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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The doctrine of karma is ccnsidered to lie one of the 

most important and- fundamental doctrines of classical Indian 

philosophy. All classical Indian schools of thought except 

Cervaka believe in the doctrine of karma unquestionably. It 

is held invarialily 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 happenings found in both 

anthropocentric and non-anthropocentric vorlds. According to 

them, the root cause of bondage is karma and ignorance.. 

Sufferings do not come to us without the antecedent condi­

tions. But vhen ve go into the historical accounts of the 

doctrine of karma, we find that the version of tne 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 veil 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 liy and large in the 

doctrines of impermanency (anityata), momentariness 

1. J.N. Sinha, Outlines of Indian Philosophy, New Central 
Book Agency, Calcutta, 2nd Edition, 19̂ i?, p. 82. 
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(KgaQabbaftgavada) and non-soul (anatmavada) .-* According to 

tne BuQdni'=!ts, everything in anthropocentric as v e i l as non-

anthropocentric vorld i s necessar i ly and exceptionally 

impermanent and subject to produc\:ion, dest ruct ion ana 

cnange, no laatter whether i t is a thing or organism or agent 

or action or r e s u l t of ac t ion . They do not "Relieve in the 

existence of any permanent Tieing or not-being. For them, 

everything in the universe i s condi t iona l , aependent and 

r e l a t i v e , and hence i s subject to b i r t n and death. The 

BuQdhi«ts do not hola the viev tha t karma i s governed by a 

moral administrator of the world i . e . , God. Accoraing to 

them, God does not evaluate tne moral worth of our ac t ions . 

He does not aecide what we deserve or do not deserve on the 

Account of our deeds. He does not award reward and punish­

ment to us in the forms of happiness and pa in . In f ac t , the 

BuddhiPts deny ou t r igh t the existence of a divine God. For 

them, karma i s possili le without the involvement of any perma­

nent conscious agency, i . e . , atma. Karma works by i t s e l f . 

The law of karma i s an impersonal law in the sense t ha t i t 

does not stand in the need of any externa l agency for i t s 

function, i t governs the r e l a t ion of act ion and i t s r e su l t 

without tne involvement of any mediator. In the i r view, the 

karmic process i s an autonon)o^*i)rocess. i t aoes not depend 

2. CD. Sharma, A C r i t i c a l Survey of Indian pnilosophy, 
Moti la l Banarsidass, p . 7^. 

3. J .N. Sinha, o p , c i t . , p . 86. 



upon any 'iietaphysical en t i t y , self or God. The Buddni«?ts 

t e l i eve in tne transmigration of samskaras (d isposi t ion or 

impressions) . But tney do not "believe in tne transmigra­

t ion of soul . On t n e i r account, transmigration of samJifefrgs 

i s possili le v-ithout transmigration of a soul from b i r t h to 

b i r t h . For them, saul i s nothing but a bundle of tne five 

f i t t i n g s or skandhas , rupa or matter, vedana or fee l ing , 

samjna or percept ion, samskara or a i spos i t ion and vijnana 

or consciousness. Buadhism does not bel ieve in the iden t i t y 

of karta (do<er) and bhokta (experiencer) . Unlike Jainism 

and Hinduism, Buddnism i s of the viev t h a t a man may not 

get the f r u i t of h is karma because he i s per ishal i le . He may 

per isn lief ore tne emergence of the r e s u l t of his ac t ion . 

Even i f he does not per ish i t i s ."̂ aid that he may not 

r e a l i z e the f r u i t of nis karma, because tne i r u i t of his 

karma, t i ist i s , karma phals i s p e r i s h a l l e lefore i t s doer 

coming to enjoy or suf fer . Not only t h i s , i t i s a l so claimed 

tha t an individual may be led to some r e s u l t vrnich i s not 

the r e s u l t of any of nis ac t ion . I t i s because cf t h i s 

reason in BuddJQism a l loca t ion of r e spons ib i l i t y cannot be 

s e t t l ed mechanically, as i t i s possil i le in Jainism and 

Hinduism, in Buadhism, i t i s karma vbich i s the root cause 

of bonopge, and l i be ra t ion i s possible only through t rue 

knowledge. In the Phammapada i t i s said t ha t karma i s 

b i r t h , karma i s death, karma i s p leasure and karma i s pain. 

So long as karma operates no one can-'alaim to be fr^d 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 and not liable to 

spring up again in future. 

Jainism, like Buddhism, believes that karma does not 

depend on any moral administrator of the world, i.e. Goa. 

It is an impersonal lav vhich works by itself without need­

ing any divide agency. Both these systems do not trace the 

origin of karma in the Vedas as Hindulam does. They rather 

criticize and condemn the Vedic systems. According to the^e 

systems, karma -phala automatically follows from karma without 

the involven̂ ent of any mediator. But, unlike Buddhism, 

Jainism believes that the doer of action i.e., 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 !«; 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 the Jainas, karma is a subtle 

U. Dhammapada, p. 335. 

5. H.C. warren, Buddhism in Translations, pp. 216-17. 



nat ter^ vhicn i s infra-ptomic in s ize and imperceptible, 

vhich pu l l s dovn the soul ( i iva) from i t s s p i r i t u a l he ight . 

The Bauddhas and the Hindus do not bel ieve in the Jaina£»s 

m a t e r i a l i s t i c conception of karrna. According to theii, karma 

i s not a subt le matter >,hich can be said to be infra-atomic 

in s i z e . They conceive karma as something non-material and 

formless. But in Jainism both karma and karma phala are 

given a mater ia l connotation. The Jaina thinkers are of the 

viev tha t what we suffer or enjoy in the name of karma 

pbale i s something mater ia l pain and mater ia l p leasure , 
to be mater ia l 

Although karma in Jainism i s considered/in na ture , but i t i s 

said to have a tendency to determine psychic cha r ac t e r i s t i c s 

and produce merit and demerit. For them, karma i s a spec ia l 

kind of ma t t e r -pa r t i c l e wnich i s not metaphysical but r e a l . 

I t enters in to the soul or s t i cks to the soul l i ke o i l and 

dust which s t i ck to clothasand bind i t with body, passions — 

anger (krodha), )|reed ( lobha) , p r ide Cmana), and delusion 

(ma^o), are ca l led kasaya or st icky substances wnicn a t t r a c t 

the flow of karmic matter in to the soul , passions occur due 

to ignorance. I t i s the r e a l cause of bondage. In th i s 

respect Jainism agrees with Buadhism, Sarakhya and Vedanta. 

The i d e a l bondage (lihava-bandfaa) of the soul takes place as 

soon as i t has bad d i spos i t i on , and the mater ia l bondage 

(dravya-bandha), takes place when there i s ac tua l inf lux of 

6. J . S , Sinha, o p , c i t . , p . 119. 



tcaraa in to the soul. Karma p a r t i c l e s pencitrate in to the soul 

and get accumulated in i t according to good and bad deeds. 

The soul in i t s i n t r i n s i c na ture , the Jaina be l ieves , 

possesses In f in i t e fa i th (ananta-darsana) , I n f i n i t e knowledge 

(ananta- jnana) , I n f i n i t e b l i s s (ananta-sukha), and I n f i n i t e 

ptver (ananta-v i rya) . On the i r account, a l l the souls from 

the lovest to the highest possess consciousness, but the 

degrees of t h e i r consciousness vary according to the 

obstacles of karma. Jainism, l ike Buddhism, does not admit 

action without agency and transmigration of .semskaras 

without t ransmigrat ing soul , Accoraing to Jaina ' system, no 

action i s possible without agent i » e . , i l v a . ^11 actions 

involve in them a conscious agency which makes them poss ib l e . 

Samakaras do not t ransmigrate from b i r th to b i r th without a 

transmigrating soul . They are of the opinion tha t the soul 

in i t s o r i g ina l nature i s immaterial and free, but due t o 

karma and ignorance i t gets united with the body and loses 

i t s pu r i t y and per fec t ion . Although in Jainism mukti i s 

po«5Sible through the destructicm or exhaustat4on of the . Jcaroiic-

matter from the soul , yet the sou l ' s d j fsocia t ion from karma 

is never thought of as an imposs ib i l i ty . The soul can be 

d i ssoc ia ted , on t h e i r account, from karma and body through 

r i gh t knowledge (samyaka jfiana), r i g h t fa i th (samyaka 

dars'ana) and r i gh t conduct (samy&ka c a r i t r a ) . when the soul 

gets exhausted from the p a r t i c l e s of karma through r i g h t 

knowledge and ac t ion , i t i s said t h a t the soul shines in 



i t s i n t r i n s i c nature of i n f i n i t e knowledge, b l i s s and power. 

I t transcends sansSrs and goes s t r a i g h t to s iddha-shi la a t 

the top of the world and dwells t h e r e . 

Like Jainism and Buddhism, Hinduism a lso believes in 

the law of keraa but i t s version d i f fe rs from system to 

syjstera. For example, Samkhya believes in non- ident i ty of 

kprta and bhokta. in th i s respect we can sey t h a t Samkhya 

agrees with Buddhism but d i f fers from the other schools of 

Hinduism i . e . , Nyaya, Vsise§ika,Mimamsa and V«4^^<^* Unlike 

Nyaya-Vais'e§ika, Mimamsa, Vedanta and Jainism, Samkhya holds 

t h a t p r a k f t l , an unconscious being, performs action but does 

not reap the f r u i t of her ac t ion . The f r u i t of her action i s 

r ea l i s ed by jpurusa, a conscious being ( se l f ) who does not , 

and cannot perform act ions given i t s own nature . According 

to Samkhya, karma, no matter whether i t i s good or bad or 

i nd i f f e r en t , i s the function of tha gunas oS p raky t i . I t 

always leads to bondage and not to l i l i e ra t ion . Good act ions 

lead t o heaven and bad actions to h e l l . But heaven and h e l l 

are subject to bondage. Liberation i s possil i le through know­

ledge and knowledge alone, and not by karma, no matter 

whether i t i s performed in a detached or attached manner. 

In t h i s respect Samkhya agrees with i d v a i t a Vedanta. Unlike 

Samkhya, Yoga admits the existence of God and conceives Him 

to lie free from pa in s , ac t ions , effects and impressions. 

According to Yoga, God i s above the law of karma. He is not 

governed by i t . But Goa does not maintain a moral order of 



8 

the universe. He does not reward or punish according to 

merit and deaaarlt of our ac t ions . In th is respect Yog? 

agrees v i th Buddhism, Jainism and Samkhya but d i f f e r s from 

Nyaya - Vaisesika. Unlike them, Nyaya-Vaise§ika bel ieve in 

the existence of God. They are of the opinion tha t God i s a 

moral adminis t rator of the vorld. The lav of karma depends 

on God for i t s function. I t cannot vork by I t s e l f , being 

non - in t e l l i gen t . God maintains the record of our ac t ions , 

and avards rewaids and punishments according to merit and 

demerit of our ac t ions . Merit and demerit accrue from our 

ac t ions . The stock of merit and demerit i s cal led ad^s-^a, 

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

Himamsa, l i ke Nyaya-Vaisesika, believes in the 

doct r ine cf karma, an unseen power (a£urva). According to 

Mimaisakas, performed act ions produce unseen potency (apurva) 

in the soul of the agent which yie lds f r u i t when obst ruc­

t ions are removed and time becomes r ipe for i t s f r u c t i f i c a ­

t i o n . But, l i k e Nyaya-V&isesika, Mimamsa does not lie l i e ve 

in the existence of God 33 a mediator between act and i t s 

r e s u l t . The Mimaisakas are of the view t h a t karma phala 

automatically follows from karma. Kayma has a causal potency 

(£akt i ) to produce i t s karma phala without the involvement 

of a divine agency i . e . , Goa. In th i s respect Mimamsa agrees 

with Jainism, Buddhism and Samkhya-Yoge. According to th i s 

system, through the associa t ion of body the soul heoom^^s an 

agent and enjoyer and t h i s takes p lace due to karma. Like 



the other systems of thought Mlmamsa also believes that the 

root cause of our bondage is karma and ignorance. Unless the 

obstacles of karma are removed, the soul cannot be dissocia­

ted from tne body, the senses and the mind. It cannot shine 

in its true nature. Prabhekara and Kuaaril both admit that 

abstention from karma does not imply abstention from all 

karmas, but abstention from the optional (vikalpa) and the 

prohibited (nisiddha) karmas 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 

jfiana-karma samuchchayavada. 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 

vSamkhya, asserts that moksa is not possible through karma. It 

is possible only through knowledge and knov,ledge alone. 

Karma helps in purifying our mind, but does not lead to 

liberation. Without karma moksa is possilile but without know­

ledge moksa is not possible. Raminuja, tne prcpounder of 

Vi£is^advaita, like the other Hindu systems of tnought, 

believes that the soul gets united witn the body due to 

Ignorance and karma. According to him, too, to get libera­

tion the soul has to remove its kargg^-obstacles, and that 

can be done through a harmonious comt);̂ jnation of action and 

knowledge (jnana-karme samuchchaya). ijut, unlike the other 

Hindu systems of thought, he maintainC that liberation 
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ul t imately comes to us only by the grace of Goa (prasada) . 

Without Godfs grace no l ibe ra t ion i s poss ib l e , even i f ve 

perform our actions in a non-attached manner. Ramanuja, l ike 

Nyaya-Vaisesika, holds God as tne mediator betveen action 

and i t s re5=!ult. Unlike Vai/esika but l i k e l a t t e r Nsjyayikas, 

he bel ieves in the grace of God as means of l i b e r a t i o n . All 

the Hindu systems of thought, except Samkhya be l i eve , — 

l i k e Jainism but unlike SQddnism, —in the permanent agency 

of se l f . According to them, a l l act ions involve in them a 

conscious agency. Without conscious agency no action i s 

poss ib l e . They bel ieve in the iden t i t y of Karta and bhokta. 

They are of the opinion tha t tne doer of action gets the 

r e s u l t of h is ac t ion . Karma phala does not per i sh before i t s 

doer coming t o r e a l i z e i t . Atma passes through chain of l ives 

in order t o suffer or enjoy the r e s u l t of action done by i t . 

Unlike Buddhism, Hinduism believes in tne de terminis t ic 

account of the doctr ine of karma. According to them, the doer 

of action in i t s essence is permanent and imperishable. He 

gets the r e s u l t of vhatever he does in cer ta in form, e i the r 

in the present l i f e or in the future l i f e . Karma phala does 

not per ish without i t s f r u c t i f i c a t i o n . 

In sp i t e of the i r snarp differences of opinion and 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , a l l C lass i ca l Inaian systems of tnoughts 

except Carvaka share t h i s viev by and large tha t whatever i s 

done by the ind iv idua l leaves benind i t some sor t of potency 

which has p«wer t o produce happiness and pain e i ther in the 
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present l i f e or in tne future l i f e . Ihe lav of karma operates 

m the en t i r e aomain of universe — numan and non-human — in 

an inviolable manner and cauaes bondage. They consider, by 

and l a rge , knowledge ana non-attached action (niskama-ksrma) 

as necessary conait ions to rbtain freedom from tne obstacles 

of karma and body. They are of tne opinion tha t the acqu is i ­

t ion of r i g n t knowledge makes the sancl ta (act ions which are 

done in the previous l i f e but have not begun to f r u c t i f y ) , 

and non-attached sanciyampna (actions which are done in the 

present l i f e ) , action inef fec t ive by destroying t h e i r causal 

efficacy and enables the agent t o obtain freedom from 

bondage. When tne prarabdha (act ions whicn have teen done in 

the previous l i f e and have s ta r ted yielding the i r f r u i t s ) 

karmas exhaust t he i r work, the ma iv idua l who acts with r igh t 

Knowledge and non-atcachment exhausts a l l ni<? l i a b i l i t i e s to 

r eb i r t h and becomes f r ee . No hew karma gets accumulated as 

a l l kermas lose cau«!al energy, and se l f gets a i ssoc ia ted 

automatically from body a f te r death, Actions done without 

attacfewent or flesire do not proauce r e s u l t s or consequences 

which can bind tne soul in the cycle or b i r t h , death and 

r e b i r t h . The soul r i s e s pbove tne merit ana demerit of action, 

Non-attached action serves snly as means to a t t a i n moks£. 

I t i s not t rea ted as an ena in i t s e l f . Tne c i a a s i c a l Indi«n 

schools of tnought take non-attached action in purposive 

sense. They do not t r e a t them as an ena in themselves, i l l 

of them agree in holdi|ig the view t h a t man i s the maker of 

his Own de^Jtiny. He 13 whrt he aoes, an<3 he Qoes as he i s . 
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The past deeds deteroiine present l i f e , and the deeds of present 

l i f e determine future l i f e . This chain of l i f e goes in a cycl ic 

way. Except Buddhism, Jainism and Hinduism 'believe t ha t the 

soul of man in i t s essence i s f ree , but due t o the associat ion 

of body i t goes under various kinds of suf fer ings . But a l l 

c l a s s i c a l Indian schools of thought (except Carvaka) unques-

tionalily believe in transmigration of samskaras from b i r t h to 

b i r t h . 

This poin t has been emphasised by almost a l l scholars 

of Indian philosophy. In the i r view, the doctr ine of karma i s 

a d is t inguishing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Indian philosopny, on tne 

bas i s of which i t can be d i f fe ren t i a t ed from western ph i loso­

phy. But so fa r the nature of the doctr ine of karja i s con­

cerned, whether i t i s a descr|Lptive doctr ine or a moral 

doct r ine or both, about i t , i n t e rp re t a t ions of Indological 

scholars are not very c l ea r . Sometimes i t is in te rp re ted as 

an extension of the law of fcausation to the sphere of human 

conduct and teaches t h a t , as every event in the physica l vorld 

i s determined by i t s antecedents , so everything tha t happens 
7 

in the moral realm i s preorda ined ' . ' I t s ign i f i e s not merely 

t h a t the events of our l i f e are determined by the i r antecedent 

causes, but. a lso t h a t there is absolute j u s t i c e in the rewards 
p 

and punishments tha t f a l l to our l o t . « The rewards and 

punishments are considered t o be the consequences of our 

ac t ions . Somfetimes the law of karma i s in te rpre ted as the law 

7. M. Hiriyanna, The Essent ia ls of Indian philosophy^ London, 
George Allen and Unwin, 19^9, p . *f6. 

8. I b i d . , p . ^S. 
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of Gonperv&tlon ot moral energy." It ±^ saia that the lav of 

kariia is the lav of conservation of moral values, merits end 

demerits of actions. ̂  Tnis law of conservation means that 

there is no loss of tne effect of vork done (Rrtapranas'a) and 

that there is no happening of events to a person except as 

- - 11 the result of his ovn vork (akrtabhyagama). 'Whatever action 

is done by an individual leaves behind it some sort of potency, 

vhich has tne pouer to ordain for him joy or sorrov̂  in the 

12 future, according as it is good or bad'. An action entitles 

its doer to some pleasure or pain and, the 16v operates in 

such a manner thtt tne doer of action gets vhpt he deserves on 

the eccount of his deeds. Tne function of tne law of knrma is; 

"to equip the individual with tne body and 
tne environment which nis past career entitles 
him to. Nature and tne events of nature, good 
and bad, wnich form the common background of 
tne people of an age or a country are just 
what are deserved by all of them accoraing to 
their common moral vorth." 13 

Every deed that one performs has its effects in tne vorld and 

forms within the doer samskara or vasana (tenaency) vhich 

9. S. Radhakrishnan, Indian pnilosophy. Vol. I, London, 
George illen & Unv̂ in, p. 2h5. 

10. S.C. Ch'-tierjee & D.M. Datta, An Introduction to Indian 
Philosophy, Calcutta, University of Calcutta, Eighth 
Edition, 198^, p. 15. 

11' J»id., p. 15. 
12. S.N. Dasgupta, A His to ry of I n a i a n pn i lo sopny , Vol . I , 

Cambridge, Cambriage U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s , 1922, p . 7 1 . 

13. D.M. D a t t a , Philosg>phical Perspective'^!; A S e l e c t i o n of 
B'^says, p a t n a , B h ^ r s t i Bhawan, 1971, p . 93 . 
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becomes the b a s i s of hi^ f u t u r e deeds . Karma s e t s f o r t n tne 

r e l c t i o n between o n e ' s a c t i on as a j i v a and one ' s s t a t e of 

be ing , gometime? tne la-w of karma i s unaers tooa not merely in 

teriria of a moral c a u s a t i o n . I t i s l a e n t i f i e d v i t n a u n i v e r s a l 

p r i n c i p l e of c a u s a l i t y vnich a p p l i e s t o a l l e x i s t e n t e n t i t i e s , 

human and non-human, in an i n v i o l a b l e manner. 

Though t h e law of k^rraa i s i n t e r p r e t e d by the I n a o l o -

gl=!ts in both t h e senses —moral and non-moral — t n e moral 

vers ion of the d o c t r i n e of karma seera=! t o have been given 

more prominence than non-mcral on^s . Except Dasgupta, no o ther 

scholf<r mentioned about Ayurvedic concept ion of t h e d o c t r i n e 

of karma. Mo«5t of tnem emphasize on t h e morel and s p i r i t u a l 

ver'^ion of i t . H i r i yanna , for example, c la ims t h a t the law 

of karma i s not a b l m o mecnanical law. I t i s e s s e n t i a l l y 
-ih. 

e t h i c a l . For him, t h e law of karma i s immutable, but i t i s 

not mechanical in c h a r a c t e r . Immutal i i l i ty , or i n v i o l a b i l i t y 

of t h e law, doe=! not make i t mechanical . In the language of 

S r i Auroliindo, karma i s no t q u i t e tne same th ing as a m a t e r i a l 

or s u b s t a n t i a l law of cause and e f f e c t , — t h e an tecedent and 

i t s mechanical consequence. '^ ' ' For him, karma i s more than a 

mecnanical law of an teceden t and consequent . Humphreys w r i t e s . 

1^. R&jendra P rasad , Karma Causat ion and I^e t r ibu t ive Mora l i ty , 
MuBShiram Manoharlal p u b l i s h e r s P v t . L t d . , New D e l h i , 
1989. , p . 220. 

15, S r i Aurobindo, The Problem of B^b i r th , S r i Aurobindo 
Ashram P r e s s , Pond iche r ry , 19^2, p . 99 . 
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"tne t rouble v i th several interpretotion^? 
of tne kerma concept has been tha t the iaea 
has been under^'tood in a moi e or less mecha­
n i ca l Tianner, but to do '̂ o i s to drain i t of 
a l l it? ' force, for i t coula only be properly 
understood from a s p i r i t u a l point of viev." 16 

Whetht^r the doctr ine of karma is a universal p r inc ip le of 

causa l i ty vnich applies to a l l exis tent e n t i t i e s , or i s a 

moral law vnich applies to buman beings and human beings 

alone, i s no doubt a matter of phi losophical in.portance. But 

ve have not entered in to th i s debate aue to the l imi ta t ion of 

t ime. We have taken for granted tne moral version of the 

doctr ine of karma, which i s widely held by almo^^t a l l the 

Indologists _ Indian as well as non-Indian. We have, tnus , 

r e s t r i c t e d the use of tne doctr ine of karma. Ŵ  have consi­

dered i t only in the domain of human beings and the i r conauct, 

The domains of non-human beings f a l l outside the scope of our 

discussion. 

Many Indologi^'ts t race tne or igin of tne doctr ine of 

karma in the Rigvedic concepts of Bta and s a c r i f i c e . In their 

view the ideas of 9_ta ana sac r i f i ce contain in tnem the germs 

of the law of ksraa. According to Radhakrishnan, "Rta i s an 
17 an t i c ipa t ion of tna law of karma." ' S.N. Dasgupta •bserves; 

16. Humphreys, Karma and Rebirth, p . 12. 
17. S. Radnakrisnnan, inaian philosophy, Vol. 1, p . 109. 
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"When the sacrifice is performed, tne action 

leaves an unseen magical virtue, called 

adf̂ -fa (the un?een) or tne apurva (nev) , that 

by it tne desired object v;ill be acnieved in 

a my<5terious manner, for tne modus operandi 

of the apurva is unknown. There is also the 

notion prevalent in tne Samtiitas ... that he 

-who commits kicked deeds suffers in another 

world, wnereas he who perforiis good deeds 

enjoys tne highest material pleasures. These 

were probably associated witn the conception 

of Rta, the inviolable order of things. Tnus 

these are probalily the elements wnicn built 

up the karma theory which we find pretty well 

established but not emphasized in tne 

Upani?:ads where it is said that accoraing to 

good or bad actions men will have good or bad 

birtns."''^ 

It is said that the Rigvedic term 'Isntapurta' indicates 

nothing but the fund of merit and demerit earned by making 

offeririgs to God and gifts to tne priests. Sacrifice (yajna) 

is taken in the sense of karma ana consequence of sacrifice 

is taken in the sense of phala. The Rigvedic concept Rta is 

iaentiTied witn the doctrine of karma in moral sphere. ° 

Sometimes it is said that tne concept of karma was a new 

addition to Upanisadic tnought. Western Indologists are of 

the opinion that the doctrine of karma was developed through 

tne social conflict between tne Branmins and tne Kshatriyas. 

18, S.N, Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosopny, Cambriage 
university Press, Vol. I, 19^, p .~7T. 

19. Gopajay,Hindu Social philosophy,, Wiley Eastern Limited, 
New Delhi, 1979, p. 25. 
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Garbe, for example, holds tha t in opposition to the Brahmini-

cal systems the Kbfaatrlyas formulated tv,'0 dominant concepts 

— the metaphysics of monistic Absolutism and the e th i ca l 

law of karman. The conf l ic t betveen these two sect ions 

expressed i t s e l f a l so a t an i n t e l l e c t u a l l e v e l , and the 

Kshatriyas were the spokesmen of more enlightened notions 

against the t r a d i t i o n a l theology and conservative dogmatism 
20 of the h i e r a t i c sec t ions . While some scholars maintain tha t 

the concept of karma has a composite s t r u c t u r e . I t has come 

from both the Vedic and non-Vedic sources. They are of the 

view tha t though the doctr ine of karma had an jlryan o r ig in , 

yet the doctr ine was not a l together absent from the pr imi t ive 

people. They t r ace i t s root in the notions of the pr imi t ive 

t r i b e s regarding the potency of cer ta in magical character of 
P1 'sacred a c t i o n s ' . According t o Dasgupta, 

' 'the law of karman was thus roote* in the 
Indian mind Ir'om the e a r l i e s t days in the 
t r i b a l be l i e f in the efficacy of magical 
operat ions , incanta t ions and the l i k e , and 
i t was only extended at a l a t e r stage in to 
the e th i ca l f i e l d . " 22 

Whether the doctr ine of karma had i t s root in the Rigveda or 

was borrowed from non-Aryan sources, or whether i t was deve­

loped through the soc ia l conf l ic t between Brahmins and 

20. Vishwanath Prasad Varma, Early Buadhlsm and I t s Origins, 
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt , Ltd . , 1973. 

21 . L. Thorndike, 4 History of Magic and Bxperimeptal Science. 
Vol. I I , New York, 1923. 

22. S.N. Dasgupta, Indian Idealism, p . 3 . 
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Kshatriyas or not , or whether i t i s an extension of be l ie f s 

present in early Vedlc times or ^̂ as a nev addit ion to Upani-

sad ic , J a ina , Bauddha's thought or not, no doubt, i s a matter 

of h i s t o r i c a l importance. But phi losophical ly i t i s not impor­

t a n t . That is the reason vhy ve have not entered in to th i s 

debate. 

But in sp i t e of the great importance accorded to the 

lav of karma by ttie indologis t s — Inaian as v e i l as non-Indian 

— i t has not been given a conceptual analys is vhich i s very 

important from tne phi losophical point of view to understand 

the i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of the doctr ine of karma. Dayakrishna and 

Rajendra Prasad have attempted to give a ccxiceptual analysis 

of the doct r ine of karma. But in the process they have ra ised 

a number of -conceptual issues which deserve a closer a t t en t ion 

on the pa r t of researchers . I t i s hoped t h a t the study under­

taken here i s the extension of such a s p i r i t . Unless we ana­

lyse the conccjpts of karma and karma phala and the i r r e l a t i o n 

-t>o ka r t a , we cannot understand the doct r ine of karma in a 

f r u i t f u l manner. Because these concepts are found invariably 

involved in the asser t ions of the doctr ine of karma. The 

notion of karma i s conceptually connected with the notions of 

samsara, toansmigration, freedom and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . In order 

to understand the notion of karma a phi losophical analysis of 

the notions of samsara, t ransmigrat ion, freedom and respon­

s i b i l i t y i s a lso required at which the present d i s s e r t a ­

t ion aims. The olijective of t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n i s not to 

ascer ta in the t ru th or f a l s i t y , v a l i d i t y or i n v a l i d i t y , of 

the doctr ine of karma, nor even t o make a h i s t o r i c a l study 
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of the d i f ferent versions and in t e rp re t a t ions of tne doctr ine 

of karma. I t a lso does not make any attempt to discover some 

h i t he r to unknown t ru tn about i t . What i t intenas to do i s i t s 

phi losophica l analysis through the analysis of the notions of 

k&rta, karma and karm_a phala and some other re la ted notions 

l ike the notions of t ransmigrat ion, freedom, r e spons ib i l i t y , 

samsara, moksa and divine intervent ion in order to unaerstand 

and comprehend i t s meaningfulness ana i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y vhich 

i s phi losophical ly more important. Because inves t iga t ion into 

the meaning of the doctr ine of karma comes log ica l ly p r io r 

to the considerat ions of i t s truth-, evidence, v a l i a i t y and 

legi t imacy. If the doctr ine of karma i s an u n i n t e l l i g i b l e 

doct r ine , then the question of i t s t r u t h or va l id i ty cannot 

leg i t imate ly be ra i sed , TJaat i s the reason why we have made 

a humble attempt to enquire in to the meaning and the i n t e l l i ­

g i b i l i t y of the doctr ine of karma through i t s analysis and 

the analysis of some other re la ted concepts. Via an a n a l y t i ­

ca l examination we have t r i e d to snow tha t no c l a s s i c a l 

version of the doctr ine of karma i . e . , Jainism, Buadhism and 

Hinduism i s coherent and sa t i s f ac to ry . A coherent end 

sa t i s fac to ry account of the doctr ine of karma leads us not 

only to moni-^ticism and s e l f - c e n t r i c view of karma but a lso 

makes s o c i a l , moral and re l ig ious in te r -pe r sona l , i n t e r ­

act ions impossible which the te.armavadins themselves would not 

l i k e to hold from socio-moral r e l i g ious points of view. 



CHAPTER I I 

KARMA AMP CAUSATION 

when ve re f l ec t upon the notion of karma ve find tha t 

there is no one p a r t i c u l a r meaning v,riicn can be said to be 

found invar iably in a l l i t s uses , or v i tb reference to vhich 

we can i n t e l l i g i b l y ta lk about i t in a l l so r t s of i t s app l i ­

ca t ions . I t i s used in d i f ferent senses in d i f ferent systems. 

Mostly the vord 'karma' i s taken t o i na i ca t e 'an a c t i o n ' , 

'a work' or 'a deed ' . I t is derived from tne root ' k r ' , which 

means ' t o d o ' , and therefore i s defined in the sense of an 

ac t ion , a work or a deed. From t n i s point of view, karmas 

Pre generally divided i n t o three kinds; mental, vocal and 

bodi ly . Thinking, w i l l i ng , des i r ing , comparing ana imagining 

are ca l led mental karmas. Talking and speaking are ca l led 

vocal karmas. Breatning, hearing and seeing are cal led bodily 

karmas. Sometimes karmas are c l a s s i f i ed as moral, immoral 

and non-moral; r e l i g i o u s , i r r e l i g i o u s and non-re l ig ious ; 

Vedic and non-Vedic; s p i r i t u a l and non - sp i r i t ua l ; voluntary 

and non-voluntary; good, ev i l and neu t r a l e t c . 

Mimaasa c l a s s i f i e s actions in to obligatory (which 

must be performed), opt ional (which may or may not be 

performed) and prohib i ted (which must not Tie performed). 

Vai^esika divides act ions in to five c l a s s e s : ( i ) upward 
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movement (utksegana), (li) downward movement (avaksepana), 

(iii) contraction (akuncana), (iv) expansion (prasarana), and 

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

karma (the karma that determines the family into which one is 

born), §^s karma (the karma that determines the length of 

life), jfianavaraniya karma (the karma that clouds knowledge), 

darsanavaraniya karma (the karma that clouds faith), mohanlya 

karma (the karma that proauces delusion), vedaniya karma 

(the karma that produces emotions of pleasure and pain). 

Samkhya divides actions into three classes: (1) sattvika, 

(ii) 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. Bajasika action is that kind of action which is of the 

nature of pain (duhkha), and which causes all painful expe­

riences in our life. Tamasika action is that kind of action 

which induces sleep, drowsiness and laziness. GJta divides 

action into cvo 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 'karma' is used to refer not only 

to an action but also tne result of action. It is said that 

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 appropriate reward or 
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punishment. It aetemines the nature of the doer. Action 

leaves impression or tendency in the agent vhicn i«? called 

samskara in the classical Indian systems of thought. 

Mimamsa calls it apurva (unseen potency). Tne apurva is 

conceived as linK betveen action and its fruit. It is a causal 

potency (sakti^ in the act vnich leads to its fructification. 

Therefore it may be regarded either as tne imperceptible 

antecedent of the fruit, or as the after-state of the act. It 

is said that the theory of apurva is a limited hypothesis 

vhich tries to explain a part of the general problem of con-

3ervation of the fruits of all actions — ritualistic and 

non-ritualistic — vnich the moral universal lav,- of karma 

seeks to explain. 

In Nyaya-Vaisesika, karma is regarded as adfsta 

(unseen pover). Adysta is conceived as tne sum total of merits 

and demerits accruing from our past actions vnich produces 
/account, 

joys and sorrows. But since adrsta, on the Wyaya-Vaisesika/ 

is an unintelligent principle, it cannot by itself lead to 

joys and sorrows which arise due to our past actions. So it 

is argued that adrs^a must be guided by some intelligent 

agent to produce its proper consequences. Inaividual selves 

cannot, on their views, direct or control adrsta, for they 

do not know anything about tne adr§^a. So the intelligent 

agent who guides adrsta_ through the proper channels to 

produce the proper effects, is the eternal, omnipotent and 

omniscient divine being. It is God who controls our adrsta 
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and dispenses a l l joys and sorrovvS of our l i f e s t r i c t l y in 

accordance vith i t . Therefore God i s said to be tne givec of 

the f r u i t s of our deeds (karmaphalapradata). The p r inc ip le 

vhicn i s ca l led by Mima'tsa as apurva and iNryaya-Vais''esika as 

^d^'sta^ i s cal led by Buadhisa as vasana. i t i s believed tha t 

samskgras function as deter;ninants to agent ' s future action 

and na tu re . Keeping the phala of karma in viev, karmas are 

generally c l a s s i f i ed in to three ca tegor ies : sanci ta (accumu­

la ted Impressions), prarabdha ( f ruc t i fy ing iinpressions) and 

kriyamana (current impressions) . Sancita karma i J ca l led the 

accumulated impressions of the deeds of the pas t l i f e , v%hich 

have not yet begun to f ruc t i fy . Prarabdha karma i s ca l led the 

impressions of the past deeds v,hich have already s t a r t ed 

yie ld ing the f r u i t s , Kriyamana karma i s cal led the impressions 

of the present deeds wnich are being accumulated by performing 

act ions in the present l i f e . Karma i s often taken to indica te 

a ^lav of karma ^ or a ' p r inc ip le of c a u s a l i t y ' v i tn spec ia l 

reference to moral ac t ion . Sometimes i t i s loosaly designated 

as a doc t r ine . Sometimes i t refers to universa l p r i n c i p l e of 

causa l i ty vhich applies to a l l ex i s ten t e n t i t i e s . Sometimes 

i t re fe rs to the j o in t doctr ine of the lav of karma, —the 

p r inc ip le ro f causa l i ty vhicn holds t h a t a l l moral actions 

produce moral e f fec t s , and of samsara — the p r i nc ip l e t ha t 

the re i s a transmigration of the sel f ( tne suksaas^'arlra) or 
-1 

' sub t le body' in a se r ies of b i r t h s , deaths and r e b i r t h s . 

1. E l io t Deutscn, Advaita Vedanta, The University Press of 
Hawaii, Honolulu, 1973, p.~5HT 
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K£rma in the sense of moral law is used in both the senses: 

descriptive and etnical. In the descriptive sen^e, it states 

that good and had actions done by tne doer produce good and 

liad results respectively, vnicn the doer of actions realizes 

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

life, or in the future life, 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 snail 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 (lobha), pride (mana) and 

delusion (maya) which are called kasaya or sticky sulistances 

where karmic particles stick — attract tne flow of karmlc 

matters towards the soul. The state when karmlc particles 

actually begin to flow towards the soul to bind it is called 

asrava or flow. The state wnen these particles actually infil­

trate into the soul and bind it is called bandha or bondage. 

By the possession and practice of right faith, right knowledge 

and righ b conduct, tne influx of fresh karma is stopped. This 

state in Jainism is called samvara or stoppage. When the 

existing karmas get exhausted that state is called nirjara 

or wearing out. When the last particle of karma gets completely 

exhausted the partnership betveen soul and matter is dissolved, 

and the soul snines in its intrinsic nature of infinite faith, 

infinite knowledge, infinite bliss end infinite power. This 

state in Jainism is called moksa or liberation. 
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Thus, i t i s qui te obvious frooi tne above discussions 

tbp.t tbere i s no one p a r t i c u l a r meaning of tne vord 'karffl£' 

vhich can be said to be found invariably in a l l i t s appl icat ions 

in the d i f fe ren t c l a s s i c a l Inaian systems of thought. I t s use 

d i f fers from sy tem to systeTi. But vi thout pre-judging the 

i«;?!ue vhich systei} has used tne \\ord ' k s m a ' co r rec t ly , >e 

sha l l use i t in the sense of ' a c t i o n ' . Tne v,ord ' a c t i on ' i s 

not an unambiguous vord. philosophers nave used i t in di f ferent 

senses. MacMurray, for example, claims tha t " to act i=! to 

effect a change in the external world . . . . Action proceeds 

from the ^elf to the world. I t terminates in tn ings , not in 
2 ideas . " According to t h i s def in i t ion of act ion, unless we 

bring about change in the external world, what we do cannot be 

cal led an ac t ion . No doubt, i t i s t rue tha t such effected 

changes are cal led ac t ions , but we don ' t see any reason for 

r e s t r i c t i n g tne appl icat ion of action to external changes 

only, because even without effecting a change in the external 

world i t i s poss ib le for us to do something. When we use the 

term 'karma' in the sense of ac t ion , i t includes in i t s 

meaning not onlj those act ions whose effects are changes in 

the external world, but a lso those whose effects are l imi ted 

to the inner l i f e of the ac to r . Sometimes by ' a c t ion ' i s meant 

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

evaluat ion, and sometimes anything we do without bothering 

2 . MacMurray, "What i s Action?", Proceedings of the 
jLTistotelian Society, Suppl. xv i i (1938). 

file:////ord
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•whether or not it can be norally evaluated. But here we are 

concerned vith action in general sense, and therefore, the 

analysis of the concept of karma attempted in this chapter 

vould be an analysis of action in general, no matter whether 

it is sacrificial action or not; \vhether it is m^ral action or 

not; whether it is attached action or not. That is because 

whatever karma is done, it is claimed by ana large that it 

binds the doer to realise its result in the present life or in 

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

When ve analyse the notion of karma in the sense of 

action, ve find that it necessarily involves in it a reference 

to an agent (karta) who causes it. without karta no karma can 

be conceived to lie possible. This is one of the most essential 

characteristics of tne notion of karma (action). The notion of 

karma is conceptually connected vith the notion of kriya 

(activity) and tne notion of kriya is conceptually connected 

vith the notion of karta. Karma without kriya is not possible 

and kriya without karta is not conceivable. The meaning of one 

consists in the meaning of other. If it is true that action 

without activity is not possible and tha 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 karta without 

karma and the karma is not a karma without karta..The meaning 

of one involves in it a reference to th\3 meaning of the •thcr. 

No one becomes karta without action. A man liccomes karta Jiy 

file:///vhether
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doing action, jictions are alvays aone by somebody. Therefore, 

we cannot say that X is an action nor can ve ask the question; 

vho did it? unless ve presuppose the existence of karta. It is 

quite possible that ve may fail to deter-Tiine the doer of 

certain action but that aoes not amount to mean that action is 

possible without doer. No action is conceivable v.ithout doer, 

jictions 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 theists who 

regard ̂ events as the deeds of God make the class of events 

null. For them, there is no such thing called as an event. 

What we call as an event, tne 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 karta? The 

answer is quite obvious, A karta is one who aoes or performs 

actions, or brings about changes in the existing states of 

affairs. If the question is askcidt What is action? the answer 

again is 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 Heing active. 

The notion of doing is connected with the notion of action 

and the notion of action has no meaning apart from and inde-. 

penaent of, the notion of doing. The meaning of one involves 

in it the meaning of other. Doing without action is not 
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po'ssible and action vitnout auing is not conceivable. There­

fore one of the e s s e n t i a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s for any being to be 

a karta i s t ha t ne must be an act ive being. He must have the 

eff icacious power to do or to act or to bring about cer ta in 

changes in the exis t ing s t a t e of a f f a i r s . I f he has no ef f ica­

cious pover to bring about act ion, or action does not or iginate 

from him, he cannot be sa io to be a ka r t a . He ceases to be a 

kar ta . In fac t , vnen no action i s done, tne nuestion of 

somebody's being a kar ta simply does not a r i s e a t a l l . The 

question of somebody's being a karta does a r i se only vhen he 

performs cer ta in ac t ions . A person becomes a karta j u s t by 

doing action no matcer whether what he performs i s moral or 

non-moral. An inactiveness notion of karta i s s e l f - con t rad ic ­

tory in terms. No action can o r ig ina te from someone unless i t 

i s presupposed tha t he has a power to o r ig ina te or to bring 

about act ion and tha t would not be poss ib le unless h is ex i s ­

tence i s presupposed. If somebody aoes not ex i s t , he cannot 

o r ig ina te action nor can he be character ized as a kar ta . 

Therefore for somebody to be a kar ta , he must have subs tan t i a l 

exis tence . In fac t , when somebody aoes not ex i s t , the question 

of or ig ina t ing of action from nim or h i s being as a karta of 

cer ta in actions does not simply a r i s e at a l l . J3ut tha t does 

not mean that he cannot conceivably ex i s t unless ne does 

something. A thing can be conceivwd to be exis t ing even when 

i t dOcS not do anything and tha t i s l og ica l ly qui te poss ib le 

because the notion of existence i s not conceptually connected 
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with the notion of doing. To exist is not to do, but aoing is 

not po'̂ 'Sible vithout being existing, ĵs a matter of fact, 

there are many things in the universe vhich exist but do not 

perform any sort of action, i.e., mcterial objects, animals, 

insects and birds etc. Therefore it vould be vrong to say that 

existence without doing is not conceivable, ind to say this, 

however, does not mean that doing vithout existence is possi­

ble. It is perfectly true that someboay may have an efficacious 

power to cause action and yet he may not executB 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 a karta on the basis of his efficacious power unless 

he executes that power in bringing about the action. Having 

power 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 when power is 

executea and the execution of power either in bringing about 

action or refraining from it always requires some conscious 

efforts on the part of the agent. Ana no one can be said to 

be making some conscious efforts unless he exhibits them in 

action. From this point of view, action can be said to be a 

criterion to judge whether someone is really making conscious 

efforts or not. Actions are done ana aoing is not possible 

without assuming the existence of a conscious be:ng. Therefore 

the doer of action cannot be any unconscious being. Only 
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conscious beings can De said tj tie the doer of actions 

because tney are tne only Deings Vvho have pov̂ ers not only to 

do certain actions but also to refrain fro-n doing them at their 

free v.ill'?. Conscious oeings are conceived to have povwers of 

choosing, ileciding, planning, intending, aiming and thinking 

etc. with which our notion of action is essentially connected. 

In doing of action the doer not only experiences that he is 

acting but also feels that it is his action, and he is doing 

it because of this reason he thinks that he is responsible fcr 

whatever he aoes and whatever he does, he also deserves its 

fruit. This is what the doctrine of karma states. It ass-̂ rts 

that to do an action is to be responsible for its result, good 

or bad. If that be so, animals, insects and bird? etc. fall 

outsiae 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 is caused is an 

event. From this point of view, we can say that actions are 

also a kjjid 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 'nay not be an action because 

to cause is not to do. To causa is to originate or to produce 

or to bring something about, which is quite different from 

that of doing. Something may cause sometning else, and yet 

what causes that may not be a karta, and what is causea may 

not be an action. This is perfectly quitt̂  conceivable. All 
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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 do; therefore something may cause something 

else without doing of it. But doing of something is not possi­

ble 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 be 

a karta of smoke, nor can the production of smoke be said to 

be an action of fire. Fire has only a causal or an efficacious 

power to produce smoke but it has no agential power. Fire 

cannot refrain itself from proaucing smoke if dry leaves 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. Fire cannot be said 

to be doing things against its will because it has no will. 

While in the case of a karta 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 compfelled actions, A karta has will 

p«wer to make or not to make certain changes in the existing 

state of affairs. Due to will power a karta can cnange his 

course of actions, if he decides, which fire cannot do. Fire 

has no decisive power to change its course of events. Further-
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more, 3 karta has power to cnoose or not to cnoose different 

courses of action. He has power not only to cause an action 

but also not to oause it. A karta can control his actions, if 

he decides, which fire carinot do. The relation that holds 

between karta and his karma is not purely a causal and mecha­

nical relation in the sense that under certain antecedent 

conditions a karta is bouna to proauce certain actions. But 

the relation that holds between fire and smoke is 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 deterministic terms nor can 

it be characterized purely as mechanical in nature. Due to the 

involvement of the elements of cognition, volition, desire and 

passion, actions cannot be said to have predictability like 

natural events, what course of action a karta would be doing 

cannot be predicted accur?tely in advance, no matter how much 

knowledge one may have about the antecedent conditions of a 

karta. But in the cases of natural events accurate predictabi­

lity is quite possible, — provided we have sufficient 

knowledge about the events, ̂ n event may have a causal power 

of producing but it has no power of refraining. It cannot 

refrain itself 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 has power of causing, but a cause has no 
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po-wer of villing. Because of tnis reason certain vords vhlch 

make sense in the context of karta do not make any sense in 

the context of -f̂lre or events. For example, tne words 'compel', 

'responsibility', ' accountability \ 'aeservaltility' and 

'experiencing 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 vhy such vords do have 

meaningful applicability in the cases of karta and actions is 

that a karta can exert his v,ill pover over other things, and 

thus can change their courses of action which fire and event 

cannot do because 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 wno is believed to have poweis 

of cognizing, experiencing, feeling, willing, and desiring etc. 

which fire and events lack, mictions being conscious phenoojena 

cannot be said to have their origins from unconscious things 

like fire and events. Material things and events, thus, cannot 

legitimately be characterized as karta even if they hcve 

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, which 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 tney fall outside tne domain of the 

univervSe of actions. 

If tne abOTe viev is correct, it is quite obrious tnat 

the notions of karca and karma are different from the notions 

of cause and events respectively. (By events v.e mean those 

kinds of happenings which do not involve in them the notion of 

agency i.e., conscious being), ĵ ll cases of action can be said 

to be the cases of events since they are caused liy a karta, 

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 that the notion of event does 

not essentially involve in it the notion of agency. Events 

cannot be characterized as agential 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 net conceptually 

involve in them the notion of agency, they cannot be said to 

be the cases of action. 'Doing' has no meaning in the contâ 't 

of events. Events just happen depending upon their antecedent 

conditions. One event may cause another event, but what is 

caused cannot be said to be tne r=isult of some con?;cious 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 tney 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 made, and agential power is 

executed, which is not possible without tne adrnissibility 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 about actions liy 

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 tne notion of action essen­

tially involves in it. But saying this does not mean that 

¥ody 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 karta of action. Actions originate from the 

agent and his beliefs, intentions, desires, wills and body. 

Conscious being and his roles are 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 in 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 i s not t o say tha t tney are purposive in charac ter . 

If i t vere so, a l l events vould be purposive in character 

since tney are caused. But t n i s i s not t rue . Actions do not 

become purposive on the ground of t h e i r being caused. Actions 

become purposive when they are consciously willed t o a t t a i n 

cer ta in goals , —worldly or non-worldly. Events are mechanical 

in character in the sense that tney j u s t happen when cer ta in 

other events ere p re sen t . They are not brought aliout through 

conscious effor ts and a c t i v i t i e s as act ions are done. Events 

are ne i the r intended nor aimed, whereas actions are intended 

and aimed. The purposive character of ac t ions , thus , rules out 

the logical p o s s i b i l i t y of events or mater ia l things as the 

sources of t h e i r o r ig in . No events, whether they are mental or 

phys ica l , do have any power t o f u l f i l the log ica l requirements 

of action which an action requires for i t s o r ig ina t ion . 

Conscious beings and tha t too numan beings are the only beings 

iN'ho can be said to have powers to sa t i s fy tne log ica l r equ i re ­

ments of ac t ion , and such beings can nei ther be analysed 

merely in terras of psycho-physical elements or events , nor can 

t h e i r ro les be determined causally and mechanically. That is 

the reason why only conscious beings can leg i t imate ly be 

character ized as karta of karma. I t i s tne c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of 

karma (act ion) that i t i s e i ther obeyed or disobeyed or l e f t 

undone. I t may or may not be performed unlike event. So for 

anything t o lie a ka r ta , t ha t thing must have power not only 

t o obey or disobey ac t ions , but also to refrain from doing 
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thera, vhicn no mater ia l objects including bodily events do 

have, except conscious beings, even i f they are causally 

connected. Conscious beings are the only beings vho can be 

said to have povers not only to ao an ac t ion , but also to 

re f ra in from doing i t , as and vhen they vant . Body and bodily 

movements, no doubt, do play causal ro les in the or ig inat ion 

of ac t ion . Action without body and bodily muscle contract ions 

cannot be conceived to happen. Erom th i s point of viev, ve can 

say tha t the notion of action not only involves a reference to 

an agent i . e . , conscious being, but a lso to the body and 

bodily movements, Agent's b e l i e f s , a t t i t u d e s , cogni t ions , 

de s i r e s , pass ions , in ten t ions and motives may play causal ro les 

in cer ta in sense in tne or ig inat ion of ac t ions . But none of 

these elements can be assigned vi th the ro le of karta since 

they lack agen t ia l ch a r ac t e r i s t i c s vhich an action e s sen t i a l ly 

requires to happen. For any agent to do an action he must have 

a body. But his body cannot by i t s e l f i n i t i a t e ac t ion , in 

sp i t e of i t s being causally r e l a t ed , unless the agent himself, 

tha t i s , a conscious being i n i t i a t e s i t . Action occurs vhen 

the agent executes his povers , and powers cannot be executed 

vi thout assiiffllng the existence of the agent. So ve can say 

tha t no action can be made poss ib le vi tnout the involvement of 

? conscious agency. Agent and his b e l i e f s , in tent ions and 

Tiodily muscle contract ions together can p lay , and in fact they 

do play, causal ro les in the or ig inat ion of ac t ions . I t is 

per fec t ly qui te poss ib le because they are qui te compatible.. 
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when ve say that actions are conscious phenomena because they 

are produced through conscious activities and efforts, that 

should not he taken to mean that actions cannot be done in 

ignorance and un„er compulsions. Actions can be done in igno­

rance and under compulsions because conscious activities and 

"ifforts can be made in ignorance and under compulsions. To 

perform conscious activities and make conscious efforts is not 

alvays to do right actions. It is quite possible that an agent 

may go vrong in his choosing and planning of certain actions. 

But that vould not amount to mean that he does not perform 

conscious activities and make conscious efforts. As 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, \̂e admit for the sake of argument that the notion 

of action does not essentially involve 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 gt;ts 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 i s in te rpre ted merely in terms of events vitnout 

assuming some conscious agent benind the occurrences of events. 

In other v.ords. the doctr ine of karma and I t s asse r t ions do 

have mec-nings onl;/ in the agent-cause paradigm of act ion, — 

the paradigm in -v^nich action or ig ina tes from an agent. They 

do not have any meaning in the non-agent-cause jiaradigm of 

ac t ion , that i s , event-cause paradigm of act ion,— the 

paradigm in vhich an event ra ther tnan an agent i s conceived 

as a source of ac t ion . In f ac t , in the event-cause paradigm 

of act ion no (^.istinction between karta and cause, action and 

event i s maintained. Both the notions of karta and ' a c t ion ' 

are in te rpre ted solely in terms of events, and events alone, 

wherein, karmic 'asser t ions do not have any meaning because 

vhf-t they asse r t f a l l outs iae the domain of the event-cause 

paradigm of ac t ion . Events cannot be hela t o be morally r e s ­

ponsible and accountable nor can they be saia tha t they 

r e a l i z e good and bad consequences of the i r ac t ions , because 

tney do not perform action in tha context of vnich the notions 

of moral r e spons ib i l i t y ana accountabi l i ty do have meanings. 

Such words do have meanings only in the agent-cause paradigm 

of ac t ion . They do not have meaningful app l i cab i l i t y in the 

event-cause paradigm of ac t ion . In f r e t , in the context of 

event-cause paradigm of action the question of event ' s being 

responsible and accountable does not a r i s e at a l l . But 

saying a l l these , however, do not amount to mean that an 

agent can do actions without involving his body and bodily 
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movements. No agent can do any action v,itnout n is body and 

bodily movements because body and Tiodily movements are essen­

t i a l component s of ac t ion . But to say t n i s does not mean that 

body Pnd bodily Tovements perform ac t ions . Body and bodily 

movements do not , and cannot, perform actions by themselves 

unless agent executes his pover. psycho-pnysical events no 

doubt are cau-^jally, involved in tne proauction of ac t ions , liut 

none of the'='e events can legi t imcte ly be characterized ss 

karta since they do not , and eannot, play the egent ia l ro le 

of karta vhich actions requi re to happen. The notion of action 

e s sen t i a l l y involves in i t the notion of Karta vhich makes 

action p a s s i b l e . No act ion i s conceivalile apart from, and 

independent of, a conscious agency. The notion of karta i s 

ne i ther reducible to boay nor i s i t analysalile in terms of i t s 

bodily movements. 

There is no doubt tnat one action may generate another 

ac t ion , but action which comes f i r s t in order of tne ser ies of 

actions does not o r ig ina te from any other ac t ion. I t o r ig ina tes 

from the agent, d i r e c t l y tnrough the involvement of bodily 

e f fo r t s . Such actions may be character ized as basic or 

pr imi t ive act ions since they or ig ina te d i r ec t l y from the agent 

and come f i r s t in tne oraer of the se r ies of ac t ions . But 

act ions which get generated by some other actions cannot be 

said to be tne basic ac t ions . They are non-primitive ac t ions . 

Sometimes actions are aivided in to basic and iion-liasic clashes 

keeping tne i f ends in view. I t i s saia tha t actions which are 
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aimed or desired aie basic actions ana act ions vnicn are ased 

as means to a t t a i n them are non-basic ac t ions . But ttie l a t t e r 

''ense i s d i f rerent from the former one. wiien we use tne word 

'bas ic a c t i o n ' , ve u-̂ e i t in tne former S9Q9e, «ot In tft« 

l a t t e r ^ense of tne term. Basic act ions are d i rec t actions 

wnicn come f i r s t in ttie oraer of tne se r ies of actions connec­

ted and are brought about by the agent through nia bodily 

e f fo r t s . This view of action goes against tne even t - causa l i s t ' s 

account. Because in the event-causal i ty account, ac t ions can 

be in te rpre ted and explained solely in terms of cer ta in events 

l i ke intending, wanting, be l ieving, without making any 

reference to a metaphysical en t i ty call-^jd agent who not only 

intends, wants, be l i eves , de l ibera tes and chooses but a lso 

se ts the procwss of ac t ion . For tht;m, in ten t ions and be l ie fs 

e t c . alone cause a man to commit an act ion which in our 

account of action i s not poss ib l e . Because, according to our 

account, no action can happen without involving a reference to 

some conscious agent, who himself ca r r i e s out in ten t ions and 

Tieliefs e t c . which are qui te often causal ly associated with 

ac t ions . No agent can cause any ac t ion , i f he himself remains 

inac t ive . In fac t , he cannot be cal led as an agent a t a l l , 

Sombbody becomes an agent only when he performs ac t ion . If he 

does not perform any action and remains inac t ive , he cannot be 

said to be an agent a t a l l . The question of his being an agent 

simply does not a r i s e . Although bodily movements are undoub­

tedly e s s e n t i a l components of action but they are not act ions 
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tne:iiselves. Ju s t as s ight vi thout eye i s not poss ib le but eye 

l 3 not s ight- Lifcawise, no action without bodily -/loveffients i s 

poss ib le . But bodily iijovements themselves are not ac t ions . 

Neither mental nor bodily events by themselves are capable of 

giving suf f ic ien t explanation of ac t ion . I f mental and bodily 

events were the basic sources of ac t ion , and not the agent, 

i t vould have been poss ib le to exDlain the notion of action 

solely in terms of them. But since i t i s not possi"^le to 

explain the notion of action ( i . e . , i n t en t iona l act ion) in 

terms of cer ta in psycho-pnysical tvents without making a 

reference to an agent vho i n i t i a t e s the events . The psycno-

physica l evencs cannot be said to be the basic resources of 

ac t ion. In fac t , the d i s t i n c t i o n between centa l and physical 

events cannot be maintained without assuming a conscious 

metaphy ica l en t i ty i . e . , se l f . 

From the foregoing discussions thus , i t i s qui te 

obvious tha t karma cannot be said t o be the basic cause of the 

unity of se l f and body which i s generally advocated by d i f f e ­

rent c l a s s i c a l Indian systems of thought because the notion 

of the unity of se l f and body log ica l ly precedes the notion 

of karma. I t i s the unity of self and body which makes basic 

karma poss ib le and what makes i t poss ib le cannot be explained 

by re fe r r ing to i t , as the c l a s s i c a l Indian thinkers advocated; 

nor can i t be said to be the cause of the beginning of b i r t h 

or individual existence as tne karmavadins be l ieve . 
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Actions Pre c l a s s i f i ed in d i f ferent vays: voluntary and 

involuntary, condi t ional and uncondit ional , occasional and 

non-occasion.Tl, attached and detacnea, good and bad, 

p leasurable and pa infu l , compelled and uncompelled, obl igatory, 

prohib i tory and optional e t c . Whatever action may be i t essen­

t i a l l y involves in i t the notion of agency, in the sense tha t 

i t i s always caused by an agent. Agent i s the con t ro l l e r and 

the guthori ty of a l l ac t ions . The sources or the grounds from 

vhich act ions ul t imately or ig ina te i s the agent (kar ta) 

himself. If the notion of agency i s d issocia ted fro'ii the notion 

of ac t ion , an action cannot be d i f f e ren t i a t ed from an event. 

Because i t is the notion of karta involved in the notion of 

karma vhicn d i f f e r en t i a t e s karma from event. All occurrences 

of phenomena can broadly be divided in to tvo ce tegor i e s : 

agent-caused phenomena ( i . e . , action events or simply act ions) 

and non-agent caused phenomena ( i . e . , non-action events or 

simply events ) . All act ions are events since they are caused 

by the agent, but a l l events are not act ions since most of them 

are not cau^^ed by the agent, Thensfore to ident i fy karma vith 

event vould amount to committing a l o g i c a l mistake. Action 

(karma) i s log ica l ly and conceptually grounded in tne notion 

of ka r ta . Without the associat ion of the notion of karta 

(agent ) , no event can be regarded as an ac t ion . 

From our analysis i t becomes qui te obvious tha t the 

Bucdhists doctr ine of karma cannot be saia to be consis tent 

and i n t e l l i g i b l e . Because Buddhism denies the existence of 
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the ^elf to psycno-pftysical organism, and treat it as a bundle 

of the five ^fndhas — rupa (matter), vedana (feeling), 

samj'na (perception), samskara (disposition) and vijnana 

(consciousness). And these skandbas cannot play, given their 

nature, separately or jointly tne agential role, that is, the 

role of a substantial conscious being. Karma always presupposes 

the existence of karta, a substantial conscious being. The 

Buddhists account of self aoes 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. Buddhism does not 

in fact maintain any distinction between karta and cjuse, 

action and event. It rather advocates the view that action 

without a substantial conscious agent is possible which our 

conception of karma does not permit, Thj Buddhists account of 

<̂ elf, thus, does not have any fitting in the agent-caused 

paradigm of acx;ion. 

The Samkhya account of karta also does not seem to be 

satisfactory and sensible. Because the Samkhya notion of self 

(purusa) does not satisfy the logical requirements of karma. 

Though Samkhya believes in a permanent conscious self, but tne 

self of Samkhya does not satisfy the criterion of a karta. For 

the self in Samkhya philosophy is regarded as inactive (akarta) 

Tnough prakrti is regarded as a karta of karma out prakrti 

being unconscious cannot play tne role of a karta. Because 
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actions are conscious pnenomeno, vhicn cannot be the product 

of any unconscious cause. Moreover, act ions are pujrposive in 

nature , and ~iT>posive act ions cannot be conceived to have 

t he i r or igin from the unconscious cause. An unconscious matter 

cannot carry out tne processes of ac t ion . I t aoes not have the 

capacity to cnoose or to decide vhich a purposive action 

requires for i t s o r ig ina t ion . Thus in adTiitting tha t there i s 

a purposive action but denying at the sane time the existence 

of a conscious ac tor , the Samkhya commits i t s e l f to an absurd 

pos i t i on , because unconscious teleology is uninte l l ig ib le . -^ 

Therefore, the Samknya account of se l f (£HIH?£) "̂̂ * matter 

( p r ak r t i ) do not have any f i t t i n g in tne agent-cause paradigm 

of ac t ion . In f ac t , the Samkhya system does not maintain any 

d i s t i n c t i o n between kar ta and cause, action and event l i k e 

Buddhism. 

The Nyaya-Vais''esika account of karta also does not 

sa t i s fy the log ica l requirements of karma. Nyaya-Vaisesika 

bal ieve in tvo typas of kar ta ; f i n i t e karta ( j iva ) and 

i n f i n i t e ^karta (God). But both the f i n i t e and i n f i n i t e selves 

do not ' ' a t isfy the logica] requirements of karma. The f i n i t e 

se l f in Nyaya-Vaisesika i s regarded as unconscious ( jade) . 

Consciousness i s said is the acc identa l qual i ty of the sel f . 

Put an unconscious se l f cannot play the ro le of a kar ta . 

3 . Datta and Chat ter jee , An Introduction to Indian philosophy, 
University of Calcu t ta , Eighth Ea i t ion , 198M-, p . 363. 
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Because karma i s a conscious phenomanon, vvhich alvays pre'^up-

poses a conscious agent. Therefore, tne Nyaya-Vais'ssika account 

of f i n i t e ' 'elf ( i i va ) cannot play the role of a kar ta . Like 

f i n i t e karta ( j I v a ) , i n f i n i t e karta (God) also does not 

s a t i s fy the log ica l conditions of karma because Nyaya-Vaisesika 

conceive God as dise.nbodied and tne concept of kar t r tva 

(agency) presupposes the involvement of body and bodily move­

ments. This ve have already seen. A aisembodied Tieing cannot 

become tne karta of karma. So Goo, on t n i s account, cannot 

play the ro l e of a ka r t a . Thus Nyaya-Vais''esika theor ies of 

f i n i t e and i n f i n i t e selves do not have any f i t t i n g in the 

agent-cause paradigm of ac t ion . 

Prabhakara Mimamsakas also do not give a sa t i s fac to ry 

account of kar ta . Because praWhakara himamsakas, l i k e Nyaya-

Vaisesika, hold tha t the se l f i s e s sen t i a l l y unconscious 

(jada) and consciousness i s i t s only an acc identa l qual i ty 

which may • r may not be possessed by tne soul . But an uncon­

scious substance cannot become the agent of any ac t ion , a 

conpciou? phenomenon. Over and above, purposive ac t ions cannot 

be said to be the product of any uncon^'cious thing. Therefore 

the ."elf of Prabhakara Mimamsakas a lso does not have any 

f i t t i n g in the agent-cause paradigm of ac t ion . 

Among a l l the c l a s s i c a l Indian scnools of philosophy, 

only the Vedanta and the Jaina viev of karta s?.ems to b© 
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satisfactory. Because, according to Vedanta and Jainism, 

human ^elf i^ in the nature of consciousness. It possesses 

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

sensible tneory of karma requires. 



CHAPTER m 

KARMA AND KABHk PHALA 

In the preceding ehPpter ve analysed tne notions of 

karta and karma. And vnile analysing tne notions of karta and 

karma v,e had seen that the notions of karta and karma are 

conceptually connected. The notion of karta, like tne notion 

of karma, has no meaning in isolation. It is a functional 

notion and not a referential notion vhose meaning can be 

understood apnrt from and indepenaent of tne notion of activity 

(kriya). its meaning consists in activity ana activity has no 

meaning outside tne context of action. Activity 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 popsible and action without activity is 

not conceivable. Both are inter-related concepts. The notion 

of karma essentially involves in it the notion of a conscious 

agency in the sense that without conscious agency no karma is 

possiblG, For to be a karta or an agent, one must have the 

sense of agency, the sense tnat he can do something. It is the 

karta who makes action possible. But the karta is not a karta 

without 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 

essentially involves in it the notion of a conscious agency. 



9̂ 

In fact, it is the involvement of the conscious agency that 

distinguishes action from event. Events occur vhen certain 

antecedent conditions are present. Events are not done. They 

just happen vhen certain antecedent conditions are present. 

But actions are done and doing alvays involves a reference to 

somebody vho brings action into effect. They just do not happen 

vhen certain antecedent conditions are present. They are 

always lirought about through conscious activities and efforts. 

From this point of viev, ve can say that actions are conscious 

phenomena unlike events. Actions are purposive iii 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 

is possible without the involvement of bodily movements. But 

body and bodily movements cannot by themselves, 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 material 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, attitudes, 

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 thcsa elements can be 

assigned with the ro l e of a karta since tney leek agent ia l 

c h r r a c t e r i P t i c s . For to be a dour, tnc aoer must hfiVe a body. 

Without boay the doer ceases to b^ a aoer. Since only a con-

''cious lieing v^ith oody can act or be the agent of act ion, or 

oven be acted upon, the ?elf i t s e l f cannot do any action or 

be the object of any action being aiseTibodied. A l i v ing being 

i . e . , human being vno i s an enDoaied se l f can ana does ac t , 

pass ions , emotions e t c . v^hich are gtsn^rally regarded as psycho­

log i ca l fac tors and movc us to do certain act ions are essen­

t i a l l y associated v.ith tn^ boay and not with th« se l f . Like 

disemboaied self , Goa a lso does not f u l f i l the log ica l require­

ments of en ac t ion . God cannot perform action because He has 

no body. Only an emboaitd being can perform act ion . But to say 

th i s does not ffl^an t h r t body by i t s e l f can i n i t i a t e ac t ion . 

Body cannot by i t s e l f i n i t i a t e action though I t I s causally 

connected. Actions occur vhen enooaii^d conscious being causes 

them. If eTiboaicd conscious being Qoes not ex>jcute h i s power, 

pction cannot come in to ef fec t , jind only a con^'cious ie ing who 

can do somcti.ing can hr.vt sense of doing. A non-&gent cannot 

hf-ve a sense of doing nor can i t be acted upon. Since only 

con^'ciou"' beings can ac t , and be acted upon, they can b*s said 

to be the doer of ac t ion . 

If tne notion of karma i s conceptually d i f fe ren t from 

the notion of event tnen the phala of karma (tbe r e s u l t and/or 

consequence of ac t ion) cannot be sa ia to be iden t i ca l with the 
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phala of event (or the effect of event). Both are conceptually 

different. All cases of karma £hala are the cases of event 

phala since they are caused hy 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 of karma phala because they are all not caused 

by karma. They are caused by events. And events 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 vith karma and karma is essentially connected with 

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

Karta and karma are necessary and sufficient conditions 

for karma phala to happen. But these are not the antect̂ ient 

conditions of event phala. That is because the phala of 

event does not essentially involve in it a reference to 

karma and karta. Event phalas can be conceived apart from and 

independent of karma and karta because events from where evert 

phalas originate are conceivable apart from and independent of 

them. The notion of event (or effect) 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 karta (this we have already seen in the second 

chapter). This is the reason why causal events cannot be held 

to be morally responsible and accountable for thfc.ir_ effects . 

In fact, the notion of deserving, accountability Lin the domain of 

events. They do have meanitfgful applicaliility only in the domain 

of karta who can act and be acted upon; and only one who can act 
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ana be acted upon can be held to be morally responsible and, 

accountable for whatever ne ooes, good or baa. Events do not, 

and cannot, perform action^ and hence cannot be held to be 

morally responsible and accountsDlti for tbeir effects. Tbe 

notion of event phala, thus, is conceptually dissociated from 

the notions of deserving, accountability and responsibility 

from vhich th3 notion of karma phala is not dissociated. The 

reason ^^ny karma pnala is not dissociated from the notions of 

deserving, accountaliility and responsibility is that karma 

phala Is connected vitn karma and karma is associatea vith 

karta vho performs karma ana only one v.ho performs karma can 

legitimately be held to be morally responsible and accountable 

for \̂ hat he does, good or bad. Karma phala and ̂ ent phala, 

thus, do not fall unaer the same logical category, though 

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

To say thft karma phala vithout karma and karta is not 

possible is not to say that karma and karta cannot ontologi-

cally exist vithout karma phala. Karma and karta are conceiva­

ble vithout karma pha.la because the letter does not form a part 

of the meaning of tne former. All karmas may not yiela karma 

phala. They may be abortive. Tnis is not only logically but 

also factually quite possible. Action as event can lie conceivea 

to exist vithout causing another event as its phala but no 

event phala can be conceived to nappen vithout being caused. 

Besiaes, the notions of karma and karta always come logically 

prior to the notion of karma phala and vhat comes logicalxy 
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pr ior to something cannot be said to be grounaed in i t . If 

th i s be so, karma and karta can be conceived to ex i s t apart 

from and independent of karma pbala. But t h i s does not , 

however, mean that they are not causally connected. Karma 

ghala i s caus i l ly connected v i th karma and karma i s causally 

connected ki th ka r ta . Thoagh the process of producing karma 

phala remains as causal but the karmlc process involves some­

thing more over and above the process of producing karma phala^ 

that i s , judging, evaluat ing, de l ibera t ing and choosing on 

the account of vhich the notions of revard and punishment in 

the forms of pleasure and pain are attached to karma phala. 

An action i s individuated by reference to the intended r e s u l t 

and intended r e s u l t of action is d i f fe ren t from tha t of i t s 

ac tua l r e s u l t . And both the r e su l t s may or may not coincide. 

Every act ion has i t s react ion in one or the other form .and 

react ion of an action can be said to be i t s r e s u l t . But th i s 

notion of r e s u l t i s qui te d i f fe ren t from tha t of the intended 

one and lioth the notions of r e s u l t must not be confu=!ed. The 

notion •f karma phala vhen we use i t , we do not use i t in the 

sense of react ion of action because tne notion of react ion 

does not d is t inguish the notion of karma phala from the notion 

of event phala . Because event phala i s a lso the r e s u l t or the 

rejection of another event. Kama phala i s an intenaea r e s u l t 

o^ ^arma which i s desired and brought about through conscious 

a c t i v i t i e s and e f f o r t s , although in doing so a karta may or 

may not get success. Tnis i s per fec t ly qui te possible because 
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success and unsuccess are tvo dimensions of an action. / karta 

h's no control ever tne actual result of an action. He has 

control only over action and. action alone vtjicn ne performs to 

attain the desired ena. And in so doing an action may or may 

not bring tne intended result. Tne actua] result Tiay not 

coincide vitn tne intended one. Since tne karta has no control 

over tne actual result of an action, he cannot lie held to be 

responsible on that accourn:. He can neither be conaemned nor 

even commended from tne moral point of viev. He can be held to 

be responsible on tne account of his action, not the result •f 

his action. But vnen v,e say tnat 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 botn notions of result are not 

mutually incompotible tnough are logically unrelated. Tnis is 

the reason vhy vhat is intended iiay also be that vnich is actual. 

But the coincidence between tne tvo, if at all it exists, vill 

be there as a matter of fact, not as a matter of logic. The 

intention v,ith vnicn an action is done nay lie positive or 

negative in tne '='en«̂e tnat a karta may do certain action in 

order to get sometning or to avoid the occurrence of something. 

E:"ther -way his action is intentional since it is done vith 

intention. Sometimes a distinction is made betveen intention 

and desire. But here ve do not make any aistinction batveen 

the tvo ana use tnem synonymously. It is sometime debated 
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vnether tne concept of Intent ion or aes i r e i s log ica l ly 

involve* in the concept of act ion. But ve sna i l not go in to 

t h i s issue here . Normally the notion of action does involve in 

i t the notion of des i re or intent ion of one or the other kind 

vhich makes obligatory for the doer t o experience some happi­

ness or sorrov. One cannot exhaust experiencing a l l tha t he 

has to on account of his action in the sa^ne l i f e in vhich they 

have been done. Therefore he has to be reliorn pft^r his death 

to experience the: unexperienced resu l t of his ac t ion. The 

upnolders of tne doctr ine of karma do not make the snarp 

d i s t i nc t ion betveen tne intenaed ana ac tua l r e su l t of karma. 

They muddl̂ ^d both the notions of r e s u l t i . e . , ac tua l and 

intended in the i r conception of karma phala. Acc«rairig to 

t h e i r account, karma phala or karma may be ei ther in the form 

of impressions or tendencies , or in tne forms of pleasure and 

pain vnich are t r e a t e d , according to them, as a kind of revard 

and punishment respec t ive ly wnich the doer of karma i s believed 

t o reap sooner or l a t e r e i ther in the present l i f e or the l i f e 

af ter death. However, whatever tne karma phala may be whether 

they are intended or unintended-, whether they f i r s t proauce 

impressions and tendencies wnich consequently produce pleasure 

and pain according t o t h e i r nature or not , tney are a l l said 

t o be the r e su l t of karma, witnout karma they cannot happen. 

They can be stopped only oy stepping karmas liecause they are 

produce* Tiy them. Happiness and pain wnich are t r ea ted oy tne 

upholders of tne a o c t r m e 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 vithout necessarily proaucing karma phala, the karma 

does not cease to be a karma vhen it does not produce its 

intended result. The karma remains as a karma regardless of 

its intended phala. So the phala of karma cannot function as a 

criterion to decide whether something is karma or not. The 

karma is a karma not because it produces karma phala liut 

because it is done tnrough conscious activities and efforts. 

It is intended and brought about by the karta. Likewise, the 

karta is not a karta because whatever he does, d«es 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 is possible zo conceive them 

apart from and independent of karma phala; they cannot, be said 

to be grounded in karma phala. In fact, it is not the karma 

and the karta whicn are aependent on tne karma phala but it is 

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

witnout karma and karta, karma phala cannot be conceived to 

happen. It is the karma of î arta that makes karma phala 

pcssilile. Karma and karta both are necessary and sufficient 

condition^ to produce karma phala. To say that karma phala 

without karma is not conceivable is not to say tnat karma 

phala regularly follows from karma. It only means that no 
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karma phala can come into existence vitnout karma and to say 

this does not aiiount to mean that karma phala regularly follov.s 

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

karma since its relation vitn karma is contingent. Not only 

this, the sane karma pnala may follow from different karmas, 

and the same karma may proQuce 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 Tie 

determined by the rules of logic. It can be aeternined only 

after empirical investigation-. So v̂ ven if karma is done, 

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

follow regularly. Karma does not necessitate karma pnala. 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 irregularly and not vice-versa. Karma phala 

without karma end karta is not conceivable but karma and karta 

are conceivable without karma phala. That is possible because 

karma and karta are not ontologically groundea in karma phala. 

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

a reciprocal or two directional relation. It is one directional 

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

context in which karma does not proauce karma phala we cannot 

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

since whatever ne does, aoes not necessarily produce tne 
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result. So the question of a karta^s being getting the result 

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 karta_[_s being getting the result of it 

simply does not arise. It also does not arise in the context in 

which no action is perfor-aed positively or negatively. Reaping 

of tne karma phala of karma is quite a different from that of 

producing it. Both the notions should not Ice confused because 

to produce is not to reap and to reap is not to produce. Two 

are logically unconnected notions. Saying this does not amount 

to mean that they are incompatible notions. Both the notions 

are not incompatible notions. They can go together. Therefore 

factually, tnougn not logically, it is quite possible thst the 

karta of kerma may also be that who is the lihokta (experiencer) 

of karma phala. Karma phala becomes inevitable only when it is 

presupposed that the karta of karma is also a bhokta of karma 

phala of that karma. Unless we presuppose it, we cannot say 

that we reap whatever we sow wnich the doctrine of karma states, 

Because what makes karma phala inevitable is the relationship 

of karta and bhokta with karma phala. If the karta is not 

related to the karma phala of karma by v;ay of a bhokta, the 

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

tbesis of inevitability of karma phala does hold only when ve 

assume thft the karta of karma is also a bhokta of karma phala 

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

karta and bhokta are conceptually aiffgrent and unconnected. 
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They are not r e l a t ed to the karma phala In the same vay. Karma 

i s causally r e l a t ed to karta in the sense tha t vi thout kar ta 

no karma can happen and \%ithout karma nobody can be said to 

be the ka r t a . The karta can remain as a karta of karma even if 

he does not experience karma phala of h is karma. But the 

r e l a t i on of bfaokta and karma phala i s a r e l a t i on of the enjoyer 

and enjoyed. Somebody becomes the bhokta of karma phala vnen 

he r e a l i z e s i t , vhich need not be tne karma phala of any of 

his karma. The karta plays an act ive ro le in bringing about 

the r e s u l t of ac t ion, without karta no r e s u l t of act ion can 

happen..But the bhokta does not play any ac t ive ro le in 

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

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

even without playing any causal or non-causal r o l e in i t s 

production. And to r ece ive karma phala i s not to cause karma 

phala and to cause karma phala i s not to rece ive i t . Causing 

and receiving notions arc d i f ferent and log ica l ly unconnected, 

though they are qui te compatible. Since to cause i s not to 

receive and to receive i s not t o cause, somebody may receive 

some karma phala vhich may not be karma phala of any of his 
some 

action or somebody may product^karma phala through his actions 

and yet he may not receive karma phala of his karma, in other 

voriftf, the kar ta may not be a bhokta and the bhokta may not 

be a kar ta of the same karma phala. Jh is i s pe r fec t ly conceiva­

ble because the notion of kar t r tva aoes not e s sen t i a l l y involve 

in i t the notion of bhoktr tva. And the notion of bhoktrtva does 
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not e^'sentially involve in i t the notion of ka r t r tva . 

Kartrtva and bhoktrtva notions taken in i so l a t i on do not ru le 

out the log ica l p o s s i b i l i t y of krtapranasa and akrta^bnyagama 

jrrasangas. Above a l l , the notion of kar ta i s e s sen t i a l l y con­

nected v i th the notion of karma, but the notion of lifaokta i s 

not e s sen t i a l ly connected vi th the notion of karma. The notion 

of lihokta i s e s sen t i a l ly connected v i th the notion of karcna 

phala with which the notion of karta i s not e s sen t i a l ly 

connected. Therefore confusing the notion of kar ta with tha t 

of bhokta and thinking tha t they are re la ted with karma phala 

in the same way would be tantamount to committing a mistake. 

But when the karta i s a lso conceived as a bhokta of karma 

phala of karma, t ha t i s , when the kar ta i s r e l a t ed to the 

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

inev i t ab l e . I t ru les out the log ica l p o s s i b i l i t y of anybody's 

get t ing some r e su l t which i s not the r e s u l t of any of h is 

ac t ion , Karta-lihokta . - karma phala r e l a t i o n binds the karta 

to r e a l i z e the karma phala of h is karma sooner or l a t e r during 

h is present l i f e of l i f e a f te r death. But any karma paradigm 

which presupposes karta-bhokta - karma phala r e l a t i o n i s bound 

t o be agen t -cen t r i c , s e l f - c e n t r i c and monistic in charac te r , 

because i t a t t r i b u t e s everything good or bad, one has or wi l l 

ever have t o only one kind of causes i . e . , to his and only his 

ac t ions . But experience does not seem to supr)ort i t . Not only 

t h i s , i t a l so makes moral, r e l ig ious and soc io -cu l tu ra l i n t e r ­

personal act ions icopossible because moral, soc io -cu l tu ra l and 
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re l ig ious in terpersonal actions involve a reference to some 

other beings for v̂ nom actions are performedi 

But in karta-bnokta - karma pnala paradigm of karma 

the karta c^n be a bhokta only vnen i t i s presupposed tha t the 

karta and the bh»kta signify one and the sane conscious being 

•who ex i s t s and p e r s i s t s through d i f fe ren t times and have 

powers of kar t r tva and bhoktrtva and the karma phala of karma 

does not per i sh Tiefore the r ea l i za t i on by i t s doer. No 

embodied conscious being can be botiTi the karta and the bhokta, 

i f he does not possess the cha r ac t e r i s t i c s of kar t r tva and 

bhoktrtva which would not be poss ib le vi tnout his being 

ex is t ing and p e r s i s t i n g a t d i f ferent t imes. I t would a lso not 

be poss ib le , i f the karma phala of karma i s destroyed before 

i t s r e a l i z a t i o n , Karta-bhokta - karma phala r e l a t i o n , thus , 

necess i t a t e s not only tha t the karta and the bhokta must Tie 

i d e n t i c a l but also the conservabi i i ty of karma phala. Unless 

ve presuppose the i den t i t y of karta and bhokta and the 

conservabi i i ty of karma phala t i l l i t s r e a l i z a t i o n , we cannot 

say tha t an action e n t i t l e s i t s aoer to some joys or sorrows 

which he unfa i l ingly gets what he i s e n t i t l e d t o or deserves. 

This implies t h a t i f the karta does not persi<5t at d i f ferent 

t i n e s , he cannot r e a l i z e the karma phala of nis karma and in 

th&t case kr tapranisa (a s i tua t ion where one performs an 

action but does not r e a l i z e i t s f r u i t ) i s bourid t o happen and 

the karta cannot be a bhokta of karma phala of h is karma which 

karta-bhokta - karma phala paradigm of karma r equ i r e s . If the 
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ksr ta i s not a bhokta, then someone aaay get some r e su l t vnich 

iiay not be the r e s u l t of any of his ac t ion . Apa in tha t case 

akrtabhyagama prasaftga (g s i tua t ion vhere one i s led to some 

r e s u l t which is not tne r e su l t of any of his act ion) i s bound 

to accur. Tnerefore to avoid unhappy moral s i tua t ions of 

krtapranasa and aki-taTthyagama we have to presuppose not only 

some amount of the s t a b i l i t y and permanency of karta but also 

to admit t ha t the kar ta i s a lso a bhokta and the karma phala 

r>f karma i s not destroyed before i t s r e a l i z a t i o n . Morality 

involving the notions of j u s t i c e , r espons i l i i l i ty ana accounta­

b i l i t y requires t ha t each human being snould reap only the 

f r u i t of h is cvn ac t ion , not cf tne o thers . Any version of the 

doctr ine •f karma vhicn aoes not assume tne iden t i ty of karta 

and bhokta and the conservabi l i ty of karma phala i s bouna to 

be unsat i s fac tory and morally u n i n t e l l i g i b l e . I t cannot explain 

dif ferent occurrences of human l i f e s a t i s f a c t o r i l y for which 

i t i s designed. The re jec t ion of e i ther of tne presupposi t ions 

mentioned aliove makes the doctr ines of transmigration of 

samskaras and soul impossible. No doubt, karta-bhokje -

karma phala paradigm of ka:̂ ma i s coherent and viable and 

estal i l ishes tha t man i s th^ maker of h is own f a t e . He himself 

i s the cause of his s u f f e r ^ g s and unhappiness and no one e l se 

nor can he be the cause of others suf fer ings . But i t ru les out 

a genuine human concert^ for others whioh forms an i n t e g r a l 

pa r t of cur moral soc ia l considaratS^on. 
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Even i f v,"e presuppose the i a e n t i t y of karta bhokta 

and the conservabi l i ty of karma phala of karma, i t does n»t 

fol lov from i t tna t tne doer of good gets good r e s u l t s and 

the d«cjr of bad gets bad r e su l t s and no doer gets a reverse 

r e s u l t •f any of h is act ions unless ve fur tner presuppose tha t 

karma proauces i t s f i t t i n g r e s u l t , that i s , good action 

produces good r e su l t and bad action proauces bad r e s u l t and 

no good action produces bad r e s u l t or bad action produces good 

r e s u l t under any condit ion. When v;e make a l l these presupposi­

t ions then and then alone ve can leg i t imate ly say tha t the 

doer of good gets good r e s u l t s and the aoer of bad gets bad 

r e s u l t s and no doer gets a reverse r e s u l t of hip ac t ions . A 

•an reaps vhat he sovs and he can be gooa by doing good deeds 

and bad by doing bad deeds. But these karmic asse r t ions cannot 

be val idated on the empirical grounds. Nor can they be said 
the 

to be^resul t of inauct ive general iza t ion from a set of 

empirical da ta . They are nei ther provable nor refutable by 

means of any eviaenca obtained from experience. I t vould not , 

there fore , be f a i r t o make use of any pro-and-con empirical 

evidence in -assessing i t s accep tab i l i ty or v a l i d i t y . The 

in te l3 - ig ib i l i ty of the doctr ine of karma and i t s asser t ions 

depend upon t h e i r i n t e r n a l coherence. Ana vhen ve examine 

from t h i s point of viev, we find t h a t monistic explanation of 

the doctr ine of karma i s morally i n t e l l i g i b l e and sa t i s fac to ry 

doct r ine though experience does not support i t . Because in 

experience we find tha t in many cases a man suffers not due 
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t o any a c t i o n of h i s ovn but due t o h o s t i l e a c t i o n of o t h e r s 

or due t o some o the r n a t u r a l events i . e . , e a r thquake , f loods 

e t c . Likewise , in many cases i t i s a l s o seen t h a t a man enjoys? 

not because of any a c t i o n of h i s own but liecause of o the r s 

a c t i o n . Even i f i t i s adTiitted t h a t whatever man g e t s , ge ts 

because of n l s a c t i o n , we cannot e s t a l t l i s h i t s c i e n t i f I c t i l l y . 

I t always r e n a i n s a mat te r of b e l i e f , not as a mat ter of l o g i c 

or f a c t . Monis t i c or s e l f - c e n t r i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h e 

d o c t r i n e of karma i s i n c o n s i s t e n t witlTi i t s t n e i s t i c i n t e r p r e ­

t a t i o n , because accord ing t o tne t h e i s t i c ve r s ion of t h e 

d o c t r i n e of karma, karma always r e q u i r e s a moral a d m i n i s t r a t o r 

of t h e world, who i s none o ther than God wnich monis t i c i n t e r - . 

p r e t a t i « n of t h e d o c t r i n e of karma r u l e s o u t . According t o the 

monis t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of karma, man ge ts 

whatever he does on t h e account of h i s own deeds i r r e s p e c t i v e 

of t n e r o l e s of o t h e r s , d i v i n e or human b e i n g . Reward and 

punishment a u t o m a t i c a l l y fol low as a consequence of h i s ac t ion 

wi thout tne involvement of any d iv ine power. I t does not admit 

the assumption of any moral a d m i n i s t r a t o r over ana above t h e 

karmlc p r o c e s s . Reward and punishment in the forms of happiness 

and pa in a r e b u i l t in I t s s t r u c t u r e . I t t r a c e s a l l s u f f e r i n g 

t o t h e agent and removes b i t t e r n e s s a g a i n s t God or ueighbour 
-1 

as Hir iyanna r i g h t l y o b s e r v e s . But i n the monis t ic karmic 

world, t h e no t i ons of reward and punishment a re used ii . 

1. Rajendra P rasad , Karma pausa t jon . ^ d . R ^ ^ t r i b u t i v e M o r a l i t y , 
Munshiram Manoharlal P u b l i s h e r s P v t . L t d . , New D e l h i , 1989, 
p . 225 . 
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technical sense, not in orQinary sense. In orainary '̂ ense the 

notions of revard and punishment not only involve a reference 

to happiness ana pain respectively but also a reference to 

some other conscious being who evaluates goodness or badness 

of an action done by the doer according to certain norms and 

awards revara and punishment accoi'dingly to him which the 

moni-̂ tic theory that is, karta-bhoLta - karma pnala paradigm 

of karma, does not admit. On tho monistic interpretation of 

the doctrine of karma, 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 ordinary conceptions of 

rewara and punishment involve. "But tne concept of a consequence 

and that of a reward or punishment are not of the 5;ame logical 

type, since the former is causal, empirical, wnile the latter 

2 is normptive or evaluative." Karma phala has lioth a causal 

and an evaluative components in it and both the componentb must 

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

causally results from the causal karmic process, and it has 

an evaxuative component because the karmic process from which 

it results^ involves judging, evaluating, decision making etc. 

on the account of wnich he merits reward and punishment. 

Reward and punishcent vary accoraing 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 in t e rp re t a t ion of karma does not 

provide. Man deserves karma phala not because of i t s u t i l i t y 

or d i s u t i l i t y but because of h is karma. I t i s the karma which 

e n t i t l e s i t s doer to owe the phala of i t , good or bad. In th i s 

respect we can say t h a t the monistic account of karma i s 

d i f ferent from the u t i l i t a r i a n account, according to which 

what one deserves i s determined by the consequences of his 

ac t ions . But vhen we attempt to know whether so and so r ea l l y 

did such and such action in the past on the account of which 

he i s ge t t ing such and such consequence in l i f e , we face 

t r o u l l e because past act ions to which consequences are re la ted 

can never be known and es tabl ished on tne empirical grounds. 

I t always re-nains as a matter of bifelief, not as a matter • ! 

f ac t . An action produces r e su l t not because i t i s done by t h i s 

or t ha t de s i r e , or i t i s moral or immoral; or i t i s r e l ig ious 

or non-rel igious e t c . but because of i t s being an ac t ion . The 

karma phala i s s t r u c t u r a l l y b u i l t in tne nature of action 

i t s e l f . But the cction does not guarantee tha t i t w i l l have 

the same set of coi.sequences in a l l circumstances, which the 

moni'^'tic account of tne doctr ine of karma presupposes. 

From the foregoing analysis j t i s qui te evident tha t 

no c l a s s i c a l Indian account of the doctr ine of karma i . e . , 

Buddhism, Jainism and Hinauism can be sa ia t o be cons is ten t 

and coherent. They a l l suffer from one or the other weakness. 

For example. Buddhism denies subs t an t i a l existence of being, 

conscious and unconscious and holds the theor ies of momentariness 
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(ksanabhangavada) and impermanency (anltyata). But a momentary 

and impermanent self, on their account, cannot experience the 

fruit of his action since the agent vanishes before the 

emergence of result. Even if it is ad'nittea that the agent 

lasts and possesses some amount of stability and constancy, 

he may not get the fruit of his action, because the resuj-t of 

action, on their account, is perishable before its realization. 

Not only this, it can even go to some other indiviaual, accor­

ding to the Buddhist doctrine. Which means, an individual can 

be led to some result vnich need not be tne result of any of 

his actions. The Buddhists account of karma, thus, suffers 

from the fallacies of krtapranaŝ 'a and akrtabhyagama and there­

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

phala paradigm of karma. 

In the Samkhya system, the fiurusa (self) being an 

inactive cannot be regarded as a karta. He does not perform 

action but he "î  regarded as a bhokta which is inconsistent 

with the self-centric doctrine of karma, prakrti performs 

action but aoes 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-bhokta - karma phala paradigm of karma since it suffers 

from the fallacies of krtapranasa and akrtabhyagama. 

In the Nyaya-Vaisesika system, God is regarded as a 

karta in the sense that he creates the world process and 
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adii inis ters the law of karoia. But he i s not regarded as a 

bhofeta or his karma which goes again^'t the s e l f - cen t r i c doc­

t r i n e of karma. Because according to the s e l f - c e n t r i c doctr ine 

of karma, one vilvo peiforms action i r r e spec t ive of i t s na ture , 

reaps the r e s u l t of karma, i f the karma produces r e s u l t . 

Karta i s not conceived over and above the karmic process . But 

in the t h e i s t i c system, l i k e l\Iyaya-Vais''esika and Yis ' is tadvai ta , 

God i s conceived over and ebove the karmic process . He i s 

conceived as a karta but i s not r2garded as a bhokta of his 

kgrma phala . On the i r accounts, God performs act ions but he 

i s not touched by the effects of act ions which i s incons is ­

t e n t with t he karmic asse r t ions in the karta-bhokta - karma 

phala paradigm of karma. 

According to the Mimamsaka schools of tnought, 

obl igatory ac t ions , when they are v io la ted , yield r e s u l t s but 

when they are performed, do not yei ld any r e s a l t . This view of 

action does not go along v^ith the asser t ions of tne doctr ine 

of karma, because according to the doctr ine of karma, yielding 

of the r e s u l t of kaj^ca does not depend upon i t s v io la t ion or 

confirmation but upon i t s performance. I f v io la t ion of an 

action can yield some r e s u l t , confirmation to that action can 

a l so , on the same ground, yield some r e s u l t , The Mimamsa view 

of karma does not have any f i t t i n g in the kartu-bhokta -

karma phala paradigm of karma. 

According t o the Hinduvedic system of thought, every 

individual has t o pay off the following debts ( r i n a ) ; 
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(1) Devarina, aebt to the gods for tne invaluable gifts of 

air, fire^ vater, food etc. In lieu of these gifts ve have to 

make some offerings of our own to the gods vhc control nature, 

as tokens of our gratitude. (2) Pitririna, debt to the par.ents 

for their having given birth to us and having brought us up. 

pitririna is also called sradana.In sraddha ceremony the 

ritualistic offerings pre given by the son to his parents in 

order to help his deceased parents in their abode after death. 

(3) Risirina, debt to the teachers, discoverers and inventors 

v,ho hcve brought civilization to this stage and to vnom we 

owe our knowledge. The concept of yajna is a later development 

of the concept of rina. According to the Hlnduvedic system of 

thought, there are five kinds of yajnas or fsacrifices'. They 

are: (1) Devayajna, offerings to the gods or the powers which 

control nature and its various phenomena. (2) Risiyajna, 

offerings to tne great seers and sages who have advanced 

civilization and culture and have given wisdom. (3) pitriyajna, 

offerings to the ancestors and parents, (h) Bhutayajna, 

offerings to all the creatures of the world, and (5) nriyajna, 

offerings to the fellow human beings. But the Hinduv̂ ediQ. 

conceptions of rina and yajna are not consistent with the 

karmlc assertions in the karta_bhokta - karma phala paradigm 

of karma, tiecause according to the theory of karta_bnokt£ -

karma phala paradigm 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 Hinduyedic 
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system of tnought, tne f r u i t s of action accrue not to those 

wno ac tua l ly perforii i t ( i . e . , r i t v i k ) , but to h i t vho has 

paid them to perfom the action (yajamana). Not only t h i s , i t 

i s a l so said tha t one vho does not perform the action a lso gets 

the r e s u l t s of ac t ion . For example, the r e s u l t of sraddha 

offered by the son to help his deceased parents in t he i r abode 

af ter death i s believed goes to his deceased parents vho do 

not perform actual ly the acts of sraddha. 

Not only the Vedic conceptions of r ina and yajna but 

the Upanisadic descr ip t ion of karma also does not seem t o have 

any f i t t i n g in the monistic and s e l f - c e n t r i c paradigm •f 

karma, because the Upanisads propound the viev; t na t the son 

takes over the actions of the father . - ' In the Santiyarya and 

the Manusmri t i / a l so , there i s mention of the karma of the 

forefather affect ing the chi ldren . Manu sayt, th-^t punishment 

s t r i ke s dovn the king vho sverves from his duty, together vith 

his r e l a t i v e s . Again, i t i s stet<ja tha t a f a i tn fu i : v i fe shares 
7 

the f a t e of her hu-^band.' j^ccording to tn^ Manicarajatake 

(Jataka No. 19^) famines, floods e t c . are brought about by the 
o 

faults of th>i King. These vievs of karma do not have any 

3. Brihadaranyaka, 1,5,17 and Kausitaki H , 15. 
h. Santiparva 1, 29-
5. Manusmriti IV, 170. 
6. Manu, v i i , 28. 
7. Manu, V. I66 , i x . 29 . 
8. E.W. Hopkins, "Moaification of the Jkarma Doctrine^, 

Journal of Royal Asia t ic Society, f7oh~ pp. 581-593. 
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f i t t i n g in the karta-bnokta - karma phala paradigm of karma. 

All these vievs suffer from one or the other weakness, and go 

against the moni"=:tic ana s e l f - cen t r i c doctr ine of karma. 

Although the monistic and s e l f - c e n t r i c doctr ine of karma i s a 

cons is ten t doctr ine hut i t i s not free from tne phi losophical 

proMems . There are a lo t of problems connected with the 

theory of karma phala . For example, vhere and how i s the 

karma phala of karma stored to be rea l ized by i t s doer in 

subsequent of time? Regarding tn is quest ion, tne karmavadins 

have d i f fe ren t opinions. Those vho do not b d i e v e in the exis­

tence of God Seem to advocate the view t h a t the karma phala 

i s "Stored in the ind iv idua l ' s soul wno performs karma. But 

how does i t res ide in the agent ' s soul and in what form aoes 

i t res ide? Rcigarding th^^se questions we do not find any 

sa t i s f ac to ry ansvver fro-H them. Those who believe in the 

existence of God and conceive Him as the moral administrator 

of the world maintain the view tha t the karma phala of karma 

i s s tored by Goa ana \vhen the time comes He dispenses i t to 

i t s doer. But when the question i s asked: Why does He do i t ? 

Does He do i t out of his kindness? If so, in what for-n and 

where does He s tore tne karma phala •f karma? R<igarding these 

questions again we do not find any sa t i s fac to ry explanation 

from the t h e i s t s . Moreover, God i s conceived by the t h e i s t s 

as disemboaied and tne disembodied existence of an agent on 

our analysis of the theory of karma i s not poss ib le at a l l . 

If t h i s be the case, how can God be said to lie the s tofer 

file:///vhen
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of merits ana demerits of our actions es the tiieipjtic icarmava-

dins be l ieve . Even those karmavadins who believe in the 

monistic and s e l f - c e n t r i c conception of the doctr ine of karma 

do not seem to hold a consis tent view. For example,' i f b i r th 

i s determine* by karma, as they say, then i t must be accepted 

tha t the one who takes b i r th had performed some karmas before 

his b i r t h vhich is abs-jrd. Because karmas cannot be porforme*. 

before b i r t h . The ontological existence ox" an individual 

always comes log ica l ly p r io r to his performance of karmas. 

If t h i s i s so. then karma cannot be saia to be the cause of 

b i r t h of an individual , ^nd i f i t i s the cause of tne b i r t h 

of any ind iv idua l , i t cannot be said to lie the phala of his 
one 

b i r t h . Both the statements/.cannot hold cons i s ten t ly . But since 

both the t h e i s t i c and non- the i s t i c karmavadins hold Itotn the 

statements together , t h e i r accounts of kai'ma cannot be said 

to be s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t . 



CHAPTER IV 

KARMA FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBILITY 

In the l e s t cnppter ve anclysed tne concepts of Kania^ 

karma phala and ti^eir r^elstion. By uey of analysis we fina out 

thf\t karta and kartia are not ontological ly aepenaent on k8rma 

phala because tney are conceivalile witnout karma phala. But 

karma phala i s not conceivable vi-^.nout karta and karua. I t s 

existence always presupposes tne existence of karta and karma. 

Over ana above, tne karma does not necess i t a te tne karma pbala. 

The karma is abort ive in character . Because of tn i s i t i s 

qui te possible""that tne karta may remain as a karta even when 

his karma does not produce karma phala (intenaed r e s u l t ) and 

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

not reap the r e su l t of whatever he aoes. Therefore, i t i s 

qui te poss ib le that the karta may remain as a karta even 

without reaping tne r e s u l t of his ac t ion . Reaping the karma 

phala of karma i s d i f ferent from tn&t of producing i t . Both 

the notions ere log ica l ly unconnected, tnough are qui te 

compatible. The notions of kar t f and bhokta are conceptually 

di f ferent and log ica l ly unconnected. They are not r e l a t ed to 

karma phala in the same way. The karta plays an ac t ive role 

in bringing about tne r e s u l t of ac t ion , but the lihokta may not 

play any ac t ive ro le so far the production of karma pnala of 
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kprma i s concerned. He may receive kerma pnala even without 

playing any ac t ive ro le in i t s production. Since tne karta 

and tne bbokta are r e l a t ed d i f ferent ly to the karma phala 

and are not logica l ly connected, i t i s qui te poss ib le tna t the 

karta may not be a bhokta and tne btaokta may not be a karta 

of the same karma phala. The notion of karta i s conceptually 

connected v.ith the notion of karma, while the notion of 

bhokta i s conceptually connected witn the notion of karma 

phala. This i s the reason why i t i s qui te possible t n a t the 

karta may not be a bhokts and the bhokta may not be a kar ta . 

But to accept th i s l i ne of tnougnt goes against the doctr ine 

of karma, because in tha t case, i t would suffer from the 

f a l l a c i e s of krtapranasa and akrtabhyagama which a sound 

theory of karma does not allow. A sound theory of karma, as 

we have already seen, always requires tne i den t i t y of karta 

and bhokta. when karta and bhokta are t rea ted as one and the 

same en t i ty or taken in i den t i c a l sen^e the f a l l ac i e s of 

krtapranas'a and akrtabhyagama do not a r i s e and the tneory of 

karma becomes log ica l ly and morally sound. But when we r e l a t e 

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

bhokta, the question na tura l ly a r i s e s : Can we hold him 

responsible for whatsoever kama phala he r ea l i zes? Surely 

not. Because a karta can be held to be responsible for the 

karma ^hal^ of h is kar^a only when he performs nis karma 

f ree ly . If he does not do his action f ree ly , he cannot be 

held responsible for the karma phala of h i s karma which he 
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gets . In other vords, ve cannot se.y tha t the karta i s respon­

s ib le for his action and he deserves v,"hatever he gets unless 

i t i s presuppc^-cd that vhatever he did, he did i t f ree ly . The 

notion of r e spons ib i l i t y i s e s sen t i a l ly connected vi th the 

notion of free ac t ion , not merely vi th action and i t i s the 

notxon of fr^^e action which makes the notion of r e spons ib i l i t y 

meaningful and i n t e l l i g i b l e . Denial cf freedom contradic ts 

respons i l i i l i ty and makes i t meaningless and un in te l l±g ib le . 

The notion of free action i s a compound notion. I t involves 

in i t the notions of act ion and freedom. To iaent i fy i t v i th 

anyone of them would amount to committing a mistake. Since 

the notion of r e spons ib i l i t y i s e s sen t i a l l y connected vi th 

the noion of ac t ion , no one can be held responsible unless 

he performs act ion. This means tha t one who does not perform 

action cannot be held responsible for i t . Only the agent can 

be held respons ib le . Material things and events which to not 

perform act ions cannot be held responsib le . In the i r contexts 

the notions of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and accountabi l i ty do not have 

any meaning. Such words do have meanings only in the context 

of the agent - cau<?e paradigm of ac t ion . One who cannot do, 

cannot earn anyUiing and one who cannot earn, cannot be said 

to lie deserving of something. I f sometning i s not owned or 

earned by someone, he cannot be Jrield to be desierving i t . 

Since conscious beings i . e . , humen beings can do something, 

therefore they can earn something for which they can be held 

respons ib le . One who does not earn does not owe anything. 
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And one vlao does not ov,e anytning cannot be held to be 

deserving that tn ing , because ne does not ove i t . And i f he 

aces not eve anytning, he cannot be held t o hp responsible 

for tha t th ing . This means that only the agent can be said 

to be deserving something since he does something and tht^reTty 

he earns . And vhat one earns, he o ŝes i t . And vhat he ovus, 

he a lso deserves i t . 

Although i t i s t rue thsc no one can be held respons i ­

ble unless he performs ce r t a in ac t ions . But action is not the 

sole ground for holding him responsible , because the notion 

of r e spons ib i l i t y i s alsjo e s sen t i a l ly connected with the 

notion of freedom. Unless tne agent ' s action is f ree , he 

cannot be held to be responsible for i t and i t s r e s u l t . The 

notion of freedom i s an ambiguous not ion. Generally, i t i s 

use* in tvo d i f fe ren t senses; pos i t ive and negat ive, in the 

negative sense, freedom re fe rs to a condition character ized 

by the absence of coercion or cons t r a in t . In th i s sense, to 

be free means to be free from con'^traint or coercion imp'>'5ed 

by i n t e r n a l or external fac tors whatsoever. In the pos i t i ve 

sense, i t v refers to the possession of capacity or a b i l i t y or 

power t o do sometbing. To be free in tn i s sense means to have 

capacity or pcver to bring about cer ta in act ions or to make 

cer ta in changes in the ex is t ing s t a t e of a f f a i r s . In Indian 

1. JohnHospers , An̂  Introduct ion to Phi losophical Analysis^ 
Allied publishers Pr iva te Ltd . , 197^, pTiBO. 
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philosophy the notion of freedom although i s used in both the 

senses, negative and p o s i t i v e , but i t i s used in the vider 

senses, in the negative sen=!e, to be free mears to be free 

from suffer ings , pains and vorldly ex is tences , t ha t i s , mind, 

Tiody and senses including karmas_ and not merely free from 

compulsions oi' cons t r a in t s , i n t e rna l or ex te rna l . In tlae 

pos i t i ve sense freedom means the attainment of se l f r e a l i z a ­

t ion or i den t i f i c a t i on of oneself with the absolute (j^dvaita) 

or the placement of the sel f in the company of God 

(Vis i s tadva i ta ) or acquis i t ion of the s t a t e of pure-conscious­

ness v i th avareness tha t i t i s d i s t i n c t and di f ferent from 

everything (kaivalya) or the attainment of the highest good 

(moksa). 

But in the context of karma ve are usirg the vord 

'freedom' nei ther in the sense of freedom from sufferings and 

worldly existence nor in the sense of se l f - r t sa l lza t ion or 

acquis i t ion of tha s t a t e of pure consciousness v i th the 

awareness that i t i s d i s t i n c t and d i f fe ren t from everything 

el^^e, as i t has been used in Indian philosophy. We are using 

the wor* 'freedom' in the r e s t r i c t e d sense. By 'freedom' here 

v,-e mean not only the absence of c^^rtain conditions l ike 

cons t ra in t , coercion, innate incapaci ty , i n san i ty , psycho­

physical d i sorders , ignorance e t c . , but a lso self-determina­

t ion , se l f governance and s e l f - c o n t r o l . In other words, the 

notion of freedom not only implies the absence of something 
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i . e . , cons t r a in t s , hindrances, coercions, ignorance but a lso 

the presence of se l f -determinat ion, self-governance and self-

control* Therefore to say that the agent i s free i s to say 

tha t he himself determines, authorizes and imposes cer ta in 

tnings i . e . , r u l e s , act ions or p resc r ip t ions upon himself 

witnout any in t e rna l and/or externa l enforcement or cons t ra in t 

of any s o r t . Freedom in the sensecdf 'freedom from' implies 

the absence or the negation of something and the absence or 

the negation of sometning always presupposes the existence of 

something. Unless something e x i s t s , the question of i t s 

negating does not a r i s e . This means t ha t unless there ex is t 

cons t ra in ts or coercions, the question of t h e i r being ge t t ing 

eliminated or the agen t ' s being free from them does not a r i s e 

a t a l l . The freedom of agent includes in i t s meaning not 

merely a 'freedom f n m ' but a 'freedom to- as v e i l . A freedom 

cannot be a freedom from in the context of ac t ion , i f i t i s 

not a lso a freedom t o . To free oneself from something or other 

i s t o make oneself free to do som^tlhing or o ther . I f there 

were no nee* to act f r ee ly , there would ne i ther be any need 

to freu oneself from r e s t r i c t i o n s , Freedom in the sense of 

'freedom t o ' means to determine, to choose, to ac t , to impose 

or t o play cer ta in ro les by himself without any i n t e r n a l or 

ex terna l enforcement. But to make oneself free from something 

or t o do something always presupposes cer ta in capac i t ies i . e . , 

choosing, imagining, deciding, reasoning, intending, under­

standing, de l ibe ra t ing , thinking, wi l l ing , des i r ing and 
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king certain changes in the existing state of affairs. If 

someone has no capacity of making 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 tJae same time ve must net 

forget that to have a power to make oneself free from or to 

do sometning is one thjng and to exercise that power is 

another ti:iing. 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 of doing it. In 

fact, we judge whether someone nas 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 

phenomenon which involves in it a reference to a conscious 

being. Exercising of the power of freedom being a conscious 

phenomenon cannot be said to have its origin from unconscious 

things or event? like material bodies and psycho-physical 

events. No doubt, material things and events do have a power 

of causing certain things but tney do not have power of making 

themseZ.ves free from or to do something. Only conscious beings 

can be conceived to have power to make themselves free. 

Therefore, the notion of freedom can be said to have its 

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 sometning and to have capacity to do something but 

also the existence of the agent himself. Unless ve presuppose 

that the agent exists, ve cannot say that he has po\̂ er of 

exercising freedom, nor can ve say that he frees himself from 

something or other to do something or other. Freedom 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, there 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 cnoosing of action it is quite possible that 

the agent may or may not be guided by certain rules and 

injunctions prescribcjd by the society or the scriptures. But 

when he chooses certain actions by himself s-ithout any con­

straint, internal or external, his action binds him to act 

accordingly whenever tne situation arises provided the action 

is in his pov̂ er to bring about. In this sense freedom implies 

self rule and self commitment. The primal mode of cnoice 

lies in the agent himself. 

To be free is not to act arbitrarily, Freedom is 

different from arbitrariness. To be free in the context of 

choice 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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a r b i t r a r y means to be incons i s t en t . But to be free does not 

mean to be incons is ten t . A free moral agent acts on p r inc ip l e 

and not vi thout p r i n c i p l e , whereas an a rb i t r a ry agent does 

not act on any u^i^sistent p r i n c i p l e . To act f reely does not 

mean the absence of i n t en t ions , de s i r e s , b e l i e f s , vants e t c . 

Freedom i s not opposed to in t en t ions , de s i r e s , b e l i e f s , 

choice, vants e tc . -while doing free action the agent may hrve 

cer ta in b e l i e f s , i n t e n t i o n s , des i res and vants e t c . which 

may be causal ly responsible for the agent ' s performance of 

free ac t ion . Yet the causal ro les of these are not incompati­

ble v i th freedom. Freedom is opposed t o cons t ra in ts or com­

puls ions , and t o have ce r ta in b e l i e f s , i n t en t ions , des i res 

and vants i s not necessar i ly to fee l or to have cons t ra in ts 

from them. To act f reely means to choose, or to determine and 

control the act ion by himself vithout any enforcement. And to 

say t h i s i s not to say t h a t there cannot be psycho-physical 

causal factors involved in the production of free ac t ion . No 

free action is poss ib le vi thout the involvement of liodily 

movements. But the bodily movements do not a r re s t the freedom 

of the agent, in f ac t , the agent cannot exercise h is pover of 

freedom vithout the involvement of h is body and bodily muscle 

c o n s t r a i n t s . So to be free i s not to be bodi less , d e s i r e l e s s , 

or un in ten t iona l . Freedom of choice consis ts in choosing 

betveen the d i f ferent courses of act ion and in choosing so 

i t i s pe r fec t ly qui te poss ib le tha t the agent may be a r b i t r a r y 

or non-arb i t ra ry , subject ive or ob jec t ive , r i gh t or vrong. 

Not only t n i s , i t i s a lso quite poss ib le t ha t the agent may 
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think or feel that he is free in choosing the alternati"̂ es 

and yet he may not be free due to the antecedent conditions 

vhich 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 

himself originates actions, he may not foal bound or compelled, 

Nor can he be held responsible for vhat he does. Freedom is 

opposed to ignorance. 

From the foregoing discussions it is quite cleor that 

the concept of responsibility ve are bsing in the sense of 

self responsibility wnicn is essentially connected with that 

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

one who is capable of making important decisions for himself. 

He is the sort of person who is capable of prescribing actions 

to himself and of conforming to them. A self responsible 

person is suppose* to be capable of critical assessment and 

evaluation. 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, A self respon­

sible person does not accept 'ready .nade' principles. He 

accepts what he thinks is right and in doing so he may be 

wrong. This is perfectly quite possible. A self responsible 

person not only chooses action freely but also sticks to vhat 

he chooses for himself. His commitment is implied by freedom 

and self responsibility. The concept of self responsibility 
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is 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 

responsibility, if he possesses certain capacities — under­

standing, reasoning, deciding, choosing, imagining, billing, 

desiring and intending etc., — the capacities vvhich are 

considered as necessary for to be praised or blaiied on the 

basis of his behaviour on certain particular occasions. The 

vord 'accountability' generally is usdd in tvo senses: 

'liability' and 'explicsbility'. The difference between 

'explicability' and 'liability' lies in the fact that the 

former is mainly concerned vitn the acts ana events, vhile 

the latter vith 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 

liable accountability sense of responsibility jf he is not 

able of judging, deciding etc. This shovs that liability 

sense of accountability is closely related to the capacity 

sense. But both the senses of responsibility are different. 

A person is said 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 tne possession 

of certain capacities which it presupposes, A person is said 

to be responsible in the role sense of responsibility, if he 

does something in this or that role assigned 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, account?bility and 

role senses of responsibility in the ŝ n̂se that it is essen­

tially connected with the autonomy of the individual vith 

-which the latter is not. The concept of self responsibility 

is clo<='ely related to the capacity, accountability and role 

<̂ en9es cf responsibility. A person cannot 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 tnis, he also cannot be said to 

be self responsible in the role sense of responsibility, if 

he or she does not perform this or that role wnich he or she 

assigns to himself or herself. A self responsible person is 

supposed to be one wno is not only responsible for whctever 

he does freely i.e., actions but also wnat 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 wh?t follows from his doing i.e., 

intended karma. And what he owes he must get it because he 

deserves it and whatever he deserves hy is entitled to get 

it. This means that the notion of deserving is essentially 

connected with the notions of individual's freedom and res­

ponsibility. An occurrence over wnich a person had no control 

is som^tning he cannot b«=j hela r-ssponsible for. Wnich means, 

in other words, a person can be held responsible for an 
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occurrence over vtilcti he had control and not that wnich 

follows inevi tably from his character , or any antecedent 

condi t ions, A person can be saia to have control over action 

only i f i t i s poss ib le for him to do otherwise. Self respon­

s i b i l i t y always presupposes the agent ' s having control over 

the ac t ion , ^agent's se l f act ions snould not be confused with 

events which inevi tab ly follow from his cnaracter . By the 

' agen t ' s se l f ac t ion ' we mean action tha t or ig ina tes from the 

agent ' s se l f . The agent ' s self i s not reducible to a bundle 

of d i spos i t i ons . I t has i t s own indep<indent and d i s t i n c t 

ontological exis tence. By ' the agent ' s charact^sr' we mean 

innate or acquired d i spos i t ions to behave in cer ta in ways in 

p a r t i c u l a r circumstances which th^ agent ' s 3elf may take in to 

account while making a decision as to how to act but not being 

ruled by them. 

There are tnree log ica l questions which are generally 

ra i sed in connection with the notion of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . They 

a re : To whom i s the notion of r e spons ib i l i t y applicable? On 

the account of what i s so-and-so <=?aid responsible? What does 

so-and-so 's r e spons ib i l i t y consis t in? The f i r s t question can 

be answered by saying that the notion of r e spons ib i l i t y can 

leg i t imate ly be applied to one who has capacity of understand­

ing, of reasoning, of imagining, of ixitending, of choosing, 

of de l ibe ra t ing , of wi l l ing and des i r ing e t c . , t ha t i s , human 

beings. Those who lack these capaci t ies associated with 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , the concept of r e spons ib i l i t y cannot be 
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applied to them i.e., animals, insects, birds and material 

things or events. Thv:; second question can be ansvered by 

saying that one vho has the capacities associated with respon­

sibility is held responsible on the account of his free 

actions. The third question can be ansvered by saying that a 

person's responsibility consists in doing and owing vhat he 

himself or she herself chooses and assigns to himself or 

herself freely and consciously. This means that only a free 

con.acious agent can be held to be responsible on the account 

of his action prescribed to himself or othars, 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 
2 

have the power to change the course of events, which the 

doctrine of freedom presupposes. In other words, according to 

fatalism, human being is impotent to do anything by himself. 

He cannot change the course of events by his own efforts and 

potential power. Whatever he does and exercises is all f*ated. 

He does not have any free will powei either to cause or not to 

cause action, whicn the doctrine of freedom assumes. But 

fatalisT] cannot be accepted because the human beings are not 

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

2. John Hospers, An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis, 
Allied publish<.rs private Ltd., 1971, p. 322, 
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pouer either to cause or not to c?use actions. Actions in 

this sense are \\itnin the control of their pover. Before 

causing actions, human beings generally deliberr.te, choose, 

and plan actions for vhich they are morally held responsible 

and accountable for whatever tney do. If everything is fated, 

and agents do not have pov̂ er to change the course of events, 

they cannot be held responsible and accountable for vhatever 

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 logical category. Ereadom contradicts fatalism and 

fatalism contradicts freedom. Unless we presuppose that the 

agents do have potential power to change the course of events 

through their actions, the notions of responsibility, accoun­

tability and deserving cannot legitimately be applied to 

them, we can neither conaemn nor commend them on the basis 

of whatever they do, good or bad. Freedom is opposed to pre-

destihction 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 frcjedom of action 

consists. The theory of predestination asserts that everything 

that happens is predestinated by God. God is the real cause 

of all actions. Human beings are mere instruments to carry 

out whatsoever are predestinated in them by God» If this view 

file:////itnin
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i s co r r ec t , then i t i s not human beings but God, vno should 

be held responsible for huD3an ac t ions , because He Himself i s 

the o r ig ina to r of human actions and one vho or ig inates should 

be held responsib' 'e for vhf-"cever i s or iginated vnich the 

doctr ine of human freedoi: denies . Because according to the 

doctr ine of human freedom, to be free i s to determine and to 

determine i s t o be the author i ty of vhat i s deter'Tiined. In 

other words, freedom implies self-determinism and sel f -

au thor i ty . A free human agent is one who himself chooses and 

or ig ina tes his ac t ion . The source or the origin of action l i e s 

on him, not outside which the theory of p redes t ina t ion denies. 

^Although human freedom i s opposed to fatalism and predes t ina­

t ion but i t i s not opposed co determinism, because determinism 

i s the view tha t everything tha t happens i s determined, which 

the doctr ine of human freedom does not deny. The word 

'determined' i s an ambiguous word. I t requires c l a r i f i c a t i o n , 

in everyday usage ' t o be determined' i s roughly taken in the 

sense of ' t o b„ ^as Dived'. But in the context of the problem 

of human freedom ' t o be determined' i s taken not in the sense 

of ' t o be r e so lved ' , i t i s r a the r taken in th«= sense of ' to 

be caused ' , when we take determinism in th i s sense, i t does 

not contradic t human freedom because i t a s se r t s that every­

thing tha t happens has /a cause. I t does not say an^jjhing 

whether tha t cause i s /menta l or phys ica l ; whether i t i s 

inorganic nature or drganis^i or people or God. As far as the 
i 

doctr ine of detemiryism i s concerned the cause can be 
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anything. Determinisa, in fact, is opposed to indeterrainism 

but not freedom, because indeterminism denies vnat determi­

nism asserts. 

Altnough determinism if compatible with human freedom 

but it is 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. vhicn the notion 

of freedom does. To say this does not amount oo mean that 

freedom is unconnected vith determinism. Freedom is not 

unconnected with determinism. In fact, human freeoom is possi­

ble only on the assumption that aeterminism is true.-̂  When an 

action is determined or caused by the agent himself freely 

and not caused by any other being or condition, ve say th?t 

the agent is free and not otherwise, in di<=: tinguishing betveen 

free and unfree action? v.e do not try to mark the presence 

and absence of causes but attempt to indicate the kind of 
1+ 

cause:, that are present. We say an action is free when it 

is caused freely by the f<gent; otherwise it is called an 

unfree action. Both free and unfree actions are caused, but 

free actions are caused freely vithoJt any constraints while 

unfree actions are caused vith the constraints. Thus what 

distinguishes free action from unfree action is not that one 

3. Ibid., p. 330. 

k, Paul Edwards, Hard and Soft Deierminism, quoted from 
Determinism an5 Freedom in the Ape of Moaern Science. Editea 
Tiy Sidney Hook, Collier Books, New York, 1961, p. 118. 
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i s caused and other i s uncaused but tne presence or the 
i I 

absence of cer ta in condi t ions . Uncaused action i s self-

contradictory in terms. To make oneself free from or free to 

i s not to make oneself free from ac t ions . Human freedom does 

not consis t in the renunciat ion of ac t ion or in inac t ion . I t 

consis ts in ac t ion . 

One might say tha t i f everything tha t happens i s 

determineti (caused) by previously ex is t ing conditions and 

these in turn are caused by conditions p r io r t o them and so 

on inde f in i t e ly bacK in time, human freedom becomes impossi­

b l e , Itecause human beings do not have cont ro l over the cau-'es 

of act ions vhich come pr ior to t he i r exis tence. There i s no 

doubt that human beings have no control over the causes vhich 

come p r i o r t o the i r exis tence . But to say tn i s does not mean 

tha t deter'Hinisffl i s incompatible v^itn human freedom. The said 

problem ar i ses due to the misunderstanding of the aoctr ine 

of determinism. The doctr ine of determinism does not asser t 

tha t whatever happens i=: ccused by previously exis t ing condi­

t ions and these in turn are cau^'ed by the conditions p r io r 

to them and so on inde f in i t e ly back in time. What i t a sse r t s 

i s tha t everything tha t happens has a cause, ^na to say th i s 

i s not t o say tha t vhatcvcr causes i s a lso caused by the 

antecedent conditions p r io r to i t and so on indef in i te ly in 

time. Wĥ n ve confuse determinism with pre-ordinat ion and 

fatal ism only then the rbove mentioned problem a r i s e s ; 

otherwise not . Free action involves determinism and i s 
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inconceiTable vi thout i t . Determinism only says tha t whatever 

happens has some cause, and as long as tha t cause i s the agent 

hiDself there Is no r e s t r i c t i o n on the agent ' s freedom so far 

determinism i s concerned. We do not become good or bad on the 

ground tha t ve have been deterTiined to be so by the for.ces 
5: 

outside of our cont ro l , as Hard determinists say.^ We become 

good or bad by our deeds. No act i? free unless i t s or igin 

l i e s in the agent ' s free v i l l . If an action is not caused by 

the agent ' s f r e e w i l l , i t w i l l not be his action and in that 

case ve cannot assign r e spons ib i l i t y and ac count all i l i t y of 

the act ion to him. 

The upholders of the doctr ine of karma c l a s s i f i e d 

karrijas in two vays. F i r s t c l a s s i f i ca t ion i s done in to sanci ta , 

prarabdha and kriyamana (agemi). while the second i s done 
7 

in to n i tya , na imi t t ika , kamya ana n is iddha . ' The f i r s t 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s done bas ica l ly between two c lasses : past 

karma and present karma. The past karma i s further c l a s s i f i ed 

in to .sancita and prarabdha. In regard to sanci ta and 

prarabdha karmas there i s no p o s s i b i l i t y of freedom. The 

p o s s i b i l i t y of freedom, i f a t a l l poss ib l e , i s poss ible only 

in the context of kriyamana karma, not in the context of 

5 . Jacques ,p . Thiroux, Ethics Theory and P rac t i ce , Glencoe 
publishing Co. I n c . , Encmo, Cal i fornia , Col l ier MacMillar 
publishers (London), 1977, p . 69. 

6. K. K. Anand, Indian philosopny, Bharatiya Vidya Prakashan, 
1982, p . 31^ . 

7. I b i d . , pp. 315-16. 
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spnclta and praralidna. Because sanclta and prarabaha karmas 

?re already done karmps. mictions vhicn are alr-eady done, the 

question of making oneself free from cer ta in conait ions or to 

do cer ta in tnings in regard to tnem does not s r i^e at a l l . 

The question of freedom does a r i se in the context of action 

only vhen action Is not done ana there i s a 5!cope for i t s 

choosing and doing, papt actions being actions of the past 

f « l l outside of our con t ro l . Rut according to the doctr ine of 

karoia, we are bound to r ea l i ze the i r f r u i t s . And in r e a l i z a ­

t ion of the f r u i t s of karma of the p f s t the agent is net free. 

He 1? bound to reap i t . The difference between sancita and 

prarabdha consis ts merely in tn i s fact that in the case of 

tne former the f ru i t s are yet to be r ea l i zed while in the 

case of tne l a t t e r the r ea l i z a t i on of the f ru i t s have begun. 

Nonetheless, both tne karmas are the s tored karmas (karma, 

in f ac t , here i s used not in the sense of action but in the 

sense of karma phala which i s d i f ferent from karma which 

causes i t ) . The problem tha t a r i ses in regard to tne past 

karma does not a r i s e in regard to kriyamana karma, because 

_kri2£man£ karma i s character iced as one which is yet to be 

done and what i s yet to be done in regard to that there i s a 

scope for the p o s s i b i l i t y of freedom. The agent can be said 

to have freedom e i ther to choose or not to choose them. Not 

only th i s in cases where a ser ies of action i s continuing tne 

agent can be conceived to have freedom e i ther to stop them 

or to continue. Unless we presuppose freedom in the context 
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of kriyamana karma, ve cannot talk of duties and responsibili­

ties; nor can there be any scope for getting moksa from the 

liondsge of karjaa phala. The second classification of karma is 

done into nlt2a_, naimittika, kamya and nisiddha. Nit;^ and 

naimittika are obligatory actions. The actions that one is 

obliged to perform regularly are nit;̂ a, vhile those vnich are 

to be pel formed on the specific occasions are naimittika, 

those actions the performance of which is pronibited are 

called nisiddha karmas, While deciding as to vhich 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 nibya or naimittika; 

whether it is nisiddha or kejya, it Qoes not contradict 

human freedom. Obligatory and prohibited actions are not 

opposed to human freedom, because human beings do have 

freedom to choose or not to choose obligatory and prohibited 

actions prescribed by the Vedas. Actions become obligatory 

only when they are chosen. Non-chosen actions do not bind 

the individual to act upon them. The upholders of the 

doctrine of karma always presuppose human freedom of this 

kind. They do not say that the classification of karma into 

nitya, naimittika, nisidoha and kamya contradict human 

freedom. 
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still one mignt argue that, human beings "due to 

ignorance think and feel that they are free to choose betveen 

different alternptive courses of action, vhile the fact is 

that they are not free at all, because vhich alternp.tive 

human beings vill choose in the context of kriyamana karma 

had already been determined by his previous actions, ̂ d his 

previous actions are controlled by the previous of the 

previous actions and so on indefinitely back in time. Karma 

is beginningless. And if karma, has a beginningless series 

then there is no scope for human freedom within the series 

°^ karma. The doctrine of karma rules out the very possibility 

of human freedom since human beings do not knov all the 

antecedent conditions of tho actions of the past, they do 

not feel bound or compelled. If they -would have knovn in 

advance as to vhat they are going to decide at vhat time, 

the freedom of choice vhicn they think tney enjoy in choosing 

the alternative vill cease LO exist. Due to their ignorance 

they feel thrt tney are free, actually they are not free at 

all. But this objaction does not hola much matter. Because 

vhen ve examine carefully, we find that it does not rule out 

the possiliility of human freedom. The possibility of human 

freedom still exists. Because vnen it is said that karma is 

beginningless, it is said only in the sense that we do not 

knov when did karma begin. j;na to say tnis is not to say that 

karma had no origin or beginning. All karmas do have origin, 

no matter 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 be done in ignorance. It is >(erfectly quite 

pc^sible that the agent may think that he is free and yet he 

may n*t be free because he may go \vrong in his thinking. His 

thinking may be correct or Incorrect. But saying this aoes 

not tmount 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 outside the 

agent. What they say is that there are certain actions which 

are caused by the karmas of the past, jina to say this is not 

to say that they totally eliminate the possibility of human 

freedom from the doctrine of karma. They do Relieve in the 

possibility of human freedom. In fact, the doctrine of karma 

becomes meaningful only on this presupposition that human 

beings do have pover to make themselves free frrm certain 

conditions jn order to do certain things, ̂ d it is on this 

presupposition the doctrine of karma holas human Tielngs 

responsible and accountable for all that whatever happens in 

their life; otherwise the notion of responsibility in terms 

of accountability, which the karmavadins apply to them loose 
I — . • T 

t he i r meanings. Responsibi l i ty i^ not only e s sen t i a l ly connec­

ted with the notion of free aPition but i t i s a lso e s sen t i a l l y 

connected with the knowledge of ac t ion . Koral r e spons ib i l i t y 

always presupposes the agent ' s free action and knowledge. 

After performing karma we have no control over i t s karma 

file:///vrong
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phala. Karma phala becomes inevi table accoraing to the 

doctr ine of ^arma. But before performing karma, the 

KarmavajLins do bel iaye tha t we have pov,er to control karma 

and i t s phala by not causing them, when a person i s morally 

held responsible for his act ion, he i s held responsible not 

on the lias is of karma phala vhich his karma produces but on 

the basis of his karma. The ground of moral r e spons ib i l i t y 

consis ts in the agent ' s free act ion. We cannot say in the 

same lireath that v,e are free to choose cer ta in act ions a t a 

p a r t i c u l a r time in a p a r t i c u l a r s i tua t ion but we do not knov 

tha t ve are free unless v,e con t rad ic t . Moral r e spons ib i l i t y 

i s not connected v i th Tightness or vrongness of an act vi th 

which reward and punishment are connected respec t ive ly . I t 

i s connected with the act i t s e l f . A person becomes responsibl=! 

for the r e s u l t of h i s karma because of his karma, not 

because of i t s r igh tness or vrongness. jin occuirence over 

which we hai no control i s something we cannot be hold respon­

s ib le for . This means, in other words, t ha t we can be held 

morally responsible only for those things which were/are 

within our control a t a p a r t i c u l a r time and not that which 

were/are outside of our control a t any time. Here one might 

ask t h i s quest ion: If an occurrence over which we had no 

control i s something we cannot be held morally responsible 

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

lieca.use karma phala is an occurrencec over wnich we had no 

cont ro l . If th i s be so , then what the doctr ine of karma 
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asse r t s I s f a l s e . Because i t a s se r t s tne t man i s responsible 

for the r e su l t of whatever he does, i r r e spec t ive of whether 

i t i s done freely or unfreely. There i s no doubt tha t in one 

sense, v.e can say tha t th^ p.g&nt has no control over the 

ac tua l r e s u l t of his ac t ion . He cannot p red ic t in advance 

what k in i of r e su l t his ectiohs-woulcl be producing in future 

vhen I t I s done. JiAi t ha t i s the reason >,hy on the bas i s of 

the ac tua l r e s u l t of action h<a cannot be Tiorally held respon­

s i b l e . But in another sense he can be held morally responsilile 

for the r e s u l t of h is act ion because he had control over his 

ac t ion . Actions which ^^ere/ar3 within his control to perform 

or not to perforT] do cons t i t u t e the ground for holding him 

morally responsible and accountable for the r e su l t s \shich are 

brought through them, no matter whether t he i r r e su l t s were 

intended or unintended, whether they involve a reference t o 

the pas t or to the pas t of th^ past and so on. Actions which 

are yet to b t done, tha t i s , undone ac t ions , not done ac t ions , 

t h e i r r e s u l t s pre within the agent ' s con t ro l . By con t ro l l ing 

action (in the sen=!e of not causing i t ) the agent can control 

the r e s u l t of action which h is action would have possibly 

produced, i f he had done i t . From t h i s po in t of view, the 

agent could be held morally responsible for the r e s u l t of his 

ac t ion . I t i s on th i s reason the doctr ine of karma holds the 

agent responsible for the r e s u l t of his action even i f he ha* 

no cont ro l ovcr the ac tua l r e su l t of h is act ion. Moreover, 

the karmavadlns do not say that a l l the agent 's present 

file:///shich
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actions are the effects of his past actions ana so on inaefi-

nitely in time. The problem does arise only \iieci it is 

assumed that all human actions are controlled by his past 

actions and his past actions are controlled by the actions of 
of thu past 

the post/̂ and so on inaefinitely in time v̂ nich the karmavadins 

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

though they say that it is beginningle'='S. Since they believe 

in the origin of ĵ ariia, they also believe that there is an 

end of karma. This fact is quite obvious from the Indian 

conception of moksa itself. The Inaian conception of the 

attainment of moksa strongly suggests that the agent can 

overcome his beginningless karmas. The notion of beginningless 

=:hould not be taken in the sense of non-origination. It should 

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

it originated. 

o 

I t i s said tha t in the Inaian t r ad i t ion freedom is 

incompatible witn r e spons ib i l i t y ana the doctr ine of karma 

because accoraing to the Inaian t r a d i t i o n , a person i s 

supposed t o be free vhen he a t t a i n s the s t a t e of l i be ra t ion 

(moksa) in te ras of vhicn freedom i s aefined. jind y.nen he 

attain"' the ^ ta te of l ib^r&tion, he has no r e spons ib i l i t y to 

undertake in his l i f e ; he transcenaents a l l the karmas. This 

8. A.B. Creel, Dharma. As An Ethical Category Relating To 
Freedom And Respons ib i l i ty , philosophy East and West 
(Vol. 22, No. 2, 1972), pp. 16^-65. 
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means that on the account of the Inaian tradition one cannot 

be both free ana responsible at the same time. Either a person 

is respon-̂ ible but not free, or he is free but not responsible. 

But this charge, to our mind, does not hold gooa to all the 

Indian traditions of thought. The concept of moksa has been 

analysed in different vays by the different schools of Inaian 

philosophy. All the Inaian scnools of tnought do share this 

viev that aoksa is a freedom from bondage and suffering of 

a]l sorts. But they do differ>in other respects. According to 

some schools of thought (i.e., Advaita Vedanta and Samkhya),^ 

knov̂ ledge alone leads to moksa while according to some others 

/"i.e., (Jaina, Bauadha)^ and (Visistadvaita Vedanta)^2?) 

both kno\̂ ledge and right actions are required for the attain­

ment •£ moksa. Difficulties crop up when we think that there 

is only one conception of freedom (ffioksa) in tne Inaian 

traditions of thought, which is not true, in the Indian 

traditions, the notion of freedom is used differently in the 

different contexts. When it is used in the context of disembo­

died self, it is understood in its absolute sense, but when 

it is used in the context of embodied self, i.e., human beings, 

it is not U'̂ ea in absolute sense. Eyen in the context of 

disembodied self the concept of fi eedom is not u«?ed in the 

9. K.K. Anand, Indian P^jlosopny, Bharatiya Uidya Prakashan, 
1982, pp. 27Z-77. 

10. Ibid.. , pp. 277-78. 
1 1 . S.K. Ma i t r a , The Ethges pf t h e Hipdus, U n i v e r s i t " of 

C a l c u t t a , 195'5, p . ~ 9 7 . 
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same sense in the all Indian systeiis of tnought. Nonetheless, 

freedom In both the c?̂ ses ao not mean one and the same thing. 

Freedom of the ^elf does not mean freedom of vill to act, to 

choose between actions or between action and inaction. 

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

Advaita Vedanta, Samkhya.), 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 th?t tne ^elf 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 tne freedom of self is a freeaom from certain conditions 

(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 a 'freedom from' 

but a 'freedom to' as well. In the context of numan actions, 

a freedom cannot be a freedom from if it is not also a freedom 

to. Because in the context of actions, to free oneself from 

something or other contextually implies to make one'̂ elf 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 'hunjan freedom^ is different from the 'freedom of Self, 

to deduce one from tne other would â nount to committing a 

mistake. Indian conception of freedom (in the sense of moksa) 

becomes incompatible with responsibility and the toctrine of 

karma only wnen it is taken in the sense of freedom from the 

embodied Self and the karmas. Because the question of 
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r e s p o n s i b i l i t y does a r i s e only in the context of ac t ion , in 

the domain of vhich the aoct r ine of ksrma has I t s va l i d i t y , 

^nd the performance of action • cannot be conceived without 

assuming the existence of body, bacause I t i s body through 

vhich act ions are executed. In facL, the attainment of moksa, 

according to the Indian t r ad i t i ons of thought, i s not possible 

without assuming human freedom, jibove a l l , the Indian concep­

t ion of jlvanmukti does not Involve in I t tne renunciation 

of act ion and i t s corelPted r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . I t involves in I t 

the renunciat ion of des i re of get t ing the f ru i t of karma vhich 

strongly suggests t ha t the Indian conception of freedom i s not 

incompatiltle vi th responsiTtll i ty and the tloctrine of karma, 

a t l e a s t in the context of j lvanaukt i . Therefore i t would be 

incorrect to pass t h i s sweeping judgement tha t in the Indian^ 

t r a d i t i o n s , freedom i s incompatible wltn r e spons ib i l i t y and 

the doctr ine of -karma. In fac t , a l l tne Indian t r a d i t i o n s of 

thought presuppa'^e human freedom which i s compatible with 

r e s p o n s i l i l l t y and the doctr ine of karma. Tnis fact i s qui te 

obvious from the i r conception of moksa I t s e l f . The problem 

a r i ses when we confuse the freedom of Self with the freedom 

of human being. The freedom of Self does not consis t in frse 

act ion , while the freedom of human being consists in free 

ac t ion , whicn implies the alisence of cer ta in conditions i . e . , 

cons t r a in t s , compulsions e tc . But tne source of the power of 

freedom in lioth the cases i s linked witn the metapnysical 

notion of se l f . The disembodied Self i s not bound by karma 

since i t does not perform any sort of karma, while tne 
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embcxiie* se l f i s bound 'by karma. But the embociied 9elf i s 

conceivea not to be o r ig ina l ly so. The human agen t i a l p»wer 

which IS associated with the metaphysical conception of Self 

IS a liound Self (;}iva) , not an unbound Self (atman). The 

j l v a ' s freedom i s not iaeompatible with r e spons ib i l i ty and 

the doctr ine of karma. Though m a l l the Indian systems of 

thought Ignorance i s said to be the cause of bondage and 

karffla (ignorance here t s used m the metaphysical sense and 

not in the episteoiic sense) liut i t s reoioval i s not denied, 

nor i s i t said tha t ignorance bad no o r ig in . what i s sa id 

is tha t Ignorance i s beginningless , that i s , we do not know 

when the human s e l f (_i.e. j the bound se l f ) got associated 

with Ignorance. And to say t h i s is n«t to say tha t the Indian 

conception of ignorance rules out the log ica l p o s s i b i l i t y of 

human freedom, in both the senses of the termi i . e . ^ the 

freedom of Self and the freedom of human being. They are 

ra ther based on the presupposit ion of the doc t r ine of freedom. 
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KARMA AWD TRANStttGRATIOW 

The aoctr ine of karma s t a t e s a conjunction of the 

fol loving tn ings : ( i ) Every action produces some r e s u l t vhich 

may be e i ther pleasurable or painful no matter vhether i t i s 

moral or immoral, Vedic or non-Vedic, r e l ig ious or non-

r e l i g i o u s , good or bad. I t not only a s se r t s tha t every action 

produces some r e s u l t , but a lso a s se r t s that every action 

produces i t s f i t t i n g r e s u l t , that i s , good action produces 

good r e s u l t and bad action produces liad r e s u l t and no good 

action produces bad r e s u l t or bad action produces good r e su l t 

in any condit ion, ( i i ) The doer of action necessar i ly expe­

r iences or r e a l i s e s the r e su l t of n i s /he r action in the 

present or next l i f e , ( i i i ) Tne doer of action deserves the 

r e s u l t of action because of n i s /he r ac t ion . 

( i ) and ( i i ) make a fac tual claim, but ( i i i ) makes 

a moral claim, as i t says tha t the doer deserves or ought to 

have some experiences because of h i s /he r action done in che 

past or pre<=?ent l i f e , ( i i ) and ( i i i ) conjointly asse r t tha t 

every doer necessar i ly or inevi tably gets vhat he deserves 

and does not git v,"hat he does not deserve vhicn means t h a t 

there i s no undeserved or unjus t i f ied happiness or suffering 

in the v^orld of agent, ( i i ) Asserts tha t vhatever agent ' s 



action entitles nim to get, he is l̂ ouna to get; if ne aces 

not get in this life, he ^AIII surely gcit in the next life. 

If he has got something for vnich no action done ty him in 

the present life is responsible, it î ould amount to mean 

that some action done by him in his previous life is respon­

sible, (ii) and (iii) make it quite obvious that retributive 

notion of ju<̂ tice is liuilt in tnc conception of the doctrine 

of karma. The conjunction of (i), (li.) and (ill) indicate 

that karma causes liondage, in tht senst that because of 

karma the agent is inextricably caught up in tne cycle of 

the karmic lionaage. (1) aftd-{-iî  con.iuncts inaicate a des­

criptive, factual or enpirical characteristics of tne doctrine 

of karma, wnile (ili) conjunct indicates its moral or ethical 

characteristic, inaian tninkers have interpreted the doctrine 

of karma in both the ^̂ ays, factual and ethical, on the grounds 

of the assertions of (i), (ii) and (iii) conjuncts. (i), (ii) 

ana (iii) conjuncts not only indicate that actions cause 

bondage but also indicate the monistic ana self centric 

characteristics of tne doctrine of karma. Btcause they con­

jointly attriliute everything good or oad, one has or \%ill 

ever have to only one kind of causes i.e., to his and only 

his actions vnich is neither provable nor refutable by any 

evidence obtaineti from experiences. Wnen Hiriyanna says, 

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

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

1. Rajendra Prasad, Karma Causation 4na Retributive Morality, 
Munshiran Manoharlal publishers pvt. Ltd., Nev D».-lhi, 
1909, p. 225. 
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the basis of the monistic characteristic of tne doctrine of 

ksrma. A conjunction of (i), (ii) end (iii) not only involves 

monistic and retributive elements of justice in it, but also 

8 fatalistic element in the sense that the agent has no poA-er 

to change the course of karmic experiences resulting from his 

good and bad karmaj of tne past or the present life. 

But to believe in the assertion of (ii) that one is 

bound to get the result of his/her action, means believing 

in the theory of (iv) transmigration of soul and (v) karmic 

residues since the latter is built in the lielief of the former, 

If the agent is bound to get vhat his actions entitled him to 

and if one does not get all that he is entitled to in the 

present life, then there must be a life after death to enable 

him to get the unrealizea balance. Likewise, if agent has got 

sometning for vhicn no action aone by nim in the present life 

is responsible then he must have had a previous life, actions 

done in v̂ nich are responsible for his unaccounted karmic 

exj.eriences. But to Itelitve in (iv), that is, in the transmi­

gration of soul means Itelitiving in the substantivity and 

yermanency of the soul. Because the latter is Tiullt in the 

^slief of the former. The transmigration of soul from one 

life to another life is not possible vithout 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 another life or from one 

body to another body unless we assume that the 3oul exists 
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pnd per?!l^ts at different t imes. Tb^ term 'migration of soul ' 

implies pers i s tence and cont inui ty i . e . , the existence of one 

and the same ^oul a t d i f ferent times. So to believe in the 

theory of r e b i r t h meens believing in the iden t i ty and perma­

nency of tne su l i s t fn t ia l se l f . Bu c tne belj ef in the transmi­

gration of soul nei tner en ta i l s noi i s entai led by tne bel ief 

in the t ransi i igrat ion of kFrmic resiaudS. Both the be l i e f s 

are di f ferent but are m t e r t v i n e a . To li3lieve in tne transmi­

gration of karmic res iaues (or ^amskaras) means to believe in 

tne p r inc ip l e of conser^^ation of samskfras, tha t i s , samgk~ras 

do not pcr i sn before tne r ea l i za t ion ofJ:Qjircon_sequences 

and p e r s i s t and ex is t a t d i f ferent t imei . To believe in (iv) 

and (v) means to believe in the theory of samsara or the 

continued existence of tne se l f v i tn kcrmic residues in a 

succession of l ives since the l a t t e r 1"̂  ou i l t in the be l i e f s 

of (iv) and (v ) . Tnis implies t n - t b i r tn i s not tne lieginniifg 

of the e x i s t e n t i a l i den t i t y of the p f r t i c u l a r j lv^ and death 

is not the cessation of i t s e x i s t e n t i a l s t a t u s . Tne i d e n t i t y 

of the phenomenal s3if ( j iya) p e r s i s t s througn a i f fe ren t l i f e 

t imes. The existence of the j iva i s not terminated at the end 

of deatn, but i s transformed and continues to cxist and i s 

"reborn" ( re incarna t ion , tran*^-incrrna t i o n ) . 

I t i s evident from the conjunction of ; , i ) , ( i i ) , 

( i i i ) , ( iv) ana (v) tna t tne notions of karma, samsara and 

transmigration are conceptually connected. This has been 

fflfde exp l i c i t by M. nir iyanna; 
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"Since, hovever, those causes cannot all be 
found vithin 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 karma." 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~Biat all 
moral actions produce moral effaces — and of 
samsara — the principle that there is ̂ a 
transmigration of the self (the suksmasarira) 
or 'subtle body' in a series of "BlriTis, deaths 
and rebirths." 3 

The belief in the doctrine of karma is meaningless unless we 

believe in the transmigration of soul and ontology of the 

karmlc residues. Transmigration of soul and karml^ residues 

constitute as a necessary corollary to the karma-doctrine. 

Hebirth is meaningless without karma and karma is 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 karmlc beliefs including belief in the 

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

3. Eliot Deutsch, Advaita Vedanta, The University Press of 
Hawaii, Honolulu, 1973, p."687 
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transmigration of soul and the existence of- karmic residues 

can be established OT̂  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 ve say that transmigration is scientifi­

cally possible. Because the scientific procedure of observation, 

quantification, mensuration and controlled experimentation do 

not have any applicability in the realm of karma. The karmic 

beliefs are mere dogmatic beliefs, one vno does not believe 

in the transmigration of soul or rebirth vould hesitate to 

accept the intelligibility of the doctrine of karma. 

When ve go into the logical analysis of the theory of 

transmigration, ve find that transmigration vithout karma is 

not possible according to the karmavadins. Because in their 

view it is the karma vhich 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 presupposes tne dntological 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 meajis that transmigration of 

karma phala in the form of samskaras is essentially linked 

with karma and karta in the agent-cause paradigm of karma. 

The transmigration of soul from one body to another body is 

not possible in view of the karmavadins (those who believe in 
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the transTilgration of se l f ) without the admiss ib i l i ty of the 

existence of karma p' iala, because -what makes soul to move from 

one body to another body or from one l i f e to another l i f e i s 

the force of -he karma phala which soul possesses . This means 

tha t the force vhicn makes transmigration poss ib le consis ts 

in the efficacious pov^er of karma and j^rma phala , and not in 

anything e l s e . In other vords, in the karmic theory i t i s the 

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

gration of soul and karmic samskarss. i f there were no karma, 

there would not be any ac t - fo rce ; "nd consequently there would 

not lie any r eb i r t h or the re incarnat ion of soul . The act- force 

i s a l inki t h a t connects the p a s t , present and future l ives 

of man. This has been accepted in Hinduism, Buddhism and 

Jainism. If i t i s the se t - fo rce which makes transmigrat ion 

poss ib le , i t l og ica l ly comes p r io r to the process of t ransmi­

gration and not v ice-versa . From th i s point of view, we can 

say thac karma i s a pos tu la t e of the doctr ine of transmigra­

t ion of soul ana samhtggres.But i f we go by the karmic 

asser t ion of ( i i ) , '̂he be l ie f in the transmigrat ion of soul 

and samskaras i s l iui l t in the karmic asser t ion i t s e l f without 

ass-uming of which the asser t ion of ( i i ) does not make any 

sense. The be l ie f in the transmigration of soul and saAskaras 

do cons t i t u t e as a pa r t of the meaning of the karmic a s se r t ion . 

The act - force i s d i f fe ren t from the force of se l f . By the 

' a c t - f o r c e ' we mean the causal efficacy of th<i a c t . The causal 

efficacy of the act consis ts in the producing of some r e su l t 



110 

vhich l i e s in the act i t s e l f and t h a t i s qui te d i f fe ren t from 

the force of self . The force of self l i e s in the se l f i t s e l f ; 

I t i s not derived from the ac t - fo rce . I t r a the r makes the act 

poss ib l e . From th is point of view, ve can say tha t the force 

of se l f i s a metaphysical p c t u l a t e of tne ontological ex i s ­

tence of ac t . jilthough tne force of se l f i s a metaphysical 

pos tu la te of the ontological existence of tne ac t - force but i t 

by i t s e l f does not make the ac t - force poss ib l e . The ontologi­

cal existence of tne ac t - force assumes the unity of body and 

soul , without body and bodily muscle contract ion no act i s 

pos s ib l e . To say th i s does not mean tha t the phenomena of 

action can be understood and explained in terms of physica l 

events alone, without making any reference to the existence 

of a conscious e n t i t y . This we have already seen in Chapter 

I I . Because of t h i s reason we havb said t ha t i t i s the 

embodied se l f i . e . , the human being who performs ac t ion , and 

not the soul or the body. The theory of transmigration p r e ­

supposes tne theory of ac t - force and the theory of ac t - force 

presupposes the unity of se l f and body and the unity of se l f 

and body cannot be explained in terms of the forces of act 

since i t comes log ica l ly p r i o r to tnera. Perhaps i t i s because 

of t h i s reason the karmavadlns introduced the idee of ignorance 

as primal cause to explain the unity of soul and body. The 

be l ie f in the primal ignorance i t s e l f requires inves t iga t ion 

in which we s n a i l not enter in the present context. One who 

does not bel ieve in the existence of se l f and i t s force would 

h e s i t a t e to accept the doctr ine of transmigration of se l f and 

r e b i r t h . 
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But one vho believes in the doctr ine of transmigration 

of soul i s bound to bel ieve in samsara, Samsara i s a Sanskrit \ 

vord. I t i s derived from tfie root sv v^hich means ' t o flo\v' , 

'run s v i f t l y ' . or ' g l i d e ' , conjoined v i th the p re f ix £am, 

meaning 'wi th ' or ' t o g e t h e r ' . The word hasthe__orlglnal sense 

of a flowing with or toge ther . Those who t r a n s l a t e the word 

'samsara' as ' t r ansmig ra t ion ' , ' r e i n c a r n a t i o n ' , 'metempsycho­

s i s ' , ' r e b i r t h ' and ' the round of b i r t h and dea th ' , for them 

samsara i s a beginningless or ever-recur r ing se r i e s of b i r th s 

and dea ths . I t i s bondage (bandha) to the embodied l i f e in 

spatio-temporal world. I t i s imprisonment of the e t e rna l 

s p i r i t in a de s t ruc t i b l e impure body. For them r e b i r t h , t r a n s ­

migration and samsfra are synonymous terms. But when we go 

in to the analysis of the notion of samsara, we find tha t i t 

i s d i f fe ren t from the notions of t ransmigrat ion and re l i i r th . 

The notions of t ransmigrat ion and r*=birtb are conceptually 

linked with the notion of samsara in the sense tha t without 

perpetua l existence transmigration and r e b i r t h are not p o s s i ­

b l e . Rut the notion of samsara i s not conceptually linked 

with the notions of transmigration of soul and r e b i r t h . The 

notion of samsara involvts in i t s ffleanj.ng the notion of cease­

l e s s flow or change or succession or s e r i e s , ^ d from t h i s 

point of view, ^e can say t h a t samsara i s the s t a t e of constant 

flow or f lux. I t does not necessf.rily involve in i t s meaning 

h. Arthur L. Herman, The Irroblem of Evi l and Indian Thought, 
Mot i la l Banarsidass, F i r s t Edi t ion; Delhi , 1976, ppT 1 ^ -
^7. 
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the su¥s t an t i a l and e s s e n t i a l i den t i t y of a thing vhich can t e 

said remains unchanged in the process of flow or change. What 

con^'titutes the meaning of samsara i s a ceaseless process or 

change or con-inui ty , vhich does not by i t s e l f involve in i t s 

meaning the notions of i d e n t i t y , pe r s i s t ence , permanency and 

s t a b i l i t y of a thing of the samsara. This implies tha t the 

notion of samsara i s conceptually and essen t i a l ly linked v i th 

the notions of succession, change, flov or gliding liut not 

vi th the notions of i d e n t i t y , s t a l l i l i t y , permanency and pe r ­

s is tency of a tning vi tn vhich the notions of transmigration 

of soul , karma, re incarna t ioa and r e b i r t h are e s sen t i a l l y 

connected. The notion of samsara i s lias.^d on the theory of 

flov or change and the notion of flov or change involves in 

i t a reference to preceding and succeeding events and i t goes 

on continuing without involving the notion of e te rn i ty or 

i den t i t y of anything, in the flov the preceding and the 

succeeding events are conceived to have the ontological ex i s ­

tence because of t h e i r capacity of producing the succeeding 

events . This implies t ha t one vho oelieves in samsara i s not 

necessar i ly bound to bel ieve in the i den t i t y of a thing 

belonging to the samsara. But the notions of transmigration 

of soul and karmic residues are linkcjd v i t h the notions of 

i d e n t i t y , permanency, pers is tency and s t a b i l i t y of a thing in 

some vay or the o ther . The transmigration of soul vith the 

karmic residues assumes th^i i den t i t y of actor and action in 

the cont inui ty of the ser ies of l i f e . I t i s the i den t i t y of 
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karta-1ihokta-karma phala that makes the theory of rebirth or 

transmigration or reincarnation meaningful and intelligible. 

To deny this would amount to mean the denial of responsibility 

in the sense o± accountability and deserving vhich the agent 

oves and earns on the account of his deeds. Ethical responsi­

bility assumes the continuity of the ethical agent and the 

continuity of the ethical agent assumes the identity, pfrma-

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 doss not 

matter whether ve assign the same amount of permanency, stabi­

lity and persistency to the actor and the karmjc residues of 

his action and their unity or not. What matters is that unless 

ve assume some amount of stabilxty, permanency and persistency 

of the agent and the karmlc 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 kâ rma 

also would fall to explain "uhe karmic phenomena of the jiva 

or uhe agent for which it was designed. It would loose its 

explanatory power. 

From the above discussions it is quite evident that 

the notions of karma, samsara and transmigration are diffe­

rent and distinct and yet they are conceptually and essen­

tially connected. Transmigration is not possible without 

believing in samsara because it is the karmlc samsara in which 

the transmigration of phenomenal jiva takes place. And what 
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makes the transmigration of phenomenal jiva possible is the 

force of his act. The notion of transaigraticai of self includ­

ing karma phala does not preclude the notion of identity in 

continuity of the series of life. But the notion of continuity 

or flov vith vhicn tne notion of samsara is essentially linked 

precludes tne notion of identity. But to say this does noL 

amount to mean that the notion of identity is incompatitle 

vith tne notion of samsara. Both the notions are quite compa­

tible since the acceptance of one aoes not necessarily imply 

the rejection of the other. The identity of agent is possible 

to conceive througn tne changes of his characteristics 

acquired by his deeds, good or bad. The concept of the iden­

tity of the karmlc agent assumes the possibility of identi­

fying of that agent whê r̂ referred to under ilifferent descrjp-

tiMis. From this p«int of viev, ve can say that the notion of 

identifying involves in it tne notion of 'sometning is the 

same', that is, the existence of one and the same thing at 

different times. The problem of inconsistency that arises in 

regard to the notions of identity ana samsara arises because 

of not understanaing the scope of the predication involves in 

the phrase 'one ana the same'. The iaentity predicates are 

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

the identity preaicates to the agent and his karma phala does 

not amount to mean that the agent cannot acquire new karmic 

characteristics through his deeds, nor does it mean that he 

cannot leave the acquired karmic characteristics of the past 
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or the present deeds. The notion of identity implies persis­

tence, that is, the existence of one and the same thing at 

different l̂imes and that Is quite possible vith tne admissi­

bility of change in the sense that the agent iray acquire 

diffexent descriptions through his deeds. |TffJhe_Ĵ £bad_̂ _Jig 

can "be good; and if he is gooa, he can be haa. To maintain 

the theory of identity of the agent does not aiiount to mean 

that the agent cannot acquire or leave certain contingent 

characteristics. At different times in the continuous series 

of lives 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 essence, 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 his karma phala, and 

this does not conti"adict the identity of the agent in the 

explained sense of the term. So it is possible for a human 

being to lie reborn in the form of some other creature. And 

the new form of the other creature is his extrinsic form and 

his extrinsic form does not contradict his inner intrinsic 

identity. jlc«[Uired forms ana character is cics keep on coming 

and going in the life series of the agent, but his soul is 

believed persists through-D̂ ti'the .cjaanges of lives in its 

essence. Unless we assume it, the lielief in karma and 
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transmigration of soul aoes not make any sense. Tne karmic 

agent has to he assumed as the embodinaent of both essential 

and accidental characteristics. Then and then alone we can 

meaningfully talk of the continuing identity of the agent in 

the karmic phenomenal vorla. in the paradigm of karma the 

notion of samsara is used in a technical sense and not in the 

sense of a universe or a world, as it is generally underrtood. 

When we talk of personal identity in the world of karma, our 

talk always involves a reference either to the agent (self) 

or his karmic residues or both. Jind therefore the criterian 

of personal identity has to lie examined only in the connection 

with the agent and his karma. Bodily features, which consti­

tute the criterian of identity in ordinary life, ao not 

constitute the critĉ rian of identity of the agent in the 

karmic world. Different karmas lead to the possession of 

different forms of liody. How it tak^s place about this diffe­

rent systems of Indian philosophy have different views. But 

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

systems, vhich cannot be ascertaine<i whether It is true or 

fals-*? on the basis of the evidences of sensuous experiences. 

Because this belief is of such kind that it does not fall 

within the jurisdiction of our sensuous scientific experiences 

and methods. 

Although all the Indian systems of thought except 

Carvaka believe in the theory of karma, transmigration and 

the ontological existence of samsara, but they disagree as 

regard to what it ia that transmigrates and how it takes place. 



The Cervaka scnool does not believe in the theory of the 

transmigration of soul including karmic residues because 

according to t h i s school, everything, human ani non-human, in 

th i s vor l* i s cons t i tu ted and made up of the four mahabhutas 

(elemints) i . e . , p r t n i v i ( e a r t h ) , a£ ( v a t e r ) , te jas ( f i r e ) 

and vayu ( a i r ) . All the l i v ing things are d i f ferent manifesta­

t ions of the same pa t t e rn of mechanical combinations of :iiese 

simple cons t i t u t i ve elements alone. Consciousness, body, 

senses and objects are nothing but the r e s u l t s of the d i f f e ­

rent combinations of elements. Since txhe Carvakas reduce sel f 

to the d i f fe ren t combinations of elements, they explain the 

phsnomena of act ions merely in terms of physical elements 

without bel ieving in the permanent se l f and i t s t ransmigration 

from l i f e to l i f e along with the karmic resiH.ues, which i s 

believed t o be possessed by the sel f through ac t ions . Unlike 

Carvaka, Samkhya bel ieves t ha t self (puru?a) i s d i f fe ren t 

from p r a k r t l . I t i s the p r a k r t i which performs action but not 

the purusa. Jlccording to t h i s school, the purusa i s inac t ive 

and hence cannot perform by i t s nature any sor ts of ac t ion , 

no matter whether i t i s good or bad or ind i f fe ren t . Samkhya 

explains the phenomena of actions in terms of tlie functions 

of the gunas of p r a k r t i . According to th i s view, the purusa 

as such i s ne i the r bound, nor i s i t l i be r a t ed , nor does i t 

t ransmigrate . Bondage, l i be ra t ion ana transmigration belong 

t o the p r a k r t i in i t s manifold forms, "tasraan na badhyateddha 

na muchyate napi samsarati kashchid. samsarati badhyate 
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- - - 5̂ 

muchyate cha nanashraya prakrtlh."-^ From the t ranscendental 

point of view, Saikhya does not bel ieve in the transmigration 

of se l f (£U£Usa), ^^ut from the phenomenal point of viev.-, i t 

does bel ieve in the transmigration of the bound se3_f and the 

karmlc res idues . On his account, the phenomenal self undergoes 

b i r th and death and d i f fe r s in qua l i t i e s according to the deed-̂ ?. 

In f ac t , the phenomenal self , on the account of Samkhya system, 

i s nothing but the ego which transmigrates along with -uhe 

kar j ic residues acquired from on5 b i r th to another rfirth and 

the ego i s one of the evolutes of p r s k r t i . Thus transmigrat ion 

end karma belong to the non-self, tha t i s , the p r a k r t l and not 

to the purusa. Jind t h i s view of Samkhya i s incons is ten t with 

the thdory of karma. Because accoraing to the theory of karma, 

i t i s the agent, a conscious en t i t y , not the p r r k r t i , nor 

e/en i t s any one of the evolutes which i s belicived t o Tie 

migrating from one 3J-fe to anothc:r l i f e in the world of karma. 

The theory of karma, as Wc have already pointed out, docS 

assuae not only the transmigration of karmic residues but 

a lso the transmigration of se l f which possesses the karmlc 

res iaues and t h i s Samkhya denies , which i s incons is ten t with 

the karmlc b e l i e f s . Like Samkhya, jidvaita Veaanta a lso does 

not bel ieve in thy transmigration of self in the r e a l sense. 

According to t h i s system, i t i s due to ignorance we bel ieve 

tha t t h t s e l f i s subject to the cycle of b i r t h , deatn and 

r e b i r t h , while Jainism and Nyaye-Vais'esika believe in the r e a l 

5 . Samkhya-Karika, 62. 
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transmigrption of se l f and karmic residues despi te of t he i r 

differences 'd'out tne nature of self and the karmlc res idues . 

According to Jainism, the j iva ( se l f ) transmigrates through 

d i f fe ren t domains of the en t i r e l iv ing var ld . J iyas d i f fe r in 

both qual i ty and quant i ty . Unlike Jainism, Nyaya-Vaisesikas 

lielieve that consciousness i s an acc identa l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of 

the self . But they hold l i ke Jainism th f t human beings and 

other organisms have the same se l f in essence, prone t o 

transmigration and subject to the lav of karma. Like Nyaya-

Vaisesika, Mitnamsakas also believe tha t human and non-human 

beings have the same se l f vnich t ransmigrates in the en t i re 

domain of the l iv ing vorld in s p i t e of the i r differences as 

regard to the nature of the sel f and the karmic r e s idues . 

Jainism, Samkhya, Nyaya, Vais'2§ika, Mmamsakas â d̂ Vedanta 

share t h i s viev tha t the agent vho performs act ions cannot be 

understood and explained purely in terms of psycho-physical 

events as Buddhism advocates. Buddhism does not bel ieve in 

the transmigrat ion of soul , but i t does bel ieve in the t r a n s ­

migration of karma in tht= form of samskaras. j5,Gcording to th i s 

school, t rans Tilgr at ion of karmlc residues i s poss ib le without 

the transmigration of se l f from b i r th to b i r t h . For the 

Buddhist, soul i s nothing but a bundle of one f ive skandhas 

— rupa ( n a t t e r ) , vedana ( f ee l ing ) , samjna (percept ion) , 

samskara (d ispos i t ion) and vijnana (consciousness) . Unlike 

6. Gautama, Nyaya Darshana, I I I . i . h] pp . 716-25 and 
IV. i . 19-21, pp. 9^0-57. 
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the other c l a s s i c a l Indian systems of thought, Buadhism does 

not believe iri the i den t i t y of karta ana bhokta, nor does i t 

presuppose the metaphysical notion of karta to explain the 

phenomena of ac t ions . The Budf'-hists explain actions merely in 

terms of psycho-physical events without assuming any permanent 

£-elf which i s claimed to be experiencing the r e su l t of karmas, 

good or bad, from one l i f e to anothc:r l i f e . The notion oi 

i d e n t i t y , in t h e i r view, i s a fa l se not ion. Theie i s no soul 

which can be said t o be; migrating from one l i f e to another 

l i f e to reap the r e s u l t of karmas. V/hat transmigrates from 

one l i f e to another l i f e according to the Buddhists i s karma 

and nothing e l s e . The Buaahl^st's conception ol se l f comes 

closer t o Hume's conception of self . Like Buddhism, hume also 

does not lielieve in the permanent se l f . For him, 

"when I enter most int imately i n to what I 
c a l l myself, I always stumble on some p a r t i ­
cular perception or o the r s , of heat or cold, 
l i gh t or shade, love or hatred, pain or 
p leasure . I never can catch m^sjlf a t any 
time without a percept ion, and never can 
observe anything but the percep t ion ." 7 

Like Herac l i tus , Hume, William James, the Buadhism denies 

e ternal ism, essent ial ism and substant ia l ism and negates the 

existence of permanent se l f which the doctr ine of karma 

assumes, as we have seen in our a n a l y s i s . Buddhism believes 

in the doctr ines of imperaanency ( a n i t y e t a ) , motaantariness 

(ksanabhaA-gavada) and non-soul (anatmayada). Since the 

7. David Hume, A Treat ise of Human Nature, ed. L.A. SelTiy-
Bigge (Oxford: Clavendon Press , lHH8, 196^), I , i v , 6, 
p . 251. 
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Buddhists believe in the thesis that everyching in the 

universe of anthroj-iocentric as well as non-anthropocentric 

is necessarily subject to production, destruction, change and 

impermanency, no matter v,heth<vr it is a thing or organism or 

agent or action or the result of action, they deny the trans­

migration of permanent self but not karma which is inconsis­

tent with tbeir metaphysical doctrxnes. If everything is 

perishable and subject to proauction, destruction and change, 

the Buddhists cannot hold consistently this view with their 

theory of transmigration of karma. The karma is also liable 

to destruction and change and hence cannot lie said to be 

migrating from one life to another life as the Buddhists say. 

in other words, the Buddhists cannot maintain consistently 

the thesis that karoja transmigrates from life to life with 

their metaphysical doctrines. If the notion of identity is 

illusion, the notion of karmlc identity is also illusion; and 

if the notion of karmlc identity is illusion, it makes no 

sense to say, as they say, that the karma without an ajent 

migrates from life to lify. The question of karmic identity 

and its transTiigration without assuming some amount of 

stability and permanency of the karma phala xs not possible 

because the concept of identity, no matter v-hetĥ r we talk 

about it in the cont̂ iXt of self or karma, implies persis­

tence, that is, the existence of ond and the same thing at 

different times which the Buddhists deny. The Buddhists 

believe in the transmigration of karma is inconsistent with 
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th-elr doctr ines of Imperaanency and rooaentariness, No doubt 

one may conceive the transmigration of karmlc residues from 

one l i f e t o another l i f e , v.ithout assuming of any transmigra­

t i ng soul . But the karmlc e th i ca l phenomena cannot be 

explained vrthout assuming the existence of permanent se l f 

because e th i ca l notions l i k e the notions of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , 

accountab i l i ty , deserving and experiencing the f r u i t of Ivarma 

m the present or in the next l i f e alv,ays involve a reference 

t o a permanent conscious agent, v i thout assuming of vhlch the 

karmlc e t h i c a l notions cannot be understood, nor do they make 

any riense. I f there i s no agent p e r s i s t i n g through d i f ferent 

periods of time, we can ne i ther iden t i fy him nor his act ions 

and t h e i r r e s u l t s . There v,ould lie no one to take the moral 

respons?ibillty of ac t ion . The f a l l a c i e s of kitapranasa and 

akrtalihyagama are log ica l ly bound t o occur. Jin e t h i c a l karmic 

system which suffers from the f a l l a c i e s of krtapranasa 

and akrtabhyagama cannot explain s a t i s f a c t o r i l y whatsoever 

happens in the human ana non-human l i f e which an e t h i c a l 

karmlc system i s sroposed to explain. 

One mj.ght say that without assuming any ident l f ia l i l e 

se l f I t i s posslDle to explain moral r e spons ib i l i t y following 

the framework of the Buddhists e th i c s . Because Buddhism 

believes tha t there i s ? cont inui ty in the karmlc process , 

the successive elements in the karmlc process belong to the 

same karmlc energy and tha t i s enough to explain the e t h i c a l 

notion of respons ib i l j t y . Moral r e spons ib i l i ty i s t ransferred 
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from one element to another and the karalc potentiality 

belongs to no one else but the successive elements in the 

stream of life. J^id this shovs that the Buddhists theory of 

transmigration of karma does hot deny moral responsibility of 

the human being. There is no doubt that Buddhism believes 

that there is a continuity in the karmic process and in the 

karaic process the preceding element causally produces •. he 

succeeding element and the capacity to produce an effect 

prcves its exxstence. 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 agency 

and the notion of agency, cannot be explained merely in terms 

of preceding and succeeding events. The notion of moral 

responsibility does make sense only uhen v,e assume that in 

the continuity of the karmic process there exists a permanent 

conscious being, v̂ ho not only performs karma but also takes 

the responsibility associated vith it, vhich the Buddnistic 

karmic system denies* 

The •bjection may be put forward by saying that if it 

is one and the same self vnieh exists and persists in the 

karmi^ process throughout from one life to another life, then 

hov can we say that it takes birth and rebirth? The notion of 

birth and relBirth cannot legitimately be applied to the 

permanent eternal self. The ansver 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. Bir th is unaerstood in the sen^ie of associat'4-Dn of the 

se l f with tho "bod:> and death is unaerstood In the sense of 

d issoc ia t ion . of the sel f from the boay. Rebirth i s under­

stood in the sense of associat ion of the sel f v,ith the nev 

body af te r deatn. Birth and death are mere stages and events 

in the ongoing continuous his tory of a given person. Bir th i s 

not the beginning of the e x i s t e n t i a l i d e n t i t y of the p a r t i c u -

3ar person and death i s not the cessat ion of his e x i s t e n t i a l 

s t a t u s . In tĥ T cycle of karma, l i i r th , death and re l i i r th are 

'different stages and are linked v i th one another. In the 

cycle of karma, b i r th could be said to be the beginning of 

death and death could be said to be the beginning of b i r t h 

from di f fe ren t angles. B i r th , death and r e b i r t h , hence are 

r e l a t i v e terms. They are conc'^ptually and ontological ly connec­

ted vi th one another in th'^ paradigir of karma. When the karma-

vadins taxk al»out the r eb i r t h of soul , they use the vord 

' r e b i r t h ' in the sense of associa t ion of the se l f v i th new 

body af ter de i th . They do not aean tha t i t i s the soul (se l f ) 

vhich i s subject to b i r t h , death and r e b i r t h . Those who 

believe in th ; theory of the transmigration of soul maintain 

that the soul in I t s essence i s ne i ther born nor does i t d i e , 

because t o become exis tent from not being i s cal led b i r t h ani 

to become non-oxistent from being i s cal led death. The soul 

i s devoid of e i the r of thcse condi t ions . This means the soul 

i s devoid of b i r t h and death and does not decrease or increase ; 
o 

it is never destroyed even if the body is destroyed^ The soul 

8. Bhagayadgita, Sa&khyayoga, 2C. 
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i s i ndes t ruc t ib l e (av inash i ) , e te rna l ( n i t y a ) , unborn ( a j a ) , 

Immortal (a jar) and everiasfclng (sas 'vata; . I t does not jierish 

along with the body a f t e r death, nor i s i t born with body. On 

the i r account, i t i s the ind iv idua l ' s body vnich i s subject to 

b i r t h and death. J u s t as a person cas ts off worn-oot gartte«5ts 

and puts on the new ones, so does the soul cast off worn-out 

liodies and enters in to others t h a t are nev.^ Further , whf-n the 

Irarmavadins ta lk about the i d e n t i t y of se l f and the personal 

i d e n t i t y , they do not use them in the same sense, nor do they 

r e s t r i c t the use •f i d e n t i t y to the present l i f e only. They 

extend i t s use to l i f e a f te r death, t ha t i s , the future l i f e . 

The i d e n t i t y of self , on t h e i r vievr, consis ts in i t s p e r s i s ­

tency throughout the cycle of b i r t h , death and r e b i r t h . When 

the karmavadins t a lk about tho personal i d e n t i t y , they ta lk 

j t in the respect of the i den t i t y of embodied se l f ( i . e . , 

j iva) which i s qujte d i f ferent from the iden t i t y of body. The 

i den t i t y of body i s not the c r i t e r i a n of the i d e n t i t y of self , 

nor i s i t the sole crit-^rian of the i d e n t i t y of j i v a in the 

context of -uhe transmigration of soul . .The i den t i t y of j i va 

consis ts in tlie i d e n t i t y of se l f and the karmic res idues 

besides the iden t i t y of body. 

The karmavadins those who b^ilieve in the transmigra­

t ion of soul also bel ieve in th^ t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y •£ karmic 

residues from one l i f e to another l i f e so far as the l i f e of 

6 p a r t i c u l a r person i s concerned tha t i s agent, but deny by 

9. I b i d . , 22, 
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and large i t s t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y from the l i f e of one person t o 

another person. In other vords, the karmavadIns bel ieve that 

the karmic residues pass from one l i f e to another l i f e of a 

person but tney do not bel ieve that the karmlc residues pass 

^rom one indivu.dual's l i f e to another ind iv idua l ' s l i f e which 

can be e n t i t l e d as genetic kgrmas. Tnose vno bel ieve in i t , 

t h e i r accounts suffer from the f a l l a c i e s of krtapranasa ^nd 

akrtahhyagana and f a i l to proviGe j u s t i f i c a t i o n for a l l that 

haopens in the ind iv idua l ' s l i f e . The Upanisads and the 
11 Manusmrlti no doubt believe in the t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y of karmic 

residues from one ind iv idua l ' s l i f e to another, but t he i r 

account of the genetic karma, to our mind, does not seem to 

be e th i ca l ly tenable t he s i s in the paradigm of karma. Those 

who bel ieve in the theory of kerma, qu i te often defend the 

t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y of soul and karma, on the basis of the 

evidences of memory of ohe pas t l i f e . How far t h i s view i s 

correct i s no doubt a matter of inves t iga t ion in to which we 

s h a l l not enter in the present work due to the l imi t a t ion of 
the 

time, why^transferabi l i ty of kermlc residues from one 

Ind iv idua l ' s l i f e t o another ind iv idua l ' s l i f e i s not p o s s i ­

ble i s a relevant question which tne karmavadins seem to have 

not answered. The thes i s of non- t rans fe rab i l i ty of the karmic 

residues from one ind iv idua l ' s l i f e to anoch-ir i nd iv idua l ' s 

l i f e , i f at a l l poss ib l e , can be said to be poss ib le only when 

10. Brihadaranyaka, 1, ij,. 1? and Kausl taki , I I , 15. 
11. Manusmriti, IV, 170. 
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ve assume tne inseparab i l i ty of tne ind iv idua l ' s karmic 

residues vith his soul or se l f . Not only t h i s , ve have to 

.•*"urther assume the p l u r a l i t y of souls , then and then alone 

the t h e s i s of non- t ransfera l t i l i ty of karma from one i n d i v i ­

dua l ' s l i f e to another can be maintained cons i s ten t ly . But 

a l l the karmavadins do not be^-ieve in the p l u r a l i t y of souls . 

Those who do not believe in the p l u r a l i t y of soul ( se l f ) in 

t h e i r context the question of the t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y of karmic 

residues does not a r i s e a t a l l . I t a r i ses only viien we 

lielieve in tne p l u r a l i t y of t h j l ives on the basis of the 

p l u r a l i t y of se l f . Although a l l the karcuavadins d i f fe r from 

one another as regard t o the question of tn*j t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y 

cf karmic residues but they do telic;ve jn the ul t imate 

sepa rab i l i t y of se l f and karmic residues and that i s qui te 

obvious from the i r be l i e f .''Ji moksa. 

Jill the c l a s s i c a l Indian schools of thought except 

Carvaka "b«lieve tha t freedom from the cycle of l i i r th , aeath 

and r e b i r t h i s poss ib le . But how i t i s possil i le and vhat makes 

i t pos s ib l e , on these questions they have d i f fe ren t opinions. 

Despite that they a l l bel ieve that ignorance as the primal 

cause of karmic bondage. Some Inaian schools of thought, l ike 

Samkhya and Vedanta, maintain tha t freedom from the karmic 

bondsge or the eye] e of b i r t h , death and r eb i r t h i s poss ib le 

through knowledge and knowledge alone. In t he i r view, a l l the 

Karmas are binding, no matter whether they ere good or bad, 

moral or im.noral, r e l ig ious or non-re l ig ious , attached or 
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detaotvecl. Moral and re''-igious ac t ions , on the i r account, no 

doubt purify ^ n a vhich i s required for t i e attainment of 

l ibe ra t ion but are l o t e s s e n t i a l for the attainment of moksa. 

In f a c t , in the i r viev, the notions of liondage and l i be r a t i on 

^o have meanings only in the vorld or phenomena, not in the 

worla of self . Because the self , according co them, i s not 

suliject to bondage and l i b e r a t i o n . I t i s due to ignoranci^, 

they ?ay, ve bel ieve tha t v,e are in bondage and get l i b e r a t i o n 

from i t . Whereas the f ac t , according to them, i s t h a t the 

individual s e l f from the t ranscendental po in t of view i s 

beyond bondage and l i b e r a t i o n , because I t does not perform any 

action as such. The se l f never acts nor is i t ever acted 

vpon, therefore the que&tion of i t s karmlc bondage and l i b e r a ­

t ion from i t does not a r i s e . But t h i s account of se l f i s 

incompatible with the doctr ine of jkarma. Those who bel ieve in 

the Samkhya and Advai t in 's conception of self cannot maintain 

Gomistent ly ±z with the doctrine of karma. Because the 

doctr ine of karma, as we hav'j already seon, cjssentially 

assumes the agency of se l f and not the non-agency of se l f in 

-.v'hich the schools of Samkhya and Yedanta Ipt^lieve. 

But some c l a s s i c a l Indian schools of thought l i k e 

Jainism, Buddnism, Mimamsa and Vis is tadvai ta be l ieve , unlike 

Samkhya and Vedanta, tha t freedom from the chain of b i r t h , 

death and r eb i r t h i s not poss ib le through knowledge and 

I'.nowledge alone. According to tnem, besides knowledge r igh t 

act ion i s a lso e s sen t i a l ly required. But the i r opinions differ 
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as regard to vhich one i s more important or primary. Some of 

them give more importance to r ight knovledge, vhi le the 

otners give more importance t o r i g h t ac t ion . Those vho assign 

more importance t o r i g h t act ion believe that r i gh t kno^'lcdge 

dawns vhen r igh t act ions are performed. But those vho assign 

more importance t o r i g h t knowledge bel ieve thf t r i g h t action 

i s not possil i le without r i g h t knowledge. However, i t doe? not 

n a t t e r whether r i g h t knowledge i s more important or r j gh t 

ac t ion . What i s considered to be important i s that r igh t 

knowledge and r igh t act ion botn are e s sen t i a l l y required in 

"cheir opinion t o obtain freedom from the cycle of r e b i r t h . 

Although a l l these schools of thought agree on th i s po in t tha t 

r igh t knowledge and r igh t action are e scen t i a l ly required to 

obta j i freedom from the karmlc bondage but the i r opinions 

dif fer agdin as regard to the acqui^ltiion of -rigljt knowledge 

and r i g h t ac t ion. However, in spit'3 of th i s they a l l bel ieve 

t h a t the acquis i t ion of r igh t knowledge makes the sanci ta 

( i . e . , act ions which were done in the previous l i f e but have 

not yet begun to f ruc t i fy) and non-attached sanciyamana 

( i . e . , ac t ions which are being done in the present l i f e ) 

act ions Ineffect ive by destroying t h e i r causal potency. Thus, 

on t h e i r account, when the prarabdha ( i . e . , act ions which 

were done in the previous l i f e and whose residues have 

s t a r t ed f ruct i fying) karmas exnaust t h e i r e f fec t s , the person 

who ac::s with r igh t knowledge and ncn-attachment oxhausts a l l 

his karmic l i a l i i l i t i e s which liind him with the chain of 

r e b i r t h and makas himself free from bondage. 
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But when ve c r i t i c a l l y re±"'lect on both the accounts 

of the c l a s s i c a l Indian systems of thought, ve find tha t t he i r 

accounts are based on t h i s assumption t h a t ignorance and 

attachment cause Lhe liondage. Betveen these tvo causes, jgno-

rance is consiaered to be the basic and r e a l cause of b i r t h , 

death and r e b i r t h , Since they consider ignorance as the basic 

cause of bondage (in both epistemic and ontic senses) ana 

jgnorcuce can lie removed only by knowledge alone, they 

advocate the thes i s tha t freedom from bondage cannot be 

obtained without knowledge. But when we ask thp quest ion: How 

Cid the free se l f get associated with ignorance :n the begin­

ning before the unity of self and body which is pure con-

rciousness in i t s essence, we do not find any sa t i s fac to ry 

answer to i t . I f ignor'^nce i s said i s inseparably connected 

with the l e l f , the l i be r a t i on of the se l f from ignorance i s 

impossilile-, and i f ignoiance i s external to the self , i t 

cannot Tiind the sel f which i s pure consciousness in i t s 

na tu re . j;.ll the karmavadins i e l i e v e tha t the r e l a t i on of 

ignorance aiid '=?elf i s beginningless (in both epistemic and 

ontic senses) but do not bel ieve tha t their associat ion i s 

rnseparable . They a l ] bel ieve tha t ignorance i s separable 

from the sel f through knowledge. But the question i s : If the 

pure self can get infected by ignorance bejTore the bondage, 

then there i s no guarantee that i t cannot again get infected 

by ignorance af te r l i bo ra t jon . If the soul can be tinged with 

ignorance before bondage, i t can a lso be tinged with ignorance 

a f te r l i b e r a t i o n . If th i s Tie the case, complete l i be ra t ion 
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does not make any sens3 in v^hich the karmayadins be l ieve . A 

l ibe ra ted soul can become bound and a bound soul can become 

l i be r a t ed . Further, tnose vho be3-ieve tha t non-attachment i s 

a necessary coiiuxtion to obtain freedom from bondage think 

••hat the acquis i t ion of r igh t knowledge i s poss ib le through 

the means of the renunciat ion of des i re and not the renuncia­

t ion of ac t ion . In thnir view, vhen act ions are performed in 

detacbed s p j r l t , they do not bind the ind iv idua ls . But vhen 

the question i s asked: Hov the renuncir>tion of des i re in 

action i s poss ib le? the answer i s given tha t i t Is poss ib le 

through the acquis i t ion of r i g h t knov.ledge, which they assume 

i s po.?sible only through the means of non-attachment, from 

\-hich i t i s qui te obvious tha t they do not hola a consis tent 

viev- If des i re causes bondage, i t causes bondage no matter 

what i t i J , whether i t i s a des i re for get t ing the consequen­

ces of act ion or i t i s a des i re for get t ing l i b e r a t i o n . If 

des i re as such is binding, i t binds in a l l i t s cases no matter 

what they a re . But a l l the karaavadins do not bel ieve in i t . 

They beJieve tha t a l l desires a t tache* to the consequence of 

act ion and net action are binding except the des i re for moksa, 

which they cannot hold cons is tent ly along with t he i r thes i s 

tha t d e s i r t acts as binding force, when the question i s asked: 

Why does a des i refu l act ion bind ana not des i re less? we do not 

find any sa t i s f ac to ry answer to i t . i f a l l actions o r ig ina te 

from desi re and i t i s des i re which leads thy individual to 

perform ac t ions ; a des i re l e s s action becomes impossible. And 

i f a des i re less action i s poss ib le , then i t is incorrec t to 

file:///-hich
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say tha t a l l act ions o r ig ina t e from des i re in which the 

karmavadins k'^^lieve. Desire surely cannot lie said to be the 

cause of the unity of soul and Tiody, s ince i t a r i s e s from 

the i r uni ty . All the des i re elements belong to the domain of 

body and not to the doma-'ji of self and hence cannot proviae 

as a pos tu la t e t o understand and explain the unjty of soul and 

body vhich IT consider'^d as a cause of bondage. The karma /a-

dins do not s'e3m to hold a consis tent t hes i s on the caujes of 

bondage. Sometimes they say, i t i s des i re t ha t causes bondage. 

And sometimes they say, i t i t action tha t causes bondage. 

Sometimes they ray, i t i s not the act ion that causes bondage 

but denire for get t ing the r e su l t of act ion tha t causes 

bondage. I f i t i s tha action tha t causes liondage, I t causes 

bondage no-matter what i t i s , whether i t i s good action or bad 

act ion; whether i t i s Vedic action or non-Vedic ac t ion; whether 

i t i s moral act.''on or nor-moral ac t ion; whether i t i s done in 

attached manner or detached manner. If i t i s the des i re for 

get t ing the consequences of action tha t cr.uses bondage, i t 

causes bondaje even before performing thi ac tual ac t ion , 

since i t comes log ica l ly p r io r to i t . I f t h i s be the case, 

no matter whethc;r we cause or do not cause ac t ion , we become 

bound ju s t by having some des i re for get t ing something, which 

does not seem to be a sound thes i s along wi*;h the thes i s of 

non-attachffl&nt. Tnose who believe in the theory of non-

actachment or nlskama karma as means for ge t t ing l i be ra t ion 

hold the view that the r e a l cause of bordage i s attachment 
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and the notion of attachment involves in it the notion of 

desire "but not action and its result vhich the doctrine- of 

karma ac'vocates. If it is the attachment that causes bondage, 

it causes bondage no matter vLether it is attachment to action 

or to the consequences of action; vhether it is done in self-

interest or other's Interest or in the interest of all; 

whether it is performed in interested manner or disinterpsted 

manner. Ĵ ll cases of attacnment would be the cases of Dondage 

vhich the karmavadins do not hold consistently. To make room 

for liberation they exclude the desire of moksa or attachment 

to moksa from the category of the binding forces of desire, 

vhJch 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 evcry 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 binaing 

force of Karma lies in the act of karma and its result and not 

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

the beginningless process of the transmigration of soul but 

do not hold the view that transmigration of soul is endless. 

If bondage is due to karma, then liberation is possib.le only 

through the stoppage of karma and not by doing karma in 

attached or detached manner. 
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Thus, i t i s qu i te obvious frora tho. above analys is 

tha t those who laelieve in the theory of transmigration and 

coasider ignorance and attachment as the causes of bondage 

the i r accounts f a i l to provide a s a t i s f ac to ry explanatior or 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n . Even if I t i s accepted for the sake of argu­

ment tha t the theory of transmigration provides a sound 

explanation and j u s t i f i c a t i o n for human suffer ings , ther^ i s 

no evidence or proof to es tab l i sh tha t t h i s doctrine i s t rue 

and ac tua l ly operates in human l i f e , nor do ve have any 

evidence or proof for the existence of immortal cransmigra-

oing soul in man. 



CHAPTER VI 

KARMA AND DIVIDE INTERVENTION 

AS ^e have a l r eady mentioned in the p reced ing chap te r s 

t h a t t h e r e a re tvo d i f f e r e n t ve r s ions of the d o c t r i n e of 

karma; the i^s t ic and n o n - t h e i s t i c . A n o n - t h e i s t i c ve r s ion of 

the Qoct r ine of karma main ta ins the viev, t h a t tne d o c t r i n e of 

karma does not e s s e n t i a l l y invo lve in i t a r e f e r e n c e t o God. 

I t i s an lu jpcracxia ldoct r ine , i t does not depend on any d i v i n e 

pove r . I t vorks by i t s e l f in i t s ovn n a t u r a l manner. A 

monis t ic and s e l f - c - e n t r i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of 

karma of t h e J a i n s s c o u l a be s a id i s a n o n - t h e i s t i c ve r s ion of 

the d o c t r i n e of karma because t h e moni s t i c and s e l f - c e n t r i c 

model or i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the JainJ??does no t assume God, a 

divinv3 po\%er, as a moral a d m i n i s t r a t o r of t h e lav; of karma. 

Without assuming the e x i s t e n c e of God i t i n t e r p r e t s t h e 

phenomena of karma by assuming the e x i s t e n c e of t h e agent who 

performs a c t i o n s and i s sub j ec t t o t h e law of karma. The J a i n s ? 

monis t ic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of karma a t t r i b u t e s 

every th ing good or bad one has or w i l l ever have t o only one 

kind of causes i . e . , t o agent and h i s a c t i o n s , vhich t h e 

exper ience dOdS not seem t o suppor t . Those who b e l i e v e in t h e 

monis t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of karma of J a in i sm 

hold the view t h a t t he d o c t r i n e of karma works in an i n v i o l a ­

b l e manner and everyone who performs a c t i o n s i s sub jec t t o 
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the lav , vhicli means tha t no agent Is above tne law of karma. 

Although the Jaiaas monistic version of tne doctr ine of karma 

i s a non- the i s t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n but i t i s not tne only non-

t h e i s t i c i n t e rp re t a t i on of the doctr ine of karma. There are 

other non- the i s t i c i n t e rp re t a t ions of the doctr ine of karma 

too in the c l a s s i c a l Indian systems of tnought. For example, 

the Buddhists i n t e rp re t a t i on of the doctr ine of karma i s also 

a kind of non- the i s t i c version of the doctr ine of kaima in 

the defined sense of the ttrm ' t h e i s t i c ' but i t is not a 

monistic model of intei^pretation of the doctr ine of karma, 

because i t does not a t t r i b u t e everything good or Tiad to only 

kind of causes, tha t i s , the agent and his ac t ions , Buadhism 

believes in the p o s s i b i l i t y of kytapranasa and. akrtahhyagama 

yrasangas vnich the monistic theory of karma denies. The 

BuQdhists do not maintain the thesis tha t the karma i s 

governed by a divine moral administrator i . e . , God. On the i r 

account, GOQ aoes not evaluate the moral vortn of our act ion, 

nor does he decide vhat ve deserve or io not deserve on the 

basis of our dee*s. In fac t , they ao not Tielieve in the 

existence of God a t a l l . Hence, for them the question of Goa's 

awarding reward and punishment in the forms of happiness and 

pain respec t ive ly on the basis of the deeds does not a r i s e at 

a l l . According to them, the function of karma aoes not stand 

in the need of any externa l agency. The act force which 

proctiK^es a r e su l t l i a s in the act i t s e l f . Tnus, on the Bud-

dUlats view, the doct r ine of karma i s an autonomous doctr ine . 
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In fact, the Buadnists do not associate tne notion of karma 

vitn any notion of permcinent, eternal, CDnscious agency; nor 

do they believe in the existence of it. They explain the 

phenomena of action in terms of psycho-pnysical elements. But 

those vho believe in the theistic version of tne doctrine of 

karma, unlike Buddhism, Jainism, Samkhya, Mimaisa, maintain 

the view that the doctrine of karma essentially depends on 

the divine pover for its operation. According to tnec:, the 

doctrine o-f karma is a doctrine of moral administrator of the 

world vho is none other than God. For them, it is &oQ vho 

decides vhat ve deserve or do not deserve on the account of 

our deeds. In their viev, God does not only evaluate our 

actions in terms of morit and demerit but also avardr to us 

our dues. It is believed that God avards revard vhen wa do 

good deeds and punishment vhen ve do bad deeas. But vhat is 

good or bad? On this question the theistic karmavadins have 

different opinions. The theistic interpretation of the 

doctrine of karma assumes the lielief in the o^istence of Goa, 

over ana alcove the belief in the existence of human agency 

or the agency of self. Those vno hole the theistic Version of 

the doctrine of karma, like Ramanuja and some Naiyayikas, are 

of the opinion that tn^ aoctrine of karma cannot vork by 

itself. They believe in the existence of Goa as mediator 

betveen act and ±zs result. Not only this, tney also believe 

that liberation from the chain of births, deaths and rebirths 

cannot lie obtained through knowledge and action alone unless 

ve obtain the grace of God, Altnough the opinions of the 
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theistic karaavadins differ as regard to the nature of God and 

the state of liberation, but ty ana large tney all be]ieve 

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 karmjc 

bondage including ignorance. It is of their opinion that if 

GoQ is happy, he will liberate us from all sirs and sufferings. 

AS it is said in the Glta, "Abandoning all other priT'ciples, 

take refuge jn Me alone, I will deliver you from all sin; do 
-1 

not grieve." The similar view has been expressed in the 

Upanlsads also, "The self cannot be gained by knowledge, not 

by understanding, not by learning. It may be gained only by 

nim to whom the God chooses." Goa lifts up his devotees from 

the ocean of Tslrths, deatns and rebirths. Though the theistic 

karmpvadins by and large believe in the existence of God and 

think that He is omniscient, omnipotent, omnipresent and 

benevolent in nature but they hola the vi^w 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 miseries 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 basis of theî -

records He awcrds rewards and punishments in the forms of 

happiness and oain. For them, it is the agent who is responsi­

ble for everything, whatsoever happens in his or her life and 

1. Bhagavadgita, Moksayoga, 66. 

2. Cf. Kathopanisad, 1.2.23. 
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not God. They explajn and ju s t i fy sins by refer r ing to the 

agent and his actions vittjout assuming the existence of God 

as a c rea tor of s i n s . So far ve have analysed and examined the 

non- the i s t i c versions of ]^rma and have drawn cer ta in conclu­

sions a r i s ing from i t in the previous chapte rs . In t h i s 

chapter, therefore , ve v i l l confine our aiscussions vi tn the 

t h e i s t i c i n t e rp re t a t ion of tne doctrine of kaima vhich has not 

been emphasized very much in tne moaern writ ings and wi l l 

bring out ce r t a in pbi losophica l issues involve in i t . 

Generally i t i s the non- the i s t i c versjon of the doctr ine of 

karma vhicn is taken aj the d i s t i n c t i v e feature of the c l a s s i ­

cal Indian philosophy. But th is does not mean tha t i t i s held 

by a l l the c l a s s i c a l schools of Indian philosophy; nor does 

i t mean t h - t ihose vho assoc ia te the notion of divine being 

vi th the docx-rine of karma, the i r account i s i n s ign i f i can t 

and does not form a pa r t of phi losophica l , c u l t u r a l and r e l i ­

gious trends of India . The t h e i s t i c version of tne doctr ine 

of karma i s present as much as the monistic version of the 

doctr ine of karma •'n our phi losophica l , c u l t u r a l and re l ig ious 

t r a d i t i o n s . 

When ve r e f l ec t c r i t i c a l l y on the t h e i s t i c version 

of the doctr ine of karma, ve find by and large t ha t i t i» 

based on the assotuptions tha t there ex i s t s a God v;ho i s 

e t e r n a l , omniscient, omnipresent, omnipotent, lienevolent, 

immanent, controllcjr , c rea tor , sus ta iner , destroyer , preserver , 

maintainer, t ranscendenta l , unbound, above the law nf karma, 
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pe r f ec t , emhodiment of good q u a l i t i e s ann the object of 

devotion. He i s conceived not onxy above the lav of kgrma 

hut a lso the author of the law of karma in the sense tha t the 

law of karma or ig ina tes from Him and does not have i t s own 

ontological independent exis tence, He i s believed to have a 

power t o administer end revoke i t . But these ajsamptions, 

instead of solving the problem of karma connected with i n d i ­

viduals and t h e i r ac t ions , create more problems liecause of 

e s sen t i a l l y Involving the be l i e f in the existence of God. 

The t h e i s t i c karmavadins have mc.de considerable 

ef for ts and spent energy in const iuct ing arguments for the 

existence of God. Not only the t h e i s t i c karmavadins l»ut a lso 

philosophers and theologic ians , both Eastern and western, 

have lieen busy since beginning e i ther pol ishing and revis ing 

whole arguments offered for the existence of God or construc­

ting new ones for proving the existence of God. But the fact 

remains tha t a l l purported proofs for the existence of God 

are nothing liut ra"^ionalizations proaucing the i l l u s i o n that 

v̂ nti has a r a t i o n a l basis for holding the be l i e f tha t there 

exis ts God. This i s not only t rue in regard to the proofs 

for the exis tence of God but also in regard to the proofs 

for the function.-^ng of the doctrini- of karaa as well in which 

both the t h e i s t i c and the non- the i s t i c karmavadins bel ieve . 

When ve r e f l ec t on the t h e i s t i c accounns of God, no matter 

whether i t i s Hinduism or Chr i s t i an i ty or Islam, v̂ e find tha t 

they do not hold the same conception of God. They use the 

http://mc.de
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?ame vord 'God' but give d i f ferent meanings to i t in the i r 

moral, r e l ig ious and c u l t u r a l systems. In other vords, ;̂ e 

find t h a t chere are d i f ferent conception<=? of God in di f ferent 

r e l ig ions and cul tures and each t ' l e i s t vni_e giving the proofs 

for the existence of God, gives impressions as i f he i s 

proving the existence of same God. while the fact i s tha t his 

conception of God and the proofs offered for tne existence of 

God i s r e l ig ion and cu l tu re bound. Not only t h i s , the proposi­

t ions %-hich the t h e i s t s use as premises to estal i l ish the 

conclusion that God ex is t s are highly ambiguous, and without 

es tab l i sn iug the t ru th of the proposi t ions they draw the 

conclusion tha t God .^xists and think t h a t they have proved i t . 

While the fact i s tha t t he i r arguments for the existence of 

God prove nothing al»out &oa's existence except that thuy have 

ce r ta in conctptions of God. And t h e i r d i f ferent conceptions 

of GoQ prove tha t GoQ ex i s t s only in t h e i r conceptions and 

not outs iae of ttaeai which means, in other words, God ex is t s 

in human minas and not independent of them, as i t i s claimed. 

Human beings create the conception of God through the i r minds 

and then s t a r t proving the existence of God tha t He ex i s t s 

independent of them and i s the supreme being. This fact i s 

qui te obvious from the i r d i f ferent conceptions of God them­

se lves , becau^^e they a t t r i b u t e incompatible p roper t i es to God 

which are logi: ;aliy impossible to do. Not only t h e i r concep­

t ion of God d i f fers t u t a l so tne proofs offered for the 

existence of God d i f f e r . While proving the existence of God 

they r e j ec t each o t h e r ' s argument offered in favour of the 
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existence of God, For example, Ramanuja rejects Naiyayikas 

arguments and Naiyayikas reject Ramanuja's arguments, vhich 

suggests that no one has authentic evidence for the existence 

of God, no matter hov; He is conceived. Tncse vho believe in 

the existence of God do not establish their basic proposi­

tions from wnich they drav,- the conclusion of the existence of 

God. Unless the truth of the basic precnises from vhich the 

conclusion of the existence of God is drawn are not esta­

blished, the theists are not entitled to make the claim that 

they have evidences or proofs for the existence of God; nor 

do th3y 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 vhat and hov many 

arguments ve put forA-ara for the existence of God, ve prove 

nothing aTiout the existence of God unless the basic premises 

of arguments are proved true, vhich the theists have not done 

and if at all they have done, their proofs are liound to 

suffer from logical weaknesses. Those vho failed to proviae 

good leasons in support of the existence of God appeal to 

faith and make the claim that Goa is not the subject matter 

of arguments but is the matter of faith, vhich inaicates that 

they do not have distinct and clear knovledge of God. If at 

all God exists, in vhat senst- does Fe exist? E'̂'en on this 

question ve f.'jid that the thdsts have different opinion'̂ . 

Some of them are of the viev that God does not exist like 

body in space and time, vhile others believe that God does 
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have a divine body. But in v,hat sense God does have a divine 

body, i t seems tney themselves are not very clear vhen ve, go 

in to the i r conception of divine body i t s e l f . If nobody can t e 

conceived, given i t s na ture , without conceiving the existence 

of space and time, ho\v can a divine body being one of the 

species of body f a l l s outside or transcendents spatio-temporal 

condi t ions . I f God is ex i s t ing , He must be exis t ing somevhere 

at some t ime. If a t a l l God i s ex i s t ing . He must ha/.>. been 

the object of knov,ledge of those vho claim about His existence 

Ûid if t h i s i s so, t he i r knov.ledge about God should have not 

leen d i f fe ren t unless there are d i f fe ren t Goes. Ana i f there 

are d i f fe ren t Gods, a t l eas t those vho belong to the same 

re l ig ion and cu l tu re th«^ii- accounts should have not been 

d i f fe ren t . But th i s i s not the case, j^s v.e have already pointe 

out tha t t h e i r opinion about God i s d i f f e ren t , from vhich i t 

follov.s t h a t they do not have the same conception of God 

v i th in the same r e l i g i o u s - c u l t u r a l system and creates doubt 

about the existence of Goa. jU-1 the proofs so far given 

for the existence of God, vhen we go i n to their ana lys i s , 

v,e find tha t they suffer from cer ta in shortcomings, no matter 

whether they are s c r i p t u r a l proofs ( i . e . , Vedic or non-Vedic) 

or Gosffiological proof, or t e l eo log i ca l proof or any other 

proof for tha t matter. The existence of God can never be 

proved on the basis of the arguments because the t ru th of 

t h e i r premises always stand in need of some epistemic and 

ontic grounds other than the log ica l arguments. When \,e go 

i n to the h i s to ry of d i f ferent r e l i g ions , ve find that they 
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what to say of His existence ^̂ •ithin or v.itnout the realm of 

one's ovn 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 Goa xio conflict with the 

general kar'nic beliefs or not. The theistic karmavadins 

believe that God acts as a mediator between the kamlc agent 

and his karmas in the sense that it is the GOQ 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 is the moral 

governor of the universe. He maintains moral ecology by 

upholding th<i law of karma. On their account, God not only 

upholds the law but also is the authority of the law. He 

maintains ju^tjr^ in thy universe by applying the law of 

karma. Ht; doc;s not 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 deeds. God is not conceived as 

the creator of evils. Inaividuals themselves eax'n evils 

through their deeds. Thus on their opinion, God cannot be 

condemned 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 i s a discourse of human beings or 

other beings. But, in t he i r viev, God has po^^er to revoke the 

lav of karma, i f he chooses and can grant l ibera t ion to the 

individuals vho sincerely worship Him in detached s p i r i t or 

d i s in t e r e s t ed manner from the bondage of karma or from the 

cycle of b i r t h s , deaths and reb i r ths through His grace. In 

f a c t , those vho bel ieve t h a t the notion of Goa i s essent ia l ly 

connect'^d v i th the doctr ine of karma think by and large tha t 

vithout God's grace l i be ra t ion (moksa) i s not poss ible at a l l , 

even i f ve perform act ions vi th r i g h t knowledge and in 

detached iianner. In other words, according to them, l ibera t ion 

i'" poss ib le only through Goa's grace and to obtain God's 

grace, the devotion of Goa is e s s e n t i a l . I t i s believed that 

one who vorships God s incerely in d i s in t e re s t ed manner God, 

out of love, compassion or benevol^ince l i b e r a t e s him from a l l 

sor ts of sufferings and s m s . m support of t h e i r thecis 

d i f ferent instances are quoted from various sc r ip tu res l ike 

Upanlgads, Gitf, Ramayana, S r i Bh§gavata e tc , vhere by the 

grace of God, i t i s believed, cer ta in persons vere granted 

e i the r salvat ion or aboae in the heavens. The giant vulture 

Jatayu,-^ the virtuous abor ig inal woman "^aliarl, the ape-king 
- t̂  - 6 

Sugriva,^ and Jijamila are the famous instances in th i s 
regard. But one vho gets l i l ie ra t ion by the grace of God, the 

3 . Valmlki nataayana, Aranyakanda, 68, 29-31. 
^- I b i d . , 68, 31-33. 
5 . Valmiki Ramayana, Uttarakanda, I08, 25-26, 

6. Sribhagavata, 6, 1-2, 
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karmavadins, l i ke Ramanuja, believe that he does not becouie 

iden t ioa l with God. He only becomes s imi lar to God in respect 

of cer ta in c h e r a c t e r i s t i c s . The t h e i s t i c karmavadins alv;ays 

give supremacy to t he i r respect ive Gods but not to the law of 

karma. They also do not give etjual s t a tus to the l ibe ra ted 

individuals -which they give t o God. But v.hen ve examine t h e i r 

account of God's grace in connection with the doctrine of 

karma and i t s be l ie fs embodied in i t , ve find tha t t he i r 

account of God's grace conf l ic t s vi th the asser t ions of the 

doctr ine of karma. The doctr ine of karma, as ve have already 

pointed cut in the e a r l i e r chapters , a s se r t s tha t every action 

produces some pleasure or pain vhich and only vhich i t s doer 

i s bound t o experience :n the present or next l i f e because he 

deserves them. This binding force l i e s in the mechanism of act 

i t s e l f performed by the individuals and not in any external 

agency, divin*i or human, Ana thes^ asse r t ions of the doctrine 

of karma ru le out the; p o s s i b i l i t y of Goa's in tervent ion . Hov 

the karmlc asser t ions rul<s out the l og i ca l p o s s i b i l i t y cf 

God's in tervent ion can be seen in the fol loving vayi 

I f God i s the immanent con t ro l l e r of everything, He 

i s also the immanent con t ro l l e r of a l l human a c t i v i t i e s and 

ac t ions . If God i s the immanent con t ro l l e r of a l l human 

a c t i v i t i e s and action then human a c t i v i t i e s and act ions are 

not v i th in the pover of them. They are ra ther v i th in the 

power of God and i t i s Goa who or ig ina tes thefn. I f i t i s not 

v i th in the power of human beings to change t h e i r course of 
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t ion tnen tney cannot be said to be the maker of the i r ov>n 

f a t e . Their fa te i s , in f ac t , determined by God. God i s the 

maker of t h e i r des t iny. Whatever huinan beings do, good or bad, 

do, not because they choose them but because they are fated 

by God to do so. If th i s posi t ion i s co r rec t , then human 

beings should not , and cannot, be held morally responsible, 

as they are held by the theis : ; ic karmavadins, on the account 

of whatever they do in the i r l i f e journey. In fac t , i t i s God 

v.ho should be held responsil»le for «iverything that happens in 

t he i r l i f e becaus^; i t i s He vho immanently does everything. 

Human beings do not do anything on t h e i r ovn. They are ra ther 

made by God to do so. They are mere instruments of God in the 

sense t ha t through tnem Goa performs His a c t i v i t i e s . They do 

not play any a c t i / e ro le in regard to the happenings in the i r 

l i f e . In f ac t , human beings do not have any freedom, iiven i f 

they vish, they cannot play any ac t ive ro le independent of 

God in the; or iginat ion of ac t ion . Since everything i s con­

t r o l l e d by God and God i s the immanent doer on the t h e i s t i c 

account, human beings cannot make t h e i r destiny through the i r 

deeds without God's v . i l l . Human beings do not have power to 

control over the i r a c t i v i t i e s . Actions are not in the i r pover 

to perform or not to perform at t h e i r free v i l l since they 

lack free w i l l . Md i f human Tieings are not free in performing 

actions and the i r a c t i v i t i e s aro monitored by Goa, hov can 

they be held morally responsible on account of the deeds which 

http://inv3lveme.it
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they perform In t h e i r l i f e ? riuman beings can be held morally 

responsible for t h e i r sufferings and miseries on the account 

of t h e i r deeds only when ve presume tha t they have power to do 

them freely independent of Goa's incerveat ion. If they do not 

do anything freely by themselves, they do not earn anything; 

end if they do not earn anything, they cannot be held to be 

deserving something because disserving of sometiiing always 

presupposes earning of i t . Moral r e spons ib i l i t y cons:s ts in 

the agent ' s free action and not in his unfree ac t ions , There-

I'ore on t h i s ground i t i s God who should be held responsible 

because i t i s He who performs actions f ree ly . To say tha t God 

i s the immanent con t ro l l e r and the doer of everything tha t 

happens in the universe i s to say that i t i s God who determines 

and ordains a l l t ha t happens in human l i f e . But to accept 

t h i s view amounts to contradict ing the karmic be l ie f s embodied 

in the doctr ine of karma because according to the doctr ine of 

karma human beings are the uiatcer of t h e i r own fa te and none 

e l s e . They themselves determine t h e i r fa te through their-

deeds. Since human beings are thought t o be tne maker of the i r 

own f a t e , they are also held morally responsible for whatever 

happens in the i r l i f e , good or bad, on the account of the i r 

deeds and not anyone e l se , human or d iv ine . This karmic 

be l ie f i s held on the assumption that human beings do have 

power t o cnange the courses of t he i r events. They have power 

of choosing and causrjng cer ta in act ions by t h e i r free w i l l . 

Since they are believed to have power to change the courses 
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to the i r choice. I f 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 or ig inal pos i t ion . 

This karmic btilief v,nich tne karmavadins hold cannot be said 

to be tne consequence of the doctr ine of fatalism and divine 

determinism; nor can i t be said to be the consequence of the 

determinism of the nature ( p r a k r t i ) . The cnoosing pouer ;*hich 

human beings po'^'sess does not come from any external agency 

human or divine. I t i s an i n t e r n a l po^er. I t comes from th^ 

ind iv idua l ' s ovn se l f . The individual se l f in the karmic para­

digm i s assumed t o have tremendous i n f i n i t e autonomous pover 

in i t s essence, not onlj to change the courses of events but 

also to transcend th«m. Human beings are conceived not merely 

as the victim of t he i r f a t e , no matter vhether it '? source is 

karma or divine but a lso ere believed t o be the maker of 

t he i r fa te through the i r de^ds. This karmic bel ief i s oppored 

to divine determinism and in te rven t ion . The t h e i s t i c karmava­

dins cannot hold both the accounts, as tney do, cons is ten t ly 

since they are incompatible. The t h e i s t i c version of the 

aoct r ine of karma suffers from i n t e r n a l incons is tenc ies , not 

only vith regard to Goa's grace and in tervent ion but also vith 

regard to t he i r some other be l ie fs associated vi th God and 

karma, i f God perfoims ac t ion , hov, can He be free from the 

r e su l t of act ion a r i s ing from i t according to the doctr ine of 

karma? i f the doctr ine of karma i s a valid doct r ine , i t must 
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be valid not only in the context of human actions hut also 

in the context of divine actions being the doctrine of action. 

It must hold good in all bhe 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 v-here 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 in<̂ truments but on the other hand vhen the question 

of responsibility attached to action comes, they do not want 

to hold God responsible on the account of v,'hat human beings 

do, good or bad. On their account, God does everything but Hs 

is aliove tne consequences of action. They associate sufferings 

resulting from His action? to human brings, vhich 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 responsible for it, vhich the karmavadins io not hold 

in the respect of God due to tneir 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 Him abovj the law of karma. On 

their view, God performs actions but is not governed by the 

doctrine of karma. The doctrind of karja in their view, 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 ac t ions , they are not in fact governed 

by the law of karma. I t i s God \N,ho should tie governed by the 

law of karma because i t i s He \sho performs actions and not 

human beings. One vno deserves karaic penalty does not get I t 

and one vno does not deserve gets it, vhich the doctrine of 

kama does not allo;^. The doctr ine of karma does not admit 

exceptions, nei ther in favour of God nor in favour of human 

beings, as the t h e i s t i c kermavadins advocate. Because vhat 

cou«;titutes as a ground in the case of human beings according 

to the doctr ine of karma, also con^^titutes as a ground in the 

case of Goa. <&ny one vho performs act ion automatically comes 

by v i r tue of h is perfor'^ing action unaer the j u r i sd i c t i on of 

the doctr ine of karma, i f i t is va l id . No doer i s above the 

doctr ine of karma. But the t h e i s t i c karmavadj-ns on t h i s ques­

t ion do not hold a consis tent view. They believe tha t Goa i s 

the immanent doer of everything but do not bel ieve that He i s 

governed by the ctoctrine of karma. They conceive Him that He 

i s above the lav of karma vhich they snould not have done in 

order t o maintain the consistency of t h e i r karmic theory. 

Th'5y should not have made exception to the lav of karma in 

favour of God in the formulation of thc;ir theory of karma. 

If God Himself v io la tes the doctr ine of karma in favour of 

h is ovn devotees by granting grace to him, hov can he be the 

moral governor of the universe? To makd exception to the law 

of karma in favour of his ovn devotees amounts to v io la t ing 

the lav of karma and to v io la t e the lav of karma i s to commit 
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a moral crime. If God Himself violates the law, then that 

means He does not act on principle and one vho does not act 

on principle is not morally pi.'aisev,ortny. The upholder of the 

doctriae of karma is not supposed to violate it. 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 breaks the law in favour of 

His devotees becau<̂ e of His emotional weakness towards His 

devotees. He is nô . a perfect being, as tne theistic karma -

vadins conceive. He is in this regard on par with human beings. 

If God is perfect tnen He must act on principle and should not 

break it in favour of anyone, whether he is His devotee or 

not, in order to maintain moral harmony in the universe and 

provide justice to all His creatures according to their deeds, 

or else, He vould cease to be the moral governor and the 

maintainer of the universe. If it is zhe characteristics of 

the law of karma that it is immutable and inviolable then no 

one including God can escape from it. This is analytically 

true. Whosoever performs action becomes bound to realize the 

consequences of action. If God, as ti:e thci'̂ tic karmavadins 

believe, can escape us by revoking the law of karma th^n to 

characterize tht,' law of karma as immutable and inviolable is 

a mistake because the notions of immutability and inviolabi­

lity rule out the possibility of escaping from it. If there 

is a way of escaping from the law of karma then the theistic 

karmavadins cannot claim vith the authority, as they do, that 
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whatever ve do, sooner or l a t e r , brings to us the resu l t ve 

merit and there is no way of escaping from i t . Not only t n i s , 

i f the law of karma i s immutaMe and inviolable and i t s 

immutability and i n v i o l a b i l i t y cons t i tu t e i t s nature then 

these cha rac t e r i s t i c s of the law of karma rule out the p o s s i ­

b i l i t y of the intervention of God. Even i f God wishes to 

in tervene. He cannot do i t . His effor ts would be f u t i l e . If 

God due to His mighty power can manipulate with the karmic 

mechanism in order to give grace to His devotees which the law 

i t s e l f does not permit , whydQ3«i He not do i t in the cases of 

non-devotees? Being a kind person He should grant grace to 

a l l His creatures to l i b e r a t e them from sufferings and 

miser ies . I f Goa i s omnipotent and benevolent, He could have 

avoided the whole drama of the creat ion and eliminated suffer­

ings from human and non-human l i f e . If He did not wish to 

eliminate suffer ings , how can He be benevolent, kind and good? 

If the elimination of suffering i s beyond Hin power, He is not 

omnipotent. The existence of suffering goes against God's 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . If we are bound by our deeds to get reward 

and punishment in the forms of happiness and pain respect ively 

then there i s no necessi ty of God. Not only thisi, morally He 

i s a lso not supposed to intervene in the karmic process . If 

the ge t t ing of karmic reward and punishment i s b u i l t in the 

i n t e r n a l mechanism of Karma i t s e l f , GOQ'S ro le becomes super­

f luous. If God's revoking of law i s j u s t i f i e d on the ground 

of the service renders towards Him then He i s not a benevolent 

because i t would amount to mean tha t He i s a s e l f i sh but i s 
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not kind and generous. He gives grace only to those vho vork 

for Him. He acts on the p r inc ip l e of u t i l i t y and tha t goes 

against His cha rac t e r i s t i c s of benevolence and kindness. I t 
- - 7 cannot t e said, as i t Is said in the Oit£i/ that God created 

four varnas on the basis of t he i r aeeds because the creat ion 

cf human existence comes log ica l ly p r i o r to the performance 

of t he i r deeds and vhat comes log ica l ly p r io r to cannot be 

j u s t i f i e d or es tabl ished on the basis of tha t what comes l a t e r 

to i t . The t h e i s t i c karmavadlns' version of the doctr ina of 

karma, in f ac t , conf l i c t s v^itn t he i r character iza t ion of God. 

Their account suffers from a l l so r t s of disadvantages and 

inconsis tencies from vhich the theo log ica l ethics suffers 

being i t s one of the specie^.. By assuming the Goa's in terven­

t ion and grace, the t h e i s t i c karmavadins instead of solving 

the karmic problems crea te mora problems. Even on the issue 

of the re la t ionsh ip of God and soul v;hich human beingo in 

t h e i r opinion possess , the t h e i s t i c karmavadins' accounts 

conf l i c t . They not only hold d i f ferent viev.s but a lso conf l ic ­

t ing views about the nature and r e l a t i o n of God and soul , ind 

vhen ve go in to the i r accounts, ve find tha t the i r metaphysi­

cal accounts of Goa and soul conf l ic t vvith t h e i r e th ica l 

karmic accounts. For example, according to Ramanuja God i s 

an organic unity of soul end body, God, soul ana body are 

inseparably connected. Soul and body are dependent on God but 

7. Bhagavadgita, Jfianayoga, 13. 
8. CD. Sharma, A C r i t i c a l Survey of Indian Philosopny, 

Moti la l Ban?rsidass. 
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God i s ro t dependent on them. On nis account, God, soul and 

body are three ulLimate r e a l i t i e s . In fac t , he does not m-ain-

ta in consistency v.ith regard to the r e l a t ion of God and 

soul . Sometimes, ne says, the soul i s a par t of God, sometimes, 

the body of God, sometimes, a mode of Goa, somevimes, an 

a t t r i b u t e or qua l i f i ca t ion of Goa and sometimes, as absolutely 

dependent on God and cont ro l led , supported and u t i l i z ed by 

God. If soul and body are inseparably connected vi th God and 

God also i s inseparably connecced v i th them then hov can God 

be free fro'-n suffer ings , miseries and changes and be above the 

law of karma? If God i s the immanent soul of the universe then 

hov can He be at the sama time transcendental? If Goa, soul 

and body are inseparably connected, i t makes no sense t o say 

on the bas is of i t tha t soul and body are dependent on God and 

God i s not dependent on them. I f Goa i s immanent in our soul 

and body tnen vorshipping of God vould amount to vorshipping 

of ourselves and tha t i s absurd. And i t makes no sense to 

-maintain t h t di '^t inction betveen devotee and devoted. I f the 

body of God i s made up of p r a k r t i and sou ls , and p r a k r t i 

consis ts of sa t tva , ra ja and tama then hov can God be free 

from the effects of the gunas of p raky t i and be above the law 

of causat ion. If the soul i s e s sen t i a l ly pure, changeless and 

self-conscious subjec t , vhy should i t get associated v i th 

karma and be bound? Tf pure , cnang^less and self-conscious 

en t i ty ( l i k e soul) can get associated v^ith karma and be bound, 

vhy i s i t not poss ible in regard to God Himself? V/e cannot 
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argue on this ground that the association of self vith karma 

is po'='Sible because it is finite and this is noc possible in 

the case of Goa because God is infinite, because finity and 

infinity do not have anything to do ujth tneir association 

vlth ignorance. The self gets associated vith karma according 

to the karmavadins not on the ground that it is finite but on 

the ground of its ignorance and hov aid it happen in the 

beginning, on this question Ramanuja has no satisfactory 

answer. If bondage is because of ignorance, its removal, as 

Samkara rightly says, is possible only by knowledge ana not 

by devotion, as Ramanuja advocates. Devotion, like niskama 

karma, is also a kind of action and in order to reap or 

realize its result, the devotee, according to the lav of karma, 

is bound to take birth. If tnis be so,, how can the devotee 

get liberation from the chain of births, deaths and rebirth? 

through devotion? Devotional actions, instead of making the 

devotee free, bind him. 

The Kyaya-Vaisesika version of the doctrine of karma 

does not suffer from the above mentioned difficulties from 

vhich Ramanuja's account suffers because their metaphysical 

accounts of God, soul, body and their relation are different. 

But to say this does not mean thrt their thsistic account cf 

the doctrine of karma is valid 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 hov can it get 
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associated and influenced by ignorance? Only a conscious being 

can be conceived to be affected by ignorance vhich, in their 

view, self is not. The Nyaya-Vais'eslka holds the view that 

God is the Creator of the world but He is disembodied. If God 

is disembodied then hov. can He be a karta? 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 muscle contractions 

For to be a karta of the world, God must have a body. Not 

only this, to govern the universe and to joaintain the moral 

equilibrjum on the basis of the deeds of the individuals, He 

must have a physical body which, on the account of Nyaya-

Vais^esika, He does not have. The use of the notion of 

kartrtva always involves in it a reference to body according 

to our analysis of action. If both God and self, on their 

account, are kartas then how is it that only self gets asso­

ciated with karma but not God? On this question the NySya-

Vais''esika 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 î arma, 

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

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

Because for to be a karta. He is bound to perform action-, and 

if He performs action. He automatically comes under the 

operation and jurisdiction of the law of karma. And from this 
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point of viev, He is on par witn Human beings. If cognition, 

volition and desire are essentially connected with the notion 

of karta then Goa cannot be said to be free from them being 

a karta and their relation would remain the same, no matter 

whether the karta is finite or infinite. 

From the foregoing discussions, thus, we find that 

the theistic version of the doctrine of karma, no matter what 

its version is, suffers from a lot of plailosethical difficul­

ties because of which it fails to provide a satisfactory 

explanation as regard to the existence of sufferings found In 

the human and non-numan world. The theistic interpretation 

of the doctrine of karma does not stand to reasons. 



CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 

we find out in our analysis bhrt tne nô '̂ ion •£ karma 

is essentially connacted v̂ itn the notion of agency, a 

conscious being, who is believed to have powers not only 

of causing or not causing karmas on certain occasions but 

also is thought to lie the locus of all conscious activities 

like the activities of thinking, experiencing, Relieving, 

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 conscious agency, no karma can be. con­

ceived to be possilile because what makes it possible is the 

•conscious agency. The notion of karma is conceptually 

related with the notion of krlya (activity) and the notion 

of kriya is conceptually relate* with the notion of agent 

(karta). The karma without the kriya is not jiossible and 

the kriya without the karta is not conceivable. But from 

this we Should not infer that the notion of karta has a 

causal meaning in isolation •f the notion of karma. The 

notion of karta has no causal meaning 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 vith the notion of karta because of v,nich the under­

standing of one is not possible v,itnout making a reference 

to the other. .4 man becomes karta just by doing karma. 

Nobody becomes a karta vithout performing karma. The concep­

tual connection \hich is founa between the notions of karta 

and karma is built in their causal structural meanings them­

selves because of v,nich an intelligible use of the notion of 

karta is not possible without 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 reference to 

the notion of kB̂ ltl' From this point of view, we can say that 

the notion of karma is different from the notion of event. 

Events ju?5t happen unaer the presence of certain antecedent 

conditions without involving the role of any con-̂ cious 

agency while the karmas ere always done and "brought about 

through conscious efforts 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 phenrmena. The theistic 

karma-'̂ adins who regard all the events as thd deeds of God 

nullify the class of events. For th^m, there is no such 

entity called as an event. What we generally call as events, 

they call them as tne acts of God, Theistic karmavadins in 

fact do not maintain any logical distinction between tne 

notions of event and action which in our opinion rests on a 

logical mistake. Because both the notions belong to two 

file:///hich
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different logical categories and hence to identify one vith 

another vould amount to the committing a fallacy of the 

category-fflistatie. The notion of action is essentially linked 

vitn the notion of a conscious agency vith vnich the notion 

of event is not essentially linked. Since the notion of event 

is not essentially linked vith the notion of a conscious 

agency; therefore it is possiltle for us to understand and 

explain the notion of event vithout making any reference to 

the notion of any conscious agency. In other î ords, ve can 

meaningfully use the notion of event vithout assuming the 

ontological existence of any conscious agency behind it which 

is not logically possible in the respect of tne notion of 

karma because of its conceptual affinity vitn the notion of 

a conscious agency. 

The notion of karta can be vieved from tvo different 

angles: metaphysical and functional. From the metaphysical" 

point of viev, ve can say that a karta (agent) is vhat he is 

in himself apart from and Independent of his relation to 

karma and tne tnings causally affected by it. But from the 

functional point of sriev, a karta is vhat he does or hov he 

affects other things through his karma. For a karta, to act 

means to come into a causal relation to karma and the things 

affected by it. The causal relation that holds betveen ka-̂ ta 

and karma also holas betveen karma ana karma phala, and 

karta and karma phala. From the causal point of viev, ve can 

say that karta,karma and karma phala are relative terms. 
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Since a causal relation is not a reciprocal or tvo directional 

relation, ;̂e cannot legitimately say that what is caused by 

sometning also causes that thing. What causes need not be 

caused and vhat is caused need not cause something. This is 

perfectly •[uite possible. But to say tnis does not mean that 

vhat is a cause in relation to one tning cannot be an effect 

in relation to another thing. However tnere are three logical 

possibilities so far tne karaic effects are concerned. The 

karmas of karta can either affect the karta himself or the 

other tnings external to the karta or both the karta as veil 

as the other things, conscious or unconscious. So far the 

classical Indian tradition is concerned, we find out that 

there are tvo different vievs about the possibility of the 

karmlc effects, vhich may be called as monistic and non-

monistic views of tne karmavadins. Those karmavadins vho 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 versr.on of the doctrine of 

karma like Buddhism maintain tne view that tne doer of karma 

may or may not be affected by his karma or a person may lie 

affected by certain karmas which may not be his karmas at all. 

This account of karma, no douot, is a factually sound account 

but is not a morally sound account, because morality does not 

allow it. According to it, the result of karma must be 

realize* by the doer of karma because he earns it by doing 
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the karma and vhat he earns, ne deserves i t ; and vhat he 

deserves, he must get i t . Tnis means t h a t one vho does not 

perform karma aoes not ov,e the r e s u l t of karma and what he 

does not ol^e, he must not get i t . A morally sound karmlc 

theory does not a l l ov . t he log ica l p o s s i o i l i t y of krtapranasa 

and akrtabhyagama vhich the Buddnists account allows. And 

hence the Buddhists account of the doctr ine of karma cannot 

be said to be a morallv sound account witnin the framework 

of the karmic system. Although the monistic version of the 

doctr ine of karma i s a morally souna doctr ine within the 

framework of the karmlc system, but i t ru les out the p o s s i b i ­

l i t y of moral, soc i a l , rt i l igious and c u l t u r a l in te rps rsons l 

human in te rac t ions to vhich the monistic karmavadins them­

selves would not l i ke t o suoscr ibe. In f ac t , they also do not 

subscribe to i t in cer ta in contexts of in terpersonal human 

in te rac t ion i . e . , sraddna, r i na , yarna d u t i e s . 

If we admit for the sake of argument that a karta i s 

analysable in terms of what he does without assuming of i t s 

beinghood, then what tne doctr ine of karma as^^erts becomes 

meaningless and absurd^what i t a s se r t s always involves in i t 

a reference to some conscious agency, t h a t i s , a substantive 

con«:cious being who i s conceived as d i f fe ren t not only from 

karma but also i s thought to be i t s o r ig ina to r . So, for to 

make the karmlc asser t ions meaningful, tne karmavadins are 

l og ica l ly lound to maintain tbe d i s t i n c t i o n between the 

notions of Karta and karma. Reducing one to tne other would 
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amount to not only committing the fa l lacy of a category-mistake, 

"hut a lso making the asse r t ions of the doctrine of karma meaning­

less and absurd. But to maintain the d i s t inc t ion betveen the&j 

does not e n t i t l e us to in fe r doing of something from the 

^arta_^£ beinghood. Because to be i s not to do or to e x i s t i s 

not alvayc to ac t . Existence vitnout doing i s possible but 

doing without existence i s not pos s ib l e ; from v,tiich i t follovs 

that the vay in vhich the notion of doing i s re la ted to the 

notion of exis tence, the notion of existence i s not r e la ted in 

tha t vay to the notion of doing. The notion of doing i s necessa­

r i l y l inked with the notion of e::istence, but the notion of 

existence i s not n-ecessarily linked witn the notion of doing. 

If t h i s viev i s t r u e , a karta can ontological ly be conceived 

to be exis t ing even vnen ht does not do any karma because the 

notions of existence and beinghood are not e s sen t i a l ly connec­

ted with the notion of doing wnile the notion of doing i s 

e s sen t i a l ly connected with them. I f a karta does not ac t , 

from th i s i t d c s not follow that he aoes not ex i s t . In th i s 

respect what is t rue of karta i s also t rue of karma and kerma 

phala. Karma and karaa phala can be conceived to Tio exi^tf-ng . 

from the ontological jioint of view even when they do not 

affect other th ings . Because what comes ontological ly p r io r to 

can be said to be ex is t ing independent of what comes ontologi­

cal ly l a t t e r t o i t . AS a matter of f ac t , there are many things 

in the universe which exis t hut do not perform any sort of 

karma nor can they leg i t imate ly be said to have tne capaci t ies 
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of playing tne role of a karmic agency. For exaojple, material 

bodies, animals, insects ana biras etc. no douot do exist in 

the universe but they do not perform any sort of kar-na. 

Material bodies and psychopbysicSi events are devoid of con-

•̂ ciousness and hence cannot play the role of a karmic agency. 

In their contexts the notions of karta and karma do not have 

intelligible applicability. As far as animals, insects and 

birds are concernea, no doubt tney are not devoid of conscious­

ness. But they too ar^ noi: believed on the basis of the 

scientific evidences thrt they have karmic agential capacities 

— the capacities vhich are required for bringing about the 

karmas lik^ thinking, reasoning, analysing, understanding, 

experiencing, believing, inten<ling, deliberating, choosing, 

planning^ villing, desiring etc. ind therefore in their con­

texts too the luestion of their performing of karma simply 

does not arise at all. If they do not perform karmas, they 

cannot legitimately be said to be affected by their karmas, 

from waich it does not follow that they cannot be effected 

by the karmas of others. The karmas of human beings, no doubt 

do affect them but that vould be quite a different thing from 

that of saying that tney are affected by tneir karmas, as the 

karmavadinr believe. Even if for the sake of argument it is 

accepted that they have the karmic capacities and are governed 

by the law of karma, it aoes not refute the thesis that to be 

is not to do or to exist is not elvays to act or a karta 

cannot ontologically be conceived to be existing without being 

causally relate* to karma and the things affected by it. 
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timately be said to have the karmic agential capacities of 

bringing something about> So only in tneir contexts the 

intelligibility of the doctrine of karma and its assertions 

can be juaged and examined. Although human beings are believed 

to have the agential powers to cause or not to cause Cĉ rtain 

karmas hut they may not execute them in bringing certain 

karmas about or refraining from them. But on that ground of 

the potential capacities they cannot legitimately be charac­

terized as karta, because no one becomes a karta 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 existence of self associated with their 

bodies as tne Jaina karmavadlns 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 that power is 

another tning and both the notions are logically unconnected, 

since somebody may be conceived to hove an agential power 

even when he does not execute it. Actions occur when the 

agential powers are executed and the execution of agential 

powers eithĉ r in bringing about actions or refraining from 

them always requires on the part of agent to make some con­

scious efforts and activities associated with actions 
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vhich are not eTipirically possible, and may be even logically 

too, vithout assuming the unity of a conscious entity (i.e., 

self) and body. Because it is the body through -which agential 

povers are executed and manifested directly or indirectly, 

But assuming of this would amount to admitting that karma is 

not the cause of the unity of self and body, as the karmava-

dins believe since the unity of self and 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 tney do constitute 

b causal basis being the effects of action. Physical manifes­

tations also do not constitute a logical basis because a 

person may perform certain conscious activities like the 

activities of tninking, reasoning, analysing, desiring, 

villing etc. witnout manifesting them physically. But thereby 

we should not infer thpt bodily ingredients are not causally 

associated in any form with tne origination of action. Body 

and bodily muscle contractions no aoubt (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 effort? 

and activities are brought into existence. Even if it is 

admitted for the sake of argument that tne finite and infinite 

selves are capable of performing actions without being associa­

ted with body, material or divine, they cannot be conceivjd 

to be free from the karmic bondage, because just by performing 
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cer ta in karma they automatically cDme imder the operation 

and ju r i sd i c t ion of the lav of karma i r respec t ive of whether 

they perfoi'T) karaa v i th or vi thout body. Further, though the 

tod i ly ingredients are causally connected with karma but they 

cannot be said xo be performing the ro le of a karalc agent 

since the^ lack some other agen t ia l powers which the karaa 

requires for i t s o r ig ina t ion . While performing karma the 

agent not only experiences tha t he is performing karma ¥.ut 

also feels tha t i t i s his karma and he i s doing i t from which 

the bodily ingrediants are devoid of. When the agent performs 

karma f ree ly , he believes that he i s responsible for whatever 

he does and wUatevacr he does Treely, he a l so thinks that he 

leserves the f r u i t of i t . The agent ' s b e l i e f s , i t^tentions, 

des-iTes, and wil ls e t c . no doubt do play some causal rc les 

in the or ig inat ion of his k3rma but they by themselves do 

not , and cannot, produce karma unless they are carr ied out liy 

the agent himself. The causal roles of the agent and his 

b e l i e f s , i n t en t ions , des i res and wil ls e t c . are not mutually 

incompatible. Since mental events l i k e intending, wanting, 

bel ieving e t c . cannot by themselves produce karma vi thout the 

agent, the karmic phenomena associated, with these mental 

activit iciS cannot be explained, and understood solely in terms 

of them without assuming some metaphysical en t i ty ca l led 

' agent ' who intends, wants and be l i eves . 
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So far tne relation of karta, karma and ^rm phala 

Is concerned, their relation is a causal relation and a 

causal relation is not a reciprocal or a two directional 

relation. The karta is causally related to karma and the 

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

vice versa. But the existence of karta is not ontologically 

dependent, uf on the existence of karma and the existence of 

Karma 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 

karta in the sense that, witnout presupposing the ontological 

existence of karta, karma is not possible and without pre­

supposing of the ontological existence of karma tho karma 

phala is not conceivable. For the karmic assertions to be 

meaningful the karmavadins are not only required to presuppose 

that there exists a substantive conscious being wno has the 

agential capacities associated witn actions but alco to 

presuppose that the karta and the bhokta (the experiencer of 

the karma phala of karma) signify one and the same substan­

tive conscious Deing wno exists and persists at different 

times and have the power of kartrtva and bhoktrtva and the 

karma phala of karma is not destroyed before the realisation 

'j'j Its doer. Unless we presuppose the identity of karta and 

bhokta and the conservability of karma phala till its reali­

sation, we cannot legitimately say tnet the karma entitle3 
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its doer some joy or sorrow v.-laich he unfailingly or inevitably 

gets vhat he is entitled to or deserves. If a karta does not 

persist at different times, he cannot realise the karma phala 

of his karma and in that case krtapranasa is bound to happen 

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

karma in which the karmavaiins believe. If the karta is not a 

bhokta, then someone may likely get some result which may not 

be the result of any of his karma and in that case akrtabhya-

jgama is bound to happen. Iherefore to avoid the unhappy moral 

situation of krtapranasa and akrtabhyagama the identity of 

karta and bhokta and the conservability of karma phala have 

to be assumed, ^ y version of the doctrJne of karma which 

does not assume the identity of karta and bhokta and the 

conservability of karma phaJa like Buddhism is bound to be 

unsatisfactory and morally unintelligible. Further, even if 

we assume the identity of karta and bhokta and the conserva­

bility of karma 2:^iS. ̂ ^ karma, from this it aoes not follow 

that the doer of good gets good result and the doer of bad 

gets bad result and no doer gets a reverse result of any ox" 

his karma unless we again presuppose that the karma produces 

its fitting result, tnat is, good karma produces good result 

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 tne door 

of good gets good result and tha doer of "bad gets bad result 

and no doer geti reverse result of his karma, ̂  man reaps 
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vhat he sows. But these karmlc assumptions and assertion^, 

cannot be validated on the empirical grounds, nor can they be 

said t o be the r e s u l t of inductive general isa t ions from a se"i-

of empirical data . They are ne i ther provable nor refutable by 

means of any evidence obtained from experiences. The i n t e l l i ­

g i b i l i t y of the doctr ine of karma and i t s asser t ions depended 

upon t h e i r i n t e rna l coherence v i th in th<5 framework of the 

karmic system, And when we examine from tn i s point of view we 

find out tha t moni^'tic explanation of tite ioc t r ine of karma 

morally seems to be more i n t e l l i g i b l e and sa t i s fac tory 

doctr ine compared t o i t s non-monistic explanation though the 

experiences do not support i t . Because in our experiences we 

find tha t in many cases a man suffers not due to any action 

of his own liut due t o hos t i l e action of others or due to some 

other na tu ra l events l i k e earthquake and floods e t c . Likewise, 

in many cases i t i s a l so seen that a man enjoys not because 

of any act ion of his own but because of the o the r ' s ac t ion . 

Even i f i t i s adiiitted that whatever man gets , gets because 

of h i s own act ion , we cannot es tab l i sh i t on the s c i e n t i f i c 

grounds, i t always remains a matter of be l ie f and not a matter 

of f a c t . The karma phala has both a causal and an evaluative 

components in i t and both the components must not lie confused. 

The karma phala has a causal component because i t causally 

r e s u l t s from the causal karmic process . I t has an evaluative 

component becau'^e the karmic process from which i t l e s u l t s 

involves in i t , judging, evaluating, decision making e t c . on 
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the ground of v;hiGli he merits reward and punishment according 

to the nature of the done karmas. The karma produces the 

karma phala not because i t is done b̂ / t h i s or t ha t des i r e , 

being moral or immoral, re l ig ious or non-rel igious e t c . but 

because of i t s being karma. The act force vhich produces the 

kferma phala l i e s in the nature of karma i t s e l f . But the karma 

does not guarantee tha t i t v i l l hcve the same set of conse­

quences/resul ts in a l l the circumstances v;hich tne monistic 

account of the doctrine of karma presupposes. Empirical evi ­

dences do not support the karmlc assumptions mentioned above. 

But without assuming them, the karmic be l ie fs and asser t ions 

cannot be made t o be meaningful and i n t e l l i g i b l e . 

Although the Tionistic and s e l f - c e n t r i c doctr ine of 

karua i s a consis tent doctr.'.ne but those who bel ieve i r i t 

do not hold i t cons i s t en t ly . They hold differtsnt views on the 

di f ferent occasions. Not only t h i s , tnere are a l o t of 

problems connected with th3 storage of karma phala i t s e l f . 

For example, where and how i s the karma phala stored to be 

rea l i sed by i t s doer in subsequent of time? On tn is question 

the karmavadins have di f ferent opinions. Those who do not 

believe in the existence of God seem to advocate the view 

tha t the karma phala i s s tored in the agent ' s soul or se l f 

who performs the karmas. But how does i t res ide in the agent ' s 

soul? m what form does i t res ide in i t ? Regarding chese 

questions we do not find any sa t i s fac to ry answer from them. 

But those who bel ieve in the existence of God and conceive 
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Him as a moral administrator of the karmic vorld maintain the 

viev tha t the karma phala of karma i s stored bv God and '.;hen 

the r ight time comes he dispenses i t to i t s doer. But vhen 

t h i s question i s asked: why does Goa do i t ? Does He do i t out 

of h i s kindness"^ If so, in what form and vhere dees he s tore 

the karma yhala of karma of the indiviauals? Regarding these 

questions again we do not find any sa t i s fac tory answer from 

the t h e i s t i c karmavadins. Hoviever, both tne t h e i s t i c and the 

non- the i s t i c karmavadins do not hold a consis tent theory of 

the karmic b e l i e f s . I f the ind iv idua l ' s b i r th is determined 

by his karma as the karmavadins advocate, then i t must be 

accepted tha t one who takes b i r t h had performed cer ta in 

karmas before his b i r t h whjch i s absurd. Because the karmas_ 

cannot be performed before b i r t h . The performance of karma 

always presupposes the existence of i t s aoer. In other words, 

the ontological existence of the k^rta always comes log ica l ly 

p r io r t o his performance of karma. I f t h i s lie so, the karma 

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

cause o^ the b i r th of ka r t a . If the karma and i t s phala are 

the causes of b i r t h , they cannot be saiu to be the r e su l t s of 

b i r th in respect of i"he same individual with reference to tke 

same karmic process . But s ince both the t h e i s t i c and the non-

t h e i s t i c karmavadins hold the view t h a t tne karma, causes 

and i s caused Ity b i r t h in the same ser ies of the karmic 

process ; t he i r accounts of karma cannot be said t o He snlf 

cons i s ten t . 
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our analysis of the karmic asseroions shovs that even 

if v,-e assume the identity of karta and bhokta, the conserva-

hility and befitting productivity oi karma phala of karma, 

the karmic assertions cannot be made to be sensible vithout 

assuming the auoonomy of the agent with which the notions of 

moral ^responsibility, revard and punisnaent etc. are associa­

ted in the karmic vorld. The notions of responsibility, accoun­

tability, deserving, experiencing of rewards and punishments 

in the forms of pleasure 3nd pain are associated with notion 

of free action and the notion of free action is essentially 

linked with the notion of the autonomy of agent. So without 

assuming of ohe autonomy of agent, moral responsibility, 

reward and punishment etc. which the karmevadins associate 

with the karma phaia of karma cannot be made intelligible. 

The autonomy of agent is not incompatible with the doctrine 

of karma. The autonomy of agent in fact is opposed to fataLisi:! 

because fatalism denies that the agent has povver to change 

the course of karmic events which the doctrine of freedom of 

the agent presupposes. The doctrine of fatalism maintains 

that the agent is impotent to do anything by himself. He 

cannot change the course of karmic events by his efforts and 

power. Whatever he does and exercises is all fated which the 

doctrine of freedom does not assume. The doctrine of freedom 

is also opposed to the doctrine of predestination because 

according to the doctrine of predestination tne agent doe? not 

have any freedcm to choose, to decide, to plan or to do an 
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action in vhich tne freedom or the autonomy of agent consists. 

The doctrine of predestination asserts that everything that 

happens in the karaic vorld of the agent is predestinated by 

God vhich 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 it. 

problems concerning the freedom of agent in connection vith 

the doctrine of karma arise vhen we muddle 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 event. 

Every event may or may not cause another event. 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 doctrin«j of karma asserts 

that the karmas are caused by a karta and his beliefs, 

intentions, desires, passions, wills and impressions etc. 

Not only this, it also asserts that good karmas produce good 

results and bad karmaa produce bad results and no karma 

produces its reverse result which the doer of kgrma necessa­

rily experiences or realises either in the present life or 

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

doer of karma deserves the karma phala of karma because of 

his karma vhich the doctrine of karaa asserts. The doctrine 

of karma, thus, has an ethical component in it vhich the lav 

of causality lacks. The relation of karma and karma phala is 

a causal relation and this relation remains in fact, no matter 

vhether the agent of karma himself is affected by the karma 

phala of karma or somebody else other than him. 

The intelligibility of the doctrine of karma and its 

assertions assume belief in tne transmigration 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 'che beliefs are different 

though are mutually compatible. But one vho believes ir the 

theory of transmigration of soul and karmic residues is bound 

to believe in samsara because it is samsara in vhich the 

transmigration of scul and karmic residues are conceived to 

be possible. But one vho believes in samsara is not necessa­

rily bound to believe in the identity of a thing belonging 

to it; because the notion of samsara does not essentially 

involve in its meaning the notion of identity. The transmi­

gration of soul vith the karmic residues assumes i.he identity 

of actor and action nn tne continuity of the series of life. 

It is the identity of karta-ohokta-karma phala that makes 

theory of rebirth or transmigration meaningful and irtelligi-

ble. To deny this vould amount to mean the denial of 
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r e spons ib i l i t y in the senses of accountabi l i ty and deserving 

vhich in the vi«=v of karmavadins the agent owes and earns on 

the account of his deeds. E th ica l r e spons ib i l i t y assumes the 

cont inui ty of the e tn i ca l agent and the continuity of the 

e th ica l agent assumes the i a e n t i t y and pers is tency of agent 

and karma -phala of h i s karma in some sense or the other , 

without assuming of which neithcir the notion of i den t i t y of 

the agent makes any sense nor the notions of r e J i r t h and 

karma phala. Karma, samsera and transmigration are concep­

t u a l l y and essen t i a l ly connected. The karoaavadins those who 

bel ieve in the transmigration of soul a lso believe in the 

t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y of karmic residues from one l i f e t o another 

l i f e so far as the l i f e of 3 p a r t i c u l a r individual i s con­

cerned, tha t i s , agent but aeny by and large i t s t r ans fe rab i ­

l i t y from tne l i f e of one person co another person. In other 

words, the karmayadins bel ieve tha t the karmic residues pass 

from one l i f e to another l i f e of a person, but they do not 

believ« thpt the karmic residues pass from one ind iv idua l ' s 

l i f e to another i nd iv idua l ' s l i f e which can be e n t i t l e d as 

genetic karmas. Those karmavadins -who believe in i t , t h e i r 

karmic accounts suffer* from the f a l l ac i e s of Krtaprana/a and 

akrtabhyagama and f a i l to provide a sa t i s fac to ry explanation 

for a l l tha t happens in the ind iv idua l ' s l i f e , good or bad. 

Why the karmic residues pass from one l i f e to another l i f e 

so far the l i f e of an individual i s concerned but do not pass 

from one ind iv idua l ' s l i f e to another ind iv idua l ' s l i f e i s 
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no doubt a re levant question vhich tne kamavadins seem to 

have not ansvered. The thes i s of non- t r ans fe rab i l i t y of the 

karmic residues from one indiv idual '3 l i f e to another ind i ­

v idua l ' s l i f e , i f at a l l poss ib le , can be said to be poss ib le 

only v.hen we assume the inseparab i l i ty of the ind iv idua l ' s 

karmic residues v i th his soul or s e l f t i l l t h e i r f r u c t i f i c a ­

t i o n . Not only t h i s , ve have to fur ther assume tne p l u r a l i t y 

of the soul . Then and then alone t h t tht;sis of the non­

t r a n s f e r a b i l i t y of karma from one ind iv idua l ' s l i f e to fc.nother 

i nd iv idua l ' s l i f e can be maintained cons i s ten t ly . All the 

karmavadins believe tha t freedom from the karmic bondage i s 

poss ib le vitn embodied or di^sembodied body but hov i t is 

poss ib le and vhat makes i t poss ib le about these questions 

they have different opinions. Some c l a s s i c a l Indian Schools 

of thought say tha t freedom from the karmic bondage i s p o s s i ­

ble through knowledge and knowledge alone; while the other 

c l a s s i c a l Indian schools of tnought say that r igh t knowledge 

and r i gh t act ion both are e s sen t i a l l y required to get freedom 

from the karmic bondage. But s t i l l the fact remains t h a t 

they a l l believe tha t freedom from the karmic oondage i s not 

poss ib le without rign-o knowledge, wny tn*^believe tha t no 

karmic l i be ra t ion i s poss ib le without knowledge i s tha t 

because they bel ieve tha t ignorance i s the prime cause of 

karmic bondage. But new did the o r ig ina l soul or self get 

associated with ignorance in the beginning befoi e tne unity 

of soul and bod/ ;hich i s conceived as pure consciousness in 
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i t s essence? Regarding to t h i s question ve do not find any 

sa t i s fac to ry answer. But one tning i s qui te obvious from the 

analysis of the ksr-nic be l i e f s tha t i f i t i s the karma v.hich 

causes bondage, than l i be ra t ion from i t i s poss ible only by 

not doing karma and not by doing karma regardless of hov and 

in what form i t is done. Both the t h e i s t i c and the non-

t h e i s t i c versions of the doctr ine of karaa suffer froi3 some 

or the other log ica l problems. The assumptions on which the i r 

accounts are based cannot be val idated by means of any evidence 

obtained from empirical experiences. They are of such kind 

tha t they are nei ther provable nor refu table on the s c i e n t i f i c 

grounds. Therefore, i t would not be f a i r to make use of any 

pro-and-con empirical evidence in support of their acceptabi­

l i t y or v a l i d i t y . The i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of the doctr ine of 

karma and i t s asser t ions depend upon t n e i r i n t e r n a l coherence 

within the framework of a p a r t i c u l a r karmic system. And when 

we examine from t h i s point of view, we find tna t rnonistic 

explanation of tne doctr ine of karma r e l a t i v e l y i s more con­

s i s t e n t and sa t i s f ac to ry than i t s non-Lionistic one though 

expex'iences do not seem to support i t . Because in experiences 

we find tha t in many cases we suffer not because of our deeds 

but because of the deeds of o thers . The t h e i s t i c account of 

the doctrrne of karma suffers from a l l sores of disadvantages 

and inconsis tencies from which the theo log ica l etnics suffers 

being i t s one of tne spec ies . 
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