SOME ASPECTS OF NISKAMAKARMA: A CRITICAL STUDY

NIRMAL KUMAR ROY

The objective of the paper entitled Some Aspects of Niskamakarma: A Critical Study is to address
some of the important problems regarding Niskamakarma along with the logical solution to
them. The questions which are often raised about Niskdmakarma are the following:

(i) Is Niskamakarma , i.e. Karma without desire at all possible?

(ii) What s the importance of Niskamakarma?

(i) In which sense are we slave (ddsa) of God?

(iv) How can a dasa who does not have any freedom of will be a moral agent?

This paper is a sincere attempt to reply to all these questions as logically as possible. This shows
that all the questions and problems on Niskamakarma mentioned above arise due to the lack of
proper understanding of the same. Quoting the relevant slokes from Srimadbhagavadgita a
logical and consisted analysis has been carried out and there by all problems shown above have
been resolved.

Srimadbhagavadgita is one of the fundamental and popular Hindu religious texts.
Day by day its popularity is growing up all over the world. Though we come
across the discussion of niskamakarma in different religious texts but the
discussion of the same found in Srimadbhagavadgita is profound and unparallel.
The concept of niskamakarma draws our special attention on different important
issues, e.g., what does exactly niskamakarma mean? Is niskamakarma at all
possible? If the answer is positive then in which sense it is possible? Is the
niskamakarma at all the subject of moral judgment? If it is so then in which sense
it is the subject of moral judgment? This paper is a sincere attempt to address
these issues.

At the very outset | like to draw the kind attention of the readers regarding
the importance of niskamakarma. No one can deny the fact that our society has
been turned into a hell. All conscious individuals are deeply concerned with the
different types of evils we come across in and around our society. But we all
know that nothing can be taken place without cause. What is the cause of it?
Obviously, the members of our society themselves are the cause of it. More
precisely to say the sakamakarmas, i.e., the karmas for the satisfaction of our
personal interest, performed by us have turned our society into a hell. But why are
we getting motivated to perform the sakamakarmas only? The only reasonable
answer is that it is our present education system. The present education system
makes us giant positively, but a selfish one. There is no room for others in the
world of us. We are tightly engaged in different types of activities throughout the
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day, but it is a pity that all our activities are exclusively centered in and around
our individual interest. Unless and until we come out from the small boundary of
our personal interest and thereby enter into the vast kingdom of impersonal and
universal interest the problems prevailing in our society cannot be solved. But
what is the way out? As far as my observation is concerned the only way out for
the same is the proper teaching and implementation of the ideology of the
niskamakarma as it is depicted in the Srimadbhagavadgita. In the course of our
discussion, we shall see how the proper teaching and implementation of the same
in our society will lead to the solution of our social problems.

It is worthy to note that the role and importance of niskamakarma is far-
reaching. The role of niskamakarma is at least two-fold. The first one has already
been pointed out. The second one is the attainment of moksa, the supreme goal as
it is suggested by our Sastras. The Hindu Sastras prescribe for four purusarthas,
viz, dharma, artha, kama and moksa. Among them moksa is considered as the
supreme purusartha. For the attainment of moksa generally four means, which are
otherwise known as margas, have been suggested by the Hindu Sastras. The
niskamakarma or karmayoga is one of them. It is worthy to note that this yoga has
been considered to be the most superior by the Gita. It says-

“Tapasvibhyo dhiko yogrt jianibhyo pi mato dhikahl

Karmibhyascadhiko yogi tasmad yogt bhavarjunall™
Now let us go to the first question mentioned above-what is meant by
niskamakarma? In reply to this question, it can simply be said that niskamakarma
is a karma which is done without having any desire for the enjoyment of its fruit
or result. But this answer is nothing but a naive answer. So, it is better to go to the
Srimadbhagavadgita itself if we are to seek for the exact and appropriate answer.
It is already mentioned that niskamakarma is otherwise called karmayoga. In
Srimadbhagavadgita we come across the answer in chapter two. It runs as
“Yogahkarmasukausalam...”®. Yoga is a technique for work. But what type of
technique does it refer to? The answer to this question is not available within a
single sloka of the Srimadbhagavadgita. Careful enquiry shows that the answer to
the same is available in different slokas throughout different chapters of the Gita.
The same question has been answered in different ways in different slokas. It
starts with the 47" sloka of the second chapter-

“Karmanyevadhikaraste ma phalesu kadacana//

LSrimadbhagavadgita: 6146
2 Ibid. 2/50
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Ma karmaphalaheturbhiirma te samgo ‘stvakarmani//™

Srikrsna says to Arjuna that he has no right upon the fruit of his action; he has the

right upon the action alone. Then he proceeds to the next sloka and says,
“Yogasthalh kuru karmani samgam tyakttva dhananjaya/
Sidhyasidhyayoh samo bhiitva samatvan yoga ucyate//”4

So in both of the slokas, i.e., sloka no 47 and 48 one teaching is common
that we have to perform our action leaving the desire for the enjoyment of the
fruit of it. But in sloka no 48 we come across a new lesion that we have to treat
our success and failure equally. It is also stated that this equal treatment is called
yoga.

Srikrsna says to Arjuna that a person who performs his actions following
the guidelines stated above then this person can be known in various ways like
yogt, sthitaprajfia or muni. Arjuna here gets little bit confused and in order to
remove his confusion he asks to Srikrsna

“Sthitaprajnasya ka bhasa samadhisthasya kesava/

Sthitadhih Kim prabhaseta kimasita brajeta kim//®°
The answer to this question has been immediately given by Srikrsna in next sloka,

“Prajahati yada kaman sarvan partha manogatan/

Atmanyevatmana tustah sthitaprajiiastadocyate// 0
Here in this answer, we find a new aspect of a sthitaprajfia or yogi that his mind
must be devoid of all desires and he will remain content with soul alone. It
implies that though he lives in the material world he cannot have any attraction
for the material things. Now Srikrsna thinks that Arjuna is yet to be completely
free from his confusion. Therefore, he proceeds further to reply the same. He
says,

“Dulikhesvanudvignamanah sukhesu vigatasprhah/

Vitaragabhayakrodhah sthitadhirmunirucyate// !
One who is indifferent of both sufferings and pleasures, and devoid of all sorts of
attachment, fear and anger, is called a muni. Srikrsna continues to reply to the
same question in the rest of the several slokas of the second chapter in different
ways. The essence of this teaching is that a true yogi must control his senses and
thereby transcend the boundary of the world of desire and attachment. Perhaps

% Ibid. 2/47
*Srimadbhagavadgita: 2148
® Ibid. 2/54
® Ibid. 2/55
" Ibid. 2/56
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Srikrsna understands by seeing the face of Arjuna that the cloud of doubt and
confusion from his mind is yet to be removed and therefore in the third chapter
Srikrsna continues to reply to the same in various ways. In a nutshell what
Srikrsna teaches here, in this chapter, is that he must turn his action into sacrifice
(yajfia). We come across a very straight forward answer to the same question in
the sixth chapter. Here in the very first sloka of this chapter Srikrsna says,
“Anasritah karmaphalam karyam karma karoti yah/
Sa sannyasi ca yogT ca na niragnirna cakriyahll”®

Here so far as the first part of this sloka is concerned the teaching is nothing new
since it says that a yogi must perform his action by giving up the desire for
enjoyment of fruit. But so far as the second part of this sloka is concerned it gives
an information which is not given so far. I think this information is highly
essential for understanding niskamakarma in the true sense. We come across
some of the views which teach that the Vedic ritualistic activities called yajiia are
inseparably associated with some sorts of desire, and from this one may wrongly
conclude that when the Gita advises us to perform niskamakarma then thereby it
teaches us to be abstaining from doing these ritualistic activities. Again, some
persons, particularly the jianavadins, have some misconception that a true yogi or
a muni should not perform any action and hence, he should avoid all sorts of
activities. Here an attempt has been made by Srikrsna to make us aware about
these misconceptions. Srikrsna categorically says that one who is abstained from
performing Vedic ritualistic activities or abstained from doing all sorts of
activities is not a true yogi. It clearly implies that a true yogi will perform all sorts
of activities but he will do so without having any desire for enjoyment of the
fruits of these actions.

The whole teaching of Srimadbhagavadgita on Karmayoga and Karmayogi or
sthitaprajfia or muni dealt with so far can be summarized as follows:

1) A Karmayogi must perform his actions without having any desire for

enjoyment of fruit.

2) A Karmayogi will consider success and failure as equal.

3) He will be independent of pleasure and pain.

4) He will control his senses.

5) He cannot have any attraction towards material world or material gain.

6) He will never think of the satisfaction of his personal interest.

7) He will remain content with the soul alone.

®Srimadbhagavadgita:6/1
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8) He will turn all his actions into yajfia.

Now the question is — why does Srikrsna advise Arjuna to perform
niskamakarma? It is already stated that the ultimate goal of us is to attain moksa,
the supreme purusartha. But moksa can be attained through niskamakarma; it
cannot be attained through sakamakarma. There is a contradiction between
sakamakarma and moksa. Moksa implies absolute cessation of rebirth, but
sakamakarma necessarily brings about rebirth. Moksa is a state which is
absolutely devoid of sufferings and pains. But no such state can be achieved as
long as we continue to take our birth. Birth means assuming a body. A body must
be the subject of sufferings like disease, hunger, old age, death and so on. This
clearly shows that attainment of moksa, a state completely devoid of pain and
sufferings is impossible as long as we shall continue to take rebirth and thereby
assume body. But our rebirth is a necessary and inevitable corollary of our
sakamakarma. The same can be explained in a better way with the theory of
karma as it is explained in our Sastra. As per the theory of karma an action
positively produces its effect or result and one must enjoy the result of one’s own
karma. The result of the action done by one person cannot be consumed by
another person. But it is worthy to note that the fruits of all the actions done in a
particular life cannot be exhausted in that life, some of the fruits must be stored to
be enjoyed in the next life. So, he has to take birth for the next time to consume
the stored fruit of the actions done in his previous life. But in the next birth one
must perform actions like the previous birth and at least some of the fruits of these
actions must be stored. Therefore, to enjoy the same he must take his birth for the
third time. Thus, the process of rebirth continues without any end. Consequently,
attainment of moksa cannot be possible through karma.

But the theory of karma and rebirth is applicable only for the
sakamakarma, it is not applicable for the niskamakarma. In fact, the contradiction
is not between karma and moksa, contradiction is between the desire for the
enjoyment of the fruit of action and moksa; since niskamakarma is devoid of the
desire it cannot be contradictory to moksa, rather it turns into the helping
condition, marga, for the attainment of moksa. It is a well-known fact that if a
snake bite one then he will die, if proper treatment is not given in due time. But
the same poison of snake which takes our life can be turned into a medicine which
saves us from death. Milk is a cause of indigestion. But if the same milk is turned
into curd, then it becomes a helping condition for digestion.
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Likewise, as long as our karma remains sakama, it continues to produce
our next birth and thereby turns into an obstacle for the attainment of moksa. But
if the same karma turns into niskama one then it becomes a helping condition, i.e.,
a marga for the attainment of moksa. If sakamakarma stands for the poison of
snake or milk then niskamakarma stands for medicine produced from poison of
snake or curd. In fact, niskamakarma, as it is stated by Srimadbhagavadgitd,
serves two-fold purpose at the same time — (a) it leads to the attainment of moksa,
and (b) establishes the lokasamgraha or wellbeing of the whole society
(atmamoksarthamjagathitaya ca). This two-fold purpose served by niskamakarma
has been beautifully and clearly depicted in the following sloka,

“Karmapaiva hi samsidhvimasthita janakadayahl
Lokasargrahamevapi sarmpasyan karttumaharsi//”®
So far as our discussion is concerned, | think, it becomes clear why performance
of niskamakarma has been proposed by Srimadbhagavatgita.

Now let us address the next question — is niskamakarma possible at all?
Our day-to-day experience clearly shows that all our activities, without exception,
necessarily presupposes some desire. No action without desire is possible. How
can then niskamakarma possible? No doubt, the question is very sound. But our
close analysis of the Gita shows that here the term karma in niskamakarma has
been used in a technical sense. Any type of desire has not been attributed as kama.
Some of our desires are called kama and some of our desires are described as
prema. Only the former one is undermined and blamed but the latter one is praise
worthy and therefore encouraged to do. But what type of desire belongs to the
first category and what type of desire belongs to the second category? | think we
come across a beautiful answer to this question in Caitanyacaritamrta,

“Atmendriya pritivanca tare vali kamal
Krsnendriya priti iccha dhare prema nama// 10
The desire for the satisfaction of personal interest is called kama but the desire for
the satisfaction or pleasure of the God is called prema. I think ‘prema’ here
includes the desire for the satisfaction of the interest of the whole society as well
(vahujanahitaya vahujanasukhaya); otherwise, the incorporation of the
term‘lokasargraha’ in the sloka no. 20 of chapter three quoted above cannot be
accounted for. So, niskamakarma is not devoid of all sorts of desire. It is devoid
of only that particular type of desire known as kama which is undermined and

Srimadbhagavadgita: 3120
®Caitanyacaritémrta: 4/165
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blamed. But niskamakarma is not devoid of the desire called prema which is
praise-worthy. So, the objection raised that niskamakarma is not possible since it
is devoid of desire, does not hold good. Here one may raise another objection —
both of the desires are desires, why then some of them are attributed as kama and
some as prema? And again, why the former one is undermined and blamed and
suggested to give up, and the latter one, on the other, is described as prema and
considered as praise -worthy? The answer, | think, is simple. If one asks — is a
knife good or bad? The wise answer to this question is — nothing can be said
independently of its use. If the knife is used for cutting vegetables and fruits for
our daily use then it is good, but if the same knife is used for cutting the belly of a
person, then it (knife) may be bad. It is worthy to note that here the terms ‘may
be’ have been used. This is so because the act of cutting the belly of a person
independently of its purpose again can be said neither good nor bad. Whether this
act is good or bad purely depends upon its purpose. If the purpose is good then the
act is good, but if the purpose is bad then the act is bad. If one cuts one’s belly by
a knife with the purpose of killing him then the act may be bad, but if one doctor
cuts one’s belly by knife with the purpose of curing him from disease then the act
is good. Here again in the former case the terms ‘may be’ have been used,
because even the act of killing one may be good or bad depending on its purpose.
If a soldier kills his enemy for the sake of his country, then even the act of killing
IS good, but if a murderer kills one for money, then it is bad. Likewise, a desire in
itself is neither good nor bad, it neither be blamed nor be praised. So, whether it
will be good or bad purely depends upon the purpose of it. If the purpose of the
desire is fulfillment of one’s individual and limited interest then the desire is bad,
but if the purpose of the desire is the satisfaction of the pleasure of the God or
ensuring the well-being of the society as a whole or both of them, then the desire
is good and praise- worthy. In fact, sakamakarma is the root of all the problems of
our society and niskamakarma is the solution to it. Sakamakarma turns our
society into a hell and niskamakarma, on the other, turns it into a heaven. This is
the reason why one desire is blamed and attributed as ka@ma and another desire is
considered as praise- worthy and attributed as prema. Following Karhaponisad it
can be said that the object of sakamakarma is preya, but the object of
Niskamakarma 1S sreya.

Here Srimadbhagavadgita through the lesion of niskamakarma teaches us
that the object of our desire has to be replaced. The desire for the fulfillment of
our personal interest should be replaced by the desire for the satisfaction of the
pleasure of the God. But how can it be logically justified? If I am an agent of any
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action then it is quite natural and logical that I shall do it for the sake of my own,
why shall 1 do the same for the sake of the God or for the sake of others
(lokasarmgraha). The reply to this question needs a long elaboration. Srikrsna says
that in the true sense we are not a real agent of the actions we perform. If I am not
a real agent of any action then | cannot deserve the fruit of it, more clearly to say |
cannot and should not have any desire for the satisfaction of my personal interest.
But who is the agent of the action I do? Srikrsna says,

“Prakrteh kriyamanani gunaih karmani sarvasahl

Ahasirkaravimidhatma kartahamiti manyate//™*
Srikrsna says that the agent of all actions is the prakrti and its guras-sattva, rajas,
and tamas. But people due to their ignorance wrongly consider themselves as the
agent of actions. In fact, at the initial stage the philosophy of Srimadbhagavatgita
has a great similarity with Samkhya Philosophy. We know that according to
Sarmkhya Philosophy Prakrti is active but Purisa, the self, is inactive. So, no
action can be done by Puriisa who is inactive; all actions are performed by
Prakrti which is considered to be active. Thus, it is clearly shown that we, the
souls, cannot be any real agent of any action, and therefore cannot deserve the
fruit of it.

Here another problem crops up. It is stated that Prakrti is the agent of all
actions. But Prakrti, in fact, stands for our body. So, to say Prakrti is agent of an
action amounts to say that our body itself is that agent and consequently, our body
deserves the fruits of the same. In our day-to-day life we, in fact, offer the fruit of
all sorts of actions to our body. In most of the cases whatever we do, we do so for
the sake of our body. What is the problem then? But this is not sanctioned by the
Gita. According to Srimadbhagavatgita, God alone deserves the fruits of all
actions. Srikrsna says,

“Yat karosi yadsnasi yajjuhosi dadasi yat/
Yat tapasyasi kounteya tat kuriisvamadarpanam//™*2
How can it be justified then?

| think, for this, first of all we have to understand the metaphysics of the
Srimadbhagavadgita. \n our foregoing discussion it is already pointed out that the
philosophy, particularly the metaphysics of Srimadbhagavadgita, has a great
similarity with that of the Samkhya philosophy. In both of them praksti and

Y Srimadbhagavadgita: 3127
"2 Ibid. 9/27
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Puriisa have been admitted, and praksti has been considered active but
unconscious and Purisa, on the other, as conscious but inactive. But it is worthy
to note that the metaphysics of the Srimadbhagavatgita is also different from that
of the Samkhya School to a great extent. There is no room for God in the latter but
God (Purusottama) occupies the central position in the former. The Puriisa and
prakrti of Sarmkhya School are autonomous, but the same in Srimadbhagavatgita
are not autonomous, they are dependent upon and controlled by God, the
Purusottama. We know that prakrti stands for maya, and maya is always under
the control of God. This is the reason that God is called mayadhisa. So, maya
stands for prakrti, and prakrti here stands for our body. This clearly implies that
since the maya or prakrti is controlled by God, our body is also controlled by
God. So, our body is nothing but an instrument (doll) in the hands of God. If our
body is a car then God is the driver of that car. So, the real agent of all actions is
God Himself. If one stands first in a car-race then the credit and prize are given to
the driver, not to the car, since the real agent of this act called car-race is the
driver, not the car, though the race is carried out through the car. In the same way,
though actions are done by maya or prakrti or body, it is not real agent, real agent
is God. This is the reason why Srimadbhagavadgita advises Arjuna to offer fruits
of all actions to God (Yat karosi yadsnasi yajjuhosi dadasi yat/ Yat tapasyasi
kounteya tat kuriisvamadarpagam//). Kenoponisad also says the same,

“Srotrasya Srotram manaso mano yadvaco ha vacamsa u

pranasyapranahlCaksusascaksuratimucya dhirah pretyasmallokadamrta

bhavanti/)"*?
Kenopanisada says that God or Purusottama is the ear of the ears, mind of the
minds, mouth of the mouths, life of the lives, eye of the eyes. It implies that our
sense organs and body are inactive without the help of the God. Our sense organs
and body are controlled and directed by the God. Our body is something like the
fan. The fan is moved by the electric power. Our body stands for the fan and God
stands for the electric power. In that sense, the real agent of all the actions
performed by our body/prakrti/maya is God. That is why God alone deserves the
fruits of all actions done by our body.
The spirit of the metaphysics of Upanisad must correspond to that of the
metaphysics of Srimadbhagavadgita, since the latter is the essence of the former.
Due to this reason Srimadbhagavatgita is also called Upanisadas. It is mentioned

YKenopanisad:1/2
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at the end of every chapter, ‘Srimadbhagavadgitasipanisatsu brahmavidyayam
yogasastre’ ...

Thus, the metaphysics of Srimadbhagavadgita clearly shows why we
should not have any desire for enjoyment of the fruit of actions, which turn all our
actions into niskama. In fact, our sense of ego or agent ship is the root cause of all
the problems, individual as well as social. It is our sense of ego or agent ship
which makes our actions sakama. | cannot expect the fruits of the actions done by
you. But I except the fruits of the actions done by me since | believe that | am the
real agent of the same. But the moment | can understand the whole metaphysics
of Srimadbhagavatgita | cannot consider myself to be the agent of any action any
more, which will positively turn all my actions into niskama and thereby all
problems will be solved. Thus, it is seen that our ego is the problem and therefore,
the solution consists in the destruction of our ego. Keeping this in view
Ramakrsna beautifully says, ‘Ami mole ghucive janjala’. Tagore says, ‘Religion is
the self-denial for self-realization’. But Ramakrsna cites a problem. He says that
in fact our sense of ego, sense of ‘I’ and agent ship cannot be destroyed. It may
appear today that my sense of ego is destroyed but tomorrow ‘I’ can see the same
in a stronger form. It is something like the immature banana-tree. We all know
that if an immature banana-tree is cut today then just tomorrow we come across a
new germination from the very cutting root of the same. More or less the same
holds good with our ego. What is the way out then? Ramakrsna has offered a
beautiful solution to this problem. He says that our master ego has to be turned
into a slave ego. We have to consider ourselves as slaves of God. The same view
is seen to be substantiated by the Vaisrava philosophy in Caitanyacaritamrta.
Caitanyacaritamrta says,

“Jivera svarupa hoy krsner nityadasa/
Krsner tatstha sakti bhedabheda prakasa//
Srimadbhagavadgita also says the same through the following slokas-
“Mamaivamso jivaloke jivabhiitah sanatanahl
Manahsasthanindriyani prakrsthani karsati// 15

“Mayadhyaksena prakrtih siyate sacardacaram/
’)16

»14

Hetunanena kounteya jagadviparivartate//
“Gatirbharta prabhuh sakst nivasah saranam suhyt/

14Caitcmyacarita'mrta,maa’hyall'ld, vimsaparicceda.
B Sri0madbhagavadgita: 15/7
Ibid:9/10
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Prabhavah pralayah sthanari nidhanam vijamavyayam/;”*'

The above slokas categorically say that we are nothing but the slaves of God. The
whole world is created by God; and we are living in this world. We live on food,
water and air, and all of them have been created by God. As a slave lives on the
kindness of his master, so we live on the grace and kindness of God. The master
‘I’ 1s harmful, but a slave ‘I’ is not harmful at all. The former ‘I’ is selfish, but the
latter ‘I’ is selfless. The first ‘I’ has the desire for the fruit of his action; therefore,
his actions are sakama. But the second ‘I’ does not have any desire for the fruit of
his action, consequently, his actions are niskama. The master ‘I’ is asura but the
slave ‘I’ is sura. The former ‘I’ makes our society a hell but the latter ‘I’ turns our
society into a heaven. The master ‘I’ is tamasika, but the slave ‘I’ is sattvika. If
the master ‘I’ is poison then the slave ‘I’ is nectar. The master ‘I’ is Ratnakara,
but the slave ‘I’ is Valmiki. Former ‘I’ lives exclusively for himself, but the latter
‘I’ lives exclusively for others, for God and the society as a whole. The former
lives for bhoga, but the latter lives for tyaga. The master ‘I’ considers himself as
the real agent of an action. He thinks that he is doing his work himself. But the
slave ‘I’ thinks that he is not a real doer or agent of any action he performs. He
considers himself as an instrument at the hands of God, Purusottama. His feeling
will be like the feeling of Ramaprasada and Ramakrsnadeva, ‘sakali tomari iccha,
icchamayi tara tumi / tomara karma tumi karo ma, loke vole kari ami...’. So, if
we can perform all our actions considering ourselves as slaves (dasa) of God, then
all our actions will turn into niskamakarma which will lead to the attainment of
moksa and establishment of well-being of whole society. Our master ‘I’ stands for
a wooden log which drawn us into the river called Vaitarant but our slave ‘I’
stands for a boat made up of the same wooden log which helps us to cross the
same and thereby leads us to our ultimate destination.

Now let us deal with another important problem. We know that freedom
of will is one of the important and necessary presuppositions for moral judgment.
All actions are not the subject of moral judgment. Only those actions which are
done through the exercise of freedom of will are the subject of moral judgement.
But a number of scholars particularly of the Western Philosophy raise an
objection against the Indian school of morality and religion that in Indian school
of morality and religion there is no room for freedom of will. It has already been
stated that all actions of us are determined by God.

7 |bid. 9/18
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So far as our foregoing discussion is concerned it is seen that all our
actions are ultimately determined by God. In this situation we should be praised
or blamed for whatever we do. We should not deserve the fruits of our actions,
since we are not the real agent. God is the real agent, therefore, only God deserves
the fruits of all actions. This implies that our actions cannot be the subject of
moral judgement. If this is true then virtue, sin, attainment of moksa etc. cannot be
accounted for. But | think so far as the philosophy of Srimadbhagavadgita is
concerned this problem can be solved. In our previous discussion we have seen
that the metaphysics of Srimadbhagavadgita is similar to the metaphysics of
Sarmkhya School to some extent. In both of them Purisa is considered as
conscious but inactive and prakrti is regarded as active but unconscious. The
world is produced through the process of evolution. But evolution is taken place
when both Purisa and Prakyti come in contact. Prakrti alone is not capable of
creating the world. From this it can be concluded that no action can be performed
by prakrti or our body alone, it can be done by both prakyti / body and Puriisa /
soul. This fact has been reflected by the well- known story of the blind man and
the lame man of the Samkhya Philosophy. Neither the lame man nor the blind
man alone is able to come out from the jungle, since the lame man could see but
could not walk, the blind man, the other, could walk but could not see. But when
the lame man sat on the shoulder of the blind man and gave the direction of path
and accordingly the blind man walked following that direction they came out
from the jungle. Here both of them have got equal contribution towards the
fulfillment of their mission. In that sense both of them should be considered as
agents of the same action. I think the truth of the same can be testified by our day-
to-day experience. Suppose one likes to go from one place to another on foot. No
one can deny the fact that the act of walking is taken place by our body. But it is
also true that unless and until our soul gives direction to our body to do the same
our body cannot walk. Thus, it is seen that both our body and soul are agents of
one and the same activity.

The hints of the fact that in one sense Purisa/soul is karta, is available in the
thirteenth chapter. Here it is stated by Srikrsna to Arjuna-
“Idam sariram kounteya Ksetramityabhidhiyate/
Etad yo vetti tasi prahuh ksetrajfia iti tadvidan//*®
This body is considered as the field of crop (ksetras), and the knower of the field,
soul, is regarded as the ksetrajfia. We know that in the field crops are cultivated,

¥ Srimadbhagavadgita:13/2
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but it is cultivated by the farmer. In that sense the farmer is the agent or karta.
Likewise, the soul here stands for the farmer who cultivates our body. Keeping
this in view Ramaprasada says ‘Mon re Krsi kdja janona/ Emon manava jamin
roilo patita/ Avad korle pholto sona//’. The truth of this observation cannot be
ignored. Apparently, we may think that our body/ prakrti is the source of all types
of problem. But this is not the fact. The body has nothing to do with good or bad.
Whether our body will be harmful or beneficial it purely depends upon its use. If
it is used in the good purpose then it is good, but if the same body is used in the
bad purpose, then it is bad. One Killer uses his body for killing someone, but the
same body was used by mother Teresa for nursing the patient. Through the same
mouth one utters slangs, but another chants the name of God or tells the story of
Ramayana or Mahabharata. Through the ear one likes to hear slangs, but another
likes to hear different religious talks. One person is interested to see the naked
pictures through his eyes, but another person, on the other, is interested to see the
pictures of God, or the natural beauty through his eyes. One goes to prostitution
on his feet, but another goes to the temple on his same feet. Through mind one
thinks of harming others, but through the same mind other thinks of serving the
society or worshiping God. So far as our discussion goes it is seen that our body
cannot be an agent in true sense. It is actually nothing but the instrument at the
hands of our soul. If this is true then why does the Srimadbhagavadgita claim that
the agent is our body/ prakrti (27/3)? | think the answer to the same needs some
clarification. Here in the Gita our body is considered as agent of action in a
specific sense. Though our foregoing discussion shows that we are the real agent,
our body is an instrument at our hand, it works at our will, but in most of the cases
it is otherwise. In most of the cases our body is not controlled by us, rather we are
controlled by our body, i.e., sattva, rajas and tamas. In fact, we are controlled by
our sadaripus, i.e., kama, krodha, lobha, moha, mada and matsarya. All these
sadaripus are nothing but the properties of the prakrti or triguras. So, we are
controlled by the sadaripus, it implies that we are, in fact, controlled by the
prakrti/body. In this case our body is not the instrument at our hands, rather we
are the instrument at the hands of our body. Thus, the above statement of the
Srimadbhagavadgita that prakrti/ our body is the agent of the action we perform,
is justified. Our day-to-day experience also substantiates this truth. In most of the
cases we cannot control our greed, anger, and so on, rather we ourselves are
controlled by them, and thereby turns to be the dolls at the hands of them. In this
context Arjuna asks the question,
“Atha kena prayukto yam papam carati Pirusahl
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Anicchannapi varsieya valadiva niyojitah!/™
Arjuna says that one knows very well that what he is going to do is not morally
right but in spite of that he cannot resist himself from doing the same. As if
someone is pushing him from backside to do the same. He wants to know from
Srikrsna, the Lord, who is pushing him to be engaged in doing the immoral
activities?
Srikrsna in answering the same beautifully says-
“Kama esa krodha esa rajogurasamudbhavai/
Mahasano mahapapma viddhyenamiha vairipam//”?°
In reply the Lord Srikrsna says that it is the desire and the anger which motivates
and influences one to perform immoral activities against his will. This desire and
anger is our real enemy.
It is also worthy to note here what is said by Duryodhana in this context
‘Janamidharmamna ca me pravittih, janami adharma na ca me nivittih’.
Duryadhana openly confesses that he knows very well what is right and what is
wrong, but he does not have any inclination to do what is right and cannot restrain
himself from doing what is wrong. But if this is taken to be true then the same
problem mentioned above comes back. In this case one cannot be taken as
responsible for whatever he does, since he is not the real agent, the real agent is
the body/prakrti. | think if we are to solve this problem then we have to put our
attention to the advice of Srikrsna. In the Gita Srikrsna repeatedly advises us to be
a yogt, muni, sthitaprajfia. Only a common man, a man of ignorance, is controlled
by our body/ prakrti, i.e., sadaripus. But a real yogz, man of knowledge, controls
the same instead of being controlled by it. Our body or sadaripus are under the
control of a true yogi, this is why a yogi is called jitendriya. A real yogi or
sthitaprajfia is indifferent of the pleasure as well as pain, he is devoid of all sorts
of material attachment, fear and anger. Srikrsna says-
“Dukkhesvanudvignamanah sukhesu vigatasprhah/
Vitaragabhayakrodhah sthitadhl'rmunirucyate//”21
He further says-
“jAanavijianatyptatma kutastho vijitendriyah/
Yukta ityucyate yogi samalostasmakancanah//”*

YSrimadbhagavadgita: 3136
* Ibid: 3/37
! Srimadbhagavadgita: 2/56
* Ibid: 6/8
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A real yogr is satisfied only with knowledge. His senses are under his control. Iron
and gold are equal to him. Friend and enemy, criticism and praise are equal to
him. In this context the Gita says-

“Samahsatrou ca mitre ca tatha manapamanayohl//”*®
Thus, it is seen that a yogr is not under the control of our body/ prakrti, rather the
body /prakrti itself is the control of him. So, he is a real agent, he enjoys the
freedom of his will. Whatever he does he does so with his own will. Such a
person is responsible for his work. So far as our discussion is concerned, it is seen
that only a yogi enjoys the freedom of his will, but an ordinary man, a man of
ignorance, does not have any freedom of will. He is nothing but an instrument at
the hands of his body/ prakrti. If so then he, the man of ignorance should not be
punished for what he is doing. But according to our Sastra such a person is
punished. He is sent to hell. How can it be accounted for then? The answer is
simple. Here the person himself is responsible for his present condition. He did
not try to overcome from this condition. A person who has turned into a yogi has
done so at his own will. Likewise, an ordinary man, a man of ignorance, also
would turn himself into a yogr if he could try his best. As he did not do so, he is
worthy of being punished.

Now let us deal with another problem. So far as our discussion goes, we
have seen that we are the real agent of our actions. If this is true, how can then the
observation of Ramaprasada, Sriramakrsnadeva, Caitanyacaritamyta and
Srimadbhagavadgita that we are the instruments at the hands of God be accounted
for? If we are the car or chariot and God is the driver or charioteer then God
should be responsible if any accident is taken place. Here the car or the chariot
does not have any freedom of will. The same holds good with us, the human
being. The murderer should not be punished since he does not have any freedom
of will. No doubt this objection appears to be sound. But our careful reflection
shows us a beautiful solution. The car or the chariot itself may be responsible to
some extent for any accident. If on the way the break gets fail then in that case the
responsibility of the car or the chariot cannot be denied. Besides this, the human
being is not unconscious like the car or the chariot, it is very much conscious. By
the very definition a conscious being enjoys freedom, otherwise it cannot be a
conscious being. A triangle by the very definition must have three angles,
otherwise it cannot be a triangle. The matter by the very definition must have
some extension. Likewise, a human being must have some freedom of will, since

2|bid: 12/18
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he is conscious. Here the comparison of human being with car or chariot has been
made in a special sense. In fact, in Indian Ethics there is indeterminism within the
boundary of determinism. There is no room for absolute freedom. We enjoy our
limited freedom. | think the whole concept can be made clear with an example. In
an industry there are a number of workers of different grades. All of them enjoy
certain amount of freedom within their respective area. All of them perform their
respective duty through the proper exercise of their own freedom. Accordingly,
they are either rewarded with promotion or punished with demotion. But it is
worthy to note that the freedom they enjoy is not unlimited. All of them are
controlled by their higher authority, manager of the industry. In the same manner
the manager also enjoys a lot of freedom. But his freedom again is not unlimited,
since he is also controlled by the person who is the owner of that industry. Here
we, our souls, stand for the manager, our bodies stand for the other workers and
God stands for the owner of the industry. Another instance may be cited. In a
football game all players enjoy freedom, but their freedom again is not unlimited.
The freedom of them is limited by some rules exercised by the referee concerned.
But though the freedom of the football players becomes limited by the referee, yet
no one can say that they do not enjoy any freedom. Here one player passes the
ball to any person he likes. Whether he himself will carry the ball up to the goal-
keeper of the opponent party or he will pass the same to any person of his choice
will be fully decided by himself. The rule or the referee has nothing to do. Our
whole life is like a game. We are like the football players, and God is like the
referee. As the football players are controlled by the referee, so we are controlled
by the God. But in spite of being controlled by God we enjoy freedom like the
football players. Third instance may be cited. We are like a cow tied with a rope
in a field. Here the cow does not have unlimited freedom. Its freedom is limited
by the rope. But yet it does not mean that the cow does not enjoy any freedom.
Within the boundary of the rope the cow may exercise its freedom of choice. It
may walk or run or sit down within the boundary of the rope. Likewise, we are
also tied up by the rope of God. Here the ‘rope of God ’stands for the vidhis and
nisedhas laid down by the Sastras. But in spite of that we enjoy our freedom of
will like the cow.

Here one may raise an objection: Determined or limited freedom is not freedom at
all. By the very definition, freedom cannot be limited or determined. Determined
freedom is something contradictory like the son of a barren mother. No doubt, this
objection seems to be sound. But our careful logical analysis shows that this
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objection does not hold good. Our day-to-day experience shows that unlimited
freedom is not a real freedom. Unlimited freedom turns into autocracy. True
freedom must be determined. One at his home has the freedom to play his sound
box with as high volume as he likes. But the son of his neighbor appearing at the
H.S. examination has equal right and freedom to study without being disturbed by
others. Here the enjoyment of unlimited freedom by the former robs the right and
freedom of the latter, and thus it turns into autocracy in the name of freedom. A
river gets the taste of the freedom of the flow of its water within the boundary of
its banks. Had there been no boundary of banks a river could not have been a
river. Water remains water as long as it is within the boundary of the temperature
of certain degree. The moment it transcends this boundary the water will remain
no more water, it will turn into vapor. Similarly, a man is a man so far as he lives
within the boundary of the vidhi and nisedha laid down by the Sastras. The
moment one transcends this boundary he will turn into a beast. Keeping this in
view our Sastra says-

“Dharmena hinah pasubhih samanahl”*

In fact, each and every state becomes meaningful due to its corresponding
opposite state. Day is day because of the night. Pleasure is pleasure since there is
pain and sufferings. Likewise, freedom is freedom because of bondage.
Indeterminism is meaningful within the boundary of determinism. Thus, it is seen
that the two objections mentioned above that there is no room for freedom of will
in Indian Ethics, and indeterminism within the boundary of determinism is
meaningless, do not hold good. It is worthy to note that if we are to construct an
ideal society then the members of that society must enjoy limited freedom as it is
suggested by our Sastras. The moment one crosses the laksmanrekha drawn by
our Sastras the society will turn into a hell. A true yogi, a niskamakarmi, always
works within the boundary of laksmanrekha, he never crosses the same.
Therefore, two-fold purpose is served by them -

(@) the wellbeing of the whole society (lokasarmgraha) is established and (b)
Moksa is attained.

#gyktisudha
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