe
is above the law of kerma which they snould not have done in
order to maintein the consistency of their karmic theory.
Th~y should not have made exception to the law of karma in
favour of God in tne formulation of their theory of karma,

If God Himself violates the doctrine of karma in favour of
his own devotees by granting cracc to him, how can he be the
moral governor of the universe? To make eXception to ithe law
of karma in favour ol his own devotces amounts to violating

the law of karmz and to violate the law of karma 1is to commit
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a moral crime, If God Himself violates the law, then thet
means He does not act on principle and one who does not act
on principle is not morally p.aisewortny. The upholder of the
doctriuse of Karma is not supposed to violate 1t, He rather is
supposed to honour it being the autnority of the law. But
instead of honouring the law God breaks the law and thereby
disturbs moral equilibrium, If He brezks the law in favour of
His devotees because of His emotional weakness towards His
devotees, He is not a perfect being, as tne theistic karma-
vadins conceive, He is in this regard on par with human beings.
If God is perfect then He must act on principle and should not
break it in favour of anyone, whether he is His devotee or
not, in order to waintein moral harmony in the universe end
provide justice to a8ll His creatures accordirg to their deeds,
or else, He would cease to be the moral governor and the
maintainer of the universe., If it is the characteristics of
the law of karma that it is immutablc and inviolable then ro
one including God can escap= from it. This is analyticelly
true, Whosoever performs action bscomes bound to realize the
believe, can escape us by revoking the law of karma then to
characterize the law of karma as immutable and inviolable is

a mistake because tha2 notions of immutability er.d inviolabhi-
lity rule out the possibility of c¢scaping from it. Tf there
is a way of <scaping from the law of karma then the theistic

karmavddins cannot claim with thc authority, as they do, that
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whatever we do, Sooner or later, brings to us the result we
merit and there is no way of escaping from it. Not only tnis,
if the law of karma is immutahle and inviolable and its
immutability and inviolability constitute its nature then
these characteristics of the law of karma rule out the possi-
hility of tne intervention of God. Even if God wishes to
intervene, He cannot do it. His efforts would be futile. If
God due to His mighty power can manipulate witn the karaic
mechanism in order to give grace to His devotees which The law
itself does not permit, whydqQas He not do it in the cases of
non-devotees? Being a kind person He should grant grace to

all His creztures to liberate them from sufferings and
miseries., If Goa is omnipotent and benevolent, He could have
avolded the whole drame of the creation and eliminated suffer-
ings from human and non-human life. If He did not wish to
eliminate sufferings, how can He be benevolent, kind and gsod?
If the elimination of suffering is beyond His power, He is not
omnipotent. The existence of suffering goes against God's
characteristics. If we are hound by our deeds to get reward
and punishment in the forms of happiness and pain respectively
then there is no necessity of God. Not only thisy morally He
is also not supposed to intervene in the karmic process. If
the getting of karmic reward and punishment is built in the
internal mechanism of Xerma itself, Goa's role wecomes super-
fluous. If God's revoking of law is justified on the ground

of the service renders towards Him then He is not a2 benevolent

hecause 1t would amount to mean that He is a selfish but is
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not kind and generous, He gives grace only to those who work
for Him, He acts on the principle of utility and that goes
againet His characteristics of benevolence and kindness, It
cannot e said, as it is said in the 9i£§,7 that God created
four varnas on the basis of their aeeds because the creation
cf human existence comes logically prior to the performance

of their deeds and what comes logically prior t¢ cannot be
justified or established on the basis of that what comes later
to it, The theistic karmavadins' version of the doctrin2 of
karma, in fact, conflicts witn their cheracterization of God.
Their account suffers from all sorts of disadvantages and
inconsistencies from which the theological ethics suffers
being its one of the species, By assuming the Goa's interven-
the karmic protlems create mor: problems, Even on the issue
of the relationship of God and soul which human beings in
their opinion possess, the theistic kermavadins' accounts
conflict, They not only hold different views but also conflic-
ting views about the nature and relation of God and soul, and
when we go into their accounts, we fund that their metaphysi-
cal accounts of Goa a.ad soul conflict with their <thical

8 Gnd 1s

karmic accounts. For example, according to Radmdnuja
an orgenic unity of soul end body, God, soul anc body are

inseparably connectcd. Soul and body are dependent on God but

7. Bhagavadgitd, Jfidnayoga, 13.

8. C.D. Sharms, 4 Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy,
Motilal Banzrsidass.
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God is rot dependent on them, On his account, God, soul ard
body are three ultimate realities. In fact, he does not main-
tain consistency with regard to the relation of God and
soul. Sometimes, he says, the soul is a part of God, sometimes,
the body o1’ God, sometimes, a mode of Goa, someivimes, an
attribute or qualification of Goa and sometimes, as absolutely
dependent on God and controlled, supported and utilized by
God. If soul and body are inseparably connected with God and
God also is inseparably connected with them then how can God
be free from sufferings, miseries and changes and be above the
law of karma? If God is the immanent soul of the universe then
how can He be at the same time transcerdental? If Goa, soul
and body are inseparably connected, it makes no sense to say
on the basis of it that soul and body are dependent on God and
God is not dependent on them, If Goa is immanent in our soul
and body then wousshipping of God would amount to worshipping
of ourselves and that ais absurd. And 1t makes no sense to
maintain the distinction between devotece and devoted. If the
body of God is made up of prakrti and souls, and prakrti

consists of sattva, raja and tama then how can God be free

from the effects of the gunas of prakrti and be above the law
of causation., If the soul is essentially pure, changeless and
self-conscious sublect, why should it get associated with
kerma and be bound? Tf pure, changeless and sslf-consclous
entity (like soul) can get associated «1th karma and be bound,

why is it not po<sible in regard to God Himself? We cannot
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argue on this ground that the association of self with karma
is possible because it is finite and this 1s noc possible in
the case of Goa because God is infinite, because finity and
infinity do not have anything to do with their assocliation
with ignorance. The self gets associated with karma according

t> the karmava&dins not on the ground that it is finite but on

the ground of its ignorance and how aid it heppea in the
beginning, on this question Ra@mdnuje has no satisfactory
answer, If bondage 1s because of ignorance, its removal, as
Samkara rightly says, is mossible only by knowledge ana not

by devotion, as Ra&ma@nuja advocates. Devotion, like giggggg
karma, i1s also a kind of action and in order to reap or
realizelits result, the devctee, according to the law of karms,
is bound to take birth, If this be so, how can the devotee

get liberation from the chain of births, deaths and rebirthe
through devotion? Devotional actions, instead of making the

devotee free, bind him,

The Nyéyé-Vai§%sika version of tne doctrine of kerama
does not suffer from the above mentioned difficulties from
which Ramanujat's account surfers because their metaphysical
accounts of God, soul, body and their relation are different.
But to say this does not mean thet their thsistic account c¢f
the doctrine of karma is velid and free from snortcomings.
Their account of the doctrine of karma too suffers from some
other sorts of difficulties. For example, if the soul is in

its essence devoid of consciousness then how can it get
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assocjiated and influenced by ighorance? Only a conscious being
can be conceived to be affected by ignorance which, in their
view, self is not, The Nyéya-Vai§%§ika holds the view that
God 1s the Creator of the world but He is disembodied. If GCod
is disembodied then how can He be a kartd? Because for to be

a karta, he must perform actions and actions cannot be
performed, as we have already seen in the second chapter,
without the involvement of body and bodily wmuscle contractions
For to be a kartd of the world, God must have a body. Not
only this, to govern the universe and to maintain the moral
equilibrium on the basis of the deeds »f the individuals, He
must have a physical body which, on the account of Nyaya-

Vai§e§ika, He does not have, The use of the notion of
kartrtva always involves in 1t a reference to body according
to our analysis of action, If both God and self, on their
account, are kartds then how is it that only self gets asso-
ciated with karma but not God? On this question the Ny&ya-
Vaigegika does not have any answer. On the one hand, they
conceive God as a karta but, on the other hand, they conceive
Him as free from the karmic bondage which is inconsistent,

If God performs action then according to the law of karma,

He cannot be above the operation of it. If God is above the

domain of karma, how can He be characterized as a kart&?

Because for to be a karta, He is bound to perform wuction; 2nd
if He performs action, He autometically comes under the

operation and jurisdiction of the law of karma, And from this
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point of view, He is on par witn human beings., If cognition,
volition and desire are essentially connected with the nction
of kartd then God cannot be said to be free from thum being
a kartd and their relation would remain the same, no matter

whether the karts is finite or infinite.

From the foregoing discussicas, thus, we find trat
the theistic version of the doctrine of karma, no matter what
its version is, suffers from a lot of philosophiesl difficul-
ties because of which it fails to provide a satisfactcry
explanation as regard to the existence of sufferings found .n
the human and non-numan world. The theistic interpretation

of the doctrine of karma does not stand to reasons,



CHAPTER VI1

CONCLUS ION

we find out in our analysis thet the notion ef karms
is essentially connacted with the notion of agency, a
consclous beilng, who is believed to have powers not orly
of causing or not causing karmas on certain occasions »ut
also 1s thought to Be the locus of all consScious activities
like the activities of thinking, experiencing, ®elieving,
reasoning, understanding, intending, desiring, willing,
choosing, deliberating, planning, transceaenting etc, with
which the notion of karma is associated. So without assuming
the existence of a conscilous agency, no kKarma can be con-
ceived to be pnssiwle beca'ise what makes it possible is the
~conscious agency. The notion of karma i1s conceptually
related witn the notion of kriya (activity) and the notion
of kriya is conceptually relatcd with the notion of agent
(karta). The karma without the kriyd is not possible and
the kriya without tne kartad is not concelvable. But from
this we snould not infer that tne notion of karta has a
causal meaning in isolation ef the notion of karma. The
notion of karta has no causal mecaning in isolation of the
notion of karma, The notion of Karta is causally linked with

the notion of karma and the notion of karma is causally
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linked with the notion of karta because of which the under-
standing of one is not possihle without making a reference
to the other., 1 man becomes karta just by doing karma,
Nobody becomes a Kart@ without performing karra. The concep-

tual connection which is founa between the notions of karta

and karma is bullt in their causal structural meanings them-
selves because of wnich an intelligible use of the notion of
karta is not possible withou*t making a reference to the
notion of karma and so is the case vice versa, A meaningful
use of the notion of karma always involves a roference to
the notion of kartd. From this point of view, we can say that
the notion of karma 1is different from the notion of event,
BEvents just happen unaer the presence of certain antecedent
conditions without involving the role of any conscious
agency while the karmas are always done and brought about
through conscious <fforts and activities. That is the reason
why the occurrences of action are called the occurrences of
conscious phenomena unlike the occurrences of the events of
physical, chemical and biological phencmena. The theistic

karmavadins wbho regard all the <vents as tne deeds of God

nullify the cless of cvents, For them, there i1s no such
entity celled as 21 <vent, What we generally call as cvents,

they call them as the 2cts of God. Theistic karmavédins in

fact do not maintain any logical distinction between tne
notions of event anda action which in our opinion rests on a

logical mistake. Because both the notions belong to two
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different logical categories and hence to identify one with
another would amount to the committing a fallacy of the
category-mistake, The notion of action 1s essentially linked
with the notion of a conscious agency with wnizh the notion
of event is not esséntially linked. Since the notion of event
is not essentially linked with the nation of a conscious
agency; therefore it is possible for us to understand and
explain the notion of event without making any reference to
the notion of any conscious agency. In other words, we can
meaningfully use the notion of event without assuming the
ontological existence of any conscious agency hehind it which
is not logically possible in the respect of tne notion of
karma hecause of its conceptual affinity witn the notion of

a conscious agency.

The notion of kartd can be viewed from two different
angles: metaphysical and functional., From the metaphysical
point of view, we can say that a karta (agent) is what he 1is
in himself apart from and Zndependent of his relation to
karma ana tne tnings causally affected hy it. But from the
functional point of view, & karta is what he does or how he
affects other things through his karma. For a kartd, %o act
means to come into a causal relation t» karwa and the things
affected rty it. The causal relstion that holds between karta
and karma also holds between karma ana karma phala, and
kartd and karma phala. From the causal point of view, we can

say that kertd, karma and karma phala are relative terus.
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Since a causal relation is not a reciprocal or two directional
relation, we cannot legitimately say that what is caused by
sometning also causes that thing., What causes need not be
caused and what is caused need not cause something. This is
perfectly equlite possible. But to say tnis does not mean that
what 1s @ cause in relation to one tning cannot be an effect
in relation to another thing, However tnere are three logical
possihilities so far tne Karmic effects are concerned, The
karmas of kartd can either affect the kartd himself or the
other things external to the karta or both the karti as well
as the other things, conscious or unconscious, So far the
classical Indian tradition is concerned, we find out that
there are two different views about the possibility of the
karmic effects, which may be called as monistic and non-

monistic views of tne ksrmavadins. Those karmavddins who hold

monistic version of the doctrine of karma maintain tne view
that only the doer of karma gets affected By tne karma and
none else which empirical experiences do not seem to support.
But those who hold non-monistic vers~on of the doctrine of
karma like Buddhism maintain the view that tne doer of karma
may or may not be affectec by his karma or a person may be
affected by certain karmss which mey not be his karmas at all.
This account of karma, no dount, is a factually sound account
but is not a morally sound account, because morality does not
8llow it. According to 1t, the result of karma wmust be

realized by the doer of karma because he earns 1t by doing
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the karma and what he earns, ue deserves it; and what he
deserves, he must get it. Tnis means that one who does not
perform kerma aoes not owe the result of karwma and what he
does not owe, he must not get it., A morally sound karmic
theory does not allow.the logical possipility of gqgggggqgéé
and ggygépgxégggg which the Buddnists account allows. 4gnd
hence the Buddhists account of the doctrine of karma cannot
be said to be a morallv sound account witnin the framework
of the karmic system. Although the monistic version of the
doctrine of karma is a morally souna doctrine within the
framework of the karmic system, but 1t rules out ths rossibi-
lity of moral, social, religious and cultural interpersonsl

human interactions to which the monistic karmavadins them-

selves would not like to sucscribe. In fact, they also do not
subscribe to it in certain contexts of interpersonal human

. . /S~ .
interaction i.e., sraddns, rina, varna duties.

If we admit for tne sake of argument that a kartd is
analysable in terms of what he does without assuming of its
beinghood, then what the doctrine of karma as<erts becomes

because “”
meaningless and absurd{wnat it asserts always involves in it
a reference to some conscious agency, that is, a substantive
conecious being who 1is conceived as different not only from

karma but also is thought to be its originator. So, for to

make the karmic assertions meaningful, the karmavadins are

logically tound to maintain the distinction between the

notions of karta and karma. Reducing one to tne other would
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amount to not only committing the fallacy of a category-mistake,
but also making the assertions of the doctrine of karma meaning-
less and absurd. But to maintain the distinction between thew
does not entitle us to infer doing of something from the
Karta's beinghood, Because to be is not to do or to exist is

not alwayc to act. Existence witnout doing is possible but

doing without existence is not possible; from which it follows
that the way in which the notion of doing is related to the
notion of existence, the notion of existence is not related in
that way to the notion of doing. The notion of doing is necessa-
rily linked with the notion of eristence, but the notion of
existence 1is not necessarily linked witn the notion of doing.

If this view is true, a karta can ontologically he conceived

to be existing even wnen he does not do any karma becavse the
notions of existence and beinghood arce not essentially connec-
ted with the notion of doing wnile the notion of doing is
essentially connected with tnem. If a karta does not act,

from this It dc.s not follow that he aoes not exist. In this
respect what is true of kartd is also true of karma and karma

phala. Karma and karuna phala can be conceived to #2 existing

from the ontological point of view even when they do not
affect other things, Because what comes ontologically prior to
can be said to be existing independent of what comes ountologi-
cally latter to it. A4s a matter of fact, there are many things
in the universe which exist wut do not perform any sort of

karma nor can they legitimately be said to have the capacities
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of playing tne role of a Karmic agency. For example, materisl
bodies, animals, insects and biras etc. no douot do exist in
the universe but they do not perform any sort of karma,
Material bodies and psychopbysical events are devold of con-
sciousness and hence cannot play the role of a karmic agency.
In their contexts the notions of kartd and karma do not have
intelligible applicability. As far as animals, insects and
birds are concernea, no doubt they are not devoid of conscious-
ness. But they too are not believed on the basis of the
scientific evidences thet they have karmic agential capacities
—~ the capacitles which are required for bringing about the
warmag like thinking, reasoning, analysing, understanding,
experiencing, believing, intending, delibwerating, choosing,
planningy willing, desiring etc. And therefore in their con-
texts too the juestion of their perfofming of karma simply
does not arise at all, If they do not perform karmas, they
cannot Jlegitimately be saic to be affected bty their karmas,
from waich it does not follow that they cannot be zffected

by the karmas of others. The karmes of human beings, no doubt
do affect them tut that would be gquite a different thing from
that of saying that tney are affected by their karmas, as the

karmavadins believe. Bven if for the sake of argument it is

accepted that they have the karmic capacities and are governed
by the law of keérma, it aoes not refute the thesis *“hat to be
is not to do or to exist is not elweys to act or a Karté
cannot ontologically be conceived to be existing without being

causally releted to karme and the things affected by it.
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Perhaps human beings are the only beings who can legi-
timately be said to have the karmic agential capacities of
bringing scmething about. So only in their contexts the
intelligibility of the doctrine of karma and ifts assertions
can be juaged and examined. Although human beings are believed
to have the agential powers to cause or not to cause certain
karmas but they may not execute them in bringing certain
karmas about or refraining from them. But on that ground of
the potential capacities they caqnot legitimately be charac-
terized as karta, because no one becomes a kartZ just on the
basis of the potential agential powers unless he executes them
in bringing about certain actions. Animals, insects and
birds etc. can be said to have agential powers on the basis
of the belief is the existernce of self associated with their
bodies as the jeina karmavéding say, but on the basis of that
they cannot be said to be performing actions unless they
execute them in bringing about actions or refraining from
them, which empirical experiences do not seem to support.
Having a power is one thing and executing of tha® power is
another tning and both the notions are logilcally unconnected,
since somebody may be conceived to have an agential power
even when he does nnt <execute it. Actions occur when the
agential powers are <executed and the execution of agentisl
powers either in bringing about &ctions or refraining from
them always requires on the part of agent to moke some con-

scious efforts and activities associated with actions
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which are not empirically possible, and may be even logically
too, without assuming the unity of a conscious entity (i,e.,
celf) and body. Because it is the body through which agential
powers are executed and manifested directly or indirectly,

But assuming of this would amount to adwmitting that karma is
not the cause of the unity of self and body, as the karmava-
dins believe since the unity of self ana boay always logically
and ontologically comes prior to the performance of karma,
Physical manifestations no doubt do constitute some empirical
basis for us to judge whether somebody is performing con-
scious activities and actions or not but they do constitute

w causal basis being the effects of action. Physical manifes-
tations also do not constitute a logical basis because a
person may perforn certain ~onscious activities like the
activities of thinking, reasoning, analysing, desiring,
willing etc. without manifesting them physically. But thereby
we should not infer that bodily ingredients are not causally
assoclated in any form with the origination of action. Body
and bodily muscle contreactions no aouht (according to our
analysis of action) are invariably found involved directly

or indirectly in the origination of action because it is body
and bodily muscle contractions through which conscious efforts
and activities are brought into existence. Even if it is
adnitted for the sake of argument that the finite and infinite
selves are capable of performing actions without being associa-
ted with body, material or divine, they cannot be conceiveod

to be free from the karamic bondage, because just by performning
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certain karma they automatically come under the operation

and jurisdiction of the law of karma lrrespective of whether
they perfoim karma with or without body. Further, though the
todily ingredients are causally connected with karma but they
cannot be said 1o be performing the role of a karmic agent
since they lack some other agential powers which the karma
requires for its origination. While performing kearma the
agent not only experiences that he is performing karma sut
also feels that it 1s his karma and he is doing it from which
the bodily ingredicnts are devoid of, When the agent performs
karma freely, he belleves that he 1s responsible for vwhatever
he does and whatever he does freely, he also thinks that he
Jeserves the fruit of it, The agent's beiiefs, intentions,
des.res, and wills etc. no doubt do play some caisal rcles

in the origination of his karma but they by themselves do
not, and cannot, produce karma unless they are carried out ®y
the agent himself, The causal roles of the agent and his
beliefs, intentions, désires and wills etc, are not nmutually
incompatible. Since mental events like intending, wanting,
believing etc. cannot by themselves produce karma without the
agent, the karmic phenomena associsted with these mental
activities cannot be explained and understood solely in terms
of them without assuming some metaphysical entity called

'agent'! who intends, wants and believes,
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So far tne relation of kartad, karwa and karma phala

is concerned, their relation is a causal relation and a
causal relation is not a reciprocal or a two directional
relation, The kartd is causally related to karma and the

karma is causally releted to karma phala and so is the case

vice versa. But the existence of kartd is not ontologically
dependent. upon the existence of karma and the existence of
xarma is not ontologically dependent upon the existence of

karma phala, while the existence of karma phala is ontologi-

cally dependent upon the existence of karma and the existence
of karma is ontologically dependent upon the existence of
sartd in the sense that, witnout presupposing the ontological

existence of kartd, karma is not possibl:z and without pre-

supposing of the ontological existence of kerma tho karma
phala is not conceivable. For the Karmic assertions to be

meaningful the karmavadins are not only required to presupy ase

that there exists a substantive conscious being who has the
agential capacities associated witn actions but alco to
presuppose that the karts and the bhokt& (the experiencer of

the karma phals of karma) signily one and the same substan-

tive conscious being wno exists and persists at different
tines and have the power of kartrtva and bhoktrtva and the
karma phala of karma is not destroyed before the realisation
Dy 1ts doer. Unless we presuppose the identity of kartd and

bhokta and the conservability of kKarma phala till its reali-

sation, we cennot legitimstely say tnet the karma entitles
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its doer some joy or sorrow which he unfailingly or inevitably
gets what he is entitled to or deserves. If a harta does not
perslst at Adifferent times, he cannot realise the karwma phala
of his karma and in that czse krtapranisa is bound to happen
and the karta cannot be a bhokta of the karma phala of his
bhoktd, then someone may likely get some result which may not
te the result of any of his karma and in that case akrt3bhya-
gama is bound to happen. Lherefore to avoid the unhappy moral
situation of krtaprandsa and akrtdbhydgama the identity of
karta and bhokt& and the conservability of karma phala have
to be assumed. Any version of the doctrine of karma which
does not assume the identity of karta and bhoktd and the

conservability of karma phala like Buddhism is bound to be

unsatisfactory and morally unintelligible., Further, even if
we assume the identity of kert2 and bhoktd ancd the conserva-
bility of karma phala of karma, from this it aoces not follcw
that the doer of good gets good result and the doer of bac

gets bad result and no doer gets a reverse result of any ol
his karma unless we again presuppose that the karma produces
its fitting result, tnat is, good karma produces good resvlt
and bad karma produces bad result and no good karma produces
bad result and bad karma produces good result. Then and then
alone we can legitimately and meaningfully say that the door
of good gets gocd result and the doer of wad gets bad result

and no doer get: reverse result of his karma, A man reaps
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what he sows. But these karmic assumptions and assertions
cannot be validated on the empirical grounds, nor can they be
said to te the result of inductive generalisations from a set
of empirical data. They are neither provable nor refutable by
means of any evidence obtained from experiences. The intelli-
gibility of the doctrine of karma and its assertions depended
upon their internal coherence within the framework of the
karmic system, And when we examine from tnis point of view we
find out that monistic explanation of tihe doctrine of karma
morally seems to be more intelligible and satisfactory
doctrine compared to its non-monistic explanation though the
sxperiences do not support it. Because in our experiences we
find that in many cases a man suffers not due to any action
of his own dut due to hostile action of others or due to some
other natural cvents like earthquake and floods etc, Likewise,
in many cases it is also seen that & man enjoys not because
of any action of his own but because of the other's action,
Even 1f it 1s adnitted that whatever man gets, gets because
of his own action, we canmnot estahlish it on the scientific
grounds. It always remains a matter of belief and not a matter

of fact. The karma phala has hoth a zausal and an evaluative

cumponents in it and both the components must not ®e confused.

The karma phala has a causal component hecause it causally

results from the causal karmic process, It has an evaluative
component because the Karmic process from which it results

involves in it, judging, evaluating, decision making etc. on
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the ground of which he merits reward and punishment according
to the nature of the done karmas. The karma produces the
karma phala not because it is done by this or that desire,
being moral or immoral, religious or non-religious etc. but
because of its being karma. The act force which produces the
karma phala lles in the nature of Karma itself, But the karma
does not guarantee that it will heve the same set of conse-
quences/results in all the circumstances which tne monistic
account of the doctrine of karma presupposes. Empirical evi-
dences 4o not support the karmic assumptions mentioned ahove,
But without assuming them, the karmic beliefs and assertions

cannot be made to be meaningful and intelligihle,

Although the nonistic and self-centric doctrine of
kKarua is a consistent doctr.ne but those who believe ir it
do not hold it consistently. They hold different views on the
different occasions. Not only this, there are a lot of
problems connected with th: storage of karma phala itself,

For example, where and how 1is the karma phala stored to be

realised by its doer in subsequent of time? On tnis 4uestion
believe in the existence of God seem to advocate the view
that the karma phala is stored in the agent's soul or self
who perfecrms the karmas. But how does it reside in the agent's
soul? In what form does it reside in it? Regarding chese
questions we do not find any satisfactory answer from them.

But those who believe in the existence of God and conceive
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Him as a moral administrator of the karmic world maintain the

view that the karma phala of karma is stored bv God and when

the right time comes he dispenses it to its doer. But when
this question is asked: Why does Goa do it? Does He do it out

of his kindness” If so, in what form and where dces he store

the karma phala of karma of the indiviauals? Regarding these
questions again we do not find any setisfactory answer from
the theistic karmavadins. However, both tne theistic and the
non-theistic karmavadins do not hold a consistent theory of
the karmic weliefs. If the individual's birth is determined

by his karma as the karmavadins advocate, then it must be

accepted that* one who takes birth had performed certain
karmas before his birth which 1s absurd. Because the karmas
cannot be performed before birth. The performance of karma
always presupposes the existence of its aocer., In other words,
the ontological existence of the kertd always comes logically
prior to his performance of lkarma. If this ®e so, the karma

phala of karma including the karma cannot Oe said to be the

cause of the birth of lLarta, If the karma and its phala are

the causes of birth, they cannot be saiu to be the results of
birth in respect »f the same individual with refercence to thke
same karmic process. But since both the theistic and the non-

theistic kzrmavadins hold the view that the karma, causes

and is caused By birth in the ssme series of the karric
process; their accounts of karma cannot be said to We self

consistent.
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our analysis of the karmic assercions shows that cven
if we assume the identity of karta and bhoktd, the conserva-
bility and befitting productivity oi karma phala of karma,
the karmic assertions cannot he made to be sensible without
assuming the auvonomy of the agent with which the notions of
moral .esponsibility, reward and punishment etc. are associa-
ted in the karmic world. The notions of responsibility, accoun-
tability, deserving, experiencing of rewards and punishments
in the forms of pleasure and pain are associated with notion
of free action and the notion of free action is essentiaily
linked with the notion of the autonomy of agent. So without
assuming of che autonomy of agent, moral responsibility,
reward and punishment etc. which the karmavadins associate
with the karma phala of karma cannot Se made intelligible,
The autonomy cof agent is not incompatible with the doctrine
of karma. The autonomy of agent in fact is opposed to fatalisn
because fatalism denies that the agent has rower to change
the ccurse of karmic events which the doctrine of freedom of
the agent presupposes. The doctriae of fatalism maintains
that the agent is impotent to dn anything by himself. He
cannot change the course of kKermic events by his efforts and
pcwer. Whatever he does and exercises is all fated which the
doctrine of freedom does not assume. Tre doctrire of freedom
is also opposed to the doctrine of predestination bhecause
according to the doctrine of predestination tne agert doenot

have any freedcm to choose, to decide, to plan or to do an
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action in which tne freedom or the autonomy of agent consists,
The doctrine of predestination asserts that everything that
happens in the karmic world of the agent is predestinated by
God which the aoctrine of freedom of the agent denies. The
doctrine of karma is neither a doctrine of fatalism nor is it
a doctrine of predestination because it does not contradict
the doctrine of freedom of the agent which the doctrines of
fatalism and predestination do, Instead of contradicting the
doctrine of freedon, the doctrine of karma assumes 1it.
Problems concerning the freedom of agent in connection with
the doctrine of karma arise when we mucddle the doctrine of
karma with the doctrines of fatalism and predestination or
pre-ordination. Though the doctrine of karma is not opposed
to the law of causality but it is not identical with it. The
law of causality asserts that every event has cause, But

it does not assert that every event causes another cvent.
Every event may or may not cause another cvent. While

the doctrine of karma not only asserts that every action is
caused by the agent but also asserts that it causes another
event, that is, karma phala, The doctrine of karma asserts
that the karmas are cPused by a karta and his beliefs,
intentions, desires, passions, wills and impressions c<tc,
Not only this, it also asserts that good karmas produce good
results and bad karmas produce bad results and no karma
produces 1its reverse result which the doer of kerma necessa-
rily experiences or realises either in the present life or

the 1life of after death, and that is not asserted by the law
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of causality. The law of causality does not assert that the

doer of karma deserves the karma phala of karma because of

his karma which the doctrine of karma asserts. The doctrine

of karma, thus, has an ethical component in it which the law
of causality lacks. The relation of karma and karma phala is

a causal relation and this vrelation remains in fact, no matter
whether the agent of karma himself is affected by the karma

phale of karma or somebody <lse other than him,

The intelligibility of the doctrine of karma and its
assertions assume belief in the tranémigration of soul and
karmic residues, But the belief in the transmigration of soul
neither entails nor is entailed by the belief in the transmi-
gration of karmic residues. Both the bellefs are different
though are mutually compatible. But one who bellsves ir the
theory of transmigration of soul and karmic residues is bound
to belleve in samsara because it is samsa@ra in which the
transmigration of scul and karmic residues are ccnceived to
be possible. Rut one who believes in samsdra is not necessa-
rily bound to belleve in the identity of a thing belonging
involve in its meaning the notion of identity. The transmi-
gration of soul with the karmic residues assumes vhe identity
of actor and action in thne continuity of the series of life.

1t is the identity of karta-ohoktd-karma phala that makes

theory of rebirth or transmigration meaningful and irtelligi-

ble. To deny this would amount to mean the denial of
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responsibility in the senses of accountability and deserving

which in the view of karmavadins the agent owes and earns on

the account of his deeds., Ethical responsibility assumes the
continuity of the etnical agent and the continuity of the
ethical agent assumes the icentity and persistency of agent

and karma phala of his kKarma in some sense or the other,

without assuming of which neither the notion of identity of
the agent makes any sense nor the notions of reuwirth and

karma phala. karma, samszra and transmigration are concuep-

belleve in the transmigration of soul 2ls> believe in the
transferability of karmic residues from one life to another
life so far as the life of 2 particular individual is con-
cerned, that 1s, agent but aeny by and large its transferabi-
lity from tne life of cne person c¢o another person. In other
words, the karmavaddins believe that the karmic residues pass
from one life to another life of & person, but they do not
believe thet the ksrmic residues pass from one inéividual's
life to another individual's life which can be entitled as
karmic accounts suffer from the fallacies of éggggggggéé and

akrtabhyagama and fail to provide a satisfactory explanation

for a2ll that happers in the individualts life, good or bad.
Why the karmic residuss pass from one life to another 1life
so far the life of an individual is concerned but do not pass

from one individualfs l1ife to another individualfs 1ife is
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no doubt a relevant question which the karmavadins seem to

have not answered. The thesis of non-transferability of the
karmic residues from one indlvi;ualla life to another indi-
vidualt's 1life, if at all possible, can be said to be possible
only when we 2ssume the inSeparability of the individual!s
karmlc residues with his soul or self till their fructifice-
tion, Not only this, we have to further assume tne plurality
of the soul, Then and then alone the thesis of the non-
transferability of kerma from one individualts 1life to another
individual's life can be maintained consistently. All the
karmavadins believe that freedom from the karmic bondage is
possible with embodied or disembodied body but how it dis
possible and what makes it jossible about these questions
they have different opinions. Some classical Indian 8chools
of thought say that freedom from the karmic bondage is possi-
ble through knowledge and knowledge alone; while the other
classical Indian schools of tnought say that right knowledge
and right action both are essentially required to get freedom
from the gggélg bondage. But still the fact remains that

they all believe that freedom from the karmic oondage is not
possible without rignu. knowledge. Why tneybelleve that no
karmic liberation 1s possible without knowledge is that
because they believe that ignorance is the prime cause of
karmic bondage. But ncw did the original soul or self get
associatsd with ignorance in the beginning before tne unity

of soul and bod, :hich is conceived as pure consciousness in
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its essence? Regarding to this question we do not find any
satisfactory answer. But one tning is quite obvious from the
analysis of the karmic beliefs that if it is the karma which
causes bondage, then liberation from it is possible only by
not doing karma and not by doing karma regardless of how and
in what form it 1s done. Both the theistic and the non-
theistic versions of the doctrine of karma suffer from some
or the other logical problems, The assumptions on which their
accounts are based cannot be validated by weans of any evidence
obtained from empirical experiences. They are of such kind
that they are neither provable nor refutable on the scientific
grounds. Therefore, it would not be Ffair to make use of any
pro-and-con empirical evidence in support of their acceptabi-
lity or validity. The intelligibility of the doctrine of
karma and its assertions depend upon their internal coherence
within the framework of a particular karmic system. And when
we examine from this point of view, we find tnhat monistic
explanation of the doctrine of karma relatively is more con-
sistent and satisfactory thaen its non-wonistic one though
experiences do not seem to support it. Recause in experiences
we find that in many céses we suffer not because of our deeds
but because of the deeds of others. The theistic account of
the doctrine of karma suffers from all sorts of disadvantages
and inconsistencies from which the theological ethics suffers

being its one of the species,



BIBL IOGRAPHY

NAME. OF BJOKS

Aurobindo, Sri. The Problem of Rebirth, Sri Aurobindo AsShram,

Pondicherry, 1952,

Aiyar, Sivaswamy, P.S. Bvolution of Hindu Moral Ideals,

Calcutta, 1335.

Atreya, B.L. The Spirit of Inaian Culture, The International

Standard publications, Benares, 13952,

dugustine, Saint Aurelius. Divine Providence and the Problen

of kvil, Tr, Robert P. Russell, Vol. V, New York:
Cima Publishing Co. Inc., 1948,

. Ine Free Cholce of the Will, Tr. Robert p. Russell,

LIX, washington D.C.: The Catholic University of
America Press, 1967.

Allen, G.F. The Buddha's philosophy, London, 1359.

Anand, K,K. Indian philosophy, Bharatiya Vidya prakashan,

19582,
Buhler, G. (Tr.). Marava Dharmashastra, S.B.E. XVV, Oxford,
1886.

Bhargava, Dayanand. Tne Jaina Ethics, Delhi: Motilal

Banarsidass, 1968.

Barodia, Qutlines of Jainism, London, 19316,




181

Chatterjee, S.C. and Datta, D.M. An Introduction_ to Indian

Philosophy, Calcutta, University of Calcutta, 4th ed.,
195¢C.

Davies, John. The Bhagavad Gitd, Bharatiya Publisning

House, 1379.

Dasgupta, S,N. A History of Inaian Philosophy, Vol. II,

Cambriage, 1932,

Gokhale, B.G. Indian Tnought Through tne Ages, Asia Publish-

ing House, 19361.
Gandhi, V.R. The Karma Philosophy, Bombay, i913,

Gopalan, S. Qutlines of Jainism, New Delhi, 1973.

Guseva, N.R, Jalnism, Boambay, 1371.

Griswald Hervey De Witt. The Relicion of the Rigveda, London:

¢xford Unilversity Press, 1923.

Humphreys, C. Karma and Rebirth, London, 194k,

Hospers, John, An Introduction to Philosophical jnalysis,

Allled publishers Private Ltd., First Indian
Reprint, 1971.

Herman, Arthur L. Ine Problem of Evil end Indian Thought,

Motilal Banarsaidass, 197,

Hogg, A.G. Karma and Redemption, The Christian Literature

Society, 1309.

Hiriyanna, M, Qutlines of Indian Philosophy, George Allen

and Unwin, 1932.

Hook, Sidney. Determinism and_ Freedom in the Age of Modern

Science, Collier Books, New York, 1961,



182

Jariwalla, J. S. gité: The Science of Living, Delhi: Motilal

Banarsidass, 1984,

Krishna, Daya. Indian Philosophy, Oxford University Press,

1991.
Maitras, S.K. Htkics of the hindus, Calcutta. University of

Calcutta, 1956.

. The Snirit of Inaian Philosophy, Benares Hindu

University, 1947,
McKenzie, J. Hindu Ethics, London, 1922.

Muller, F. Max (Ed.) Rigveda Sarhita, Vols, I-IV, London,

1890.
(Tr.) Upanisads, S.B.E. (Series) Vol. I, Oxford,
1879.

————e

Paul, Yevtic. Karma_and Reincarnation_in Hindu Religion and

Philosophy, London, 1927.

Prasad, Rajendra. Karma Causation and Retributive Morality,

I.C.P.R., New Delhi, 1389.

Raja, Kunhan C. Some Fundamental Problems in Indjan Philo-

sophy, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1960.

Radhakrishnan, S. The Bhagavadgitd, London: George Allen

and Unwin, 1948,

. Dhammapada,; London, 1950.

_ _ - Indian Philosophy, London: George Allen and Unwin,

1958.




183

Radhakrisnnan, S. The Hindu View of Life, London: George

Allen and Unwin, 1927.

. The Principal Upanisads, London:. George Allen and

Unwin, 1953.

Stevenson, S. The Heart of Jainism, London: Oxford, 1915,

Sogani, K.C. Btnical Doctriite of Jainism, Sholapur, 1967.

Singh, Balobir, Foundations of Ind.an philosophy, -

New Dzlhi: Orient Longman, 1971.
Sinha, J,N. Indian Philosophy, New Central Book Agency,
1987.

Thiroux, Jaceques P. Ethics Theory and Practice, Collier

Macmnillan publishers, London, 1977.

Thakur, U. Studies in Jainism and Buadnism, Varanasi, 196..

Varma, Vishwanath Prasad. Barly Buddhism ana Its Origins,

Munshiram Manoharlal, 1973.

Zaehner, R.C. Hincuism, Oxford, 1962,

NAME OF ARTICLES

Balasubrahmanian, k. "The Theory of Karma and the Philosophy
of Advaita," Indian philosophical Quarterly, Vol.
6'7, 1979.

Chincn=rey; Mangala R, ”Krtapragééé anu Akrtabnyagama: An

Analysis, Defence and Rataionale of the Buddhist

Theory of Action," Indian philosophical Quarterly,

Vol. XVIII, 1991.



18k

Datta, Rana, "Transmigration without a Self", Darshana

International, Vol., XXXII, 1932.

Chosh, Dastider K. "Can there be a Freedom without Respon-
sibility?" Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. AI,
1984,

Gangadeep, Ashok. "Comparstive Ontology and the Interpretation

" of tKarma¥", Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Vol.

6-7, 1979.

Ghosh, Raghunath, "Some Reflections on the Jyaya Theory of

Action", Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Vol., AVIIT,

1991,
Hopkins, W. "Modification of the Karma Doctrine", Journal

of the Royal Asiatic Society, 1906.

Krishan, Y. "Is Karma Evolutionary?" Journal of Indian

Council. of Philosophical Research, Vol. VI, 1988,

Malkani, G.R. "The Rationale of the Law of Karma",

The_pPhilosopnical Quarterly, January 19%65.

Potter, karl H. "The Naturalistic Principle of Karma",

Philosophy E2st and West, Vol. XIV, 1964,

Sen, Brinda, "The Concept of Ksrtrtva in the Nyaya

Vaiéégika Pnilosophy", Inaian Philosophical Quarterly,

Yol. XIX, 1992.

Steinkraus, E.W. "Some Criticisms of the harmic Law",

The pPhilosophical Quarterly, Oct@‘@'@‘rwog(bﬂ

3@8-%3;@’“__“5&«”.. 8::552!6

temliy. o 5 B i

—eby iy s o ST
Vg

Hess B i Sl

SPTUPENENEES

©ap Headiza M

AN e o NSRS

Gaber 57 R

B oo = gy o ET %
oo intatutop R on s W'm(.._“,__lxxw-




