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CENTRAL PROPOSITION

Shared inquiry.
Deeper understanding.
The Śāstrārtha method offers a structured way to examine values,
reasons and assumptions.

Read the research

01 Background and question

Values shape organisational decisions, but people can use the same
words while holding different assumptions. The chapter explores an
Indian approach to dialogue that makes those assumptions open to
examination.

RESEARCH QUESTION

How can integrative dialogue deepen understanding of human
values in organisations and education?

02 Conceptual framework

Vāda
Dialogue directed towards shared
inquiry.

Integration
Material and spiritual purposes
considered.

The chapter distinguishes vāda from jalpa (argument to win) and vitaṇḍā
(criticism without a counter-position). A five-part argument links a claim
to its reasons, example, application and conclusion.

03 Evidence and method

Philosophical exposition of Śāstrārtha and Nyāya reasoning, with
illustrations from management and teaching.

The chapter discusses trust, managerial roles and dialogue sessions at
Banasthali Vidyapith. These examples explain how the method may be
used; they do not constitute a controlled assessment of learning or
organisational outcomes.

04 The structure of an argument

The original table contrasts reasoning through similarity and dissimilarity; the
five stages below summarise the method.

Original comparison of similarity- and dissimilarity-based arguments, reproduced from [1], p. 100.

Pratijñā · claim
State the proposition to be examined.

Hetu · reason
Give the grounds for the claim.

Udāharaṇa · example
Establish the relevant relation through an example.

Upanaya · application
Relate that reasoning to the case in question.

Nigamana · conclusion
Draw the conclusion from the preceding steps.

05 Findings and contributions

A Clarifying the purpose of values

An integrative view treats human values in relation to both worldly concerns
and higher purposes.

B Making reasoning inspectable

The five-part structure shows how a conclusion follows from a claim, a
reason and an example.

C A practice for mutual inquiry

Dialogue invites participants to examine different perspectives and refine
their understanding together.

06 Discussion

The method can support conversations about trust, responsibility and
organisational roles. Its educational illustrations suggest scope for facilitated
dialogue, with participants exploring the assumptions behind everyday
judgments.

07 Limitations and next steps

The chapter provides conceptual and illustrative support. Systematic action
research is needed to examine facilitation, participation and learning across
different organisational and cultural settings.

CONCLUSION Integrative dialogue makes values discussable by connecting purpose, explicit reasoning and openness to other perspectives.
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with team performance. They also found that team type significantly moderated the
relationship between team trust and team performance in business teams, and that the
relationship was stronger for teams that had the authority to make decisions them-
selves, compared with teams operating according to tightly defined production lines.
Let us consider a few examples. The table below displays all five components of
Paṃcāvayava Prakriyā for this hypothesis (Pratijñā):

Similarity-based example: Dissimilarity-based example:
Pratijñā (hypothesis): Trust in an organisation
is meaningful (a value that is a means to
achieving higher purposes)
Hetu (reason): Because it gives the experience
of integrativeness expressed through harmony
Udāharaṇa (example): Whatever gives the
experience of integrativeness expressed in
harmony gives meaning, as in the trust among
the members of a household
Upanaya (reaffirmation): so it is in an
organisation, as it requires the experience of
integrativeness expressed in harmony
Nigamana (conclusion): therefore, trust is
meaningful in an organisation

Pratijñā: Trust in an organisation is
meaningful (a value that is a means to
achieving higher purposes)
Hetu: Because it gives the experience of
integrativeness expressed in harmony
Udāharaṇa: Whatever is not meaningful is
not integrative; not harmonious, as in the
distrust between soldiers on a battlefield
Upanaya: an organisation is not a battlefield;
it requires the experience of integrativeness
expressed through harmony
Nigamana: therefore, trust is meaningful in
an organisation

Consider an example where the objects are different: ‘Trust in an organisation is
a meaningful human value’ versus ‘Trust in a jungle is not a meaningful human
value’. Here the organisation and the jungle are two different objects, and therefore
they cannot be called pakṣa and pratipakṣa. Consider now another topic. Following
Morrissette and Kisamore (2020), and with regard to the moderation effect men-
tioned above, we can assume that decision-making is an important aspect of
enhancing trust, and one that positively influences organisational performance.
Space for decision-making can be created by giving employees autonomy. In the
following two examples, we describe how the five steps of reasoning might look in
dialogues on this topic.

Pakṣa: Pratipakṣa:

Pratijñā: Trust is a meaningful human value in
an organisation
Hetu: Because it helps to achieve the
organisation’s goals
Udāharaṇa: Wherever there is trust among
people, they thrive to achieve goals
collectively, as do the members of a household
Upanaya: So it is with an organisation because
it involves people
Nigamana: Therefore, trust is meaningful in an
organisation

Pratijñā: Trust is not a meaningful human
value in an organisation
Hetu: Because employees often deceive for
their own personal advantage
Udāharaṇa: As on a battlefield, where
people often deceive for their personal
advantage
Upanaya: So it is with an organisation
because it involves people
Nigamana: Therefore, trust is a not a
meaningful human value in an organisation

The Vāda (discussion) between pakṣa and pratipakṣa will continue and both
parties will present their viewpoints based on Pramāṇas and Tarka. They might
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