CHAPTER I

INTRODUCT ION

1.1, The implications of the notion of 'relation’

Helation, an ilwportant philosophical category, has been
discussed extensgively both by Indian and Western thinkers.
As Klausner ang Kuntz remark, "Nothing can be known except &g
it stands in relationship to something else . Relations ere
the necessary if not the sufficient conditions for the
exlstence of any object -- this could be called a "relation
predicament'."1 In spite of its importance, relation has been
deseribed as an indefinable ultimate,2 in view of the complex
nature of the phenomene denoted by it, But what 18 true of
the category of relation, is true of almost all significant
- philosophical concepts, Therefore, keeping in mingd the
liritations of definitions of philosophical categories in general,
we may consider some definitions of relation to arrive at an

understanding of the phenomens& so designated,

The (Oxford Universal Dictionary gives a very broad
definition of relation, Relation i3, "that feature or attribute
of things which is 1nvolved in considering ther in comparison
or contrast with each other; the particular way 1n which one
thing is thought of in connection with another, any connection,

correspondence, or assocliation which csn he conceived as



naturally existing between thinga.?s A more gspeciiic defini-
tion is offered by Johnson. A relation or reiational adjec-
tive 1z defined by him ag, "a type of adjective, whose meaning
when enalysed exhibits a reference to some substantive otAaer
than that which it characterises,?>  Or, again, "A relation
is properly defined as a transitive adjective."5 Johnson's
definition of relation is in adjectival terms. A definition
in terms of mathemaiical concepts 1s given by Whitehead and
Russell, They remark, "4 reclation as we shall use the term
will be understood in extension, It may be regarded as &
clags of couples (x,y) for which some Ffunction (x,y) is true."6
In order to provide for the asymmeiry of certain relations,
this definition is qualified in a note to the effect that

the couples in =2 question have a sense.7 Commenting on this
definition, Parker observec thet the Whitehead-Russell defini-~
tion may he criticised on the ground that it covers only
dyadic relations, Ee peints out that it can be modified to
give 1t completo generality ard defines it as a class of
individuals to which some fumction F (X,V,Z....) applies.8

As he puts it, "4 relation igs 2 many valued function in con-
trast with a simple concept, which is a one valued function

F (x)."Q

There 1s an lmportant difference between the definl-
tions given by Johnson and the one given by Whitehead and

Russell, Johnson treats relation as an adjective, a
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traneitive one, of a substantive, while the latter definition
is more general, treating it as a predicate of a system invol-
ving more than one term, goth agree in so far as they hold
that a relation gpplies to more than one individual, We also
find that these definitions do not specify the nature of the
terms involved in & relation, The absence of such a gpeci=
fication is necessary in view of the varied nature of the
relats one comes across in the course of an analysis of the

differant kinds of relations,

Another dimension of relation is brought out by Alexander,
4ccording to him, when & reclation relates certzin terms a
coanected whole of these terms nay be said to come into exls-
tence, He says "Concelved in this concrete fashion a relation
nay be described as the whole gituation into which its terms

enter, in virtue of that relation."10

Chatterjece relterates
the same ldea when he describes a relaticn as a form of order
anong things wlhiich belong to one syster, Ge rercarks, "It
holds betwoon two or more things and brings them together og

parts or as members of one whole or syster_vs."i1

The point

that 1s enphasised here is the element of unity that 1s implicit
in any relational eituation, It 1is true that there are
different views regarding the nature of the unity involved,‘

and thc nature of the unity may alsc vary depending upon the

nature of the relata. Some form of unity among the ternmd

is, however, an essgential aspect of notion of relation,



1.2 Wastern views on relation

The philosonhical leportance of the notion of relation
iz evident 1in the extencive discussions regarding the various
guestionc inveived in ths concevtion of relation found in the
nhiflosophical literature, weviewlng the observationg of many
ic¢ealistic and realigtic thinkers of the Vest ir this regard,
Datta prints out that three groupszs of problems have become

prominent in contemporary literature regarding relations, viz.,
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questiong regarding their retarhysiesl ctatug i,e., tie real

¢r unrezl or existential or subsistentlial nature af relations,
thair logical ipplications, il.e,, the internality of externality
of relations and questicng about their epistemological_validity,
i,e,; their perceptual or conceptual nsturs, Je alcsc notes
that there is an overlapring of metashyscicel, loglcal and

n
apistemological questions.i“

Datta's analyeis reveszls that thess thinkers have analysed
ralaticn as a general philosophical category. relation also
adrits of classification into different elascecs, Relations
n2y be ciagsgified in terwms of the nature cr number of the
tares 1avelved, thoeir logical properties, etc, The hature
of the olessifications varies depending upon the criterion

adopted,



1.3. ™o need for a gtudy of Indian viewe on relsation

4 study of the philosophicsl literature reveals that
attemnts have also besen méade to examine in detail the various
guesticns tnvolved 1in specific relational units. This is
particularly true of the Indian systers. ¥ogt of the Indiah
gystens do not examine relation as a general category, Thoughh
one of the Indian cystems, the Nydye-Vaigesika holds that the
sare Yelation samavaya, unites different kinds of relata,
relation without reference to the relatae, has rarely, if ever,
becn a subject of discusslon, The relevance of a gtudy of the
views of the Indlan systems regarding relation has been polnted
out by Draviad, He remaris, ".,.only & profound knowladge of
Indian philosophical doctrines would reveal as to how much
diversity of views hinges ﬁpon a careful drawing of distince

b3
tions in this fielg,9i®

1.4, The scope of the study

On the basis of the variations in the nature of the relata,
relations can be classified 1nto metanhysicel, episterological,
logical, linguistic, etc, In the present study the views
of four realistic systems of Indian Philosophy, viz,, Nyaya-
Vaiﬁe?ika,saﬁkhya, Viéig?ﬁdv&ita and Dvaita regarding three
metaphysical relations and an epistemological relation are

examined in & comparative framework, The relations taken up



for study 8re substance-attributsa, whole—part and cause-effect
under the metaphysical type and cognitive relation under the

epistemological categery.

0 the different metaphysical relationc, only three have
been selected and this neecs to be juetified., Coprenting on
the naturc o unity involved in a relational situstion,
Bhattachzrya points cut that a distinction can be made batween
two types of objective unity, & distinetion that ic eimilar to
that botween a natural Ting and artificial class.14 Acecording
to him, Indian philosophers have concentrate? wore on relacions
that forr objective unities of the first tyne, viz., the natural
rinad, The relations that are include? by hir under this
category are whole-part, cause-effect, substance-attribute,
universal-particular, reiation of conrtact, resesmblance, etc.15
0f these, the first four differ from the rest in involving
apparently inseperable terms and conseguently pose sgpecial
difficulties when an attemvt is nade to analyse ther. The
probler of universals has been studied extensivelyis and has,
therefore, been ormitted in the prossnt study. it 19 true the
problem ef ceausation has also been investigated in detail.l7
But it has been included here 38 the probler of causzal relae

tionship has been approached fror a different angle in this

study.



Murther, we find that "substance", "whole" ané "causel
arc interreliatec conceptions and need to be studied together,
tany thinkers bold thset casual efficiency 1s an irportant feature
of sudbstance, Sirilarly, Jdiscussing the notion of cause,
Pratt pointc out that the pogsibility of change icplies that
there ic esorething that changes. He says, "The assertion of
the reality and imnortance of causation in the existential
morld, is thus tho assertion of the reality and importance of
continuous procecs2s and enduring rcutstarces within 1t."18
These observations have spzelal significaance in a study of

Indian philosophicsl gysteins, somg of which relate different

inds of reluta with the halp »nI the sane relational category.

The relation betwesn metanhysicel and epistemological
conceptions hasg alge bean pointed cut by cany thinkers. Conren-—-
ting on tho relation between zhowiedze angd the conception of
substance, Santayana reraritc, "All nowledge being feith in
an object posited and partially described, is belief in subs-
tarce, 1n the etyrological gsense of this woréd; 1t is belief

in a taing or eveacv subsigting in its own plane, and wailting

for the light of kneowledge to explore it ceventually, and per-
haps narg or define it,ﬂig Santayvana's view is no doubt
infiuenced by his realigtic prevuppositions. 3ti11, 1t
brings out the relation betwecn th: metaphysicenl and episte-

roglcal views advocated by vhiloscophical systens, Tae
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phanomenon of knowledge 1s, therefere, taken up for study
under the epistemologlcal category. There are thinkers who
deny that knowledge is relational ir nature. But in thei
context of the realistic presupposition of the existenceﬁof
ohjects independent of the experiencer, the process of kﬁow-
ledge does imply some kind of relaticn, trough, there are
cignificent differences in the viewe of the different philloso-

pniaal systers regarding the rature and number of the termes

involved in this relation,

The gysiters selected for study in tuls tiesiz are reslisg-
tic in their approach to reality and exrerience. The tern
'Realisr' 1o derived fror Latin ‘res’' meaning thing., Realists,
in a Lroad sense, are thipse who are convinced that things
exigt in their own right, without nccesgary dependence cn the
nind, They are, ctymologically speaking, the thing—ists.zo
Fhilosophical gysters can be realisiic both in metaphysical
and eplistemological senses, Eplsterwological realism holds
that the objects of exrerience are existentially independent
of mincd angd the cognitive process, Metaphysical realisw
insists net only on thelr epicternice independence of knowledge
but metarhycal indevendencce of and unlikeness to mind.21
It gshould be kept in nind that one form of realisrem doeslhot
necessarily irply the other, We finé that core Metaphysical

idealists are epistenclogical recallists and likewise sone

rotaphygicsl reallsts ars epistewological nonists,
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e four Incien systemns szlcetod for study here are
generally consldered to be realisitic in both the senses, Sowme
doubtec, however, have been exprecced regarding the realistio
nature of Sadkhya, Comrenting on the rezlier of Safkhya,

Murtl rerarks, "it i1g not guitc a type of realism, for it takes
phenomene a5 in soue way due to tha cpntenglement of the sudject
{puruga) with the objcect (prakriti), tkough tho latter is free

in a rateriil gense. Tials can naxdly be gubscribed to by

5
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any roalisr;u " But he recognices that Saikhya ie neithex
ccngiatent mor thorough in carrying out thire éoctrine.83
safdkhya is taken up for ztudy 2leng witi ths othor realictic
syesters 1in the present invesvigatinn ag such a study would
bring cut tiac @paeizl problerms cnecountered by a syoten which

advoecates episterological realisr and,zeteshysical dualism

of a znecific kind.

1.5, The Aim of the Sctudy

The air oi the present study is to exarine tue following

1ssuesg,

1. Th: eztent to which the views of these systems regarding
these thrge retaphysical relatiounes reflect and justify their

metaphysical rsgalioaew,

2. The inter-wzlations, 1f any, =uong the views regarding

different motapinysioal relations,



3. The degrec to which the views offered regarding cognitive

rclatior imply epistecomeclogicai realism,

4, Thae relation, if any, between the metarhysical and epis-

temological views of taese cystewms,

5, Thoe vossivle sources of variation in the naturs of the
anslysis offered Dy syctere gharing thc same metaphysical and

episterological orientaticns.

6. Foints of similarity and difference betwezn the approach
adopted by Weosterrn and Indlan realistic systers towards

problems of common philosophical interest,

In view of the feret that the reiational unitc selected
for astudy &re not uniguc to tne Indianm traditiown, it is also
beileved that the study would provide new insights inte these
traditionzal philosophical problews, Pointing out the valuesg
of corparative philosophy, Balm mays, "New ilngightse into 0143
philogcphies can result from seeing them frow new pergpectives,
challenging ther with new guestiong, aud subjecting thew to new
criticisms."zé e believz that 2 comparative approach_in
apite of the difflecuities inherent in ccuparstive philossphy
in general, does provide hew insights apart fror revealing
sigilarities 2nd differences vetween the philosephiical analysis
offercd by cystems belonging to tiwe sare traditior as well ag

different traditionc.



