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SOME REFLECTIONS ON THE NYAYA
THEORY OF ACTION

I

The present paper gives an account of the Nyd@ya theory of
human action as propoundcd by the older and Neo-thinkers in
the field. The concluding p.rt of the paper contains some critical
and evaluative remarks with regard to this theory, An effort has
been made to throw some light on phenomenon of upeksd@ as
found in older Ny@ya system and to consider whether it can be
included in action. In this connection some remarks have been
made regarding the conditions of being an agent (Kart@) of
such action, which is consistent with their philosophy of action,

I

When an individual comes to know of the nature of an object
he has different attitudes to it.

In the Pr@cina Nydya the attitude of an : individual towards
an object is described as of three types : Pravytti (inclination),
Nivytti (rejection) and Upeks@ (to become indifferent). When
someone forsakes some object, it is due to one’s notion of rejece
tion (H@nabuddhi). In the case of the acceptance of something
it is the result of his desire of acceptance ( Up@d@nabuddhi). An
action existing between acceptance and rejection or an action
which is neither acceptance nor rejection arises due to the result
of the notion of being indifferent (Upeksa@buddhi).
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582 RAGHUNATH GHOSH

Where there is the knowledge of acceptance (Upd@dd@nabuddhi)
there is an action in the form of Pravrtti (inclination). On the
other hand, the knowledge of rejection (h@nabuddhi) gives rise
to another type of action called Nivrtti (declination). The Upd-
d@nabuddhi or Ha&nabuddhi becomes the cause of human action
in the form of inclination or declination respectively.® (* Anena
Sarvani Karm@ni Vy@pt@ni) From the word * Karmdni' it is
known that inclination etc. is taken as ‘ Karma’' or action. Let
us tty to find out the cause of these human actions.

An individual is desirous of doing those types of actions by
which his purpose is served and hence, it can be said that the
end-in-view (Prayojana) inspires him to do some activity.® In
order to get or get rid of something an individual engages him-
self in activity.* A man’s desire (for action) is related to the
result in the form of pleasure or the absence of pain and to the
means of it. The longing for the result of some action presup-
poses the knowledge of it. Hence, the desire for the result is
due to the existence of the knowledge of it*, which can be descri-
bed as a form of syllogistic argument. The knowledge in the
form ' The orange is good for health’ is known as the know-
ledge of the conduciveness to the desired object. If the attain-
ment of the good health is desired, the perception of an orange
will give rise to the knowledge in the form : “ This is conducive
to its being desired ”* (Idarh madig{as@dhanam). So, the know-
ledge of the conduciveness to the desired gives rise to the know-
ledge of acceptance from which the action in the form of
Pravrtti comes into being.

It may be argued that the knowledge of the conduciveness of
the desired alone cannct be the cause of inclination. For, inclina-
tion is nof possible if one has the knowledge of the conducive-
ness of the desired alone but does not have the knowlcdgc of the -
means of attaining the desired result,
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In response to the above, the Naiyayikas are of the opinion
that inclination presupposes the desire concerning result (Phala-
vigayint) as well as concerning the means (for the attainment
of the result) (Up@yavigaying).® Hence, the cause of desire
for the result is the knowledge of the result and the cause of
desire for the - means (of the result) is the knowledge of its
conducivencss to the desired object, The knowledge of its con-
duciveness to that which is desirable is considered as Hetu to
the desire for the means of it.” The human action in the form
of inclination presupposes both types of desire mentioned above,

It may be objected that the knowledge of the conduciveness
to that which is desirable is not always the cause of a man's
action in the form of inchnation. For, there are many things
which, though desirable to us, are not feasible with our efforts,
We have nothing to do with the phenomena like rain etc. though
they are desirable to us. Hence, the knowledge of the conducive-
ness of what is desired alone cannote be the cause of our action
in the form of inclination. '

In response to this, the Naiyayikas have added another
criterion of our inclination, According to them, the notion of its
feasibility through one's effort (Krtis@dhyat@jndna) and the
knowledge of its conduciveness to that which is desirable
(istas@dhanatd@jiidna) are considered as the reasons behind the
desire for doing something. Nobody thinks to do anm action
without having the knowledge of its feasibility through one’s
effort, the cause of degire. An inclination towards rain etc. is
not possible due to not having feasibility through effort.® Just as
the notion of feasibility of an object through one's effort is the
cause of inclination, the notion of not producing any harm is
also a cause of inclination. '
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The Prabhakara school of the Mimamsakas put forward a
different view as to the philosophy of action. According to the
followers of Prabhakara, the notion of feasibility is the cause
of inclination. That is to say, inclination towards an action is
possible due to having the desire to do which is caused by the
notion of feasibility through one’s effort. Here the said feasibility
is accepted as a feature of the desire to do (Cikirs&@). In other
words, the notion having such feature is the cause of desire to
do through which inclination follows, So the knowledge of the
conduciveness to that what is desirable is not the cause of inclina-
tion. If it were so, there, the Prabhakaras opine, would e an
inclination to the action of bringing down the orb of the moon
which is not at all feasible through one's effort. ’’ But it is an
absurd thinking due to nor having the said feasibility.

The Naivayikas have objected to the view mentioned above.
According to them, the knowledge of conduciveness to the
desired becomes the cause of inclination if there is no obstacle.
Here the non—feasibility through one’s etfort becomes an obsta-
sle to the action and hence, there is no inclination ' In the case
of bringing down the orb of the moon the non-feasibility
through one’s effort has become obstacle though there may be the
knowledge of the conduciveness to the desired. Hence there is no
Pravytti.

The Prabhakaras again argue that the previous view of the
Naiyayikas is nof tenable. For, if the notion of feasibility
through one’s effort is accepted, it comes under the ‘Law of
Parsimony * (Ldghava), If both (knowledge of conduciveness
to the desired and knowledge of feasibility through effort) are
taken as cause, it would lead to the defect called Gaurgva. '

The Naiyayikas argue that if the view of the Prabhakaras is
taken as accepted (i.e. the notion of such feasibility is taken as a
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cause of inclination) there would be possibility of being inclined
to the food mixed with honey and poison and to the salulation
of road-side tree {Caitya) as there is the said feasibility. ™

The Mimarhsakas are of the opinion that the cause of inclina-
tion is the notion of feasibility produced by the knowledge of a
characteristic of oneself. The characteristic of an individual
differs in different activities. The desire may be taken as a
characteristic feature of a man in the optional activities like
cooking, sacrifice etc. From this desire the notion of feasibility
comes into being and this gives rise to the notion of action
which becomes the medium for attaining the desired and which
is not associated with highly undesirable consequences. This is
the cause of inclination. An individual who does not feel hungry
does not feel inclined in eating as desire in this case is not the
characteristic feature of him.!* In the case of regular obligatory
rites, the purity etc. are the characteristic features of a person.
The notion of feasibility which is dependent on the purity etc.
is the cause of inclination towards them.!® The Mjmamsakas
further argue that the knowledge of the conduciveness to the
desired and of the feasibility cannot be attained simultaneously
on account of the fact that there is a contradiction between
what is being established (S@dhya) and what is the means of
doing so (S@dhana). Here * Isfas@dhanatva’ and ‘ Krtisadhyatva’
are accepted as S@dhana and S@dhya respectively. The object
which is not yet accomplished becomes S@dhya, while the object
already accomplished becomes the means (Sa‘dhana)_ That is
why, as both the S@&dhya and S@dhana cannot be known by a
person simultaneously*, the knowledge of Isfas@dhanatva and
Krtis@dhyatva cannot be the cause of inclination simultaneously.

The above mentioned view of the Mimarmsakas is refuted by
the Naiyayikas in the following way. For the suke of simplicity
(Ldghava) it is better to accept that the notion of feasibility
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(through one's effort) which is associated with being the means
of having that what is desirable and which does not give rise to
highly undesirable circumstances is the cause of inclination. If
different criterion is accepted in different activities, it will lead
us to the defect < Gaurava’ as there would be no common con-
notation (anugatadharma) among the causes. The cause men-
tioned here contains the common connotation and hence there
is Laghava. There is no contradiction in apprehending an object
as being end and means. For, the contradiction lies in appre-
hending the same object as being end and means existing at the
same time, but there is no contradiction if an object becomes
end and means at different times, Hence, the knowledge of being
an end and means existing at different times may be attained
simultancously as mentioned by Dinakara. '’ So, both can be
regarded as the causes of inclination, |

In the same way, the knowledge of its being productive of
what is extremely unpleasant (dvisjas@dhanat@ji@na or Anigia-
sddhanat@jii@na) is the cause of aversion (Dvesa or Anigta),
which is again the cause of declination (Nivriti), That which
does not seem to be conducive to the desired is rejected. '*

It has already been said that when object is known, the
knower thinks the object us acceptable or rejectable or indif-
ferent. 1f it is rejectable, an individual rejects it, which is a kind
of Nivtti_ If acceptable, he accepts it which is a kind of Pravrtti.
In the case of upeks@ there is neither the desire of acceptance
nor rejection. Hence, there is npeither pravriti or nivriti. The
older Naiydyikus think that all human activities centre around
the inclination and declination." To remain indifferent (upeksa)
is not an action as it is not associated with conduciveness to
what is desirable (istas@dhanatq jfidna) with the knowledge of
being productive of what is unpleasent (Anigias@dhanat@ifidna),
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In other words, that which is neither Pravitti nor Nivrtti is
upek$d, which is not regarded as human action in Ny@ya
system.

I

If the whole theory of action provided by the Naiyayikas is
critically reviewed, the following observations can be made.

The Nyaya theory of upeks@ needs some attention in this
context In my opinion upek$@ is also an action. In this con-
text I have taken upeks& in a slight different way and hence,
upeksd can be regarded as a human action in the light of the
following arguments,

The sense in which upeks@buddhi is admitted by the Naiydyi-
kas cannot be taken into the account fully and I beg to differ
from the Naiyiyikas in this respect. An object, I think, is either
accepted or rejected but there is no scope for being indifferent.
In my opinion the indifferent attitude towards an object which
is described as upeksa@ would fall under the category of rejection
(h@na). * To remain indifferent * is also a kind of rejection on
account of the fact that it depends on the knowledge of the
non-conduciveness of the desired. When an individual becomes
indifferent towards an object, he takes recourse to Tarka in hhe
form : ‘ If it would have” been conducive to us, it would be
accepted ’. As it seems to us to be non-conducive to be desired
it may be ignored which is also a kind of rejection.

It is true that when food mixed with poison is rejected it is
due to having the sense of Anistas@dhanat@, which is capable
of doing harm This Anigjas@dhanat@ jA@na is of two types :
the knowledge of an object capable of doing harm and the
knowledge of the absence of the usefulness determined by the,
non—desiredness of an object, which follow from the literal
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meaning of the term * Anftsta’. In the case of the former, the
Naiyiiyikas have accepted Hana (rejection) but in the latter
case they accept upeks@buddhi, as the object neither serves our
purpose nor does it do any harm to us.

. The Upek$a in the above mentioned sense is not at all
Upeks@, as it reveals in our awareness that the object does not
serve any purpose in a particular context. That is why, an
individual prefers to ignore this. This ‘ignorance ' in the sense
indifference is, [ think, not at all Upeksd@ in the true sense of
the term, but is also rejection as it is performed keeping its
absence of conduciveness in view. Upeksd@ towards an object in
real sense is possible if there is the absolute negation of the
sense of its conduciveness or nonconduciveness. An individual
thinks the * suitability * of an object in a particular time. If the
object is not suitable to him, he remains indifferent to it, which
is nothing but rejection. The real Upeksd emerges when we
have no scope of consideting its istavta and anisfatva which is
determined in terms of attachment. When the nature of an
object (i e. Savikalpaka nature of an object) is known to us,
the question of its usefulnes or otherwise automatically comes to
our mind. If indifferent attitude is found in an individual towards
something, it is the result of the consideration of its non-use-
fulness. Hence it is rejection in disguise of wupek$d. " Actual
Upeks@ towards an object is possible in the transcendental level
(but mof in phenomenal level), when the real nature of the
object gets lost for which the question I8farva or anistarva in the
laukika sense does not arise at all

That Upeks@ is nothing but a form of rejection is accepted
by Dharmottara in the Ny@yabindutik@ keeping perhdps this
view in mind. According to him, an object may be accepted or
gejected but there is no third alternative. That which in described
as Upeksaniya is nothing but Heya (rejectable) (“Upeksans-
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yohyanupa deya tvaddbeya eva”). This same view is also accep;
ted by Prabhicandra, the celebrated Jaina logician in his
Prameyakamalam@ rtapda ' '

The Grammarians also have accepted Upek$@ in the sense of
Anipsita or Anigfa. Papini in the S@tra * Tath@yuktafie@ni p-
sitari ™, has said that AnEpsita is of two types : Dvesya (that
which is taken through aversion) and Uddstna (indifferent atti-
tude towards an object). ‘ While going towards village he is
touching grass * (gr&mam gacchan typam sprsati) is the example
of the Ud@stna Karma given by the commentator, This type of
Karma is included under the category of Anipsita or Anisia
there. As it is included under the category of Anista, it can be
described as rejection also by virtue of its producing knowledge
of its nonconduciveness of the desired. Keeping this in view,
Bhasyak@ra and SW@trak@ra have put this type of l/d@sina
action under the category of Anf psita.

From the foregoing discussions it can be concluded that
Upeksa is also a kind of humun action as it is nothing but rejec-
tion. Where there is rejection, there is the action in the form
of Nivrtti. As in Upek$@ (in the sense given above) there is
also Nivpeti, it can be regarded as human action.

It may be argued that an irdividual who is inclined to act or
rejects to do something is called agent or Kart@ of these activi-
ties. For being a Kart@ one should possess the direct knowledge
of the inherent causes of a particular action, effort for doing an
action, and desire for doing so **, which are also preconditions
of an individual’s inclination towards an object.

In the context of analysing the cause of man’s inclination, all
these preconditions, it seems, are not taken into the account by

5
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the Naiyayikas. Hence, one may raise the question of inconsise
tency existing within the system. In other words, there is apparent
inconsistency between the conditions of being an agent and
those of human action.

The above mentioned view is not tenable. For, the conditions
for being a Kart@ (as given in the definition) are incorporated
in the theory of action given by the Naiyayikas, Having Cikirs@
i.e., the desire to do (an action), one of the preconditions for
being a Kar!@, is accommodated in the theory in the following
way. Here also having Clkirs@ is taken as one of the main
causes of action, for which they opine, the knowledge ot feasibi-
lity through one’s effort and knowledge of conduciveness to the
desired are essential. As it is already said Cikirs@ depends on
the knowledge of feasibility through one’s effort. So incorporation
of ‘ making un effort * as the cause of inclination is superfluous.
Hence the feature ¢ making an effort* (Krtimattva) for being an
agent is not mentioned here again due to the fear of Gaurava.
For being Kart@ the existence of the direct knowledge of the
inherent causes of an action is highly essential which is also a
pre-condition of an individual's inclination In order to make
the theory consistent, the Naiyayikas have inserted this as the
cause for inclination i.e., the perception of the material cause or
inherent cause (* Up@dd@nasya cddhyaksars pravyttau janakam
bhavet ') as a cause.'® This criterion of human action is ela-
borated more clearly in the Dinakari. According to Dinakara,
the ordinary perception of the materials in the form of inherent
causes is the cause of an individual’s inclination. * Hence, the
charge of inconsistency within the Ny@ya system in regard to
the philosophy of action does not stand.

It has been stated earlier that the knowledge of the result jq
the cause of the desire for result and the cause of desire for the
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means is the knowledge of its conducweness to the desired
object ** '

The above mentioned view of the Naiyayikas is mo¢ tenable so
far as the first part is concerned. I do not think that the kno-
wledge of the result alone is the cause of the . desire for result,
For, the knowledge of result alone cannot be the cause of our
desire unless it is known to us that it is conducive to be desired.
When the resuit of an action is known to us, we can know of
its conduciveness to the desired. We may have desire for taktng
medicine if the result of the medicine is known. The result of
taking medicine is the cure of disease, which is nothing but the
knowledge of its conduciveness. Hence, the result without the
concept of Istas@dhanat@ cannot be known. In order to avoid
logical cumbrousness it is better to accept the knowledge of
Istas@dhanat@ (along with other factors) as cause of both desire
for result (phalecch@) as well as desire for means (Upayecchd)
but not for the means only.
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NOTES

. Yada jnanam tada hanopadanopeksabuddhayah phalam. Vazisyayana-
bh#sya on Sutra 1. 1.3,

2. Yamartham abhnsanphasan v@ karmarabhate ten@nena sarve pri.mnah
sarvani karmani sarviéca vyaptak. Nygyabhasya on Satra 1, 1. 24,

3. Yamartham adhikrtya pravartate tat' prayojanam. Ny#yasittra, 1.1, 24,

Yena prayuktah pravartate tat prayojanam. Nygyabhasva on
Stitra 1. 1. 24,
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. Yamartham&ptavyarn hatavyarh vadhyavasdya tadiptihanopiyam

anutisthati tat prayojanam. Tadveditwamk pravrttibetutvt. Nygyo-
bhzsya on Siitra 1. 1. 24,

Iechd hi pha lavisayini upayavisayini ca. Phalath tu sukharh dubkba-
bhavagca. Tatra phaleccharh prati phalajafinarn kiranarn. Siddhenta-
mukigvali on Verse-146,

Nirduhkhatve sukhe cecchi tajjaénadeva jnfiyate. Bhaszapariccheda,
Verse no. 146.

Ihid.

Iccha tu tadapdye syadistasadhyatvadhiryadi. Bhagsapariccheda
Verse 146,

Upayeccham pratistasadhanatajfinam kfrapath. Siddhantamukiaval?
on Verse 146

. Cikirsa krtisidhyatvaprakirecchs ca ya bhavet. Taddheruh krtisg-

dhyasgdhanatvamatirbhavet. Bhgsgpariccheda Verse 147,
Cikirea pratith krtisidhyatijs&narh istasadhanatajnanarh ca karanam,
Ata eva vretyadau krtisgdhyatajignabhavanna cikirsa.
Siddhantamuktzvali on Verse 147,

Tadahetutvabuddhestu hertvarh kasyacinmate. Bhazap.rc hedn
Verse no, 148, '
Balavadanistijanakajagnarh karapamityarthah Siddhantamuktavali
on Verse 148,

Karyatajnanari pravartakamiti guravay. Tathg hi jafinasya pravrtiau
jananiyayar cikirsitiriktarh napeksitamasti. $a ca krtisadhyatajnana-
sadhya, icchayah svaprakaratvadhisadhyatvaniyamat. Cikirsz da
krtisadhyatvaprakarikeccha. Tatra krtisadhyatvas prakirastatprakf-
rakah jaanam cikirs&yzrn taddvari ca pravritau hetuh. Na tvistass
dhanatajiidnarh tatra hetul, krtyasadhye’pi candramandalgnayanaus;s
pravrttyapatteh. Siddhantamukigvali on Verse 147,

Nanu krtyasadhanatijrinari pratibandhakamiti cenna.
Ibid.

. Tadabhaivapeksaya krtisadhyatdjrfinasya laghutvar, Na ca dvayo'rapi

hstutvarh gauravit.
Ibid.

. Nanu tvanmate’pi madhuvisasamprktannabhojane  caityavandane ca

pravrtiySpatiih karyatdjninasya sattvaditi cenna.
1bid.
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14,

13.

16.

17

.

18.

19,

t0.

21,

22.

svaviﬁe;agavaua-ﬁratisaudhanajanya- karyatdjninasya pravartakatvat,
Kamye hi pikayagadau kimana svavidesanarh. Tatagca balavadanistz-
nubandhikimyasgdh&natajngnena kiryatijngnari, tatasca pravritly,
Trptadca bhojane na pravartate, tadznith kimangyih purusavigesa—
natvabhivae,

Ihid,

Nitye ca gaucidikarh purusavigesanarn, tenz faucadijndnadhinakrti-
sadhyatzjnzanat tatra pravrttil.

Ihid,

Istasadhanatva-krtisdhyatvayoryugapj janatumagakyatvat, sadhyatva-
¢adhanatvayorvirodhitvat. Asiddhasya hi szdhyatvam siddhasya ca
sidhanatvarh.

Ihid,

Maivarih. Laghavena balavadanistinanubandhistasidhanatve sati krti-
sidhyatajnanasya tatra hetutvat Na ca sadhyatva-sidbanatvayorviro-
dhah, yadd kadacit sidhyatva-sgdbanatvayoravirodhadekads
sidhyatvasjdhanatvayogca jrignatl.

Ibid,

Yatkincitkalinasya sidhyatvasya yatkificitkalinena sadhanena sadhana-
tvena virodhabhavidityarthah. Tathi caikakalina - krtisadhyatvesta-
sadhanatvayorvirodhe'pi na ksatih. Dinakar? on the same.

Dvistasadhanata-buddhirbhaved dvesasys karanarm. Bhasspariccheda
Verse no. 140,

Dubkhopayavigsayakarn dvesarh prati dvistasidhanatidjzapari
karanamityarthah. Siddhanramuk:gvali on Verse 143,

Yamarthamabhipsan jihasan va karmarabhate tecpanena sarve
praninah sarvapi karmani sarvaéca vyaptah. Nysvabhasya on
Siitra ol. 1° 24,

See My paper: ** A Problem Concerning Nyzya Theory of Nirvikalpaka
Pratyvaksa” ; Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. X1V, Neo. 2, Univer-

»

sity of Poona, pp. 210-213.

Pandit Phanibbisan Tarkavagiga; Ny&yadariana, Vol. 1, p. 90,
W. B. Govt.

Panini, SUsra no, 1. 4. 50 Also Bbayya on this.
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23. Upadanagocarapatoksajnianacikirsa-krtimattvarn - kartrtvam.
Upadanar samavayikaranarn. ‘ ;
Dipiks on Tarkasamgraho, p. XIl, Progressive, 1983.

24, Bhasapariccheda Verse no. 151,

25. Tatsadhyakapravrttih prati tatsamavayikaranatmakatadupadanago-
cara-laukikapratyaksasya hetutvam.
Dinakari on Siddhantamuktivali under Verse 161,

26. Siddhantamuktsvali under Verse-146, which is mentioned under note
no. 7 above.

% The paper was presented in the Seminar on * Human Relation”
organised by the I. C. P, R. at Lucknow in March, 1990.
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