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It has been found necessa:ey in this thesis to use 

a not insubstantial number of quotations from the writings 

of Russell and Bradley. This may not have improved the 

style, but has been found necessary because their views 

have been fOD.nd to be very often by no means those views 

usually at-tributed to them'1 and the author Wishes to avoid 

the charge of mendac i ty 0 

ThanJ:cs are due to Dr" M~. Radne r fa r draWing my 

interest to thiS subject, ana. to Dr. C .. Georgiadis for 

encouragement amd helpo D-, ... 
..:1.. 6t J 0 Simpson is to be thanked 

for his searchilJlg crl-t;icisms Which led to the removal of 

some confusions and inc reased precision 0 
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Il\f~: HODDe T ION 

It is curious tha-t though the philosophers of the 

early -t;wentieth century hailed Bradley as the greatest 

philosopher of the a.ge, calling him the g:t:eatest metaphysic­

ian Bri tam had ever produced, contemporary philosophers 

teJce very little interest :in him indeed" It mlght be 

expected., consider:Lng the laudations once :r'6ceived~ that his 

infl.u.ence upon twel1-tieth century philosophy would be 

recognised as considerable:, bu-l; in courses and commentaries 

on twentieth centl'l.ry philo Bophy ~ he is often mentioned orO.y 

in passing, when Russell's early development is being 

discussed. RtJ.ssell ~ it is said, could only begin his 
.' 

philosophical careel' in. earnest when he had shaJ:;:en off 

the stifling Hegelianism of Bradley, thiS bejJ:1g l~efuted 

when a logical e:C1."Or conce:r:ning the underlying theory 

of' relations Was displayed" We aJ.~e given the illlpression, 

first, that Bra-aley IS sign:Lf'ic ance to Russell goes no 

further than pr0viding him with an exercise for his genius, 

and secondly ~ tlilat Russell II s denial of the doc trine of 

relations brought down Bradley I s Whole system., 

This papel' is to bE~ concerned primarily with the 

justice of this vieWpoint. It Will be basically ooncerned 

wi-l;h the evaluation of the Russell-Bradley controversy 

concerning the 11J.ature of relations, Since this is 

oertainly the key dispute betvveen them, 2nd the one of the 

most inte:eest; 'but it Will also be concerned with a more 
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striotly historioal q,ueztion~ wi ttL the extent of the RlJ.ssell-

Bradley interaction? particulax2.y considering the degree 

to which BradlelY influenced Russell" It will be argued 

that Bradley Was far more significant to Russell than as a 

mere Aunt-SeJ.lY to be knocked down before getting doWn to 

Vvoli;: in earnest~ 

It is worth while J:ilentioning, in passing, thaJG the 

commonplace beliefs that Bradleyf s i.mportance in Russell f s 

development Was thus limited.t and that h:i.s system was 

defeated th:t:'ough Russell l s discussion of relations, may be 

very la:t:gely aresul t of Rl1sseJ_l f s oWn teachings 0 W.ssell 

tells us oft;en that BJ. ... adley! s system is based on a false 

logic ,* a logic wh:1.ch Was mistaken conc eming relati.ons, 

al'ld respect both f02'"' w.sse:n. and hiS new logic has led 

people to take him at hiS word~ The fact that Ru.ssell 

usuculy oilly referred to Bradley when discussing the 

tmistaJ.ten I theo;cy of rela-bions also reinforces the belief 

that it Was only in this matter that Bradley Was significai.1.t 

in w.ssell t s dewelopment. This is further l'einforoed by 

the fact that RUssell is known to be ver-! free in 

aokr;J.owledging intellectual debts, CLYld yet he almost never 
J:. admi ts ~Jl1y debts to Bradley., I That Russell did not thin1',: 

very highly of Bradley! s system call also be der-lved easily 

*E.g" ML.lh1:Loson!-?j.c~l kvelc?'I?m~n~, p" 54; Eh11~Y._QJ. 
l.~.112!-1i2!, p c 1 2 ; G!-lc~Q1.~ .. §.._p.f hlathem~~, po 221; .!lP.: g.~lliQ.~ 
Q.f..J:11il 0 ~oJ2~ ~ p. 263, among ve l'"'Y ill any 0 th e TS c 

:f A rare exception is to be found in IlLogic al Atomism 11 

(Ij~.gic>,,§P{LK~Q.Yl'~eil.g_2, ed" :R.C .Marsh, po 324-): "At C8mbl'idge 11 

I read Mro BradiLeyf s ~.Q.g}Q., which influenced me profoundly. 



from his general histories of philosophy. Though!!~ 

9.1 .. -!ip.§., W~~i2 and ~J)utlJ,ge 9.!._;fhUosoJ2hy afford a few 

(highly c riticaJ.) paragraphs to Bradley ~ the be-l;ter known, 

and supposedly more compl"Chensi ve ~to..!'L..ot Wes,j.~:Q1 

Pill:J..Q.~oI?hX does not expOU,l1d hiS system at all, but only 

refers to 11j.111 once or -Gvvi,ce in passing, when discussing 

the Works of other philoBopherso 

3 



I~ THE EX~ENT OF THE BRI\.J)LEy~ruSSEIJIJ nFrI.;jRI\C~PION. 

Tb.8:'G Russell should not have thongb,t; it worth while 

avowing any signifj.c ant intellec-GucCL debt -to Brad,ley may 

oome as a surpxn.se -to readers of theLe cO:l:.':J:'6spondence., In 

a letter of 1907 s for :i.nst8,nce~ we i'j.n8. Hu.ss(;J.l say1ng to 

J3radley: 

m 11 -, . f' T ' , . -[ -1 1: f' ni.. YOU parnon me l .... __ say "'G[I.a·r; . . .. 6[;J,rn ~ In.ore :.rom 
you.I" vvorks than from those of any o-I:;her philosopher 
of our time, and that in ceastl1g to at<ree With your 
system I b2nre not lost any, tlo::ction of .... tl1.e hig'h J:esl)eot ", l.l,; Which I have always felt for your -thought? 

It is tru.e that Russell Was reply:i..:ag to a letter in 

whj.oh Bradley bC'td addressed similar pleasal.'ltries to RtlSSells> 

and thus vYe may say that the above Was onl~y- a product of 

Russell f s good manners c It WOUld, indeed~ se6m that Rl.lssell 

Was not entirely sel"ious9 sinoe he aJ.so olaims to have 

learn:t more fr'OID GoEeMoore than from anybody else,. 8,nd he 

Was Willing to lli81<;:e ~\.§. claim publiO.. But if he \Vas not 

entirely seriouls~ a brief look at the val"'ious ways in Whioh 

Brad.ley I s dootl'ines oame out in RCl.ssell! s worlr Will prove 

that he shOUld have meant every wo::cd; 

Posi ti ve 'Influenoes 

(i) BX'adley's Heject:Lon of Psychologism 

Before Brad.ley' s t:ime~ er;,lpiricists did not oarefully 

distingu:Lsh philosophy and psychology ~ as modern students 

of philosophy atL--e ul"ged to do 0 The basio tenet of emp irioism 

Was that, as a matter of conti..."1gent fact, all the ideas 

4 
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Which a man can have are derived, ul t:Lmately, from his 

experience. NOi'y'l this led them to consider the core of 

philosophy to be a desc riptive science; the stu.dy of the 

cont.ents of thel mind" Bracl.ley would have 110ne of this; 

he produced a hitter renullcj.ation of 'psychologism I ~ a. 

rejection which has had a profound and lasting effect upon 

philosophy in gieneralo It j.s Ru.ssell, moreover, perhaps 

more tha.'1 any o:ther philosophers that has reaped the benefits 

of the attack OIn traditional ernpil'icism. 

Brad.ley argued s extremely successfully $ that 

philosophy is not cono e :ttled with ideas q}J.§ psychologic al 

el1tj~ties, but o,u .. ly With ideas inasmuch as they have 

I Signification t ~ or meaning c But meaning, he argued, is 

no·t; to be eauat;ed With the actual contents of the mind~ _ ;l. v 

ThiS, it may bel noticed, has led to the fixation of contemp-

oraI'y philosoph:ers 'with meanings; it Was Bradley that first 

drew the attention of oontelr'Jporary philosophers to the 
,l~ 

importance of m:ea'Yling/1 <:~,l1d he deservE)S much ox'edi t for the 

fact. BuJIj the influenoe of this upon Rv.ssell Was also 
"'" 

prof01..U1d o His Work centred around meanings; logic81 a-COmiSID. 

Was the working-out of a p2.rticular theOl"",)! of mealling~ and 

the theoxy Q,f descriptions Was concerned With meaningsc .A.nd 

~~ 

~ Note that Frege shared Bradley I s honour of orig:Lnally 
emphasis:Lng mea:nj.rJ.g; but Fl'Gge Was not read until the 
direction of pl1)ilosophy had already been changed, Whereas 
Bradley Was read Widely 0 
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Russell also benefited from Bradley I s teachings on this 

pain t by using tbe positive aspeo ts of his ViO 1~1;;: concerning 

meanings to .!:.~~l)..d the tarnisJ:1ed empir'icism" D. Fopears 

has argued 2 that Russell's greatest achievement '1Vas the 

reoonstruotion of empirici.sm wi.thin a logioal, not a 

psycho1ogical~ fra111eworko In so dOing, he Was heavily 

dependent; upon Bradley" J?irsts he had to absor'b Bradley's 

complaints conoe:t'ning the psychologi.ca1 approach~ these 

oomp1aints being founded on its lack of intel~st i.n meaJ:1il1.g$ 

and then he made use of the new' involvement with mean:i.ng to 

reconstruct empiricism~ This Was achieved simply by arguing 

tb,a:t;$ l'ega~cdless of What the contents of the mind may as a 

matter of fact be~ meaning cem only b3 attached to them by 

refe:-cence to that With which We O8..n be acquain.ted" Meaning 

is only attache:d by refel'ence to the world; a person can 

on.ly understand tho mearLixJ.g of a word vj.a this reference. 

This produced aJll empiricism Which has been highly feculld~ 

and is also mone defensible than its psychologieaJ. 

predecessoro rlbeJ:.'8as the lattel" Was based merely on an 

all eg,ed contingent fao -f.:;, Wl.dch though probably true, is not 

at all easy to substantiate$ the former Was based solely on 

meanings of terlD.1S, 8.l1d th1..u3 on a logical baSiS" 

But a' fev{ words Would not be out of p1a6e at thiS 

point concerning Bradley! s attitude to I psychologic.al J 

empiricj.sm, since it j.S veJ..."Y easy to misinterpret him on 

this poi1rc? a pOint which~ moreover, turns cut to be quite 



7 

CTu.cial in his wo:ck. Bradley Was by no means a ra-tiol1alis-t;~ 

His opposition to the empi.ricists was not an opposition to 

their :[l.mdamen-tral belief concerning the souroes of knovnedge~ 

but rather 8.l'1 apposi-tion to their whole approaoh to 

philosophy.. It Will be argued later that Bradley I s whole 

system was heavi.ly dependent upon the baSic assv..mp"t;ion of 

psyohologioal empirioism:; that all our kno\vledge is derived 

from exper:Lence cOll this point, he was probably more 

empirio ist; th8.J::), the px'ofe~3sed empirioists .. 

(ii) Particular Logical Influences 

to be a great opponent of traditional logic 0 He was 

oertainly not prepared to acoept that -I;he log:Lo of his day 

Was a finished seier-we, ana he expressed his views on the 

subjeot very strongly i,l1{leed" A delightful exam.ple ox the 

tone of his rejlectj~on of the tradit iona~ logic is the 

following~ whioh Was oono erned with the aSSU.l11ptj.on that all 

inferenoe depends on a major premiss: 

Begotten. by 8.."1 old metaphysioal blunder, nourished by 
a""'senseless choice of 8xC'J1lnles, fostered by the stupid 
conserva;tis\n of logioiEU1S; .... and proteoted by· the 
impotenoe olf yormger' 1"1 vals ~ thls chimaera has had a 
good deal more than its day. Really dead long sinoe, I 
C8J:1 haJ:,dly !beli~ve tha.t it stands out for more than 
decent bux'ial. :3 

Bradleyt s abnegation of traditional logic WaS not 

OOnC81"'lled sol ely with its detailS 0 His consideration of 

the view' that aill deductive inference is of -the syllogistiC 

form :Ls full of the bitterest saora, and we find him arguing 
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succ essf'ully that it c01).1d cover only a few types of 

infel"'ence~ and does not possibly cover relational inferenoes o 

This is certaj~uilY' of b:Lstorical interest in the development 

of Russell's views 0 Russell tells Bradley, j_u a letter of 

1922: "Your 1~9.gj£ Was ver:l nearly the first philosophica~ 

book I read cax-efvJ_ly, nearly thirty yea;rs ago, ~md the 

admiration Which I fel t ::for it has never diminished~ It We 

aJ..so know that 1:0).sse11 £1--1\ :-cead the b:.9.Bd£. With great care~ 

since extensive notes on it are to be found j.n the Russell 

AJ."Chives o The 'corv.sca:liing attack on traditionaJ.. logic could 

not have faile3J to have had an effect on him 0 Bu·l~ we know 

that Russell pl.ayed a vital part in the reconstruction of 

logic" Bradley does not deserve to be overlooked in thise 

One aspect of the invective against "I:;raditional 

logic~ a particulaJ. ... ly Sigl1ifj.cant one for thiS paper, Was 

Bradley's :reject:Lon of the asslJ.mption that all pJ.'"'opoEl itio:':1S 

are of the subj1ect-predicate f011110 What, he asks us, can 

this analysis m;a}{e of s1).ch propositions as "A and Bare 

eCiuallt or Ilther'e is a sea-serpent!!? Naill Russell maiie a 

very great degl of this pointe Not only did he base a ver-y 

frui tful logi.c of relatj.ons on it, but he also grounded a 

rejection of the bull>: of precedinG metaphyical systems on 

its including!} ironically? Brad.ley's oWn systemo It; may 

well be that Bradley reintroduced the assv.mption that all 

propositions ar:e of the subjeot-predica-lie . fo:cm into his 



9 
~!,." 

system in a new form, ;>'1," but the significant reasons for -I;he 

rejection of :Lt: in its s"tanda.:cd f01T.t1~ the form which really 

conoerned fusse!ll, can virtually all be fov..nd in Bradley f s 

wo:ek e .f 

19.,g:L.Q. was -'chat the besot vIray of 81181.YS:l.ng universal state-

ments, i"e" such statements as IlaJ.l men are mortal", is in 

te~1lls of a hYpothetical o Now Russell tellS us in hiS 

progress in log:io when he realised that statements such 

as "So'cra-tes iSI mOl~tal II aTe very different from. statements 

suoh as "81.1 mein are mor-tal ll
, and that the latter is really 

a disguised hypothetical: This becomes fund8menteJ. in 

RiJ.ssell's new logio. In M:.~PoDp~however9 he olaims his 

SOU:['00 of this to be the Italian sohool of m8:thematics~ in 

spite of the fect that i-t had been clearly stated in Bradley's 

kQ&.:L9~D Notes on it uC),d been made by RU.ssell in 1894, far 

before he had oome aeross the Italian school o 

Allied to this point is the point that the logical 

fo:n:n of a statement may be vel7 different from i-'cs 

gr81mn8:'-l;ical fonn~ and may be disguised by ite It is this 

realiZation which is essential. to the theory o.f descriptions~ 

and Which set the tone of analysis fa r R\.lssell ~lJ.1d his 

successors., BU"G --t;his very irnportan:b 1)oint can be found 

~,~ 

j'I'The assumption that all propositions are of the subject--
predicate fOlm 1;Yi11 he:c6after be referred to as Ilthe S-p 
as smn p t j.o n I; 
4 Tb · J.lS will be further disoussed in sec tions 3 and 40 

. IT· 
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clearly in Bradleyf s ~..Qg1Q." In -the first chap-ber~ he clearly 

diffe rentiates lthe two, say5 ng~ 

By the subject I mean her'0 not the uJ.timate subject, to 
,;Vhich the whole ideal content is referred, but the subject 
which lies within thf):t; oOl1tent~ in other words, the 
&L~~n~~~£§!l subjectG~ 

The above-mentioned point, that; all statements are 

"2'8aJ..ly'l disguised hypo the tic aJ.. s is a demonstration of the 

fs.ot that Br"adley diffE!reU tiated between the logical and 

grsmma;l;ical fOl1tr1 of propositions and so does his point that 

N.J" propositions are elliptical~ that IIgrass is green ll is 

really a prOIlosIi. tton of the form Ilthe wor"ld is such that grass 

is gx'een u • It is finally emphasised~ most clecu'lys in his 

discussion of the negative judgemente Having argued tha"'c all 

judgements are Of the World as a Whole, all attribute some-

thing to the Yiloll."ld as a 'i'iholeji Bradley had some pr-o bleIns 

concexning nege"tive judgements, because they do not seem to 

fit his analysis a-t all. !tThere j.s no round square H does not; 

seem to be about the World -taken as 0 whole at all" Now in 

dealing With this, Bradley siruply states that We are misled by 

the grammatical form of the proposi tiono The logj.cal fOl"m, he 

tells us is: liThe wor::Ld is such that it eXcludes tbe posSibil­

""" i ty of roundness and squa:reness being conjoineLL Ii 

Now a.g atLn 9 it may be argned tha-t Russell deri vea. the 

point about the grammatical form being very different 

from the logicaiL i'oxm by r ,9ading F:rege, but it can. onoe 

more be 2'eplied that Russell read~ and seems' to have 

understood, Bradley's point on it long before he x"ead J?rege .. 
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The foo -I:; that hie abso rbed t1 e point is shown luminously by 

his notes on the I>.oL:i& .. 

(iii) C ons-'cTuc tions 

Bradley had taught, in the Lo &.i£ , th.at many o.f 

tbe so-called entities of eommon sense and science are 

nothing mor'a than constructions of the intellect" Russell 

took this over and made a grezrt deal of i t¢ The theory 

of descriptions saW the stal"'-t of bis approach to Itlogical 

constructions";. here? he sllOwed that if vie can analySe 

phrases such as lithe golden m01,ll1tain l1 in such a way that 

it is unnecessacry to postulate au entity for the phrase 

to denote. in order to be meaningful, it is urmecessar>J to 

assmne that it does eXist? it can be treated, rathel", as 

a constll..wtion e Thus, in :9.ccordance with Ookh.s.m 's l~azor, 

Ru.ssell refuses to accept the eXistence (or subSistence) of 

such f entities I " In follOWing yea:cs, Russell usea. the 

approach frequently to economise ontologically" He tr~ied 

to show~ for instance, that substances, the self, poj-nts in 

spaoe, and instants in time, need not be treated as eXistents, 
,.,P 

but can be adequately anaJ.~rsed as logical constructions out 

of other, alreatl_y known enti tiese Fairly late in hiS 

career, he also argues that many of the \'en ti ties I which 

sc ienc e makes use of, such as atoms, neutrons II and so on, 

are themselves logical COllBtrlJ.ctions, and not actual 

eXis tents G Interestingly enough, it Was eXac tly on thts 
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questj.on that Brradley made most of the notion of logieaJ. 

constl"'Uotion~ In the JJo_gj&.~ he had argued that the wOJ.:'ld 

of so ienee is by no means the real world, a-[;oms~ etc c bej.ng 

no more than usefully introduced l1otions G He ends his 

disoussion of them with the l,mforgettable passage: 

That the glPJ::"Jr of this world in the eua is appearanc e 
leaves the Yi'orld more Glorious? if vve feel it is a 
show of somij;! fuller splen(l.our, but the sensuous curtain 
is a dec.e-otion and a cheat. if it hides some colourless 
movement of atoms, some spectral woof of :i1npalpable 
abstraction~c or unearthly ballet of bloodless 
categorj.es .. 0 

The Negative Influences 

Not only is Bradley of importance to Russell in 

p:coviding him with philosophical tools, arid in POSj.tj.vely 

influencing his philosopl'"lYj; but he is also of importanoe 

j.naslTluch as it Vilas the rebellj.ol1 against Bradley Vl1)j_ch 

gave direction to Russell' H worke Professor Passmore has 

argued i.u a recent paper 7 that Logical Atomism is almost 

a direc t product of l~J.sselJ. 1 s x'eactions to Bra<:.lley 0 Now 

we know1 fl"OlTI Rutssell's aul:;obiographica.l 'Narks, that he 

detested monism; that he fEllt it to be intellectu8.l1y 

suffoC8,ting~ His early wo:ck has been pl"esented~ by Husse~l 

himself$ as set up in consc:ious opposition to monism~ 

Passmore eXplo~CE}S the relations between the two philosophers 

briefly ~ and comes to tho conclusion that ilLogic aJ. Atomism 

ends up by being a kind of diffl"arJted image of BradleYe II 8 

He uses the analogy of the conversion of a comrnuuist -to 

make his pOint: 



A fonner colr.illlunist is not uncommorD.y converted into 
an anti-comtnunist of (iuite exceptional virulence, 
Who contil1ul3s to deploy in the interests of his new 
cause the cpntroversial :r."'€cklessness, the pa;ranoid 
suspiciousl1ess~ Which he learnt from his es ... r'lier 
teache l"S 0 He may beCOIl'le a convert to a mox-e bigoted 
sort of Homan Catholicism, but he will seldom end 
his days as a model of tole:r.'ance 8l1d liberal:L ty" 9 

13 

No'iV in :spite of the injection of personal prejudices, 

Passmore msJl:es hiS point perfectly clear. The idea is 

that th01igh Bussell may have adopted a view v/hioh is 

12£:lm§....£.?tc.ie at the opposi-te extreme to Bradley~s monism~ he 

nevertheless remained~ in some respects, very close to 

Braclley.. Passmore 'suPl)Orts the view, that Hussell and 

Bradley are really closely allied, partially by mentioning 

a few of the sha:cod 10gical inSights, whi.oh have already 

been mentioned in thiS sectionr. But hj.s point is made 

more strongly when, ttl showing that Russell f s viewpoint 

Was ostensibly the polar o:?posite to that of Bradley, he 

shows tha-!:; they have similar problems. That the positions 

~ polar opposites Was livell supported. in Passmore I s paper ... 

For instance, in Bradley's system !I we find that the most 

general of judgl3ments are the mos-1:; satisfac tory, Since 

they are more comprehensi VI':;, are less of ilabstr'actions If 

than partic1)~ar judgements Q Particular judgements commit 

the great sin acco rding to Bradley 1 s system, since such 

judgements, more than any other~ mU-'Gilate the unity of 

-the Whole •. Russell. provide::; the complete antithesis of 

this view c }I'or him, an atomic judgement~ such as I!this 

is red 11 is the most satisfactoJ:.:y; the more general the 
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judgement, the less satisf'3.CtoYy it is considered o Al1. 

allied contrast be-tivVeen their views is that for Bradley ~ 

a judgement is most trv.e when it points towards tbe whole 

cohering system into Which it enters, When it is presented 

as closely knit vYith the Whole" For Rnssell, 011 the other 

hand, the more atomic the ,judgement, the mOl'B isolated 

the s.Jc.8:te of affairs to Which it pOints, the better. 

Now 13radl ey soon reached the conclusi,on that 110 

judgements are .t3t"~ \lui te gener-al enough to adequately 

repl"'esent the absolute. All judGements, he believed~ 

t ' "i f '\.!- ,.,. "t mus - 09 guJ.,.I..:'Y (I: aDS"Grac-e:wn, Slnce elren -ene mos - general 

of judgements .must a-ttr:L bute something to the absolute, 

and yet in so 0.(1)i11g, they oaxmot fail to mutilate the 

unity of the Whole$> Since they d:Lffererl'tiate the p:cecu.ca;t;e 

from the subject~ On the other hond, R1ssell had the 

problem that no judgement ever seemed to be quite atomic 

enough t since t1iley always seemed. to imply other propositions 0 

For e.x2 .. mples rejection. of an apparently entirely atomic 

proposition such as 11-1:;h1s 18 l~ec1!l Will involve the rejection 

of other propositj.ons, such as "this is the same colour 

as that objec-l.;!t l'I which shoWS -that it really is 10.9) so 

independent as Was thought" Their vi.ews being both 

eX-ti:r-emes on th1$ question, both met with the problems 

of extr-emity (, 

Passmore jX.1.cludeo. in his paper an attempt to 



unders-te..nd !.'!:In: Russell should have reCluired such a strange 

posi tion as tha1t~ of logical atomisl1l e ill.s conclusion is 

that Russell Was so much in fear of monism that he 0111.y 

felt safe from i-I:; when he could point to absolutely 

independent particulars e If he could do thiS, -then the 

World cannot be the type of unity 'Nhich monism demands b 

Now if Passmore is r:tgh t, then. Bradley's' system must have 

had a very str6Jn.g influence on Russell i,l1deed~ inspiring~ 

as it did, such a decisivereac-tion" ]?assmo:r:e's thesis 

Would have been. made a great deal stronger, also~ had he 

pr·OV:Lded. w_ssell's motive for thi.s react:1.0i.1G The motive 

is not hard to find 0 RUSSG11 spent his life in the search 

for cer'Gainty; ]16 seemed to want certainty above all else c 

His love of matfuema:bics \Vas one product of this desire. 

But monism denies thiS Cluest. To completely ul1dersts.lld 

any element of the world~ we must completely understand 
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the whole Worldj> and our i'ailure to achieve this means 

that we fail to achieve any complete i;ruths" ilgain, it 

has already been .. shoWn -that; for Bradley ~ even the most 

txv.e of judgemel1l.-Gs is still not finally true~ Since it 

involves the ab$traction of the predicate from the subject. 

It is no wonder that monism Was poison to RtJ.ssell! 

Now an eXpansion of Passmore I s thesis cov~d easily 

fill the l)ages 0:f a dlssertation consldering the inter­

actj~on of Russell an,a Bradley 0 Indeed~ a ooncentrated 



study of just -the positive inflttenoes of Bradley on 

w_ssell oould pJ.t>ovide many rewarding seotions. There is 

also rna-benal for a Subst8"utial disoussion of the Bradley­

Russell cOlrliro-v9rsy oonoerning the nature of trutho But 

the present author has deoj.d.ed not -[:;0 dWell on any of ~. 

these aspeots oi' the in teraction~, interesting though they 
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may be, btrt ratlier to give prominence to the dispute 

oOL10erning the cfuestj.on of relations" ThiS deoision is to be 

supported in the next seoti.on. 



2" THE IMPQRTANCE OF ~:LE QUESTION OF RELATIONS 

One reason for wishing to consider the controversy 

cOl1.cerning relations in depth is that it is the most 

1'7 

famous aspeot of the Russell--B:radley interaction, and it 

seems to be generally believed that the outcome of the 

dispute Was the defeat of Brad.ley's systern o This belief, 

hOWever, does n<j)t seem to be entirely due to an. acquaintance 

v;ith the detail$ of the dispute·, but rather to the fact 

that after the &.i~3pute!l Bradleyt s reputation gradually 

deolined, Whereas Russell's repu"!;ation soared. That faot, 

together \'1i th the faa t that the dispute is apparently one 

conceraing logi¢, a study Whioh Russell greatly ~11proved: 

inevitably gi ve$ the impression that Russell must have 

scored a ser:LoUlB bloW against Bradley .. Indeed, Russell has 

often claimed -i:;1l1at it was his 'disoovery of the err'or t 

concexn:Lng rel8,tions that made him reject the Whole idealist 

schOOl. If we find that hiS claimS are Well founded, then 

a conSideration of hiS discussion of relations Will have 

been extremely rewardi.ug .. 

It j.B W(f)ll known tJ:18:t; the controversy concer.ai.ng 

relations involved a dispute about Whether relations are 

flintemal ll or: Uexternal'l, but· it is not at all well known 

What this dispu-l.:;e aotu2J.ly is", Oue of the most confUSing 

aspeots of the \!Vhole disoussion. o:f the doctrine of internal 

relations is the faot that the combatants never agreed 
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upon a cleal"-cu1!:; definit:Lon of ito As we proceed in this 

paper, the <l uestion of de £Jl.ni tj.on will often be reoonsidered; 

muoh depends up¢n it.. At ~I:;hj.s point, a wo:eking definition 

of the doctrine shall be p~C'oduced~ the relevanc e of whi.ch 

Will become cle~rer' as we oontinue., 

relations ll is defined as lithe view that all .relations are 

properties ofs <Dr dependent for their eXistence on properties 

of~ thei.l'"' relat$ ... * To puti it another- way, "all relations 

are a part; ofs; 0r grounded in, the nature of the relata" 

(Where IIn .e;ture'l is used 8..'3 a blanket tenu to oover- the sum 

total of proI)e 1"ties of a thing at anyone time). What I 

have in mind in th:Ls definition can be eXplained by meanS 

of an example e Consider the .relation of similarity which 

holds bet'i'veen cl':Lcket baJ.l A 8..:0.0. cricket baJ.l Bo Some Will 

say that this rE$lation is "in te rna.]. t! inasmuch as cricket 

beJ..l A sj..mply has the .12.l..Q:pe~ of being similar to B, just 

as it h8.,8 the property of roundness" Thus~ the relation 

can be seen as l~part of the nature of!!, or apropert;y of, 

crioket baLl A" others, however, 'Will say tha:b the 

relationsh1p is internal? :not bee ause relations themsel ve s 

are aotuE'J.ly properties of the relata, but beoause their 

eXistenoe is er:t:'direly dependent upon properties of the 

relata.. The rela:tionship of: s:lmilarity, they Will say, 

is purely a produot of the i'act that both balls are 

.... ~e. 
"1'The lIdoctr:Lne ,of external relations ll simply denies the 
doctrine of int6r.nal rel·ations, and thus need.s 110 sepal~ate 
definition .. 



spberical, red? hard to -the touch~s·l:ii·tcb.ed , and so fortho 

Now thiS defi.nl tion of the doctrine of internsJ. 

relations may be surprising to some 0 The actual nature of 

the internslity-extenlfility dj_spute between Rassell &'10. 

Bradley is Ii tti1e };:nown 9 a.Yld some may find it hard ·t;o 

believe that thelY ltv-ere conc1eJ:ned with the Cluestion of 

whether relations are part iQf:, or aJ."9 grot.1Uded :i.n, ·lihe 

nature of the relatao But Ru.ssell makes it: perfectly 

clear that this j.,s the case in his paper "On the Nature 
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of TJ.'V.th 1i s, particularly in :its reprinted and alteJ'-'ed version~ 

published in an anthology of essays and entitled: "The 

MonistiC Theory Of Truthllo Quotations shOUld make thiS 

eVi.:3.ent: 

The doctrines we have been considerj.ng may sll be 
deduced from one central logical doctrine~ Which may 
be eXpJ.,,€0sed thus: I every relation is grounded in the 
nature of the related terms. I Let us call this the 
§C.iQ}lL.12.Un~"£ll.@J._Y;.€.la:tLQl1"§'o If this axiom hOlds~-'the 
fao t that t1,VIj) teJ:Y'Js have a certain relation implies 
compleXity i.n each of the. two objects, ioe o it j.nlI)lies 
something i,n -the n9,tu:ces~(i: of the two objects, in 'ilirtu.e 
of which they have the relation in <luestion. Aoco J."ding 
to the opposite view, which is the one I advocate, the~ce 
are such facts as that one 0 bject has a ce:ctain relatj.on 
to Kr}.O the r:;- ~.l1d suoh f8.0 ts cannot in general be J:-educed 
to~ or inferred from, a fact about the one object only 
together Wj:t11 a :fact about the other object only~ crlhey 
do not iml)ly that the two objects have any complexity, 
or any j~'),trjln.sic property distinguishing them from tVlO 
objects iNhioJil do no·t; have the rela;'eionc 10 

The next quotation sho,\YS that Ru.ssell ·took some 

car>-) to differentiate the two disjtLucts of the o.efin1 tion~ 

---------------".,-,-----
':'J,( • h' 1 ""&1.ssell uses the viord 'nature' in the same "Nay J.n W J.C.::I. 

I use it, as is shown by. his disoussion of the wo::d Which 
shortly follo~vs this q1).ot8;l;ion~ V" Philosophioal Essays,p..,14A. 



Let us 11110 VI :reconsj_der more closely the meaning of 
the axiom of internal relations., .. E> We have, to begin 
with9 two possible meanings, according as it is held 
that every J,"elation i.s really £2ns~i tutE;i:l, by the 
nattl:r€s of tbe terms or tbe whole which they compose, 
or In,erely that every relation has a g~O\):q.1 in these 
natv.re s '" 11 
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Bradley"gJ.so, Was concerned with the doctrine of 

internal relations as it bas been defined, but we sh2u.l have 

to wait until we consider his texts to be aSS1.1red of this 0 

Having indicated the nature of the internal-exter:Q.s.l 

dispute $ it shou.ld be pointed out :i.mr.a.ediately that the 

dispute concerning it by no means :irmned:La-t";ely includes all 

·lihe rcmrific ations of the Ru.ssell-··Bradley controversy 

cono en1ing rela-elions" There is discv.ssion not just about 

Whether relations are !tinternru l1 or Ilexternal f1 but also 

abou'!:; Whether al1[y relationaJ. soheme can be satisfaotory 0 

There is also a debate concerning whether relations are 
.. '; 

resl~, actual el,ements of the external world, or vibether 

they are merely products of our organiSing faculties.. The 

dispute between Russell aJld Bradley certainly does stray 

to these levels, but the fact is not al'Nays entirely expl:Lcit~ 

nor is the reason \v1!~ it shOUld stray -to these levels" 

Russell alWays i:;J:101).ght that the reaJ.. dispute, the central 

dispute, concerned just the internality or externality 

~f; 
The word llreall! is at presel1 t being used to r-efer to that 

Which is an elemient of the universe independently of a 
perceiver" Whetber this is an adeo ... uate defil1i tion is one 
of the pOints at issue, and it is thus only a working 
definition, subj!ect to e'"lteratiol1 as we cOl1.tim.:te& 



of relatiollS e ln a letter of 1910, when the discussion of 

relat:ions had been continuing for some time between them, 

Russell wrote to Bra.::lley: 

It seems to me that thel Cluestion of exten1aL. relations 
is the one V'fb.ich dominates all others 0 Much of v.,rhat 
you say appears to me -tio assume that ther'8 are no 
external J~lations e " .. 1.2 

Bradley <j on' the ot1:l.er hal1d~ Was by no means 

convinced "i:;hat this Was the real issue" F01'" him, more 

important questions 'were V'lb.ethe:c. any relati.onal scheme can 

be satisfactory~. a.nd whethe~r relations can be accepted as 

real ~ In a leJGter replying to Russell~ he expresses his 

vieWpoint thus~ 

IIIn the first pl ace you. se em to me to aSSUl.rte that it 
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j.s a question between i.nterflal and exten1al relations ~ 
You do not asJ.>;: Whether a relation.al scheme is satisfact-, 
o"r'J,. You appear to assume that it iso) But j.s this not 
a verj' large assumption? I have been fo:rced to the 
conclusion -uhat ~ir'ly relational scheme b1.'6aJ.;;:S down even 
in i tseli'o 0<> 13 

But Russell Was not; entirely insenSitive to Bradleyts 

opinions In his reply to B.radley I s letter, he showed that 

he thought that he coUld me~et the pOints about relations 

being unreal~ and any relat;ional scheme being uXl.sa-~isfacto:cy, 

basically by rejecting the doctrine of internal Y~latioJ:1s., 

Firs-c$ he noted that it wa::;: the. view that any relational 

scheme is ll.llSat±.si'actory ~ because they are all seli'­

contl"adictorJ ~ vthich led Bradley to the view that relations 

ar-e unreal, sinoe nothing E:elf-contradictory can eXist in 

re8J.i-ty" But he also felt that the argu.Jl1ents for the seli'­

contradictory nature oi" relations wer'e based on the 



doctrine of intem18.l relations, . and would. not follow if 

thiS were re fu teid e RLlssell therefore thou.gh t that he 

could. proti tably discuss the whole problem by cQnsidertng 

only the question of the internaJ..i ty of relations" 

Hussellalso did not often eXplj.c j:tly attaclc the 

view that relations are un .. real, simply because he felt 

that he could not take it seriously. The:; author believes 

Hussell to have made 8. mistake here, that the question of 

"lihe II r e8.1ity" o.f relations is the central one, and shot:Qd 

not be pc',ssed OVTer lightly. But this does not by fmy 
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means mean that the i~lternali ty-externality conflict is 

unimportant" Fdr one thing~ the doctrine ·of internal 

relations Which Bradley held Was in.timately tied up with 

his doctrine of the unreeJ.ity of relations/) Not only might 

the la"tter depend on the .fo:rmer~ but they were 8lso two 

aspects of on.e plositive theory of x'elations Which Bradley 
1l held,,r .... Bv:t evenj.gnol'ing this pOi.nt~. the question of the 

intel'"11atity or etxter!l.8J..ity of relations is very import811.t 

in its oWn rigb."b; some of the appa~cent consequences of a 

dec:j..sion are the follOWing: 

First, i:f there are such things as extemal relations, 

if some enti"!;ies l enter into relatiionships which demand 

nothing from them, which are not founded in their oWn 

.. :::;;M' 

li'\:' This vVill be substantiated as \<le continue e 



natures, then it seemed to· Russell's contemporal"ies that 

Hegelianism must be rejecte':L Hegel t s system demands that 

reali ty i.s through-and through a ratj.onal system.. But if 

relations are external, it seems the universe is 
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~. 

impenetrable to reason, since there Would be "brute facts" ..... ~ 

On the other hand~ if we accept the doctrine of inter:.flal 

relations in the form of the .first element of the 

dis junc tiQe definj. tio11, tha-t; rel.ations are a part of the 

relatas then a .degree of monism must be accepted" All the 

rela;t:Lons of an e11ti ty Would be part of its nature, and 

thus 9 to really understand that ent;ity, al1 i.ts relations 

Would have to be recogl1j.sed" But of courses every entity 

is related to e-Ilery other entity, even if only by the 

relations of similal~i ty and difference., m· ..L.t1US 1 fully 

understandi.ng the nature of anyone thing Would nGcessi.tate 

an understanding of its relations to the entire universe" 

If relations are all parol; of the nature of the· relata, then 

-I.;he elements of the World all fit -together into a coherent 

system; each en-'~:Lty fllls that place in it Whioh is 

determined by i-~s nature; the world could be seen as 

something of a vast jigS8Yl pUZZle, inasmuoh as each 

elementinterlooks compl~ate~.lY, by its very na-bure , to make 

up the Whole .. 

But fur·~hermore, if relations are internal, then 

. w.ssell' s "pieoemeal'! appro2tch to philosophy could not 
.---~.----""""-------.----. 

ik This Will be c;onsidered on.. page 61" 



possibly succeed.. We could not; advance in philosophy by 

discussing a s:m~.nl problem firs-I;, solving -tbat, and m.oving 

on, bulldw,g up our knowledge in easy steps, by adding 

one new fact to those already gained" If -the world is 

tUl interconnected whole, complete lr.nowl.edge of any part 

requil'ing knowledge of the whole~ then the piecemeaJ. 

approach Would be out of Ij.ue. Analysis, also, would 

falsify" When We break down complex wholes into their 

elements, and consider the elements in iSolations We mus-!;, 
. );~ .. if relations are mternal, necessar~ly give an account Which 

is less than adequate" We Would be chOOSing to ig:nore 

par-I; of the nat'llre of the telllls" 

Vie can. see, then, Why Ru.ssell felt the discussion 

of relations to be important; Why he felt i-I; vi.tal to deny 

the doctrine of j.nteri.1al rela-t;ions.. We can also see why~ 

When he had satisfied himself that he could falSify it, 

this Was of such moment in his philosophical. career.. p..nd 

yet Russell beli.eved~ j.n fac t, that a great deal more 

than even this Wlas at stake; to undex-stand this, however, 

we nn.lst first d:Dgress a little to understand that Russell 

eg,uatea the doctirine of intenwl relations with the 

assUI.Qption that all pr'oposi t:i.ons are of the subjeot-predicate 

-----------------------------_.--------------------------------
"*=Again, this iSI With referenoe to the .fiE disjunct of 
the disjv.ncti vedefinition of lIinternal 114 



In his M"p"D. 14 he states: -.......----
The aXiom of inte:cnal ::t'elations is" 0" eq,ui valent to Jehe 
assumption that every proposition has one subject and 
one pIBdic aJde • 

Similarly, in I'IJogiC a1 Atomism 11 15 he states: 
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Wha:\;9 then, can We mean by the doc·GJ.. ..... lne of external 
relations? Primarily t:his, that a r-elational proposition 
is not~ in general ~ logj~caJ.ly eel ui valent f01JItally to 
one OI' [nOrB ,su.bject-pr-edicate proposl-t;ions o ". this, 
and only this, is What I meaI.l to aff'inLl when I assert 
the doct:d.ne of ex-'cern2~1 x'elations. 

Tbis equation. may s·trike the 1'eader as odd" Why 

shOUld Ru.ssell squate the doctrine of· internal relatj.ons 

With What I shall l"efer to as lithe S-p assumption"? The 

:reason WoUld seelm. to be thts: One of the t'no mean.ilJ.gs so 

far given. to !!t11e doctJ:'ine of' internal relations It is that 

relations are pal"t of the natur-e of their terms~ a 

corollary of tD.:l:s is that 'ive omy need to look at the 

te:Cll1S in isolatjJon to discover the relation, if we are 

suff:i.cierri:;ly a..a.ept.. Bu'c if' we make the S-1' assl.J.llption, 

then relationalproposttions must be reducible to propositions 

Which assert a predicate of' a sub,jeot" Thus, relatiol!.-

words a.ra said -Go be logioally Similar, or reil:ucibl.e to, 

q ua1i ty-\Vo rD.s ., Then, making -tih e as Sl.h'U}/G:LOl1 that the 

tlvl tim ate fi s·t'J..'U.oture of language oorresponds to the strcwturG 

of the V:Torld$ 5:t folloWS -I:;hat relations are ontologically 

Similar to Clua1it:Les~ ox' ar'5 equivalent to q,ua1i ties" This 

Would mean that they "inhe.re Il :t.n their ~ce1ata& But: if 
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this is so, thelll they are part of 'the natu.re of the relata; 

those With suffic ten.t compc·?"\jence would only have to 1001{: 

at the relata im isolation to see the relation" Note 

caref'uJ.ly that at this point, when. Russell equates the 

doctrine of intex':nal relattons Yvith the S-.p assumption, 

he acts as though he is wOJC'king under the impressi.on that 

the doctrine says that relations al"e part of the nature 

of their relata. 

Having Eequ8:[:;ea. the doctrine of internal relations 

With the S-p as$1).mp·tiol1~ RtlSSell went on to attribute to 

it a oolossal ITLiUUber of ·erJC'oneous oonclusions" He believed 

that the S~·.p aS$1)lIt~otion Wa~~ quite mistaken 9 since .§£~ relai;.... 

ional propos i tions are ngt reducible to the S-P fo:rfD.., 

Thus $ he fel t$ at the same time ~ that ·the doctrine 0 f 

inter-11al relatidHls ViTas mistaken~ since he eClu8:ted the two 

views, and. also that it Was }.hi§. doctI":i..ne which undel"'lay 

a vast n1..Ul1ber of faJ.laciou£l sys-'tjems" Using the asyn:rmetric-

8.1 relation as 1ilis banner, he went on to make truly 

stu-oendous claims abou·!; th6i destw.ction Which he could 
"" 

Vlreak.. He claim,ed., in fact, that monadism~ monism, all 

philosop~ies of substance, all philosophies of the abSolute, 

and Kantianism to boot, are! all brought to rU.ins by the 

realization tha-'~ the S ... p assumption,io eo the doctrjne of 

intenlal relations, is false o To avoid dispute about 

whether the present commentator is overstating his case, 
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a IGW of Rl1ssell f s remarks on the matter will be presented" 

In lt~_P..h~..J.,o.sW.;,Y.:....Q..L1.~J,bl1:~ he states: 

The CluestiOlll of Whether all proposi tlons ax-s reducible 
to the subjec"ti.~predicate fo:cm is one of fu:ndamental 
j.ll1porta.nce to all philosophy ~ and especieJ.ly to a 
philosophy Which uses the notion of sv.bstance G For 
thiS n.o1:;ion~ as we shall see, is der-ivatj.ve from the 
logicaJ.. notion of subject and predica'te s 16 

110"~~ $ .<>;;:) C"-1.n. 

In the 1)elief that propositions must9 in the last 
an8.J.ysis Jl have a subject and a predj_ca:l:;e, I,eibniz did . 
not differ from his predecessors or from hiS successors .. 
J....ny philosophy Which uses either substanoe or the 
Absolute Wj~l be found!~ on i.i'lspection~ to de-oend on 
this belief.. Kant r s belief in an unknowable'" thing-in-. 
itself Was largely.due to the smue theoIY@ 17 

These oIDntentions are to be found repeated~ also $I 

I found" e e. tha-t. (I.Jeibn:Lz I s) metaphy~liO was explicitly 
based on t11$ doc·t:rj.ne that every proposition attributes 
a. predicate to a subject and(l>" c, that ev8:J.. ... Y fa..ct 
c ons:ts'lis of a substance having an attribute. I found 
that -[;he same doc-tirine under'lies the systems of Spinoza~ 
Bradley, ana Hegel~ 18 

We can ~ee, theJ:1~ Why Russell thought tha.t the 

question of rele:cions is "on.e of the most; important in 

philosophyfl" Rw.ssell's va~:3t claimS may perhapS be misguided~ 

but it is neveri:;;heless apparent that the discussion of 

relations is very worthy of an extended stD.dy.. The 

present autho:c believes, however, that w_ssell is streSSing 

of the importance of relations Was perfectly fair, and even 

that his discussion by no means made eXplicit all its 

im-oortant rarnifjLc atiol1s G When We tur'.a to a direc t 
J: 
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,consideration of whether relations are 1"'€8~, it Will be 

argued that en EJnOllYlOUS aJ.TI01J.l'1"G depends on a decisi.on 

concerning the l1[8.tter" It will be argued that if we accep·t 

the yiew that relatj.ons 8,1'e real elements of the world, 

then we mus'l; inevitably end up wi t11 a ve ry strange 

ontOlogy t< an ontology iVbicb must necessarily include the 

Ilsubsisten·~1J entities of the Plato-Meinong tradition", 

On the other hartd~ it will be a:egued that if relations are 

a product of OUF organising faCulties, then We must move 

to a strange l:lJstem suoh as that of T oIL Green, t;o a 

moni.sm, or a Kantian-type theory of the unobara.oterisable 

notUllena,; When Bussell said I1the question. of relatiol1Sis 

on.e of the mos·t; impor·tant i,n philosophy~' as most other 

issues turD on it II he Was s:pealcing very vviselyo 



3e SOME DETAILS OJ? THE IDSSELL":"BRADLEY DISPUTE conCERNING 

THE NATURE OF REI,ATIOUS. 

The deb2l.te on relations between Bradley and 

Russell is seJ:'iously cornpli(~a-:t:ed by the fact that neither 

really seemed tc fully understand the views of the other, 

so thai;· thej.r at·tacks on one another tended to be 

always follow Rllssell's train of thought is sho'Nn :Ln one 

of his lettel'S, in which hEl assumes that Rt:1.ssell tr.l.ought 

that ill relations are external; this vieWpoint Russell 

hastily disclaim-ea. Agciin, Russell thought, in a letter 

of 190'"1, that Bradley x'eally did not folloW his line of 

argurnent at all~ since he thought it necessary to tell 

Bradley that he did not think that only relations eXist, 

a very odd staYl.dpoint that RtJ.ssell Qertainly nevel.~ , 

accep"'ced" 1'0 b~ f'ai1"' to B:-cadley, however, there is no 

evidence in any of' his extant le·t;-teJ.."'S to show that he 

laboured under the impl."ession that this Was Russell t s view .. 

It is Russell! s coni'usiol1S concern,ing Bradley t s point of 

view~ though, which really do present difficulties to the 

comm.entator, Since to really understc:u1d the point of his 

Writings on r-el$.tiol1S~ We need to understand the view that 

Russell is Supposed to be refuting $ and yet it is far 

from clear that Bradley hel.d those Views which Rl..J.ssell 

attributed to him~ To overcome this problem, I shall 
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first present fiBiradley aceOl 'ling to Hussell Ii $1 and Hussell l s 

a-G-Gack on this character, and -chen when this has been 

completed., retUJ:ll to Bradley's writings on the matter to 

find his true pOlsition", 

(i) Bradley According to Russell 

In w_ssetLl' S wr:i. tings, Bradley appears to be 

somewhat schj.zophrenic c Much of the time, he was a very 

simple soul; thel basis of his eu"l;ire system Was the 

assuinptiol1 that all propoSi tiol1s are of' the subj ect-

predic ate fo rm, aYl assv.mption which is ~ Ro.ssell has .'Gold 

us, equivalent to the doctrine of internal relations" At 

other times, Br8Jc1.ley Was presented. as a much more subtle 

character" At the basis of hiS system \,Vas not Simply the 

S-p assvJ11ption~ but rather a belief th8;t all relations are 

~ei in their terras, that vlhenever a relational state 

of affairs is said to eXis-i:;, the relationsb.ip is dependent 

upon some complexity in the l.'elata, Some pl'opei~i'ies Which 

"anchorl! ito This Ilsubtle II Bradley Vias 8, much more chal-Y 

character in Rls13ell's wl'"'it:i.ngs; scarcely noticed at most 

times? he occ asionally app~~ars to rout the reader's nice 

need:; theories about the character under attack.. The author 

believes that the rare representation of the "sub-t;le II 

Bradley Was accurate, whereas the common representation 

of him as a simple-souled adherent of the S-P assumption 

Was a resu.1 t only of Russell ' s misinterpretations 0 I 



sh8J.l refer -to this latter c1:l8.l"acter, then, as ItRussell IS 

Bradley II, and shall consider him and Russell's objections 

to h:iJil, in this sec-tiion" 

Now W.ssel11 s Bradley Was an adherent of the S-p 

j~' J_ 

assum.ption~. and this assumptigl1 very soon led him to monism, 

as W.ssell has eXplained in his paper 110n the Nature of 

Truth ", which is his primary presentation of the objections 

to Bradley: If' all relati.ons are of the subject-predicate 

fonn ll then the proposition. "A j.S differel:rG flUID Btl IDUS-l:; 

be an. illegitimate proposi tion~ because the relation of 

diversity canno'li pOSsibly be I'educed to the subject-predicate 

'* form" ~(" J:1hi.s means tha-Ii diversity does not eXist in the 

eX-'Gernal world at all, and thus a very s-l.-;:rong fOl'm of monism 

appears to fo110lW.. We do not simply have a monism Which 

says that all elements of the World are related as they 

are to the res-cof the World by their very natures, but 

yle have a mordsffii Which says that really, the uni ve:r'Se 

can. only be adeqiuately conceived. as a complete unity, 

Since diffe:centi;atiol1 cannot exist in. reality.. There WoUld 

not even, in thi:s unity, be a differen:liia-liion in telms of 

subject and object~ or in temporal te:nns, since this Would 

invol ve the exisitence of the rela. tion. of di.fference in the 

*The argument which proves this is virtually identical to 
the a:rgmllent whiph f'ollovvs on po ?t4, conce:rl1:Lng the 
irreduc:lbili-ty olf as-jillme-trlcal r-elations, and so it Will 
not be rei terateid here" 



worldo"'i( This is inte1."esting$ Russell has noted that 

Bradley at times 5po]r.e oi' rlelations as 'L1.111:'ea1, and has 

formed a hY'Po-the~is about Why he should do 50" Thus, 

Russell thinks -Ghat he can see Why Bradley should have 

held a doctrine of in-'(iernal rela-lij.ons SJ and at the same 

t:uJle, a doctr-lne of the }}d:g;:~aJ.J.t~1.: of relatj.ons. 

Arryway g having supposedly isolated the heart of 

Bradley's system, HusseJ_l Wlent on to rejec·t; it.. This 

began by shOWing What sv_pports are possible for the 

doctrineS! and shOWing -Ghat they are not really good 

suppor-ts at alIa He deCided, in fact" -that there ax'e only 

two supports fo1.' the doctrine " other than that of logics,]. 

inertia, due to bli.nd aec eptanc e of the traui tiona}. logic, 

Which was supposed to make the assumptiono These two 

"supports II for the doctrine We:r.~e said to be the ls;\l'l of 

sufficient reason, and a logical mistake o Having found 

only these supports for the doctrine,. it Was not surpr-:ising 

that RlJ_ssell concluded that it Was fsJ.se ~ 

The laW of suf.ficient reason :i.s held to support 

the doc-t;rine of in:t;ernsl relations, on the grounds that 

it cannot be just a brute fact about a thing that jj:; has 

* This gave rise to the ode:: 
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tlIf it should be -'Ghat all relations are internal, 

We should have a situation infernal; 

All people you see, including you and me, 

Wov~d unite in. a totsJ.i ty eterL1aJ.., II 19 



a particular relation. The:re Il1l1.st; be, it is said" a 

sufficient reas<!)n \V11y it has -the rela:'cion, there must be 

something abou.-t the thing which accoun-ts for i -to Now 

Russell is right in ascrib:Lng -this defense to Bradley, 

even if the other tldefensel! cannot be attributed to him. 
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In note B of th$ appendiX to A.p1?~lE~D'£ llealj:.:!2l (A.8illo) 

the prinoiple is olearly to be found, stated as folloWs: 

Why this thing is here and not there ~ Vlha-I:; the 
conneotion is in the end between spa:cial position 
and the quaJ.i ty that holds it and is detell11ined by 
it remains mnknown" c" But ctny such irrationality 
and externaJ;.ity oanl1o-c be the last truth about thingse 
SomehoW thet'e must be a reason vvhy this and that appear 
together0" (J The merel;y exter.aal is, in short, our 
ignor8J:1Ce se-t up as rea.li ty .. 20 

Again? there is Bradley's sen-tenoe whioh Was q.uoted 

If -the terms from their inner nature do no-t enter 
into the re+a-l:iionship, then~ so far as they are 
conoerlled, they seem rE~latea for no reason at all, 
and as far as they are concerned, the relation seems 
arbitrarily made (> 21 

Russell does not go into the principle extensively 

in HOn the Natu:re of Tnlth n, . though he doe s consider it 

in Some detail in his £'111lf~~.2..RhY_ of Leoibill", Th:l..s may· not 

worry us; the pl'inciple of sufficient reason is not Widely 

respec·hed today anyWay", But i-I:; .shov~d also be noted tha-t 

it is far from Olear that even if' the prinoiple is accepted, 

it lends any sU}j)}?ort to the doctrine of in-GemaJ.. relations I) 

Even if there mu.s-t be a suffic ient; reas0.11 for everything 

being What it i$jl -this sufficient reason surely need no-h 



be fou...nd in pro}fer-ties of the relata" Why could the 

sufficient reason not be found elsewhere: in the purpose 

of God, for instance, or in the nature of the whole? Thus 

Russell Was right to have paid ,1i tone heed to the argument 

invol ving sufficien"t reasons 0 

Though .mussel1 could not show that Bra.dley ever 

used the argu.ment based on -lihe illogiCal 'mistake ", the 

arg1).ment is more interestj.ng thal~ that concerning 

sufficient reasol1$ because of the light it sheds 011 the 

natul'e of the iuternali ty-~ exter.c1eJ..ity dispute c The 

argurnen-G is exp:ttessed by Ru.ssell as follows: 
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"If A and B are related in a certain vtaytt 'j it may be 
said, "you m.ust admit that if they wel~e not so related 
they Would qe other than the;)," are ~ and that consequently 
-'Ghere must lje something in them Wh~2h is essential to 
their being related as they are ". 

Now Russell's brief' discussion of this argument 

has caused John Watling, Who spent many pages of his 

Bertrand RtJ,sseJ.l on it 23 a great deal of confusion., ---.. ..........----_._- , 
Watling is oue of the malJ.y commenta.tors to have. been 

befuddled by the: fac t that the e:x:pressiol1 "internal relat ions II 

is very far from univocal!> It is essential that some of 

the ambiguities 'of meaning are recognised before we can 

contL'1Ue With RlJJssell's (and Watling's) discussion of "the 

"logical mistBlce l1 • ' It is worth :eernember:Lng that A¢C EWing, 

in his ~_4.e_~lJE.ill..L_4: p_ri:;tiQ,?:l_§.~n~I~ went so far as to say 

-Ghat there are ten differen-b doctl'ines~ all of Which have 
-:.-:" 



been :ceferrei..'l. -bo~ at one tIme or other, by the defini-te 

dese ripti ve phrase flthe doc1~r:i..l1e of intertlal relations II G 24· 

Thus it is perhaps not surprising that commentators have 

frequently been ([';onfused When. -discussing flthe fl doctrine .. 

We have already not;ed one significant 8JJJ.bi.gui ty in 

the expression rtthe doc"i:i:t:'i.ne of inte:t'l1al relations!!.. This 

is due to the f2-'c t that some of the ti:rne, the phrase is 

used to Signify the view that relations are I1part of the 

nature oil! their telms, Cl.ud sometimes that relations are 

merely a result of some properties of their te~cmso These 

viei'Ys, nevertheless, were sufficiently close to enable 

the phrase to be defined disjunctively. But over and 

against these veJ1'Sions of tb.e doc trine is another, Which 

states -Ghat CllI -uhe relu'!;ions of a thing are ~~):rG:h.~ to 

j.t" We shall :refer to this as "the doctr:i.ne of il:1'''Cer11Cll 

relations (m.1J.:.!lber 2) ft. This is a very different doctrine" 

If We say that re1lations are propeybies' of their relata, 

or dependent for their eXistence 011 properties of their 

relata~ Vve are by no means committed to the vieW that they 

are essen ti2J.. The truth of the matter is that the -_ .. _----
expression 11interil.12J. rela'!:;ions II has been used to cover a 

vague inSight Which we might express precisely in a 

multitude of wayso The inSight is fairly accurately 

35 

ind:Lcated by the terra "internal II: it is that somehow, things 

are never il1di,f'feirent to the relations in which they stand.. 
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Now this insight 2..¥1 be expressed in -the 'ways that We 

have previouslY consi·dered, i" e ~ by seeing relations just 

as part of, or groVJ1ded lns> the nattu"e of their teXl1l.S, but' 

it can also be expressed in a much stronger fashion; than 

this, by saying that relations are actually essen tj.2J. to 

the relata; if eJ..l relations are essential, then certainly? 

things are no"b indifferent to their J."01ations! 

It is -thj.s latter dispute Which has been of chief 

inte~cest in recent years" It is" really a (lj.spu"t;e about 

Whether the ArtLsto·teliaYl essence-accident dichotomy is to 

Q.f ;P.hjJ".Q..~.QJ1-1].;z, the on.ly 'article on relations, but Which 

is enti"tled n Eelations, Internal and. External II, is solely 

concerned With the essence-accident distinction. That 

article never bother'S itseli' 'with the Cluestion of whether 

relations are like qualit:ies~ i.llaSmuch as they illhel'"'0~ or 

do not inhere j are groundea~ or are not groun.ded s in their 

relata; it is concerned solely With the questioi1 of Whether 

the Aris-!:;otelian essence-accident distinctj.on is acceptable" 

Thus its autho~t:9 R.M~Rort;y, oan state: 

We shaJ.l nbt always trouble to distinguish between 
diSCUSSions of' inten:u?J.. Q..~~.!~ an~ internal 
relations, since whatever doctrine a philOSopher holds 
ab?~:~ th~5fonner Will apply, mutatis mutEmdis ~ to the 
1 aT. t'vr~ 

But it is vital to observe that it Was gQ.] the 

latter dispute yV'hich Russell Was concerned vii the- Be Was 



concer.aed With the docdirine as it has been preViously 

(disjunctively) defined. This is shown often, and peJ:.'haps 

most clearly ill the Cluo JG8,iiions produced on page 18 of this 

thesis 0 I -Ii is also shoWn by the fac -b that when Bradley 

asked him to define the doctr::i.ne of interrlal :relations, he 

v.id so as foll~ws: 

The questidln as to What I mean by flexte:cnal ll is not 
altogether easy ..perhaps the best way to state the 
point is, JtL.~~ I do not think tha-t relatedness implies 
complexity .. 

Thj.s is a very neat way of expressing the mearJ.ing 

of the doctr_-ine as -it Vi,as ?lef-ine. r
' -in tbe f" rs-1• ,...J of' .J.. ~ ~ .J.. • U ..... _ _ J. IJ D a:~ G .. ---" 

the disjunctive definition. If a relation is part of the 

nature of a te1111, then when a telm has a certain J.:'elation~ 
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it must be complex; it cannot be ultimately a Siil1ple Q This 

could be eXprE;ssed diagrp.JILmatically.9 using circle s to 

r6pl"ClSent tel1uS $ and en'roV-ls for relations" Russell is view 

can be repJ:esented fair:ly adeCluately as folloWS: 

~~-----------------~ 

The terms, in othElr Vlords, do not have to be complex 

to be related; the rel8 .. tiol1. simply conjoins the two without 

being a part of the terms, or involving a part of the ten.o.s .. 

On the other h8nd~ the intern20. relations view W01.1ld be 

represented in the follovling manner: 



;;;-~I---' ---t':""Ci------+---.. 

Her-e, the relation actlJ.ally springs from something 

within the nature of the terms; ,the terJ11S are not 

indifferent to the r-elationship.. To put it another' way, 

relationship implies complexity" 
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The defini't;ion does not So neatly cover the second 

part of' the original (dis junc ti ve) definition, that :I:'el atiol1S 

are gro1).nded ilil the nature of their relatae It is quite 

alright if We accept a subst2J:lce theory": then$ relationsh:Lp 

must imply cOll11Plexity if relations 8.1'e a result of some 

propert;ies of 'bhe relata, since the l"elata must have a-iJ 

least one propGlrty. If~ hoW-eve].;", we reject the substance 

vieWpoint, and advocate, for instance, logical a-t;omism, 

i-t; Will not alWays work" Though it may work in many caseS$ 

it Would no"t; w0rk for the actual logical atoms: the 

relation of slluilarl-!iy whj.ch holds between tvvo logical 

atoms of yelloWness, for instance ~ could not be a result 
, 

of any c:.om.J?J.-~.?I~iJ.:z Wi thin their natures, since they are 

themselves s:l.mJPles o 

Now Watling believed that When RusselJ. conSidered 



the "logical mistake", he was concerned not wi-I;h the 

question of whether relatj.ol1s are properties of, or 

functions of properties of, -t;heir relata~ but wi-I:;h the 

view that relations are essentiaL to their te:rmso We 

must remember'~ firsts that this question is what is 

generally today referred to as 'I:;he ques'bion of internal 
.. 

relations, arlO. thus it is easy to see \Vhy Watling shoUld 

have assumed that it Was an argument to that end Q Bu·t; 

the "logical m;4stake!l argument also appea~t:."'S to be very 

'7.(­)) 

similar to the argument for the internality of relations 

(second sense) Which Moore cons:i.dered, and Which R .. F.o:rty 

h8.8. referred -1:;0 as the rrargument f:rom the nature of sel:f.­

identity". 27 :L!hat argl1men:1:; could be very crudely expressed 

as folloVlS: 

\lIf A and B are re:lated in a certain. way, then 

they must be J:elated in tha/G way G I f they were not l"elated 

in that way, tb,ey Would not be A and B <> Therefore A and 

B must be rela;bed in tha,t way; in other words, it is 

essent:Lal to A and B that they bear that l"elationship. II 

Now C0111sider akSa:Ln the argument Which Ru.ssell is 

concern.ed \Vith: 

'If A a.l'J.d BI are related in a certain way I ~ it ma.y be 
said, 'you must aQ"Ilit that if they Wel"e not so related 
they Would 'be other than the;y are, and that consequently 
there mus'l; ibe something j,n them which is ess.en'ti.aJ., to 
their being related as they are. I 

There 1:s certainly an ostensible Similarity. 



between the -GYVO al"gmnents, and it does make Wa-nlng's 

interpretation of' the matter specious" But note that tb.e 

conclusion of the argument; which fussell consider's is 

t'conseCluently :the . .!:~.J11.1:h.§.:L~Q§._l?ometh;1pg~ in~.2.ill. vVhich is 

essential to their being :related as they are 0 II (my 1.m.der­

lining). This £..§:g be intlsrpreted in Watling's manner; it 

may be read as speaking about whether relations a.re 

actUcJlly essenri:;ial; but i"li can also be interpreted as 

being an argum~nt for the view that the l"'8lation is based 

on some proper'rt-y of the relata.. If we shOUld look at 

Russell is othete fOnImlation of the argument, a.nd at his 

brief :.reply -1;0 it$ holf'lever, it becomes clear that it is 

the 1 atter in:t;erpre-tatiol1 Which is correcte w.ssell f s 

other fOlmu~attLon of the argument is ~ 

There is the fact that, if tVlo terms have a certain 
relation, they cannot but have it? which seemS to shoW 
that there is something in the terms themselves Which 
leads to their being :related as they are 0 28 

Now this is clearly concern.ed With the Cluestion. 

of Whether relatedness inv01 ves proper-ties of the relata, 

no"!:; Wi t11 Whether relations are essential to their terms" 

Russell's brief r~3ply to the argument is: 

This only proves that What is no-t; l"elated as A and B 
are must be D.Wll§r:~J,.,y; diverse from A or B; it Vlj.ll 
not pI·ove dif·ference of adjec ti ve~c unless we assume 
the aXiom of inte:cna.l l'\?lations C> ~9 

HoW Wattling could not un.derstand hoW this could 

be presented as a reply to -the c;,r8Ulnent at all, and 

40 



labelled it as. (ILlite irreleva'i1.t 0 Wha-t does it; matter if 

it does' not prove difference of adjectives? he asks 0 The 

41 

aJ."gument is not concer.aed with the properties of the relata~ 

he tells. us, but with the question of whether relations 

are essential to their relata! Bu-b if W8:!iling had not 

assv.m.ed this, but had interprete.:l the argument as I have 

done$ he would have had no problems Whatever about Russell's 

reply to it" If Watling had looked With sufficie:nt care 

at the at'g1..1J1lent, he WOuld have realized that; though it 

invol ved an argvll1ent similar to -the "arg\)Juent fl~om the 

nature of self .... identity"- it went beyond this~ to the 

conclusion tha-I:; relatedness involves prope:-cties of the 

relatao It fil"St reached the conclusion that if tvvo things 

have a relation they necessarily have it, and then ilvent on 

to the iurthe r conclusion" based on this, that therefore 

the relation is based on properties of tb.e l"'9lata. NoW 

When. Russell considered this argurnent 5 he had not yet 

founo: his reply to the first part of it, which is to the 

effeot that every state o£ affairs is a neoessaxy sts.te 

of ~,ffairs~ bL1t this did not worry him$ because he oould 

still refute the argument as a whole· by SimplY pointing 

out that even if a thing oould not but have a relation, 

~ 

'1" Rv.ssell did tinally get to grips VIi th this aspect of -the 
arg1Jln en -t; , though it w 0 rri e: d h:L711 fo r s om e ye aI'S ., I n his 
Introduotion to Mathematioal. PhiJ_osoPfIi he finally got 
a-:N'U'nrtile -1;rQ"b'ieln "by "8:-iyjn;g-tha=r-necessity and oontingenoy 
Simply 8.0 not apply to aC-~;1).~l sta:t.e::; o~ affairs, being 
properties only of .p'ro:posJ..t~onal funot~onsQ 



this gives uS no re .3,80n at all for saying that this I '01 at1.on 

he is surel y righ t. As he says, lithe argument bas only 

iEi unacc ept 8,blE:~ c ar.l.l1o t be di sp1.rteJ. 0 rrhe oIly cu r ious 

pOint TelU2,ining i s Why HUBsell shotJ.ld h ave bothered to 

disCUGS the a:rg\)lnent~ since i i; 1s olearly invEl,l1.d , and 

he oould not point to its u se by any of his oppOllGnt s o 

At the end of t h :Ls lengthy cons i de:cat lcHl of RwselJ.' s 

disoussion of the supports Which he thought possible 1'0 1' 

+'1e do +r~" /1f-) .C' · '1· r'/O:>"'yr,] "eJ r '~' c · v I C v, lacJ o J, ].1 LJ ~ ,!," .I.e •• · 1 . a "lOn...." we c era say t hat he Vi Elf:'> 

U S noW go on? t he n, to consider the gro\).nds he gives f o r 

denyl n,g the doc trine 0 

Russell Droduces a nlJ,mb cn' of ob J' Gctions to the 
J . 

details of :Bradley I s a :cgmnents, but t hese will be con::: id e:ce d 

in the next sectior.q h :Ll::l general objec ti ons cu'8 of inte:ces t 

to us here . The first I'0f301.lJ.1ding obj ec tion tha t i s 

produc ed. :i.s t hat i t is qui t e Simply i mposs:i.blEl to l'eduoc 

all r el.atiollEl,l propo~) itioI.1s to the subj e c t--predic a t e iO l'm . 

If this is so? the n it would seem t hat the S- P ass'lunption 

V10uld h ave to . be :[[-'llse ~ and t he:cciore s sinoe RLwsell 

equated t}le 8-1) assnmpt;ion \Vith t he d.oct~r.ine of inte:cnal 

reli:.,;i;ions, it wOl:Qd seem t h!::t t the doctrine of inte:cnal 

;r.'Gl a -ciol.1S would h ave t o be false. 
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The c_ellilonstration of the falsity of the S-J? 

assumption really amounts to a matter of showing that any 

at-I:;empt to effect a reduction of propositions including 

asymmet:ric8J. :rEillation-words to subject-p:-cedicate proposi-l;ions 

does not W'orl{" The mos-I:; obViOUS attempt to 'l,€uuce' 

relational pro]j)ositions to the subjeGt-pl~edicate fOIm is 

to say that prG>posi tions such as itA is larger than B II are 

8.nalyzable as A-subject; j_s--copular; l·ax-ger than B-.predica:t;e" 

B1;dj this analY$is is gros::")}.y artifl'Ji8l" It seems highly 

inade~uate to treat Ilis larger thcmBIl:ln exactly the same 

W2,Y as "Whi te II, 1.,e" as a te :an fox' a prope:-cty which is said 

to inhe:r.e in a thing~ 1\r~~a-Gil1g them as referring to a 

similar kind of entity seeme') to make o ve 2"1.'1 uc h use of a 

pl''Ocro.stean bed$ .A much better attempt· to reduce the 

relational phrase is to say that flA is large2~ than B If can 

be eXpressed adec:l.uately as acomplex Pl~oposition comprised 

of two Simple ])roposi tione! such as "A is two inches long!l 

and l!B is one 1ncb. long"" It Ylould seem that this is the 

r-Gduction Which philosophers ha,ve" in mind generC'J.ly When 

they speak of -the reducibj..J:y..yof rela:t;ional pl"OpoSi tions 

to the subject-+pl"'Cdicate forD.1" If this reduction wer-e 

adequate $ then. relatioI:t2u. states of affairs are 2"eal1.y 

just compounds of subject-.predicate states of affairs, and 

so the subject .... predicate outlook is not marred" But 

Ruseell has shown, very successi\;Qly ~ that. thiS attempted 
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reduction does not work.. If it did wOJ.:'l,>:s then itA is two 

inches long and B is one inch long II would have to express 

ill.l that is expressed by IIA is larger than B!1., But this 

simplY is not "tihe case G Though "the fonner may appear to 

be an ade<luate exp17ession of the lEJ,tter, includlng all that 

is inv'ol ved in the relational express:Lon, the complex 

proposition only appears to be adeCluate because we tend 

to 1:"'6ad into it the further proposition "two inches is 

longer then one inch II 0 If' this is not added to the 

complex proposition, "then it does no~~ convey all that the 

o2'ig1nal proposition conveys e But if we ~Q. add it to the 

complex prOI)Os±tion, then. the latter is no longer of the 

subject-predicate form~ It Will be comprised~ rather~ of 

two subjec t-p l.'edic ate propositions ~ .RlB.§. one relational 

proposi tiont 'TIbia attempt at l"Eiductj.on~ then" faiJ.s 0 

A further attempt to effec t the reduction is to 

say -'Ghat the x-elation is a prope:cty of the tvvo related 

entj:t;1es t8J<::en as a pair. When we try to express th:is 

wheJ.">e asymrIlwiJr:l:oal relations are concerned, howeve:c, we 

find -that the product of the sO-0£uled reductiOn. must 

inevi iiabl;y- remain r8lation8J." The nearest we couJ.d get 

to express:Ll1g the state of affairs in tenns of a property 

of a pai,X' Would be~ lithe ordered pair .AB has the property 

eo., is laJ.'ger "i:;1ian .... ~ ".. Now not only does thiS need to 

§§~1!ll£ tha.t 11 ~ • c 5.s large:e ·l:ih8n~ 0 .. II C an be tre ated as a 

property, vlhj.ch seems to be a ver;;r large assumption, but 



the relation of o1"'de1'" also is needed, since without this, 

the retention OIf the origine,l mean:Lng is q.uite impossible., 

Thus, seen as a reduc-bion of a relational PX'oposition to 

a subject-pred:iJcate proposition~ this attempt is 

unquestionably a failure" We must also bear ill mind the 

45 

fact that the 10gicc!J. discussion :l.s only a preliminary to 

ontology; sayirllg that relational propositions are reducible 

-1;0 the S-P i'o:r:ITIJ is simply a g1?.mbi t in subjec-!:;-pJ."edicate 

philosophy, the . intention being to show that relations 

a:re just like q:uali ties, Ol1tologically~ ox' actually ~ 

qu.alities Q But if we just -try to, show that relational 

propositions aJ.1e reducible to certain subJect-predicate 

propositions in the above tox-tuous manner, then we do not 

effect this at alL. Though We would 9 if the reduction 

Wel"6 successful, have -1:;0 look upon 1"61ations as sirnilar 

to qualities inasmuch as they "inhere!! in a subject, the 

manner of thiS iriherence WO'Llld still be so radically different 

that the ontological nature of relations could not be seen 

as sir.ail ar to that 0 f' q nali ties c,dj all.. Q ueJ. i ties are 

such that they inhere in jus·t one subject$ buts if the 

above reduction W8I'8 successful~ relations would be such 

that they inheI18 in a subject Which is comprised of two 

or more dispar8Jte things. Their nature Would have to be 

very different .from that of the Clua1ity to a·llow for t11iso 

It wovld seem as though RD_ssell IS Bradley ha.s 

been cl'l).ite shatltered o BU-'G Hussell does realize that this 
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.-character ha.s one more gamb:lJ:t;: he could argue th8,t _ the fact 

that re1a.tio:r.18JL propositions are irreducible to the S-P 

form does not count again:st the S-p asswuption9 only against 

relational propositi.ons 1 It s:L..llPl.y shows that they are 

illegitimate pirOposi tions,. Now Ru.ssel1 had no trouble 

With such a crude su.ggestionc He Simply stated that such 

a suggestion is ludicrous:g we constantly use irreducibly 

relational propositions; mathematics j_s based on thE.,"ITl~ 8lld 

natura.l science uses them a great dee.J..o We cannot Simply 

reject them out of hand ;just in order to support; 8. 

particular theSis.. Thus, 1\1.sse1l fel t that he Could 

finally r-eject the Bradle~r that he presents us With, 

IlRussell is Bradley Ii $ * 
(ii) Bradley! s Viti tings 

That RtLlssel1 should have 12mpooned Bradley for 

making the S-P assumption may stril-ce those who are only 

margina.lly acq1l1.ainted 1 even,. With Bradley's work as odd" 

Aft6 r all, R 0 V,' 011 he im ~ B radl ey t s chi e f c on tempo rar.! 

commen tator ~ spoke of Brad.1ey 1 s r-ejec.:l;~oll of the S-P 

asstunption as 'the most famous aspect of hiS Worle! 30 

The rejection 'Of it can be found almost at the vei"Y 

beginning of the 1::~~.i!21(~!L..Q!JO&i£o In chapter I he 

says If In -the'ill:" ordin.ary '3.Cceptation~ the traditional 

subjects predi0ate~ and copula ar€ mere sUperstitions,,1I 

*We Will :-cetU:l'l.l to a det,ailed discussion of the point of 
vievr found :Ln this paragraph later" 



Then, he goe s 011 to say that ,i11.e sub j ect-predio ate analysiS 

is quite useless w11.e~~e p:ropositions such as IlA is equal 

to Bit, "B is. to the :right of' 0 II, and existential state­

ments are conce;:i":'lJ.ed: 

Judgement. ts not inclus:l.on 11::1$ or excluslon from, the 
SUbject"". 'In flA is simul:taneous with B", H(l is to 
east of DIl, HE is equal to pI!, it is urt...natural to 
oonsider A,C 9 and E as sole subjects, and the rest as 
a'tt:cibu.tive:. <I., The ideal complex, asserted or denied, 
no doubt jJj most oases Will fall into the arrangemeJ1"t 
of a subjeolt \Vit11 adjectival qualities~ but in 
certain insltcl.l1oes, and those not a few, the oontent 
'takes the i]o:rm of two or mo.re subjects With adjectival 
relations. eixj.sting between them. 51 

Bradley alSO argued, ver-y for'Cibly, that it is 

absurd to tx'eat, judgements as oonneoting two. ideas. Take" 

he tells us, the judgement "tb.e Wolf eats the larnb"" Wh:;r, 

be asks, should: we treat Ilwolf" and 1118mb" as the elements 

of the judgement!; Wj.th Heats!l as the copula? Why should we 

think of the wolli' as one idea, when it is obviOUSly 

complex? ReaJ,l,y ~ he says, ,Whatever the mind grasps as 

a Whole is one:i.dea; When we grasp the state of: affairs 

correspon{l.ing to 11the Wolf eats the 1 <:lIllb If, we are grasping 

HoW one2.rth, then$' can Russell besmiroh Bradley t s 

n8L'1e so, by saying that he makes the S-p assumption? It 

47 

illay seem that. -Onere is a Simple a:'1sWer to this; that though 

Bradley may re jlect the S-P assumption on the ordinary- leyel, 

he brIngs it back on another" Note, for instance~ that 

when re jec ting the tl"'aditional analysis as "m.ere 



supersti tion 1', Bradley says !l.~!L.ib.e ".O~=£Q;hn-2d:l.._acp eR!§Ili.o.r~ 

the "traditional subject!! predicate, and copula are meJ. ... e 

superstit;ion ll ' (my underlining) Q This makes it look as 

though Bradley may well accept; this analysis, as long as 

it is not on the "ordinary acceptation"., ~~hiS$J indeed, 

is the case. Bradley argues thcr'G all judgements .~.r.El of 

the subject-pradic8:te form, but in a new'guise~ all 

judgements asseo:'t an ideal con tent of reality taken as 

a whole c Thus, tbe judgement "A is eClual to ,BIl is ~..§1l1. 

of the form t1the world is :such that; A is 6Clual to B n., 

Therefore, "bhe subject-predicate analysis is reintroduced, 

and it would appear that RtJ.ssell is 1 after all ~ quite 

right to have a:l;tacked Bradley f'or hiS adhering to the 

S-p assumption. 

Bu"c we should paJ).s~~ "to remember!h;z Russell Wished 

to rej8ct the S-"P assumption j.n the presen't contex·G.. l't 

Was to refute the doct:r. .... lne of inter.aaJ... relations; it Was 

to show that Vle cannot tre:9,t relations as Similar 'GO, or 

reducible to, ClUali ties such as whi teness.. Vlhat~ hov1ever, 

has Bradley I is new-fangled S-P asm,JJuption got to do wi'l;h 

this? Surely very lit-nee. It leaves the Cluestion of 

whether relations are like, or reducible t<;>" ClUaJ..i ties 

completely un-touched. Rus:seJ_l may not like the aYlalysis, 

beca.use it re"l;ains the "thiilg-property outlook", but thj.s 

is a different story, the :point is that it; does not 

offend against the logical . pOints made by Russell 
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concerning the ~b, ~E~ nature of relations" Thu.s, we 

cannot defend Russell! s lam.pooning of Bradley I s acceptance 

of "the 11 subjec~t-predicate aSSUlD.}/Gion* simply beoause he 

held a very lLl1USusl. form of ito 

We are back at the p()int~ then, of wondel.'ing hoW 
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it could be tha~t Russell r<-3jected Bradley for his adherence 

to the S-P ass'Ltrllp-'ciol1? when he clea}:ly repudiated it in 

the m..l1£.:ip~~§" .... 9~tJ'.O,g;bQ0 One possibility immediately 

aJ:."ises: the pr:i.noipal discussion of rel ations Was fOl,.1.nd 

in Ag,Q.~!'..~.J2£,~..§JD.d_~2.&ilY, whioh Was Wr:Ltten "ten ;y-ears 

after the kQ.gi9J perhaps Bjt:>adley ohanged hiS mind when 

. wr-l ting the later book~ or merely forgot his earlier 

worlrs? This 9 h6vfever~ is simply not So c We find in a 

footnote to the seoond oha'Oter the comment: 
'" 

The relat.ion is not the adjective of one term, for', 
.if 80$ it d(!)8S not relate~ Nor fol.' the SE;lme l:eason 
is it the aqtjective of each term tal;;::en ap8.1't, for 
.I(;11en again '~here is no re].a:cion between them. Nor 
j,s the relation theil' common proper'l,-y ~ for Vihat 
keepS them f!1..part? The;)!:rar'e not noW two te:r:ms at all~ 
because 110t separate e 5~ 

What on ear·th~ then~ i,s going on? It begins to 

look' as though Rl'l.ssell has perpetrated a £'raud; that he 

is referring to~, ~ll1d abUSing, a non-existent charaoter. 
I 

Our oJ:Jly reC01..1.1'Se is to turn to Bradley's works~ and 

consider them in some detai.lo The chief sources of hiS 

~In spite of the neW-found ambigvJ:ties, the expression 
I!,lGhe S -p assv..ID.P'ttiol1 II Will i.n future be used ~ unless a the 1"­

Wise stated~ to refer to tll.e traditional analysis of 
propositions" 



rernans::s on relations are to be found in chapters 2 and 

3 of A.§:~~o, apJPendix B of that work, and a posthumously 

published essay entj.-ned "P..elations fl. The:re is also 

some very illunninating materiel in his letters to 

Rus sell.. But when the se source s a:re delved into sit 

soon becomes clear that Bradley i s position on relations 

is going to be hard to unravel; he very . rarely seems to 

do wha-t; RusselJ!. leads us to expec -~, and the viewpoint is 

very far indeed fx'om one of p:eistine simplicityo In the 

folloWilJ.g paragraphs I shall endeavour to relate the 

general tren8.s of Bra,dleyts tho1..1.ght, leaving detailed 

argu..raents and or'iticisll1s until la:lier o 

In appendix B of ~:.::..&lb., Russell's interpretation 

of Bradley seems to be by ru1d large sound c For instance~ 

Bradley starts off by saying: 

I do not aq.mit that any relation. whatever oan be 
merely exi;e:rnal ahd make no diJ-:ference to its terms, 
and I V"ill 'noW proceed to discuss this :i..rapo:r.'tant 
point .. 

Follow1ng thiS, he supports this avowed dootrine 

of internal reliations, first~ as Russell said he did, by 

an appeal to tble principle of sufficient reason, and 

'secondly by an .:l.nteres·l:;ing argument Which Will be 

considered shortly.. So Russell is P9-~ entil"ely mistakeno . 

There is some basis for his interpretation in Bradley IS 

worl{" Is Bradley s:unply' illconsj.stent? We shall see ~ 

Retur.aing to cbJapters 2 a.nd 3~ however, we find that· 
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Bradley's chief' concern does no"l; seem to be with su.ppor"l;i..'1g 

the doctrine of' inteulal r,elat:Lons ,a-Ii all., Now the whole 

pUl'pose of .§..J?J2,ejaranpe, )':311§. __ 1~~ needs -to be borne in 

mind at thiS pOij~nto It seeks to show that the ma11.ner i.n 

which we c a11. tmiderstal1d individuals of the WOl-iJ..id is alvv'ays 

neces8a1'j.ly def!ective~ so that the wOI:l.d~ as we pel'ceive 

it, is only a world of appearal1ce, not reali tyo To prove 

thiS, he fir~'3targues that a subject-predicate analysis 

of things must :fail, but so must its al temative~ the 

flbundle theo:i:.rfl'" It is in the discussion of the latter 

that -the ma-tter of relations is brought into o-,-uestiml. 

Bradley I s argum!ents Which seek to prove tria-Ii the "bundle 

theol";Y-1! ~ the thieory that things are Simply quali ti.es in 

relation~ is unlacceptable~ is based on a criticl"ue of the 

who.le notion of :relation. Chapters 2 and 3 are primarily 

concerned with a proof that relations cannot eXist in the 

real world, since the Whole notion of relations j_s sel£'­

contl"adictoxy" 

Thus, A~£§nce ~H1Ue8.::.lit;z is chiefly concerDed, 

no-t 'With shOWing that l"Glations are intefl1.al, but rather 

that the whole notion o=f relation is self-contradictory, 

and thus -'Ghat :r1elations are unreal.., Bradley, then, Was 

!l9.! prim8,rily c:ol1cerDed W:i th the internaJ..ity-extex'ilc1lity 

dispute at all e As far as he Was conceri'1ed 9 "relations 

do not in t}:J.e end as such possess truth and reality.11 33 



HO'H we can unde'rstand what Bradley meant, when he wrote 

to Russell saying~ 

In -I;he firsl"!.; place~ you seem to me -to aSSVJIle that it 
is a quesJGi,on bet'Neen i.u-t;em2J. and external relations" 
You do not :ask whether a rQlational scheme is 
satisfactorw j; You appear to assvJne that it j.s., .. " I 
he;~e been ilolued. to the cOl'1Clusion that ,?r~;y: relational 
scheme brean{s dOWn even in itself 0 34 

We oa11a].so under8tand~ now, why Bradley l"'0fused 

to reelly go into the ques'l;ion of whethe:r relations are 

interJ.1aJ.. or exteITIaJ. t) This is only a really live ClueS"Gion 

if we accept that; a coherent account of relations is 

possible" But it j.S certainly true that Bradley "cakes 

§'Q~ interest irl this dispute; in chapters 2 and 3 of 
I 

~" there are arguments which appear-to be in favour of 

"the dootJ:'ine of internal r,elations, and we have already 

.52 

seen that appendiX B eXpliei tly argues against the doct;rine 

of external relations" Nevertheless, Bradley al1nOV.l1Ces~ 

liThe idea G "" ",(;h8:1; I myself accept 8J.1Y such doctrine as the 

above ( internal relations) seem.s to myself' as even lv.dj.crous .. tl 35 

This whole riddle of what is going on is at last solved 

When We realize that though B:eadley's real position Was 

that the notj.on of rala:'Gion j.S contradictory ~ and thus 

relations are UlQ.J::'€alSl he was very sympathetio to "I:;he 

doctrine of inten1aJ. relations; and that though he largely 

argued for the former, he ~~§'Q. ar&"Ued for the latter at 

t:irnes o This may seem very odd and mysterious, but its 

oddness is assLlsged when we 1,..lUderstand that Bra.dley holds 



a view conoe:r:n±ng -the relative cv:.'l.equacy of ideas.. In 
. 

tra.-th, he says!i no :relational soheille Will work" However 

We may try to w:t;el."Pre-b th,e world relationally ~ w'e \vill 

not succ:eedQl :tlevertheless~ there is still one account 

of relations wbich is far better than the others (> ThiS 

is that r6la:t1011s 8,1:'6 a pI'Oduot of our organising 

facuJ. ties; they do not; exist in the external ~Yorld~ bl)."'!:; 

are mal'mfac tured by us ~ based on qualities of the relata" 

There are t\lVo e:16ments in this: that relatj,ons are unre8l~ 

2illCt that they are based 011 qualities of 'I;he relata; the 

latter was Broadley t s fomi of -the doctrine of internal 

rela-tions" Bu-b; ·thiS ana,lysis of relations, Bradley argued, 

Was still not a fj.naJ.ly 8,ccelyl;able onE; it is Simply :nearer 

,to the trut;h thEll1 any theo:ry which ma};:es them :reaJ_ ella. 

extern.al to their terms 0 :Bradley made this 01 ea5::0 when he 

wrote to R;i.ssell saying: 
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InterJ.1aJ. reu.a.tions are nearer the tJ.'U~b. than ilexten'lal n, 
and ther-efore trl..le aSfil..gains-t these 0 )6 

He. imal'::es the po:i..nt clear in other places~ also, 

saying~ for i.nsltance: 

Mere j..nteJ:.-n~ll relation:s" <> 0 like relations that ar? 
mer-ely exte,:rnal~ are untenable if they mel>:e a cla::un 
to ultimate and. absolute tru.th., But "taken otheJ:5i ise, 
and viewed as helpful make~llif-tso c" [theY:} can be 
relatively real and tU16" :3, 

Bradley wov.1d not accept the doc·t.rine of extiemal 

relations at ell; he certainly preferred the doctrine of 

w:terl1al relat i,Ol1S ~ though he did not think the;t it was 



ul t:irn.ately tJ.:'L'l.6" Thus ~ vihen fussell argued against him 

that certaln relations c8r.J.no·t be adequ.ately accounted for 

Wi thin a doc-G:rl.ne of internaJ. relations, he tended to 

shrug his philosophical shoulders, and say that t11:L6 did 

not su.r-prise hi!m, the whole noi;j.on of relation being self-

contradictory aJ.1:yway., He Said, nevertheless, that we 
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would be bet-lier off to think in tenus of intEH'nal r-elations, 

and in fa(.l"Gl' even WhElre we ce.nll.ot see any way in which a 

relation QQuJ:..4 be "!;reateil. as intenlaJ'$ We should pretend 

that it is, eveln 5.nvel1 ting a property of the relata if 

nee e ss al'y £ 

At this point, urifortul').ately , it is necessary for \ 

us to retur'n~ yet again~ to the question of the meaning of 

"internal 1"61attLons", both in order to more fu.lly t:mnal.'>"" 

'stand Bradleyi s system, and to understand !.hX RlJ.ssell 

shovJ.d have thOllght that his :cejection of tib.e S_oP 

assumption could shatter not only Bradley's system, but 

monism in general~ 

On the jLatter point;, Russell may have thought 

that; his rejection of the B-P assump"t;ion shattered Bradley's 

metaphysics I" because ~ for one thing, he thought tha:'G 

Bradleyt s rejGotion of the flbundle theory!i WE;1.S based on 

the S-P assumptJLon, an.a thus "Ghat his rejeotion of it Was 

inadeq,uate.. But if this WE~re So ~ we would not be oblj~ged 

to accept Bradley I s argument tLt.at no account of individual 



things can be adequate, so the whole purpose of ;'\QP.~§£.~ 

and .R~ll;L};;;.~ wou..ld be confounded.. Russell also had shown 

that monism Will follow once We make the S-P assumption~ 

and so he may well have tb,ought that it was the direct 

souroe of Brad1ey f s monism.. But it is notioeable that 

HLlssell thou.ght tha"t his rejection of the S-P assumption 

Was very powerful indeed; that it was the main to'bl in 

finally shatte.:ting~ not 011J.y BradleyS s eys"tem, but monism 
~~ 

as a Whole" r V~hy should he have thought this? It; ill.§Y 

be tha-t he thought th~d; as a mat-ber of facts- 8~1 monists 

had made the S-!'P assumption" Thus, he perhaps felt that 

he Was able to shatter all '§.'9.5-;u?~ monis-bio systems~ ThiS, 

however, does not seem to necessarily rid us of monism 

foreverc It would seem quite possible for somebody to 

inven-t a monistic system without recourse to the S-P 

assumption at; any pOint.. If Hussell thought that he had 

~JJ~X"Elfut;ed monism by rejecting the S-P asstUllption, 

it Would seem -tiha:t he may haVEl oammi toted the fallacy of 

denying -th e an tee edel1"t : 

~'" 
j'~We must remero!ber tha-t Russell's claimS concerning the 
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S-p assumption t:s signifio2"lloe are very great; the quota"cions 
of page 19 'iivillserve to re:mind us of this to But Ru.ssell 
not on..ly claims' -'cha-!; an enormous number of philosophies 
are based on the S-P assumption~ but claims also that; if 
we should rejec!t it, then ~1 substance philosophies 
(inclu.ding~ of !coux'se, monism) Will be re j ected Q This is 
made clear on Plage 59 of his ;e]:]jJ.osoph of Leibniz~ where 
he says that no!t only is the logio Whioh mak:es the S-P 
assumption f8J_s!6, bu-t lla different logic d~~.1ro~~ .substance fl 

.. 

(My under:J..il1ing.) 
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1) The S-::P assumption impliesmonisill • 

. 2) The S-P asstlffiption is false o 

,) 11herei0..re, mon:Lsm is false .. 

But of course Russell Was a grea"t logioian; it is 

perhaJ)s rather naive to oharge him Wi tb, such an. errore 

Thera iS$ m01.'>eo~er~ an in't;eresti!lg alternative; that 

w.ssell believed tha"t the :S-J? assu..mption is 1!UI2lj, .. ~:;l by 

monism, S0 tha"t his rejection of it; must oertainly refute 

mOniSl11e The ar~"Lunel1t could. be as fallows: 

1) If moni~n is tl~e~ then relations must 

be in"ternal .. 2) The S-p assulllPtion is false~ therefore 
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the doctrine of interaaJ. relations~ Which is its equivalents 

must be false e 3) Therefore, by modus tollens, monism is 

false.* .. 

In this howeyer~ Ru:3sell woUld be making the mista.1ce 

which const;antly appaa:ffi throughout his work, of ass'Uming 

that the doc"l;rine of interri,cU relati011s is equivalent to 

the S-p assumption0 This assumption underlay nearly all 

of' Russell's discourse on :r.elations~ though not ru..l of i t~ 

and yet it woul{1 seem -that; a careful study of Bradley is 

work shows it to be totally unacceptable., NoW it is at 

this point th~t we must r'dturn to the meaning o:fl "internal 

~'y;. Russell seems to have tJ:ds argument in mind When he 
wrote "On the Nature of Tr~lthl!, Since in -that paper he WI'ote 
lithe a,."'Ciom of i~ter.aal relatj.ons is equivalent to the 
assumption of ontological monism It .. Thus ~ si11ce he goes on 
to deny the axiom, he clearly thirJes that he must deny monisIDo 
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relations Il ~ and J."emember -tl'l.a:~ j.t has been disjv':'r1.otively 

defined.. One delfini tion. is .-'chat i-t states -that relations 

are part of the' nature of"t;he relata, and the other is that 

relations are g,~~ in the nature of the rela-ta.. The 

tvvo are certaitJJly not equivaJ.en-t. There is n,othiug at all 

1noohe1'"'ent aboUit saying tha-t relations are aJ.ways 

grounded in the nature of the relata, aYld a-t -the same 

time deny that they are .&11~~ill to that some-thing in 

the nature of the relatao We oan quite intelligibly argue 

that the relation of Similari-'GY whioh eXists between two 

blades of grass results f:rom -'Gheir properties Without 

saying that -'c;lls 1"Gl1ation is equiValent to, or on.-tologically 

a:t all similar to, these properties. RJ.lssell's equation 

of the two doctrines~ then~ is qUi-be unacoeptable; bu-t 

-:Bradley did QO":~ accept the doctrine in its fiJ."'St f011ll, as 

previous comments have shoWn suffj.cientlY$ but §.i.~ acoep-t 

the doctrine in its second fo:rm" 

That; BJfadley did ~wcept tbe view -that rele>tions 

must be ground~d in propertj.es of tbe relata is shown 

frequently j.n his work" Much of the argument of chapters 

two and three of ~£8,I1"c3....,§d1d. }i~.!llt,ii.Y.: Was concerned 

either Witjh A:t:OY,;hM that :relations must be grounded in 

proper-ties of 'it he re18;t;a, or Vvi th arg;u,meuts based 011 this" 

In chapteJ:." two he states: 

We are famed to see ~ when. we re flec "I; s> that a rela-tion 
standing aJ.ongside itcl tems is a delusioUe If i-t; is 



to be real, it must be s.) somehow at the expense of 
its texms, ,or~ at least, must be somethi.ng in them or· 
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-to which they belong" A relation between A and B implies 
really a substant:LaJ. f'olJJtldation Wi thin them .. 4-0 

One of the argv.rn.ents of chap"ter three Was also 

devised. to show precisely that relations must involve 

properties of -bhe relata~ "Our conclusion brj.e:ny Will be 

this: relation presupposes lluality .. "" II ' One of Bradley!s 

cen"Gral arguments of chapter three, also 9 Vias based on the 

view that rela-l;liol1s must be grounded in the properties of 

the relata o This Will be considered on page 68 of thiS 

papere I-t shaul-d nO-'G be doubted~ theu 9 that Bradley .9j.~q 

adhere to that ~vhich is asserted by the second dis junot 

of the diSjunctive definition" Furthermore~ Bradley ~ 

think of it as-tille doctrin'e of internal. relations" This 

is shown in ~.'?p";z.s. on.~.T...lliitL~, for eX8.tllple, 

Where he wro"te~ 

I am still iin doubt as to the sense in which a.ccording 
to Mro RiJ.ssell relations a.re exter.a.al.. The tems a~'e 
to contribu"t;e 119.1!l:t.llg, and so much I understand .. 0,,· rl 
(My undeJ.~ihing; G 

Relatiorls WOUld be mer'~ly inter.a.al if ~ the tems 
being taken ~s real independently, each in itself, 
"Gbe. relE.~tions between them in fB..c t arose or weJ."'e 
merely due ito the chaI'ac"~er of the telms~ as so far 
taken 0 42 

What shou1d We mean by a relation asse:rted as simply 
and bar-ely external.? We must assume that :t""'elaiiions 
and relata .. " cocomir..g or being together in fact? and 
as somehow in one, :1.8 due in no way to the particuJ.ar 
character of ei ther thE~ relations or the teJ.llls C Q C 
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What (I asl~ nex-i;) ShOl;(Ldjl on the o-ther hand be meant 
by a rela-liipl:1 viewed aJS absolv.tely 8..rl.d merely i.ntel.1C!.al? 
"60 you wouJLd a-I:;ttlbute to the particular characters 
of the texml3, as so far taken, some actual relation 
or rela-tions which you find" C 04-3 

He aJ.iZ:Lllg, as we noW do ~ that Bra.dley did accep-~ 

the dootrine of internal D~lations in its second fOlm, 

bu t did n.2.1 accept it in i"lis first fOIm, it becomes clear, 

tha.lG Rl).ssel1~s objections .. to Bradley's so-called acceptance 

of the doctrine in its first fom. ar-e -totally misguided. 

Only in the first tom CEln the doctrj.ne of il1"~ernal relations 

be at all equat~.ble with the 8-1' a.ssumption~ and thus we 

find that B:radley W,as Cluj,. te mys-liified When he found Russell 

equating his view with it.. He Was by no means so naive 

8,S to aSS1).me ·I.ih;;~t l"elations could be at all similar to 

properties. It is in"teresting to note that when he wrote 

to w.ssell shortly after the publica"Gion of Han the Nature 

of Truth "9 in which Russell made theequa"iiion, he eXpressed 

complete baff1emeu"t; about Why tbis should have been done~ 

Do you thin~ that lIintera&u relation II m.1llL~ mean that 
relations al~ adjectives of their terms? I fail to see 
Why this folloWS" 4-4-

I-t is signifioan-t that though Russell replies v"ery 

fully to the other pOints raised in Bradley r s letters he 

said not a word about thiS particular comment" 

r-I:; woulJJ_ be useful to end this section With a brief' 

reiteration of the main po:l..nts conoerning the Russell-

Br8.dley dispute t 



1) .Accordil~g to Russell" Bradley made the mistf.uce 

of assuming -Ghar!; all propositions axe of the sub ject­

predicate fOI!lls a mistake which led him -to trea-t relations 

as ontologicaJ.ly similar to, or :reducible -to 9 qualities!) 

2) Russell proves tha-l:; the S-P assumption is false, 
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since it is inc!apahle of aocounting for certa.:Ln propositions, 

partioularly those Which use a~JiWmetricaJ.. relation-wordso> 

3) However~ RLwsell misintez:p:t."eted Bradleyo His 

real position Was that -[;he whole notion of relations is 

self-contradiotory, so that they oan neither be real, nor 

can an adequate acco1..urb of them ever be fOImulated" 

4) Tbov.gb. Bl"'adley may at times have argued for the 

doctrine of inten18l relations, this Was only because he 

thought it prefe:cable to i t8 aJ. ter.aati ve, not ul-t;imately 

traG" 

5) Even to the extent "'GO Which Bradley ~1.§. a proponent 

of the doc -!:irine of interaaJ. :relations, he Was s.JGj~ll not 

an adherent of the S·-·P assmnp-t;iorl e He realized that 

adoption of the former need not implY adoption of the 

lattere 

But we need to consider ~lX Bra1ley should have 

adopted these :viewso The next section Will be concerned 

with his reasonS for adoptj.:ng them, the section after the 

next will be concerned With a Critique of them" 



4. BRf...DLEY i S SUBSTP1{TIATION OF HIS POSITION 

(i) Vlhy Brad.ley Preferred the Doctrine of Inte:r:'l1al 

Relations to that of ExteriaaJ. Relations 

Bradley often offered, as a reason for xejecting 

the doc-t;rine of internal r,31atiol1sl' -the supposed fact -tha-t 

if relations were ex-t;e:rn8l:p there Would have to be Ilbare 

cOl'ljunction ll in natu.re~ and '~his is said to offend both 

agains-t; the Hegelian trRdi-tion~ and agaL"1st -the principle 

of sufficient reason.. Of oourse~ most cOl1temporaIJi~. 

philosophers Would ignore -these reasons s since they are 

usuallynot impressed by the law of sufflcif$n-t; reason? and 

do not work wi tnin the Hegelial1 tradi tioJ:lo But i-t is 

Ul1certain~ further, why Bradley .§11o~11.£ have argued tb.at 

the doctri.ne of external relations offends against them .. 

The j~dea is supposed -to be that if a relation does not 

spring from complexity in the relata~ it could only be a 

random, purposeless fact" But why should this be so? 

As we noted earlier, there could surely be a sufficient 

reason for the relational state of affairs ~ Without this 

being fOlll'ld Wi tlo.in the nature of the relata; it COl.:Q.d 
, 

surely be found elsewhere-~ in the nature of the Whole, 

of Which the relata are parts, or even within the 

purposes of a deity. 

A muoh ll1OX'e interestj.ng I\~a.son for Bradley's 

preferenc e of the doctrine of internal x-elations can be 

61 



found in appendj)c B of !n:O~.§£,§Q2.~d l!'jlAi-~i!Io ThiS 

involves Bradl$Y f s dootrine of aba-trao tiol1~ and presents 

V.S with his in$igh-t about how we can most; adequ_ately 

conceive of the world within a system of relat;lonsQ 

Brad.ley explains his point by referenoe to a number of 

billiard balls on a table in a certain· ar-raugement" Every 

ball p of couJ:'se, has a cert;ain spa-!;:Lal rela·tj.on to every 

other balL. Now we move 011.6 baLl" Thus -the relations of 

the ball to the othEn'S fs ohanged.. A plur,,:u_ist such as 

Russell Will say that -'G11e ball is ~~ changed in itself; 

its nature j.s not; alter-ed in any way" The relations 

invol ved, he Will say ~ aJ:.:'€i purely trexternal ll to the :a.a-bure 

of the ball~ are not part of what cons-!iitutes the 'ball at 

eJ...l: being a billiard bal.l does not en-[;ail haVing anyone 

partioular se·t of spatiel relations .. 

Now Bradley is he,,:ppy enough. to acoept the sta:te­

ment as i tstartds~ but his point is that when. we treat 

billiard baJ.ls in this manner, We look upon them just as 

the billiard ball as a 1Y,]~ of thing, that is, as an 

ins·tanoe of ..lGhe universaJ. billiard baJ..l~ the partioular 

spatial looation is ent:Lrely irrelevant 0 It is no·t part 

of the universal billiard ball that it has a partiou.lar 

t t Th ..J 0 .' ... se of spati8:l rela· ions., us, seen as a Gype ox l·nl,l1g, 

62 

the particular spatiC',,-l relations §~ exteri1[tL s are not part 



of the ball !ll1...9l. char'a,c ter.. Bu i:; if we look upon the ball 

not as a type of 'thing~ bu:t as a. thing itself, the situation 

changes.. The spatleJ. relations are then sal.a to be by no 

means irrelevant.. Bradley' expresses JGhis point of vieW 

eloquently as :ii'ollows: 

Take them [billiard b8Q.lsl as eXisting tihings, and 
take them vH thou''!; muti.la-Giol:l s and you must regard them 
as de'termine.cl. by their places al1d qUBlified by the 
Whole materi2..l system in'co which they entero e ~ the 
billiard ball, to r'epeat, if taken apart; from i t8 
place and its posi'cion in the Whole is not an eXi.stel1ce 
but a oha;r.ac-tier~ and that character remal.ns 'Lllchan.ged, 
though tbeexisting thing is altered with its ohanged 
eXistenoe., Everything other than this identioal 
charaoter may be called relat! vely exteJ:naJ... It may, 
or it may n.ot, be in oomparison v..niWportant, but 
absolutely extel''r1al it cBlm.at be" 4:.> . 

NoW HUBsell may remain quite tmimpressed by this c 

He may say ~ fj.Tst" that he se'BS no reason Why we should 

look upon 'bhingJs as eXis"l:;ents rat;her than ollarro'ters, aad 

may not acoep'G Bradley's viewpoint that the ultimate 

philosophic8J. siin is l!absJeraotion" 0 Though I do no'!; 

intend to el1t~er into a disoussion of Bradley's dootrine 

concerning theadequaoy of' abs'traotion, j~ t does seem as 

thoV.gh he Would have the edge on this particular point .. 

Bradley could wiell say tha.JG it is viri..lJ.aJ.ly self~evident 

tha.'t if we really Wcult to v..nderstiand a thin.g as a whole~ 

to see whe"liher a relation is the rasnl t of some oomplex i JGY ~ 

however sulJ'tle, in i t, it is absurd to piok on only 

ce rhain aspects of it Q Tho1.-1gh oertain aspeots may be mo:t'e 

inte:& ... esting 'than others II i:t is not defensible to pretend 



that the o'the rs do not ex:Lst; 0 Even though RU.ssell may be 

forced to admit this, how~~ver, he could s"l:;).ll argue the.t 

W;hen We look upon a thtng even as an eXistent, then:: are 

still §.9..m2. relations which are not founded in ii:;s nature 

in any· way; the eXistent/oh81;ri?,rv·~er dichotomy has by no 

means defeated ·this view finaJ_lyc In fac'b,probably the 

ohief val1),6 of Bradley r s d.ichotomy is that it defeats 

the mos-t lxurnediate of the :l2.~:2J:l1~.1.aoi~ objections to the 

docti:d.ne of il1ite:cnaJ. relatj.ol1s, based o.n si.mple claill1s 

of the formg lilt is obvious that the r-elation H cannot be 

f'olu'lded in the nature of. the relata".. In certain cases~ 

We may wBnt to uphold thiS; it is certairlly not obvious~ 

even when. we tcl(e things as eXistents, that a specific 

s·oatiaJ. relati0ll is based on any predicates of' them~ bu·1:; . -
such exalnples are much raX'Elr where IIthings 9.ld.~ eXistents II 

are concerned, -ttL.en where "things qua characters ll are 

concerned.. Before Bradley produoed the dichotomy , it may 
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have seemed absurd to say tha-t particular spatial relations ~ 

and other rela-t;ions~ a~"€ a resuJ.. t of the nature of their 

relata~ but after it is made, tihe standpoint is much more 

plausible 0 

that the chief' arguments for the doctrine of internal 

rela:tj.ons a['e to be found in chapters 2 and 3 of !k&&. 

He argu.es that ~ of' thEl time~ in these chapters, 



Bradley is -'ery:L.l1g to prove that relations are inter.aaJ.ly 

seli'-contradic'tor-J, and thus unreal, and also that 
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Bradley I s arguments are direc ted at times in favoul~ of the 

doctrj,ue of in-Gerne..l relations. Wollheim f s statement 

bes.rs some truth, but no·t; in the fonn in which he states 

ito He argl.leSI that the centrru. argument, Which is repeated 

in chap.ters 2 and 3~ and Which is meant to prove that 

rela:\;icns are l.:mintelligible taken !1J;.h their relata, only 

counts against ex·l;eI'l.1.al relations, and is thus an a1"e;u.ment 

against that doctrine 0 His in tel"preta-i;ion does not seem 

at all acc eptaibl6 at this pOint. The argumen:b, which Will 

be considered in the lJ.$xt I':lubsection~is wholly based on an 

e:Kplicit assD.rap·cion thatl"'elations· are gl.'ounded in the 

natu.:t'e of the rela·t.a, ancl so, unless Bradley is taken to 

be an idio·t;~ the argument can hardly be ~im~£ against 

the doctrine 01' ex·cernal. :relations" This is one point 

a.t Which Russell i s interpretation can be upheldo As we 

saW earlier, lro.ssell beli<;;:ved that Bradley's arguments 

for the Ullreali ty of relations were based on the assv.m.p·tion 

'that all r€lations are internal.. In this particular case, 

Bradley oe rtai:t1.1y ,9;0 €;,§. base hj.s argument for the v..nreali ty 

of relations on the doctrine of internal relations; 
, 

Whether ~ll Bradley's arguments for the un:eeality of 

.relations 'were based on it is a quite different mat·ter~ 

Which Will be considered shortly., 



But Wollheim' s inter-pretation does hold f'airly 

partictllarly against the same argument as i"lj was expressed 

in chapter 2.. This argumel:l:t is th[-!.t relations thernsel ves 

must require relations to relate them to thej.r terlns-l> In 

chapter 3, thi$ argument is urged against .§.ll r-elations, 

but in chapter 2~ it is poin'lied only against external 

relations.. The argument j~s that if a relation is purely 

extern.aJ.~ then it cannot relate its tenns- r-elations 

cannot I'elate Without leaving nail-holes, as one of the 

commentators pu:t it-- and thus i.t must requLce a !1btthe:r: 

relation to bind it to the relata. If these are 

external., they, too, do not relate~ and furtb.er relations 

. s'[";i11 a::r.e r-equil"'ed, etc. etc e Thus, Bradley concludes 

We are forced to see, when we reflect, tha't a relation 
st8nd.j~ng aJJ.ongside its tel1us is a de11).s1ono If it is 
to be ):::'0a1" it must bel so someho l,y at the expense of 
the term, ar~ at least;~ must be something Which 
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appears in them~ or to Which they belongc A relation 
between A and P6"> implies really a substantisJ. foundation 
within them .. 4 

This a:tl'gument~ however~ is by no means persuasive 

on its oWnQ Why shOUld a relation "require nail holes ll 

in i"lis te11Jls? Why must it; be .founded in them? This is 

the poin,t at ~ssue~ and it: i.8 far from clear that an 

external. relation is totally incapable of relating~ It 

seems that Bradley rests hiS case on the point 't;hat he 

just can see no way in Whicb. a relation,. which is not based 



on "thllLnature of the l"'ela-ta, can possibly relate them.; 

Now this may look very fl:i.msy, but :L"t is, I suspec t,. his 
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He stresses , 
JC:l.me alld tiIne again, that he makes a very signific ant 

assumption: that he will only acoept something as res.l· 

and true if it satisfies the intellect" Now this is 

applied wholeheartedly in the matter of relations e Bradley 

fj.nds himself totally unable to understand ho"v a relation 

c an relate Wi thont the relatioll being based on the nature 

of the t{Hm in any way" Now -lihis m8.7 look Ij.ke no argument 

a-t alll1 like a simple mea.ns of evading the problem" . 

What if Russell should come along and say -that he finds 

the notion of an entirely exterrlal relation perfectly 

. satisfying? Bradley sensed this\! summing up the whole 

position in a letter to Ru.ssell: 

I postulate -'Ghat trLlth has to satis.fy the intelleot~ 
(though not in deta,j.l) and that ex-ternal relations 
can! t do tIl is , and therefore where we can i t s~ow that 
they are i:rllternal we mus-!; assume i-t" I don it say that 
I think thiS entirely satisfactory but this is how I 
hold i t~ I prasUllle that you would say on the other 
hand that external relations can give the intelle4x7 t 
all the satisfaction to which it has any claim~ 

But Brm.dley IS baf±1. em en t does not seem unreasonable; 

it does seem th.at he can 1ssue a wo,l't:hy challenge to 

Russell hereto His posi tlon is that to the extent to 

Which relatioll.$ are founded in the relata; to the extent 

tha-t they are based on predicat'es of the relata, they are 

quite comprehemsible. Bradley felt that the subject-
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-
predicate relation Was really q.ui te digestible intellec-tually s 

even though not ul t:l.rnat<ny so., But relations, we :know~, 

axe no·1; eq,uatGtble with the precaca:t;es of the relata on which 

they may be based", Some-thing extra must be in:'V'ol \Ted, but 

what could this "something extra fl be? If we say that it 

is the organiza:tion of th~;! organising facul-I.;ies~ B:radley 

is again not too disturbed. But he eould not conceive of 

something ill the external world corresponding to this 

"something eic-I;:ca fl
" This lbafflement is intensified where 

exter.a8l relations are concerned Q We eannot begin to , 

understai1d them by offering the ab.ove account at all; 

the relation cannot be the product of the organising 

faoul ties, Since -t;here is nothing in the ·::relata on which 

it can work; thus t the rela-tion has to be som.ething in the 

exten'lal wo):'ld" But Bradley cOl)~d not begin to see any 

Via::! of grasping their natu.re <>, Russell, however, thought 

&'1 aocov_n't possible.. The case, perhaps ~ :really re sts on 

Whether Russell .Q..§:11 give a. respectable account of What 

the relation CQuld be$ This Wi.1l comprise the content of 

section 6. 

(ii) Why Bra.dley Thought Relations to be Unreal 

The most famou.s a:3pec·t of Bradley r S argu.illen:i;s for 

the wlreali'!;y of rele:tion:s is the argument that the 

whole no-bion of rela-tiol1 is self-con:!:;radiotoyy- 0 Bradley 

f O f' -I-;"A oon+radiction: i+ J·.s t 1:le made a gres.-G deal 0 . use -'- v"~_,, , \I ... 
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argumel1-t -tha;t the notion o:f rela-tion is self-con tradictor-.r ~ 

found in chapters 2 and 3; of k.,&& whl.ch has been chiefly 

concentrated. ~pon by those· Who do not wish to accept 

Bradley's conclusions" The ou-tline of the demonstration 

is somewha:!; artifioial: B:r'adley seeks to shO'N that relations 

cannot eXist wi-thoui; terms~ bu-I; also cannot eXist wi tp, 

terms$ and thi,s is said to be contradictory.. Of COUl"''Se, 

the onus of his proof lies in shoWing. that relations 

canno-!; exist ~ termso 

The cei1tral a:t'glDD.ent to this end is as follows: 

Firs-l:;$ a relation must be founded upon some complexi.t-.r 

in the na-t;u:re of its rela:ta; some prep,icate of the relatao 

.AJ..so, a relation must affect i-ts rela-ta, mv.st cha.nge them .. 

Thus p lIeach reI a tion he.s, a double characterg as both 

. supporting and as being made by -[;11e relation .. I! Let US 

. caJ...l el, tem "A", -'Ghe aspeot of A whioh f'ounds the relation 

in question Hall , , 
of' the rela-l;ion I!@!I~ a and @$ then, must somehow be 

combined in A, as A(a.-,.,,@)., But a and @ must somehoW' be 

related", But lo.ow a:C8 they related? @, :t£ it :Ls to be 

related to a, mus-I; be eJ. teiX'ed by the relation ll and must 

have some aspec-t which f01,ll1ds the rela:tiOl1" Thu8 Sl -Ghe~"e 

must be some ?omplexi ty wi.thj~n @)I some aspect of i-b, 

which is the foundation of the relation~ let us call it 



generation of oomplexi ty 11'u'j.-thin A j.S thus set; ir.lto 

progress! For A to be related~ 8,11 infinite number of 

quali·ties must be xeq,uired., which is an absu.rdity. Thus, 

Bradley concluded. -that "the notion o:f a. tenn taken in 

)}elation is ul tj.ma,tely ul1lsa-bisiactoxy 0 

WoJ.lhel1n!s irnmediate reply to this is that i.lc 

presupposes that the aspec t of A whj.ch supports the 

relation is noit the same as the aspec·t; of A Whioh resul"iis 

from the relation" T.his s he qUite reasonably points out, 

need not be the case; they can be one and the same" 

Wollheim I s replY here seems to be per.f'ec tly sound. Bu.t 

Russell, on the other han.d, could safely choose to j.gl1.ore 

this point, and simply say that the basic.; assump"t;ion of 

the Whole argument, tha.t relatedness must be based on 

predic:ates o~f the relata, is false! It Was this point 

that Was at isit1ue between Bradley and himself, and he 

could with a degree of jus"tiee urge that Bradley's belie.f 

tb.at relations aX<3 internally cOl1t:t'adic-Gory was based on 
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the doctrine ojf tnternal relations! Indeed., he tended to 

take the argument as a~~Labsu~.Q-1!i of the internality 

vj_ewpoj~n-!;, although" Si11.0e there were o-ther errors in the 

argurnent g this is not really defensible& 

Another of Brz.dley' s arguments can be interpreted 

as follows~ A and B s,re related by R 1., But the relation 

.RL is thus related to A and B by a further relation, call 

it IIH2 tl, since they are d:Lfferent, and difference is a 



11 

relation" But JR2; of course, is differ-ent from Rl, a.nd 

so there is a rela;tion bet;weeu them, which we may call tlIi3110 

This process calli. clearly go on indefinitely (! Thu.s$ an 

infj.ni te number of relations is generated by any relational 

state of affairs" Russel1~, however~ couJ...d.uot see anyt;hiug 

wrong with ·this" 48 Though ther-e may be an infini.te generation 

of relations p he could not see in thi!::1 arry crl tj.cism of 

relationsl) mssell ca:reftt1.1y distinguished between two 

types of infinite generation: lIon6 proceeding merely to 

peJ:.1)etually new implied proposi t:1.o1'18, the other in the 

meaning of a proposition i te61f .. II 49 But only the latter 

is a vicious generation; the one involved in the above 

argt.u:nent is of the fOl'mer kind" ThUS, fu1.ssell does not 

admit it as ~.cri "i;ioism of the notion of relation o He 

argues that :Bra.dl.ley only thought of it as a criticism of 

t.he notion, because he falsely looked upon relations as 

being the S8me .l6ypes of thi.ngs as -the rela"!;a~ and nO-'(i 

as something subs·ts.ntiaJ.ly different" Having noticed tha·t 

the words Which denote relations are just as substantial 

as the words whioh denote. things, Russell tells u.s$ 

Bradley assumed that relations are just as substantial as 

things" 50 Once assuming thiS, it is understandable that 

:Bradley thought a.1'J. illfi.nite~ generation to be vioious., If 

ralations were like "things, then if a..ny r-alationaJ. s.1cate 

of affai:cs generated 811 irlf:ini te numbel" of further 

relations, then we Would have a grossly overpopulated 

/ 
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untverse I) But Rtu:lsell says that -' .. his by 110 means shows 

that there is somethingYlrong with the notion of' 1.'e18ti0119 

only -'chat the:ee is somethin.g VlX'Ol1g with looking upon 

rela-t;ions as being on"!:iologic8J.ly similar to thi.ngs ~'$jf 

Having disposed of the central aD6uments of 

chapters 2 and 3 for the Unreality of relations, Bradley's 

detraotors tend to think that his posi-cion has been quite 

defea;t;edll> This\? however~ is not so: There are many more 

argv.m.el1ts Wi thin his works conoerned w:t th the v .. llreali ty 

of r-elationso One of -the chief of these is a highly 

empiricist argument~ a.YJ. argument Which fea:tv.res pmm.illeu-t.ly 

in later passa.ges of l\.']~§"~_ClLanfLBea]"_ij:~, in the 

posthumous essay on relatiol1s~ and in -ehe correspondence 

of Bradley an:::l Russell .. 

The basic argv..ment is simply that immediate 

experience is ,uon-relationaJ..¥ bu.t it is immediate 

experience whi:oh is the foundation of all artlculatable 

tonus of knowledge" Man I s knoWledge of' the real world, 

he says~ is entirely dependen:t upon this :Lmmedlate 

experience; th;ex'e is no other ga"li6we,y to reality.. But 

since relations oannot be .found v'n-bhin this~ they cannot 

eXist in reaJ..i ty; they oan only be products of' our 

organising faculties" 

~~The disoussion Will be reopener} on page 102 0 



It is e/G this poj~n·lt; -:~a:~ vve must bear in mind -the 

earlier cautionaxy noteS' to the effect -t;ha·~ Bradley Was 

by 11.0 means a rationalist" Be is often portrayed as a 

gre"at opponent (!)f empiricis-l.JJ., but it is important to note 

that his opposi t1011 to the "ernpir:i.c 1st sohool" Was only 
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concerned with au opposition to the methods and superstruct­

ure o:f thiS sohool.. As far as Bradley Was concerned,9 

the re 5.s no mysterious SOUJ:ce of knowledge of reality; 

-the basic empiricist assumption he took over with fervour,_" 

par-ticularly :Ln the defensE~ of the unreality of relations~ 

at which point he argued that empiricism and pluralism 

are incompati.ble .. It is strange that he neve r' snoke of the 
.<.: 

irony o:f this, Since his pll..lr8lis"t opponents We~"0 

themsel yes raos-ny empiricis,ts ~ 

The r~ferenoe to immediate experience Was a 

commonplace ill Bradley' s le-~ters to w.sSElll, although thex'e 

Was sUl:prts:Lngly Ii tone direct reference to any substantiat-

ion of his doc-t;:t:::i..ne.. For l.."ls"GancEl, When arguing that if 

we look upon the, world as compr~sed of independent 

things, We inevitablY "abstrac-I;", break up the unity of 

reality, he siJllply 1I"~~-d1 r,his vieWpoint about immediate 

experience, and did noti back it up~ 

The given fect, to be dealt; wi-t,h ideally, is a non­
relat:Lonal whole Q Now in going on to find ideas which 
satisfy us, if we a:::Sl).m8. indep0ndep. t terms,. one sid~ 
of the IIsenslible" given ~s lost" In a sens~ble fs,c 1I 

you have the, Whole and the parts in onEl.. Bu.t if you, 
break -this entity up, and set; doWn any part as 

/ 



independent~- -then~ stc.l.~.lGing with this point~ there 
is no getting beyond j~-t; exoept arbitrarily" For you. 
have suppressed the asp\:l!c-t; of tot;al5:ty or identity 
Which ii:l.. tlile sensible whole, "I:;ook you i'rom point -to 
point" )J. 
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RussellS' however, seems to have thought that 

relations are moot just added by the minds but; are iT.aplic:Lt, 

at least ~ in immediate experiel1.ce c Thus 9 he replied -to 

J3 reJil ey s aying ~ 

I can only ga-iiber thai; I am expect;ed to admit that 
the vaguer or less reflectij.ve view of anything is 
eJ.ways truer than -the more precise and reflec'l:;ive 
Vie Vi! .. Thi,$ seems like arguj.ng for some politiCal 
ins-bi tution on the5~rou.:t1d th~;rt it eXisted among our 
savage ancestors.. ' 

ThiS, of CQu:l:'se 1l does not §ill~'! Bradley in any 

way; it just shoWS that R.;Lssell Worked on the assumption 

that :lmmedis.te experience oontain.s relations, at lea.st 

impltci tlyo Bradley very soon wrote back to Russell 

indicating tha:f; he cov.ld not accept this assumption~ 

urgtngr, Simply, -'Ghat immediate eXperience of the II-chie ll 

is non .. ~r-elationaJ." But fulssell ~ stil1~ Was only able to 

reply: 

presumably the difficul-ty for n.1e arises When the 
thi§. .. '" e does not in the first instance appear to be 
an arrangemen-t of inter:r'elated parts o In such a case 
I should merely say that the i'irst tUlreilective 
app:rehension of' the object does not get so true or 
complete a pic-ture as can be got by reflection.. Andr.; 
I do not ~ee Why this is nO-'G a satisfacto:L"Y answer., )3 

In other words, RLllssell could not see why he 

should llQ.] assume -'Ghat imrned:late eXperience ts impliCi-'G1Y 

relational; that relations~ are there~ i.f only We knoW 

,/ 



where to look", Bradley ~:md Russell had Sj.mply reached an 

impasse at this point" One thought that im.medi.ate 

experience is non-relational ~ -the other that it is 

implici tlY:J a;1;' J.east~ rela;tionru, but they found no way 

of getting down -to discussing one another's assv . .mpt1ons" 

Neither can Ie 
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AJ.. though it Was the arguments of' chal)teJ.."'S 2 and 3, 

and the arguments Which ccmoeined immediate experience, 

which Wex'0 overtly Bradley's main reasons f'or accepting 

the unreaJ..ity of relationEIS' it seems nevertheless tha-t 

his l.:e.§l reason Was just tha-t he could not make any sense 

of the l1otion of' an eXist€int relation~ as something quite 

apart; il"Om its tel1llSo Bradley makes this point in his 

~~~.fl!J;L.§n.~:j. .. ty:~ p,,2L~7, and elsewher6 0 What 

on ear'Gh could it be? be asks. He made compar~ ti vely Ii ttle 

of -I:;his pOint" bu"\:; it is presented at times as the most 

important point, and thiS may ~ell be SOe There is nothing 

in B~c8.dley I s work which alloWS me to discuss the pOin"t ill 

this seotion; I shall attempt, rather~ to give some 

depth to the standpoint in section 6 .. 

(iii) Why Br9Aley Held Thought to be Necessarily Relational 

Bradley states, at the beg.inning o~ chapter 3 o:f 
. . A .. 8:,R...... tha-t though -I:; is mevi t;ably rel ational. Sl a View which 

is amply supported in that chapter and its predecessor .. 

Early in the "third chapter, he states that the fac"l;; that 

;' , 



we c;anno-t spealt in terms of things or ClUali ties, the 

materiaJ.. of t;hough-!;s> without bringing in relat;iorLs~ j.B a 

well known fact :tn psychology <l What he seems -to have in 
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mind are '~he cases wher-e somethlng only takes on a. speCj,.ii.c 

meaning wi thin a relational complex .. 

For eX 8lliple 9 the i.llustra-[;ion 

to the right c81n appear as a duck or 

a rabbi t~ depending on hoW we look 

at i te But in the framework of 

dis.greill 11, the illustr-at:i.ol1 is seen 

--------~ 

.. --------1 

as a rabbit l' whe reas in diagram 111 , it is se en as a duck .. 

-- -~ 
~---------------------------- -

~ 

1':-F~ · I 
~ 

Diagram 11 

~~ 
~ 

~--~---------~---------Diagram III 

This WQu.ld make hj.s point quite nicely ~ but 

Bradley Will tllay no weigh ti on a considerable mass of 
It 

evidence" 0" furnished by psychology 11 since he has 

lampooned philosopheJ."S for being "too long in the 

psychological att;i tude II e BeSides, he believes that he 

can make his plDint perfe.ct1y satisfactorily on purely 

philosophical grounds" 

In chapter 2~ he argues that if we Wish ·~o speak 

./ 
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of such things, as enti-ties or properbies, then we .~itill~ 

relations to avoid contradictions" For example, redness 

a.'1d greenness, taken together, Without relational organiz­

a-I;ion fare inclOmp a ti bl e I) But if arrang ed rel a tionall Y $I 

for instance br.y being a;t-trl'buted to different parts of 

sp8De~ they are compa-tible again.. This '\IYas Bl~adley f s 

meaning when he said: 

Qualities are found Some to be :i.ncompa:t1ble., Q ei-t is ' 
only where, they come t;ogether distinctly by the help" 
of a. relation, that they oease to conflicte On the 
other hand~ where a thing fa:ils to set Un a relation 
between j_"ts :eroperties~ they are contrarY a:t oneee. 0" 

colour oolliues with colour""" if the identity becomes 
relational by help of snace, thev axe Olrtslde one 
ano"bher~&l1d ar-e peoo1efv_l once more. 54 

The argrilllent that thought is inevitably relational 

is completed elegantly in chapter 3, where Bradley uses 

a f'onn of the '''polar contra.sts argument tl
, Which ha.8 seen 

extensive use in the work of Wi ttge1'lsteiY.lo He rests his 

case on the point that if' we Wish to speak of anyone 

quali ty, or term~ then we have to presuppose the eXistenoe 

of that Which it is not" We can never speak of one 

elemen:i:; of reality as i ts(~lf an element unless we ai; 

least accept that it has a difference from other elements" 

"If not distil1~t, then no-t di.fferent, and -therefore not 

qualitj_es", as Bradley quaintly puts it" This is cer"tainly 

a polar contrasts argumen-t: one thing can only be said to 

he a thing if it is con tras-t;ed to -t;b.a"t Which i"b is not .. 

This may seem strange to those juS"i:; partly versed in 



Bradleyfs writings.. Does he no"t say that thought is 

cured if we go beyond the level of relational thinking 

to the absolute, \vhere there cn-e no distinctions, jus-I; 

au undivided w)nole? Does he not sa"jr that thought would 

be adequate if we cov~.d grasp everything at once? This 

is not quite so G Bradley could reply to this on one 

level by saying that even if this Were true, it does not 

show -that thought could be non-relational, simplY because 

man is quite incapable of grasping eV'er-,rthing at on.ce ~ and 

thus has to remain at the relational level" But his 
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cen-Gr8~ reply to it is that g Vie suoceeded in -transcending 

the level of relational thou.ghtS' then thought wOl;Qd destroy 

itself" There wOLl.ld be no such thing as thought graSping 

the absolu·te, lDeoause once this level is reached, there 

is no such t;hi.."1g as thinking.. Thinking involves a thinl<::er; 

there must be di.fferen·tia.i;ion of thinking self from 

thought object for there 1iO be thought" But this 

diffeJ:'eutlation mu.st i11v01.ve rela'l:iions, if only the 

relation of difference bei;ween self and non-seLf.. Relations 

can orus finally disappear when this relation is los·t; but 

when it j.s los-t, thought j_tself disappears; a level of 

feeling where?J.l merges is: reached.. Thus Bradley coUld 

say: 

Thought isrela-CiionaJ.. and diSCUI'§~ve, and if it ceases 
to be thiS, it commi.lGs suj.cide 0 ::> 



In conclv.sion to 'tb.:: s section, it can be noted 

that we can. noW understand why Bradley should say VlA 

relational way of thought$ /11' ~ c must give appearance and not 

truth I) ., G it is a makeshift, a mere prac tic aJ. compromise, 

most necessary ~ but in tlH3 e11.d most indefenSiblee" 56 It 

is "most indefensible II since it is self-contrad1ctior'Y ~ and 

relations are on.ly a produ.ct of our organising facv~ ties o 

For the same reason, it must "give a,ppeara.l1ce and not 

""9 (. 

:r:"9ali ty" Q As we have just seen;the relational way of thought 

is, "mos-'(i necessary", sincle thought is inevltably rElla·tionaJ. .. 

One fea-t;ure we have not discussed previously is that the 

relational Way of thought is "a makeshift, a mere prs..ctical 

compromise l1 .. But We do not have to look hard to find 

Bradleyls me811ing c He is making -the point -I;ha-t; though 

the relational way of thought Ultimately breaks up :reaJ.i ty 

into segments ll thus committing -the Sin of "abstraction", 

it nevertheless makes some attempt to retain the Ul'ltty, 

via a relational nexu.s., 



5" F1JSSELL'S OBJECTION TO BRADI,EYiS DOCTRINE OF R8LATIONS 

R@JONSIDER8D 

In -'chis section~ :r shall at-temp-b to sum up the 

immediate rest:J.l ts of Russ;ell's a-ttacks on Bradley t s 

doctrine... First, i-t is to be noted that; Russell chiefly 

attacked the doctrine of in-tarnal relat:Lons~ and -this 

attaok ws,s al..so primarj_ly aimed against the S-P assumption .. 

As We have seen, however, Ru.ssell Was qUi-be wrong to have 

equated the doctrine of internaJ. relationS w:L-t:h the S-P 

assumption, and Bradley also very o are fully ~j~.c..:Y~ the 

S-P assumption!) Thus, it would seem tha-t -the cor-e of 

RU.ssell v s a-'ctack was lacking in signifioanoe as far as 

Bradley was cO]f.l.certled.. NE~vert;helessS' the i.Y,1dJ:~ result 

of this at;ts.ck seems to have beeu quite substantial" 

Rtlssel1 1 8 ooncen:tration upon the S-P assumption, and hiS 

successful and lucid :rejeotion of it had a considerable 

e.ffect on the Qontemporar"les o.f the debate, Who had not· 

really noticed i ts falsity previously 0 Many of them ha.£. 

assumed that ~.-.elations are like~ or red:ucible to qualities, 

because of a blind adheJ:'ence to the S-P assumption; they 

simply had not ~noticed -that there was an a1 tertlati ve way 

of looking UpOl'1l. relations ,. But When Hv.ssell demonstrated 

its falSity ir:refrag:Lbly~ With so much mOl"6 clarity than 

J3radley~ they realized the error of -their ways, a.nd saW 

that -the doctrtne of internaL relations, Which Would have 
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followed from the S-P aSsnnll)tion$l Was no longer obvious., 

Tbus, though Russell had no·t aff'ected Bradley directly, 

in the eyes of some membo.I'S of" the philosophical pub1ic 

be had put Bradley on the defensive, so that the doct,rine 

of internal :relations had to be sv.pporte{L :&1.ss611, 

bowevers folloWed up his :1.n1 tial attack with at;tacks on 

the details of Bradl ey IS argu.ments s> as they Wex-e found in 

chapters 2 and :3 of A.,~~~fl..!...o These attacks? moreover~ Were 

damaging ones., Thus contemporary philosophers, Who were 

becoming bored Wj.t;h idealism anyway, were Willing to 

accredi t RU.ssell with v:Lctory in -the debat;e <> The opj.nion 

soon spread that Bradley, and idealism in general, were 

refuted.. Bu"t; subtle"bies of the debate h~Hl beell ignored 

by them in this judgem.ent" They had not noticed~ for 

instance, othe1"9 less publicised reasons given by Bradley 

for the doctri.l1e of internal relations .. * 
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The fi.rst of these reasons Was the basic empiricist 

argument that immediate experience is non-relational" But 

though Russell dld not actually refute ,thiS, he did 

provide at least a viable al-cernative to it: -tha"t 

immediate expeJ."ience is a1; leas"G im~pli_Q.:?:~lY.: relational 0) 

So eve'l1 if some members of the philosOl)hical community . , -
B..§l.l1 noticed this subtlety ~ it need not have affected their 

decision.. Yet there is th.e further, far more important 

reason which Bradley had j:or defending -the doctrine of 
.---'-----.-----~-.--~-.-.-----'-'-----. ........ ---------*' t " ,Reference '~Q the vagaries ?f ltl~le philos?phical public 

is based chielly on general hlstones of phllosophy such ?,S 
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internal relations: he simply cou.ld not see how it Was 

possible to gi1re 8.v-y int;ellectually satisfying account of 

eX-lierl1.al relations o He could not begin to offer an account 

of them$ Thus Sl .finding them quite incomprehensible, he 

refused to admit their eXj.stence. A deciSion as to whethex' 

Bradley t S likil1lg for the doctrine of internal relations 

Was a..oc6ptable ji then~ really depends upon the adequacy 

o.f Russell t s a.ccount of ext;ernal relationsc. Nevertheless~ 

this Was not demanded by his con temporarie s during the 

dispute Wj.th Bradley. Only Bradley sa'll its vital importance" 

The second subtlei;y of the si tucrliion is that 

Bradley did P.:9_! JGhink thai; the doctrine of internal relations 

Wa.s uJ.. timately defenSible$' and it Was not his central 

theory of relations o Thus, even if w.ssell ~ succeeded 

in defeating his doctrine of interne.l relations, Bradley 

Would not have been worri€~d too much; he -lihought it 

indefensible, anyway. Br~~ley's cent~~ position Was that 

no relational account coul,a ever su.cceea~ since the 

notion of relation is self-contradictory" But; this 

means that he was .!.I2\~,.:rli siur-e of his doctrine that 'relations 

are, unreal, since nothing con-tradictory can be real" 

Even if contempora.ry philOSophers had noticed th.ts subtlety 9 

however~ they Would still, probably, have said tha-b Bradley 

Wa.s a beaten llHill ll since the most celebra"ted of hiS 

arguments for the unreali t;y of relations were those of __ -:::0==-=_=-=._--.-.-----____ . __ . __ 
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chapters 2 and 3 of :& .• .9.:.& Which Rv.ssell had shattered o 

A1so~ although Russell :refused to take the j,dea tha-~ 

rela-tions are u.nreal part:i.cularly seriously ~ he nevertheless 

moun-ted a fairlY worthy a"ttack on It .. 

Russell £i1""8t attacked the view that relations 

, 

largely reiterating thiS :Ln his nOn the lilTatu:re of Tl"'uthll .. 

He uses the tradi tlonal approach o.f presenting us With 

those relations which we should refuse -to admit as bej_ug 

mel"61y a produc-'G of our orga..llising foon1 ties.. John of 

St" Thomas had used th:i.s technique in replying to 

Willian of Ockh.8ID and his disciples" He had urged that we 

cannot possibly make all :rela-cions subjective, Since if 

we do t;his, then We are foroed to ad_nil t that there are not, 

in reali-GY, tlu'ee related s.spects of the Holy Trinity .. 

Since this wotlidrequire heresy, John put the Whole notion 

out of his mind.. Nevertheless, not all of us live in 

fear of the Inq;uiSi tion, and an arg1).ment like this really 

Will not do" L,et us see if the examples of relat:i..ons Which 

"cannot possibly be m.erely subjeotive ll Which Rl..lssell provides 

are any more value,bIe" 

Russe],l t s prime examples of rela-tions \vhich !.lll1,st 

eXis-1i In reali t:y, as g:Lven ill bis early wri tings~ are 

ma-'Ghema:tiioal relations., Ma;t;hematlcs, he had provens Was 

heavily dependent upon asymmetrical relations; these are 

essential to nv~ber seriese But thiS being so, if 



relattons a~"e all unreal, then he realized that numbers 

could not be real things m Russell felJe this to be final 

proof of the reali-ty of relations, but; to most modern 

stu.dents, it is very" hard to see Why.. The fact is that 

Russell Was highly im.pres:sed by Meinong' s Work¢' When he 

Was wti ting this defense of the reality of relations $ he 

Was quj:t;e C01117inced that numbers subsis"t; ill some sort of 

Meinongian un:Lverse" But few today Would share his 
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enthusiasm for Meinongian universes; indeedSJ ~ .. t would often 

be held that if .§;~ .. 'Y. relations are purely constrv.cts of the 

intellect,. then the relat:Lons of maJGhematlcs are among them .. 

But Th.J.ssell also tries a more defensible line", 

The r-elations 01' space and time, be assures us~ are 

j.rreduci bly rela"tional, and thus ~ if We Wish to support 

Bradley's doctl"'ine, we must say that; these are Ul1real s 

and lEUSO that the phySicaJ. sciences Which make So much 

use of them C8lltlot be finally truthful 0 Now Bradley Was 

someWhat bemused -that such an argv..ment cov..ld be brought 

against him.. Be had clearly argued that such relations are 

unreal: that sciences whic:h used them as given facts about 

the world were not f:t.l1ally tX1l6j) and he did not see 

a.n;y";tbing so odd in holding this position" Kant~ after aJ.l? 

had argued tha'~ space and time are not real, so l.t is 

not §.1d..2.h an ob"'.;iously absurd doctrinee Nevertheless, the 

philosophic aJ.. publ:Lc would have fel t this to be a bloW 

agains"t him., It was generally "l;hough t that spatial and 



temporal relations m~ be real; realism Was the rising 

mo.vemel'1t at the time t and such a substantial denj.al of i-I:; 

went strongly against the current of opinio116 

The same public 81.180 tended to si~_e wi.th Russell 

becav.se of the respeot Whj~ch Was felt for his newly­

introduoed philosopl1icaJ.. tOOI- -the new, vastly improved, 

ma.-therJlatical IQgj.,C c At the oore of this new logic Was a 

logic of relations which was seen to be highly fecund", 

w_ssell shifteiii the founda:1;ions of mathematics Wi th ito 

ilJ..l in all, thenS' it is not really surprising that W.ssell 

oarried the day, in the eJres of contempo'rary observe:cs", 

Nevertl1l.6less, the only t:lm.e that RL1.ssell really 

hurt Bradley's system Wa,s When he rejected -the liproofsll 
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of chapters 2 and 3 of the contradictory natv.re of :relations" 

The other objections did not affect him, and he Was 

cer"~ainly no·t overawed by Russell's new logic, since he 

had helped it on its way~ and he oOLud have felt that 

however useful the logic of reI a"ti0l?-s may have been., 

i-t still did not mean thai; relations have to be looked 

upon as elements of the rElal worid" Russell had a1.So 

not, as yet, met one of Bradley f s objections to trea-'Ging 

relations as real: that no account of such entities 

appears possible" The whole ouiicome of the dispute 

between Bradley and Russell is once again seen to turn 

on the <luestion of whethe:r Russell coUld give a respeo'table 



account of rel,atiol1s taken as :reaJ..o A disoussion of this 

point must at last be produced; it Will fOIm the oontent 

of the final S,ect;iOllQ 
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6.. RfJSSEtL is POSITIVE Ace OUNT OF RELATIONS 

Bussell often stressed the importance of giving 

relations a plaoe in any satisfac tory ontology, bv. t he 

Was rather SloW in let-liing people know What exactly 

he thought them to be" Bradley had pestel'ed him for years 

in his le-liters to eXplaiIl. his point of view ~ btl. t he never 

replied with clarity or direc -!;ness ~ In a. letter of 1910 $ 

he was Willing to go no fltu'ther than say that; he thought 

relatj_onal states of affairs to eXist, and these are really 

complex entities., He rep~9ated this quite often: :in 

he speaks of the rel ation:9.1 state or affairs ARB as being 

peroeived as one object$' :9.l1d in ~Q.Ql.~1f3 •• o.£: ~j:lAQ,,§l.2P.kZ 

he says Itwhenever there i:3 a relation which relates 

certain terms, there is a complex objeot formed of the 

union of these tems. 11 57 But obviOUSly t;his is by no means 

a complete aCC0unt: there are two' or more relata in the 

state of affairs comprising the relation8J. complex, bu:li 

What ~l~~. is tl1.el"'e? There must be something else in vol veo. 

Which makes up the relaJliional state of affairs, and it l.S 

this extra element whioh we want to know about. We want 

to knoW what it could coneei vably beo li'ortunately, 

Russell was no-t alWays coy about discusSing the matter~ 

It is in The Princinles of Mathematics that Russell 
-----~-.. ----..... -~ 

first lets us know wbat aJ:18J.ysis he intends to offer. When 

he 1;vrote that book, he WaS strongly influenced by Meinong, 
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and accordingly, his ontological scheme saw a major 

diohotomy~ ever-j""thing Was di videa in to "existents II aJ:id'-------." 

fisubsistents 110 ThEl liexisten ts II include the commonplace 

spatio-temporal 0 bj ects~and the tem.poral ~ non-spatial 

enti-liies such as thoughts.., "Subsistents ll aJ::'€ said to be 

those elements of reaLity which are nei-I:;her spatial nor 

temporal., Relations YiTe:ee then said to be included ill the 

la-i";t;er section, to Ilhave being" in some Meinongian 

u.nlvex·s8 e Novv if this i,s to be the core of Rv.ssell IS 

acc ount, it is unders-tanda1;)le tha-Ii he should not have 

mentioned it too freely., Meinol1.gie.p. enti-tiies are very 

often only referred -'GO by philosophers in facetious moods. 

Those Who labour under the impJ:0ssion that Russell always 

Worked with a '''robust sense of realityll, and Was a 

philosopher of the common sense persuasion tend "GO thipJ.r 

that suoh a strange view eould OlllY have been short lived, 

that, When RU.ssell discovE~red Ockham' s razor~ he Would do 

away with the whole class of Meinongian entities" and 
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tha.t subsistent 1"'61at;:1_ons Would share the fSJ:te of geometrical 

pOin-ts ~ Bu-t this is not so.. It seems that after Russell 

had :rebelled against; idealism~ he always looked upon ' 

relations as subsistent entities .. 

The fa.et that; Russell never repudiated thiS 

doctrine publioly is shown in his ~'le)?_".p"~e He stated quite 

clearly -'Ghat he adher-ed to a subSisting world of universals, 
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and dj.d so p:t:eeisely becan.se he Was driven t:o it to account 
'---_. 

f.or relatlons& This viewpoint is eXplained in most detail in 

Even ther-e , however~ the 

characterization of the Ilsubsistents t! is a very meagr-e one, 

mostly fonned by simply negating the properties of everyday 

objects. We are told, for inst8.l1.ce, that r-elations, like 

other subsistemts, cannot eXist in the way that ordinary 

things eXist, since it does not make sense to ask !PE-~ or 

~ they are" "Hence"~ he say's, lithe relatj.on 'north oft is 

radically different from such things ~s ideas, or material 

object~. It is nei t11er in space, nor in time, neither material 

nor mental, yet it is somE~thing .. II Shortly after this$ Russell 

continues the characterization by telling us "the World of 

being is unchangeable, rigid, exact 11 ~ It is also tldelightful 

to the mathematician, the logiCian, the builder of metaphysio­

al systems, and all those Who love perfection more than life o II 

Relations are 110t sharply differentiated by Rtl.ssell 

from traditional PlatoniC univer-sals- they are simply 

said to ~ universals$ indeed unparticularized universals" 

Vihereas the green of a particvJ.ar blade of grass may be 

seen as a particularized universal, the relations which 

that blade of' grass has tOi other things are said -GO be £Q~ 

particularized.. In an art;icle ca~led "Meil1ong' s Theory 

o.f Oomplexes and Assu .. 11lptions If $ Russell sta:tes clearly 

"there are no such enti i.;i€:s as par-l.iictllarized relations" 58, 



and in !!1~ P~Q.i:gl~Q,.:f~~mati.£.§ he S-'liates "relations 

do not have instances but 8.1."e striotly the same in all 

proposi tions ill whj_ch they occure 11 59 The reason given 
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for !hi~ strange view is 1t;ha-'G if relations filers particular­

ized, then relations such as "is larger than" are difi'erent 

in each manifestation, bu~t; Russell felt it vital that 

the relation should be the same in "four is lal"ger than one" 

as in "three is larger than two II" 

Now why sh.o1)~d Ru.sssll have espoused the whole 

Meinongian viewpoint? ThE~ anSWer may be that once he had 

accep'ted the view that relations are real 9 he Simply had 

no chOice Co He is quite r:i.gh-li olio say that relations are 

not spatial or temporal., and thus if We contiJ;l.ue to trea-t 

them as real, they become completely different in kind 

from things &J.1.d events" We simply cal1..l1ot take a..ccOULl"t of' 

some-!;hing Which is neither spatial nol temporal in any 

ordinary manner" Eve:rything inhabiting -tille woi-'ld Which we 

are acquainted With is one or the other or both~ even thoughts, 

though they are non-spatia.l~ are at leas-t temporal" Thus 

fussell felt tbat he had to speak of' another World to 

aocomodate these str~U1ge entities .. 

It cannot be denied that; the Whole characterization 

of relations is, very odd.. One suspeots that Bradley Would 

have t1"6a-l;ed the Whole account as a reductio ad absuI'durn 
____ ~_. I) 'Oft c' « 1lW.~' ,. 

of the view that I~lations are real. Russell, note, used 
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to scold Brad.ley for faillnc to -think of rela-l;ions as 

being totally ~iffer'en.t i.n kind from ord:Lnary el1t~Lties or 

events.. J3radley, however" corQd well tU!U around and say 

that he never could conoej.ve of arJ_y way of thinking about 

them,. and .furthe11.110:re ~ that even after hearing Russell t s 

account, he coul.d not do :;::0. This is not; indefensible e 

Russell's account does smack of absurdity.. Do we r-eaJ..ly 

even have any idea of what is being talked about when we 

discuss things that; are neither spatial nor -bemporru.? A"D. 

Woozley has argued 60 tha;1; we omy think that; we do~ He 

argues that we thinJr that we do, because we mistakenly 

think that there is an analogy With discussions of .far-off 

places: We can quite well imagine What a strange land over 

the seas could be li.ke $ We can even imagine What a strange 

land in another solar system could be like.. Thus, We come 

to think that we can under.stand Wl'la-t a Meinongian u..ni verse 

wou~d be like~ But, be continues, we' really cannot; this 

supposed universe would be totally v.nlike any wOl~ld that 

we know, and i-c is simply absurd to pretend that we can 

understand what· such things could be .. 

This is not by any means a final objection to the 

view, but it certainly gives us a right to ask .for very 

good reasons t<o adopt it.. Russell himself a&ni~tted that 

the view Was very odd, bo th in 111e_ Pro£1=ems..Q:t:: P]g]"osopJa;Z 

and tr1 .. ,PcJ2, but in spite of discomfort on the matter, he 

seemS to have though t that he had good enough reasons to 
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accept ito TbJe argumen·~s for it really depend on argV.Jllellts 

for the realit;y of relations$' since, given their X\'i}ali-ty, 

and. the proven fact that they are not equa;tahle 'With 

properties, i-t, se8ms -to be the only type of accouu-t 

possible. Rus'sell t s arguments in favour of thereali ty of 

relations are no-t" however, entirely convincing c We have 

already seen how he insisted that relaJGions must be real 

by pointing to mathematical, and spatio-,temporal_ relations, 

bu t we have also seen tb.a't this argurJlent is .far from 

irrefragible. In .TI1§: .• _J;.rQ]Q.l~pllL.Q!...Plg]..9.~.Q.;Ql~ ~l Hussell 

tries to argue for the l'e8J.1 ty of relations in a different 

manner~ the argument being as followsg 

Edinburgh is north of Londono This is a fact 

Which wOi.;Qd be true even if there lsVere no thinking beings 

to appreciat:e i tc Therefore, the relation flnorth 01'11 

must be non-mental, and therefore must be real Q Now this 

argu..men·~, of c0u:rse, begs ID21J.1Y of the questions at issue o 

Man.y ide8J.j.sts Would deny that tlEdin'burgh is north of 

London It is a -crv:l.;h independent of thinJ.ring beings; a 

correspondence theoYY- of lliru:th is be:i,.ng assumed by Russell~ 

but this is b.y no means an indisputable theory" Vie may 

pemctps say that Russell's argument is valuable in showir...g 

that II we accept a corl"espondence theoxy of -trv.th~ then 

We have "'GO e..cc epji th~t :relations are real, but it :Ls 

doubtw.l if even this folloWS" Though We may say that the 
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objective state of affairs, Which corresponds ·to it, it 

do es not seem vital "that this s"bate of affa:Lrs is itself 

relational., It is not unarguable that "bhere j.B some sta"te 

.of affairs in the "r-eal world II Which corresponds to our 

expression "ARBI!, bili; "that this is not itself actually . 

relationaJ..; i-I:; is ,just that we are only capable of express­

ing it in relational tenns c 

Another$' more :i.mpor-tant argument offered by Russell 

for the reaJ...tty of relations is that it is essential for 

our language to have meaning: 

Suppose, for instance~ that I am in my roOlli~ I eXist~ 
and my room eXis-t;s ~ bu"!:; does r in' eXist? Ye·t 
obViously the word tint has a mesnir!g; it denotes a 
relation which holds ibetween me a..11.d my rOOID., The 
relation is some-t.b.:Lng!~ although we ca11.not say -that it 
eXists in the same sense in. Which I and my room. eXis-t. 
The relation. f j.n I is something which we can think abov:t 
and understand, for, :Lf We couJ.d not unders-taYld i t~ wl9 
could no"t understand -lihe sentence III am in my room"c 02 

It is Russell fS l'i:referel1tial ~ theOI'"j of meaning 

Which appears "GO un8"erly much of the ontology of logical 

a-t;omisrl1~ and it cer"l:;ainly seems to have played a vital part 

in his doc-bri:u8 concerning relations.. Bu:t thiS 1theor.y- of 

m~aning is -'Goday gener[-'l~lj/" considered -bo be false! per.aaps 

the most signific an:t; advance in recent; philosophy has been 

Wi ttgenstein ~ s demons"t;ra-t:Lon of the fa-lsi ty of this view; 

thiS$) however~ unde:rmilles oue of the main foundations for 

RLlssell S s belief' that relations are real" 
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Another :r0a..son Which Hussell had for believing that 

relations are I-Bal Was also based on a s:ilnilar basic 

assumption thai; he worked wi-th: the assumption tha-I; -the 

structu.re of sen-tances ill,@] correspond -bo the s"lirac"ture 

of -the world in at least those ca.ses where -the sti:ructure 

is unavoio.able e . Rus'sell -tells us j.n hiS MGE .• ~D~ that thQugh 

he could no"1; demonstrate the truth of this presupposi tion~ 

be could never bx1....'».g himself to doub-t; it.. Bu"1; Russell 

also believed relation;'words neceSBary to a.ny language, 

8J.l acoeptable belief, sinoe preceding arg;uments have shoV\fn 

tha:1; though-I; is inevitably lxnationalo Thus, he oonoluded 

that relations ~ be re8~L But why should we aooep"!; 

Russell Vs presupposi-t;iol1? It is the yer-j" poin-I:; in question? 

it oannot be s:i..mlply assumed.. Since Russell hj1l1Self 

admitted that he cOl)~d not demonstrate i-Ii, we are by no 

means obl:tged to accept it. 

Russell'fs c'ase is loeginnj.ng to look a li"t-tle shaky; 

we need to look around for more positive support for ito 

When Vi .Winslade wrote about it in his article 11 RlJ.ssell IS 

Theor',f oi' Hel a-bions II (in. Kl emke I S E:~JLa..y,s ... Oll.J3.s:...:r;:"t!;tq,:q,4 .J1u~tldJ 

he adm:L"~-ted that -the theory Was very s"trange, but neverthe­

less he wanted to lend it support" But the only suppor-t 

that he could oome up With Was: 

Russell's claim that relations are real does have an 
appeeJ.. however; for it; is diificuJ.. -t to imagine a. 
worlc1~such as a IJeibu~Lz:i"8J:l~ ~7 Bradl;~an world- ~n 
Which there 8.1."8 no rea..L rel8. l!~ons.. J 
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But thiS argument is really no argument at 81.1 .. 

Bradley had aJ..ready argued that thought is iuevi tably 

r-ela-tionaJ., a'0.d So Q.,t: c(2.1U:~ We have iUfficul ty in imagining 

a World Wi thou-G relations" But this is Slll1ply not 

signif'ic8xr!; in aiding HU.ssell's -theSiS .. 

The main remaining support which w.ssell could 

give for bJ .. s VieWpoint Was the indirec'l; one of' argu:Lug 

that the aJ.:teru,a"ti ve account, tha'Ii relations are a pJ:'Oduct 

of ou.r organising faculties, does not succeea.~ It would 

he Wise to make sure, firs·t, -that we really under-sta.'0.d 

this view t so ·that We can judge w.ssell's rejection of it" 

Note that it is Q~~ just the crude view that we add to 

il'...1illediate sensation a rela'tionaJ.. orga.."1isation Which is not 

'based. in a11.ythitl.g Wi thin the sensations I> ThiS Wov.1d be 

obviously absurd: the relationaJ.. organisation COQld then 

be nothing but chimericalI' RL188e11 atta..cks this 'new When 

he considers Kantian pbilo:sopby, bu"'(j it is by no means -thiS 

crude view which is being offered as an a~ terna:ti ve to 

realisino This view~ advocated whole-heariiedly by Ockham, 

and half-heartedly by Bradley is t;hat ..Ilihere are some 

properties of' the relata Which provide suffioient grounds 

for -the relaJliions which ou:e organising faoul ties cOrls·ew.cti .. 

]'or instance, When We 88,y that one Cigarette is similar 

to (3,nother particular cigarette,lthis relation can. be said 

to be constructed by our organising fac1)J..·ties~ using 
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certain properties of the two cigarettes, such as pungency, 

size, and. colour~ as a foundation for it.. Nov{to defeat this 

view,. it is Worthless for Russell to aJ.-gue that relational 

proposi tions cannot be reduced to subject-predicate proposi t­

ions; this is admitted by the adherents of the view in question; 

they say that something over and above subject.~predicate 

states of affairs i§. j,nvol ved: the addi tion of the organization 

which we provide.. Russell is obliged~if he wants to defeat 

this view, to provide us With certain relatiqnal propositions 

which cannot be adequately accounted for in this manner.. He 

must provide us with cases where sufficient conditions of 

relationship 9_arJl1:0.,! be .found Within the nature of the relata .. 

If he can prove that relatedness j.s sometimes not dependent 

upon §¥1I proper-Gies of the relata~ then he Will certainly 

achieve this~ Thus, his J.~jection of the doctrine of internal 

relations is still vi tally relevant in this context" 

At first sight 1 it does not seem that Rv.ssell should 

have too dif£icUlt a task. To paraphrase an. argument 

o£ A~C "EWing, 64 it does no-!; seem as though the relation 

oJ: juxtaposi tio11 on my bookshelf Which holds between G-"B" 

~..f_~ is due in the least to their nature; it does 

not seem dependent upon the proper'liies of the relata at 

all.. But this is not the case G The fae t that they are 

both logic books is at least partially responsj.ble for their 

being found on the same shelJ: f and they could no-Ii be 
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juxtaposed if they did not come within the narrow range 

of size and weight' Whioh allows them to be found on a 

bookshelf co Again~ it is a necessary condi tio11 of their 

being sps:tiaJ.1Y' juxtaposed that they be both. spatialX This, 

note, is a necessary condition of §gil spatj.al relationship, 

So even the relationship \-vhich holds bet'ween mY'self and a 

particular fly in Outer Mongolia is p.ot one to which the 

nature of both myself and the fly are indifferent Gl Ewing 

argues th::rt it is a general truth that the nature of all 

related tenus must provide: at leas·t necessary conditions 

of the relationship.. Ar1t;hmetical relations can only aX'ise~ 

for instance, When both -lihe related tenns are numbers; love 

must pI'6SUppOse the capacity for emotional invo1'V'ement; 

causal relations" the membership of a causal system, I?...nd 

so 0110 Since Bviing has shown that the paradigm example of 

relations Which aI'8 meant to be indifferent to properties 

of the relata, the spatial 1:'61ation, is ngj! indifferent to 

predicates of the relata9 we may tend to conclude tha-I:; he 

has carried his case.. VI e ill ay s a;y tha-t; this ve ry simpl e 

argv.merl"'c should make Russell moderate substc'l1tially his 

eXpreSSion of the doctr-1ne of external relations.. Remember 

that his manner of arguing against the in temsl relations 

theory, and at the same time the Ockham theo:ry s was to say 

that some relations are not dependent upon any of the r-elata 

at all c This, however? noW appears questi011alJle 0 EWing 



believes that; :relatedness does involve certain proper-ties 

as necessary conditions of i -ts eXistence" But even if 

-~his is the case, all that; it really shows us ~LS that 

Russell did no-'~ express -the difference between himself 

and Bradley with sufficient subtlety; he is by no means 

defeated. yet", ~though he Would not be able to defeat 

the Ockhamist account of relations on the ground that 

some relations do not requi,re .§:!1y. properties' of the 

relata as sUPport9 he can still argue that there are not 

always properties Which provid.e the §.ll.f.!i£.:1.~n-~ c ondi tion, 

of ~"elatedness& The po5.nt is that, for the Ockhamist 

account ,to work1' there must be sufficien-t propert;ies of 

the relata on which the organising faculties c an work, 

to produce the relational complex; otherWise, the rela-Gion 

is still a chimerical 011e o For example, :i.n such- cases as 

"A is taller than BII, we Q§;U find sufficient condi-Gions 

for the relationship within the properties of A and B" 

If A is two feet high, and B is one foot high, then 

we have a sufficient condition for the rela.tione Bu-t; 

is this always so? Is it, for instal1ce, so With the 

rela.tion of juxtapOSition 1i'lhich holas between the two 

previOUSly mentioned logic books? It is hard to see how 

this could be so .. 

It must be admi;tted that Bradley Would have to go 
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on -the defensive hel'e o He simply cannot pom-b to 8.J.1Y 

properties of the rela-l:ia from. Which the specific spatiaJ. 

relation mus-!; follow.. His ini tim reaction Would pr-obably 

be that though he cannot pOin-!; to any 9 -thiS does not mean. 

that thex-e are none; he Would repea:t the:'1i assuming -'Ghat 

the x'elation is nO-'G founded on properties o.f the relata 
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is merely projecting our ignoranoe upon reality... ThiS is 

by no means a sa-tiisf'y:i_ng answer" But i-t; must be remembered 

that the Ookhar1l.ist acoou.n.JG does anuear qu:Lte satis.fa.c-t;o"Y"V 
~< J::..t:: ""'rJ 

for very many rela;tionsa It oan be argued that spaoe and 

time a:t:e notions Which havl;: aJ..ways been fraught with 

dif.ficul ties; -tha-li man has uever under-stood their na-ture, 

and thus it is not surprising that the account runs into 

difficul-liies where -t;hey a~:l conoerned.. Bradley could also 

use his :further point, Whioh is that he J£11olY§.. the acoount 

of relations to be ul-I:i:iLlat I31y ullsatis·factor;y, Since he 

believed -l;ha~t auy account of tjh6m mus-Ii :fail tI . Thougb 

Russell has scored a point against his account ofrelations~ 

be can still hold that hiS account is much be-liter than 

Ru.ssell! s realist acc ountc> To decide on this point, we 

need to return -'GO Russell's ace oun-t , and oonsider -those 

objec-tions Which can be hrought against it .. 

The main objectiong to Russell fS acoount have 

already been noted~ The main supports for it have b.een 

rejeoted~ and it Was pOinted out that the whole aocount 

smacks of absurdity & Indeed~ the aocount is so very 
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strange that i"'G is tempting to say -tha't RLlssell coUld only 

continue -1:;0 mali:e use of it becav.se he had such a great 

love for "'ehe Meino:ngiau un:Lverse~ he cov.ld indulge his 

paSSion for exaetness an,d oertainty in the contemplation 

of ito But sounder arguments than the pUl'ely .§:£.Jo.:fL~.i.~l!l 

can yet be b.xought against Russell's theory", 

A useful argumen-t;~ and an ironi-ca]. one, is that 

w.ssell made insufficien,:li use of Ookham t s razor.. Oc1rllam 

made a great deal of use of his pr:1.o iple of economy in the 

mat;ter of relations", He argued tha-t When (say) Mro BroWn 

is Similar to Mrc White, this is quite adequately acoouu·ted. 

for by saying that I-)rown and Whi'te are both men, or are 

both bald, there is just no need to postUlate some thj~rd 

entity tflikeness II as au ac tum eXistento NoW thOt)Lgh 

Ru,ssell may argue that there are cases wheJ."e Ookhem's 

acoount does not work, he must accept that it §&...El§. Work 

for the relation of simj~arity and the relation of 

difference~ Thus, if he Was in earnest in his acceptation 

of Ockh8l11 is razors as he insisted he was~ he should have 

admit~ted that -the:r:e is no need to ttreat these relations 

enti tati vely" RlJ.ssell, however~ pa.rticuJ_arly Wanted to 

make the relation of difference an objective en'lii ty, qUi-te 

independent of thinking beings, Since he felt that if 

differenoe is only mind-dependen-G, tben monisra mus-t follow 0) . 

There is also a charge against Russell, filed by 

W$Winslade, that his account is not conSistent., Winslade 
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argues that we cannot both say that relations are elements 

of relational states of affairs ~ ullparticularized.. How 

C8.11 an unpartj~cularized universal be a cons-a tuen.-t; of a 

rela-t;ional state of affairs? Th_1.s does not seem to make 

sense ~ Now this objec -tj.Ol1 may n.ot; seem at all serious; i-I; 

may seem tha-t Russell Was Simply mj.st;aken in descrIbing 

relations as unparti_cvlarized universalS, and -~hat his 

account would not be greatly altered if he admi-t;-ted that 

relations ~ parliicuJ_arized in relational complexes Q But 

not only did Hu,sse1.l inSist, in "Replies to C rit;icism II 65 

that he had continuously believed relations to be unpar-G­

icularized Since 1902, but ther'0 also seems to be :;:-easons 

Why ~" given his realism$' he h<a§. to accept that relations 

are ul1narticUla:r:l.zed universals. ThiS is because i-I; is 

the only apparent Via:! out; of an argument set up to shoW' 

that relations cannot be reaJ... That argurJ1ent runs 8,..'3 

folloWs: 

If relations are reaL, there must be an infinite 

m:unber of them.. That there are at least a very large number 

of relations is obviouS, sj.nce,. jus-I; to begin With, every 

spatial entity has a spatial relation with every o-ther 

Spatial entity r and every entity of Whatever kind mus-I; 

have a relation of similarity or diffen3noe, or both, 

With eveJ:iJ other entity. ~~he largeness of this mUllber 

need not worry the realis-t, bu-!; the fact tha-t an i,nfini te 

I 
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number of :relations would have to exist must.. There cail be 

no such thing as an actual. infinit·y of enti-I;ies.. 1u£ini ties 

can only he inventions of' the intellect 0) But an infinite 

m.unber of' relations can be generated very easily, for 

instance in the following manner: 

Call the pr-opositi.ol1 If A is similar to B" liE", and the 

proposi tion flC is Similar to D" "]?" e Now E is similar to F 

inasmuch as they al"e both simi.lar:i:'cy proposi timasa But E is 

diffel"ent from A, inasmuch as E is a relational proposition, 

and A is an entity <> Now call the proposition asserting the 

simila:r::l.ty of E to F "Gil, and the proposition asse:rting the 

difference of E to A "H".. H is different to G, since one is 

a proposition a!sserting similari ty ~ the other is .a proposition 

asserGing difference., Clearly this process can go on 

indefini tely, producing an infinite number of r-elations 

by aJ.. ter.Q.ating similarity ,and difference" 

This argul!lent wou~d defeat those reaJ.ist theories 

Which treat each relation of sirnilar:l. ty or difference as 

a particular" But if it is said that each of the r~nations 

of similarity Which holds be-tween A and B, C and D, and E 

a~d F is the same, and the srune is said of the relations 

of difference, then there jLs no infinite gene ration!) Though 

We may generate an infinite number of relational proposit­

ions, only two relations Would be produced: the rela;biol1s 

of similar:i.ty and differenc:e~ which are unaltered 

thl"Oughout the Frocess.. Thus, Russell's approach of 

treating relations as unparticularized l.miversals avoids 



what seemed to be a fatal i1.S,l.Tv' in any realist -l;heor.y of 

relations.. This part of Bussell's aooourrt, then ll is by 
-

no means superfluous, but a necessary part .of it" But it 

floes seem. to produoe a contradict,ion within the accoull-/i" 

As we have already seen" it appears absurd to say that a 

relation is both unparticv~ar'izea and an element of a 

relati.onal state of affairs" But there is a further 
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problem still., Art..y knoWn realis-t accov.n-'G of relations,. 

Rassell fS included, acceptlS that relat:tons coUld not be 

other thal1 ontologically d l9pendent upon -'cheir relata~. 

!OJ.ssell said that it is qy.:i."l;e absurd to speak of a relation 

Wi thout J':elata~ and this is surely S.o" But if relations 

are unparticularized uni ve:reals, they do no-'c; seem at all 

.ont.ol.ogically dependen-b en relatae Whichever Way we turn, 

then, fussell's account seems to break dOWll o 

Now when. we bear j.n mind all the objecti.ons Which 

have heen raised against Russell r s doctrine of relations, 
.. 

and the paucit;y of supportl~ it does seem as though 

Bradley has him beaten., Bradley's main chaJ.lenge to 

Ru.ssellS! a.i1d the main support; of hiS view that relations 

are not real)1 Was that he could not see how any account 

of relations $1- taken as real .?could possibly succeed 0 . 
Raving considerBd Russell IS account of relations, it 

seemS that Bradley's judgement can be upheld c But. do we 

need to thereioJ."e B_ccept Bxadley i s conclusion, -that Since 



rola'tions are only a produot of our organising faoUl ties, 

and C2tJ.1not be s'aid to eXist in reality, the universe must 

be a u11i ty~. 8J1d monism must be true? I t does not; rep.1ly 

soem necessar-.f", We may take T.H"Green's way out, and sa.y 

that reality is manufactured by -~he min{L, ,Another 

al tenlative~ perhaps a greatly prefera.ble one~ Would be 

to say tb,at We !simp1y must stop trying to speak of the 
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"real. n wOl1..d, and must speak only of the wor::Ld as it appears 

to us CI We Would be ·qUite :incapable of adeCluately talking 

about the "real II world~ -I;he non-relational objective 

reality, Since thought is inev:Ltably relational~ always 

organising its materials in relational tennsG We have 

here a familiar o011clusion of ori tical philosophy,& It is 

not insignificant that in :places~ even Russell, wb.o was 

nO'Gor-lous for having nothing to do With or:i..-tical philosophy, 

questioned whet1'ler We can really speak about what relations 

are" On page 173 of M"p'oD"he expresses doubts ab.out; 

Whether We can do so, and illrry.Jogical Atomism ll, he' again 

br:Lefly showed doubts abou-t; the whole enterprise.. He 

argUed tha'l; something seems to go wrong When We make 

relation-wortts the subjects of our sentences" He st.ated 

that eve:ry'thing works per.fectly well as long as relation­

wo:cds are used Wi thin relational propositions, buii as soon 

as we try to get at what the word means? we meet ver-.f grave 

troubles.,. Tbis not only shoWS that at times Russell 
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himself had serious doubts about hiS Meinongial1 analysis, 

but i-t also appears to shOil that he a-ttimes took critical 

philosophy seriously" It may be just an illu.sion, bu.t 

Rv.ssell ill~~ seems to be saying tha-~ when we make relation­

words subjeots o:f our sentences, we are going beyond the 

limits of language c 
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