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"The question of relations is one of the most -
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important guestions that arises in philosophy, as most other
issues turn on it."

Bertrand hussell, Logical Atomism

"We all, I think, ave agreed that the question as
to relations, their nature, truth, and reality, is both

central and difficult,. !

]

H.Bradley, Collected Essays
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PREFACL

It hag been found necessary in this thesis To use
a not insubstantial number of quobations from the Writings
of Russell and Bradley. This may not have improved the
style, but has been found necessary because their views
have heen found to be very often by no means those vieWws -
usuelly attributed to them, and the suthor Wishes to avoid
the charge of mendacity.

Thanks are due to Dr, M.Radner for drawing ny
interest to this subjecty; and to Dr. C.Georgiadis for
encouragement and help, Dr. J.Simpson is to be thenked
for his searching criticisms which led Vo the removal of

some confusions and increased precision.
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INTRODUCTION

It is curious thalt Tthough the philosophers of the
eaxrly twentieth century hailed Bradley as the greatest
philosopher of the age, calling him the greatest metaphysic-
isn Britain had ever produced, contemporary philosophers
teke very 1ittle interest in him indeed. It might be
expected, considering the laudations once received, that his
influence upon twentieth century philosophy would be
recognised as considerable, but in courses and commentaries
on twentieth century philosophy, he is often mentioned only
in passing, When Russell's early development is being
discussed. FRussell, it is seld, could only begin his
philosophical careexr in earnest when he had shaken off
the stifling Hegellisnism of Bradley, this being refuted
when a logical error concexning the underlying theory
of relations was displayed, Ve are given the impression,
first, that Bradley's significance to Russell goes no
further than providing him with an eXercise for his genilus,
and secondly, that Hussell's denial of the doctrine of
relations brought down Bradley's whole systenm.

This paper is to be councerned prﬁnarily with the
justice of this vieWpoint. It Will be basically concerned
with the evaluation of the Russell-Bradley conbroversy
concerning the nature of relatbions, since this is

-

certainly the key dispute betWeen them, and the one of the

-
¥

most intexest; but 1T will also be concerned with a more

L



strictly historical question: with the exXtent of the Russell-
Bradley interaction, particularly cousidering the degree

to which Bradley influenced Russell. It will be argued

that Bradley was far more gignificant to Russell than as a
mere Aunt-Sally bto be knocked down before getting down o
woxrk in earnest.

It is worth while mentioning, in passing, that the
commonplace beliefs that Bradley's importance in Russell's
developuent Was thus limited, and that his system was
defeated through Russell's discussion of relations, may be
very largely a result of Russell's own teachings. Russell
tells us often that Bredley's system is based on a false
logiof¥ a logic which was mistaken concerning relations,
and respect both for Russell and his new logic has led
people to taeke him at his word., The fact that Russell
usuzlly only referred to Bradley when discussing the \
"mistaken' theory of relaticns also reinforces the belief
that it was only in this matter that Bradley was significant
in Russell's development. This is further reinfoxrced by
the fact that Russell is known To be vexy free in
acknowWledging intellectual debts, and yet he almost never
admits any debts Yo Bx@dley;% That Russell did not think

very highly of Bradley's system cen also be derived easily

%Eog@ My Philogophicel Development, p.54; Philosophy of

Leibniz, p.l2; Principles of Mathematics, p.22l; Ag Outline
of Philosophy, p.<26>, among very meny others.

4 . . .
*A rare exception is to be found in "Logical Atomism"
(Togic and Knowiedge, ed, R.C.Marsh, p.324): "At Cambridge

- 2. RN . A L 1
I read Mr. Bradley's Logic, Which influenced me profoundly.




from his general histories of philosophy. Though ¥isdom

of the VWest and An Outline of Philosonhy afford a few

(highly critical) paragraephs to Bradley, the better known,

and supposedly more comprehensive Histoxry of Western

Philosophy does not eXpound his system at all, but onmly
refers to him once or tWice in passing, When discussing

the works of other philosophers,

W



I. THE EXTENT OF THE BRADLEY-HUSSELL ITWIERACTION,

That Russell should not have thought it worth While
avowing any significant intellectual debi To Bradiey may
come as a surprise to readers of their correspondence, In
a letter of 1907, for instance, We find Russell saying to
Bradley:

Will you pardon me if I sgy that I learnt more from
your works then from those of any other philosopher
of ouT time, and that in ceasing to agree with your
system I have not lost any portion of the high respect
which T have alwWays felt for your thought? 1

It is true that Russell Was replying To a letter in
which Bradley had addressed similar pleasantries tc Russell,
and thus We may say that the above Was only a product of
Russell's good manners., It would, indeed, seem that Russell
Was not® entirély seriou®,since he also claims to have
learmt more from G.E.Moore than from anybody else, and he
Was Willing to make this claim public. But if he Was not
entirely seviocus, a brief look at the various ways in which

Bradley's doctrines came out in Russell's Work wWill prove

that he should have meant every Words

I
Pogitive ‘Influences

(i) Bradley's Rejection of Psychologism
Before Bradley's time, empiricists did not carefully
distinguish philosophy and psychology, as modern students
of philosophy are urged to do. The basic tenet of empiricism

Was that, as a matter of contingent fact, all the ideas



which a man cen have ave derived, ultimately, from his
experience., Now this led them %o consider the core of
philosophy to be a descriptive science; the study of the
contents of the mind. 3Bradley Would have none of thisy

he produced a bitter renunclation of ‘fpsychologism', a.
rejection Which has had a profound and lasting effect upon
philosophy in genexsl. It is Russell, moreover, perhaps
more than any other philosopher, that has reaped the benefits
of the attack om traditional empiricism,

Brailey argued, eXtremely successfully, that
philosophy is not concermed with ideas gua psychologice
entities, but only with ideas inasmuch as they have
'siguification', or meaning. DBut mesning, he axgued, is
no% to be eguated with the actual contents of the mind,
This, it may be noticed, has led to the fixation of contemp-
orary philosophers With meanings: it Was Bradley that first
drew the attention of contemporary philosophers to the

Y

importance of meaning,” snd he deserves much credit for the

fact., But the influence of this upon Russell Was also

=
profound. His work centred around meanings; logical atomism
Wag the working-cut c¢f a particular theory of meaning, and

the theory of descriptions Was concerned With meanings., And

Me
T Note that Frege shared Bradley's honour of originally
emphasising meaning; out Frege was not read until the
direction of philosophy had elready been changed, Whereas
Bradley was regd wWidely.
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Russell slso benefited from Bradley's teachings on this

point by using the positive aspects of his work concerning

meanings to rebuild Tthe Tarnished empiricism, D.F.Pears
has argued 2 that HRossell's greatest achievement Was the-
reconstruction of empiricism within a logicsal, not a
psychological, frameWork. In so doing, he was heavily
dependent upon Bradley. First, he had to absorb Bradley's
complaints concerning the psychological approach, these
complaints being founded on its lack of interest in meaning
and then he made use ¢f the new involvement with meaning to
reconstruct empiricisme. This Was achieved simply by arguing
that, regardless of what the contents of the mind may as a
matter of fac L be, meaning can only be attached <to them by
reference to that With which We can be acquainted. Heaning
is only attached by reference to the world; a person can
only understand the meaning of a Word vis this reference,
This produced am empiricism Which hdS been highly feounds
and is also more defensible than its psychological
predecessor., VYhereas the labter Was based merely on an ‘
alleged contingent fact, Which though probably true, is not
at all easy to substantiate, the former Was based solely on
meanings of tems, and thus on a 1ogloa1 basis,

But a few woxrds would not be out of place at This
point concerning Bradley's abtitude to 'psychologicsl!
empiricism, since it is very easy to misinterpret him on

this peint, a point which, morsover, turms ocut tec be quite
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crucial in his work, Bradley was by no means a rabionalist.
His opposition to the empiricists was not an opposition to
their fundamental belief concerning the sources of knoWledge,
but rather an opposition to their whole approach to
philosophy. It will be argued later thalt Bradley's whole
system was heaVily dependent upon the basic assumption of
psychological empiricism: that all our knowiedge is derived
from experience, On this point, he was probably more

empiricist than the professed emplricists,

(ii) Particular Logical Iufluences

Bradley showed himself, in his Principles of Togic

to be a great opponent of traditional logic., He was
certainly not prepared Lo accept that the logic of his day
was a finished science, and he eXpressed his views oun the
subject very sirongly 1maeed A delightful exasmple of the
tone of his rejection of the traditionsl logic is the
following, Which Was concerned with the assumption that 211
inference depends on a major premiss
Begotten by an ¢ld netaphysical blunder, wnourished by
,WMSonse“eso choice of eXemples, foshorud by the stupid
conservatism of logiciers, and protected by the
impotence of younger rivels, this chimaers has hed a
good deal more than its day. Really dead long since, I
cen hardly believe that it stands out for more than
decent burial.
Bradley's abnegation of traditional leogic Was not
concemmed solely with its details, His consideration of

the view that a1l deductive inference is of the syllogistic

form is full of the bitterest scorn, and we find him arguing



successfully that it could cover only a few types of
inference, and does not possibly cover relational inferences,
This is certainly of historical interest in the development
of Russell's vieWws, Russell tells Bradley, in a letter of
1922: "Your Logic Was very nearly the first philosophical
book I read cavefully, nearly thirty years ago, 2nd the
“admiration which I felt Ffor it has never diminished." We
also know that Fussell did read the Logic with greabt care,
since extensive notes on it are to be found inm the Russell
Archives. The coruscabting abtbtack on traditional logic could

i

not have failed to have had an effect on him. But We know
that Russell played a vital part in the reconstruction of
logic. Bradley does not deserve to be overlooked in this,
One aspect of the invective against btraditional
legic, a particularly significant cne for this paper, Was
Bradiey's rejection of the assumption that all propositicas
are of the subject-predicate fomm, What, he asks us, can
this analysis mske of such propositions as "A and B are
equal" or "there is a sea-serpent”? Wow Russell made a
very great degl of this point. Not only did he base a very
fruitful logic of relations on it, but he also grounded a
rejection of the bulk of preceding metaphyical systems on
it, including, ironicelly, Bradley's own system. I may
well be that Bradley reintroduced the assumpiion that all

propositions are of the subject-predicate foxm dinto his
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system in a new form,™ but the significant reasons for the
rejection of it in its standard form, the form Which really
concerned Russell, can virtually all be found in Bradley's
Worce* |

Another impprtant doctrine of the Principles of

Logic was that the best way of analysing wniversal state-
ments, i.e. such statements as "all men are mortal', is in
terms of a hypothetical., Now Russell tells us in his

My Philosophicel Development (M.P.D) that he only made

progress in logic When he resalised that statements such

as "Socrates i9 mortal" are very diffevent from statements
such as "all men are mortal', and that the latter is really

a disguised hypotheticel: This becomes fundsumental in
Russellfs new logic., In M,P.D.,however, he claims his

source of this to be the Italian.school of mathenatics, in
spite of the fact that it had been clearly stated in Bradley's
Logzic., Notes on it had been made by Russell in 1894, far
before he had come across the Italian school,

Allied to this point is the point that the logical
formn of a statement may be very different from its
grammBtical form, and may be disguised by it. It is this
reaglization Which is essential to the theoxry of descriptions,
and which set the tone of amalysis for Russell end his

successors., DBut this very important point can be found

3
" The assumption that all propositions are of the subject-
predicate form Will hexeafter be referred to as "the S-P

assumption?

K S . . . .
“This will be further discussed in sections % and 4.

B i 11 1 it
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clearly in Bradley's Logic. In the first chapber, he clearly
differentiates the twWo, saying:

By the subject I mean here not the ultimate subject, to
Which the Wwhole ideal content is referred, buit the subject
Which lies within that content, in other woxds, the
grammatbical subject.”

The above-mentioned point, that all statements are
"reglly" disguised hypotheticels is a demonstration of the
fact that Bradley differentiated between the logical and
grammatical foxm of propositions and so does his point that
2ll propositions are elliptical, that "grass is green! is
really a proposition of the foxm "the World is such that grass
is green'. It is finally emphasised, most clearly, in his
discussion of the negative judgement. Having argued thaet a1l
judgements are of the World as a Whole, all atiribute some-
thing to the world as a whole, Bradley had some problems
concerning negative judgements, because they do not seem to
fit his analysis at all. "There is no round square' does not
seem tTo be about the World taken as a whole at all. Now in
dealing with this, Bradley simply states that We are misled by
the grammatical form of the proposition. The logical form, he
tells us is: "Phe world is such that it excludes the possibil-
ity 6? roundness and squareness being conjoined,™

Now again, it may be argued that Russell dexrived the
point about the grammatical foxm being very different
from the 10gi§al form by reading Frege, but it can once
more be replied that Russell read, and seems %o have

understood, Bradley's point on it long before he read Frege.
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The fact that he absorbed the point is shoWn luminously by

his notes on the Logic.

(iii) Counstructions

Bradley had taught, in the Logic, that many of
the so-called entities of common sense and science are
nothing more than constructions of the intellect. Russell
took this over and made a great deal of it., The theoxy
of descriptions saw the start of his approach to "logical
constructions'; here, he showed that if we can analysSe
phrases such as "the golden mountain® in such a way that
it is uwnnecessary to postulate an entity for the phrase
to denote. in oxder Tto be meaningful, it is unnecessary to
assume that it does exist; 1t can be treated, rather, as
a construction, Thus, in sccordance with Ockham's razor,
Russell refuses to accept the existence (or subsistence) of
such t'entities'. In following years, Russell used the
approach freguently to economise ontologically. He tried

to shoW, for instance, that substances, the self, points in

space, and instants in time, need not be trested as existents,
but c;ﬁ be adegquately analysed as logical comnstructions out
of other, already knoWn entities. Fairly late in his

career, he also argues that many of the ‘'entities' wWhich
science mekes use of, such as atoms, neubtrons, and so on,

are themselves logical constructions, and not actual

existents., Interestingly enough, it Was eXactly on this
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question that Bradley made most of the notion of logical
construction. In the Logic, he hald argued that the wWorld
of science is by no means the real World, altoms, etc. being
no more than usefully introduced notions. He ends his
discussion of them With the unforgettable passage:

That the glexy of this world in the end is appesarance

leaves the Woirld more glorious, if we feel it is a

show of some fuller splendour; but the sensuvous curtain

is a deceéption and a cheat, if it hides some colourliess

movement of atoms, some spectral woof of impalpable

abstracﬁions} or unearthly ballet of bloodless

categories. ©

The Negative Influences
Not orly is Bradley of importance to Russell in

providing him With philosophical tools, and in positively
influencing his philosophy, but he is also of importance
inasmuch as 1t Was Tthe vebellion against Bradley which
gave direction to Russell's wWork, DProfessor Passmore has
argued in a recent paper [ that Logical Atomism is almos®
a direct product of hussell's reactions to Bradley. Now

k!

we know, from Russell's avtobiographical Works, that he

detested monismy that he felt it to be intellectually
suffo&%tingm His early work has been presented, by Russell
himself, as set up in conscious opposition o monism.
Passmore explores the relations betWween the two philosophexrs
briefly, and comes to the conclusion that "Logical Altomism
ends up by being & kind of diffracted image of Bradley." 8
He uses the analogy of the conversion of & communist %o

meke his points
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A former communist is nov uncommonly converted into
an anti-communist of quite eXceptiomal virulence,
Who continues to deploy in the inbterests of his new
cause the copntroversial recklessness, the paranoid
suspiciousness, Which he learnt from his eaxiier
teachers, He may become & convert to a moxre bigoted
sort of Romen Catholicism, but he will seldoum end
his days as & model of tolerance and liberality.

Now in spite of the injection of personal prejudices,
Passmore makes his point perfectly clear., The idea is
that though Russell may have adopted a view which is

primg facie at the opposite extreme to Bradley's monism, he

nevertheless remained, in someé respects, very close 1o
Bradley., Passmore supports the view that Russell and
Bradley are reslly closely allied, partislly by mentioning
& few of the shercd logical insights, Which have already
been mentioned in this section. 3But his point is made
more strongly when, in showing that Russell!s viewWpoint
was ostensibly the polar opposite to that of Bradley, he
shoWs that they have similar problems, That the positiouns
Were polar opposites Was well supported in Passmorxe's paper,
For instance, in Bradley's system, We find that the most
generzl of judgements are the most satisfactory, since
they are more comprehensive, are less of "abstractions"
then particular judgements, Particular juégements commi’®
the great sin according to Bradley's system, since such
judgements, more than any other, mutilate The unity of

the Whole. Russell provides the complete antithesis of
this view, For him, an atomic judgement, such as "this

is red! is the most satisfactory; the more general the
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judgement, the less satisfactory it is considered. An
gllied contrast beltWeen their views is that for Bradley,

a judgement is most true When it points toWards the whole
cohering system into Which it enters, When il is presented
as closely knit with the wWhole. TFor Russell, on the other
hand, the more atomic the judgement, Tthe more isolabed
the state of affairs to Which it points, the better.

Now Bradley soon reached the conclusion thalt no
judgements are éver quite general enough bto adeguately
represent the absolute., ALl judgements, he believed,
must be guilty of abstraction, since even the most genersl
of judgements .must attribute something to the absolute,
and yet in so deing, they cannct faill to mutilate the
unity of the whole, since they differentiate the predicate
from the subject. On the other hand, Russell had the
problem thatno judgement ever seemed to be quite atomic
enough, since they alWays secemed to imply other propositions.
For eXxample, rejection of an apparently entirely atomic
proposition Suoh as "this is red" will involve the rejection
of other propositions, such as this is the seme colour
as that object', which shows that it really is not so
independent as Was thought. Thelr views being both
extremes on this question, both met With the problems
of extremity.

Passmore included in his paper an atbempt To
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understend Why Russell should have reguired such & strange
position as that of logical atomism, His conclusion is
that Russell Was so much in feaf of monism that he only
felt safe from it when he could point to absolutely
independent particulars. If he could do this, then the
World cannot be the type of unity which monism Jdemands,
Now if Pessmore is right, then Bradley‘S‘éystem mus’t have
had a very strang influence on Russell'indaed, insplring,
as it did, such a decisive resction, Passmore's thesis
Would have been made a great deal stronger, also, had he
provided Russell's motive for this reaction. The motive
is not hard to find., Russell spent his 1ife in the search
for certainty; he seemed to Want certainty above all else.
His love of mathematbics Was one product of this desire.
But monism denies this gquest, To completely understand
any element of the world, We must completely understand
the whole world, and ouxr failure to achieve this means
that we fail to achieve any complete truths. Again, it
has already been shoWn that for Bradley, even the most
true of judgements is still not finally true, since it
involves the abstraction cof the predicalte from the subject.
It is no wonder that monism Was poison to Russell!

Now an eXpansion of Passmore's thesis could easily
£i11 +the pages of & disserbation considering the inter-

action of Russell and Bradley. Indeed, a concentrated



study of just the positive influences of Bradley on

Russell could provide many rewarding sectlons., There is

also material for a substantisl discussion of the Bradley-
Russell controversy conceraing the nature of truth. 3But

the present author has decided not to dwell on any of

these aspects of the interaction, interesting though they
may be, but rather to give prominence to the dispute
concerning the question of relations. This decision is o be

supported in the neXt section.,
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2. THE IMPORTANCE OF TLE QUESTION OF RELATIONS

One reason for Wishing to consider the controversy
concerning relations in depth is that it is the most
famous aspect of the Russell-Bradley interaction, and it
seems to be genérally believed that the outcome of the
dispute Was the defeat of Bradley's system. This belief,
hoWwever, does not seem to be entirely due to en dcquaintance
with the details of the dispute, but rather to the fact
that after the dispute, Bradley's reputation gradually
declined, Whereas Russell's reputaltion socared. That fact,
together with the fact that the dispute is a@@arently one
concerning logic, a study Which Russell greatly improved,
inevitably gives the impression that Russell must have . _
scored a serious blow against Bradley. Indeed, Russell has
often claimed that it wWas his 'discovery of the error!
concerning relations 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 reWarding.

It is well kunoWn that the controversy conceraning
relations involved a dispute about Whether relatlons are
"internal® or “exteraal®, but it is not at all well knoWn
what this dispute actually is. One of the most confusing
aspects of the whole discussion of the doctrine of internal

relations is the fact that the combatants never agreed
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upon a clear-cut definition of it, As Wwe proceed in this
paper, the guestion of definition will often be reconsidered;
much depends upon it. At this point; a Working definition

of the doctrine shall be produced; the relevance of which
Will become clesrer ss we continue. "The doctrine of imbernel
relations' is defined as "the view that a1l relations are
properties of; or dependent for their existence on properties

3%

of, their relata, To put it another way, "all xelations
are,a part of, or grounded in, the nature of the relata”
(Where "nature is used as a blanket btexm to cover the sum
total of properties of a thing at any one time). What I
have in mind in this definition can be eXplained by means
of an eXsmple. Consider the relation of similerity which
holds hetween cricket ball A and cricket ball B, Some will
say that this relation is "internel'! inasmuch as cricket
ball A simply has the proverty of being similar to B, just
as it hes the property of roundness. Thus, the relation
can be seen as "part of the nature of”,cn?agroperﬁy of,
cricket ball A. Others, however, will say that the
relationship is intemmsal, not because relations themselves
are actually properties of the relata, but because thelir
existence is entirely dependent upon properties of the
relata. The relationship of similarity, they will say,

is purely a product of the fact that both balls ere

L ) )
T The "doctrine of external relations' simply denies the
doctrine of internsl relations, and thus needs no separate

definiticne



spherical, red, hard to the touch,stitched , and so forth. !
Now this definition of the doctriume of internsl ' ]

relabions may be surprising to someo‘ The actual nature of

the internglity-externslity dispute between Russell and

Bradley is 1ittle knowWn, and some may find it hard to

believe that they wexe concerned with the guestion of

whether relations are part of, or are grouwnded in, the

nature of the relata. But Russell makes it perfectly

cleér that this is the case in his paper "On the Nature

of Truthy particularly in its reprinted and altered version,

publisheé in an anthology of essays and entitled: "The

Monistic Theoxy of Truﬁh”o Quotations should make‘@his

evident:

The doctrines We have been considering may all be
deduced from one central logicel doctrine, Which may
be eXxpressed thus:s 'every relation is grounded in the
nature of the related terms,' Tet us call this the
eXiom of intermneal relations. TIL this sXiom holds; the
fect that tWe temms have a certain melation implies
complexXity in each of thg tWo objects, i.e, 1t implies
something in the natures™ of the 1tWo objects, in virtue
of which they have the relation in question. According
to the oppesite view, which is the ohe I advocate, there
are such Tacts as that one object has a certain relation
to another, and such facts cannolt in general be reduced
to, or inferwred from, & fact about the one object only
together with a fact about the other object onlys They
do not imply that the two objects have any complexity,
or any invrinmsic property distinguishing them Ifrom tWo
objects which do not have the relation.

The next quotation shows that Russell took some

carz to differentiate the two disjuncts of the definition:

;ﬁ{\; 7 3 ! 4 e 3T 3 T
Bussell uses the Word 'nature! in the same Way in Which

I use it, as is shown by his discussion of the Word which
shortly follows this quotation. V. Philosophical Esseys,p.l44.



Let us moW reconsider more closely the meaning of
the axiom of internal relations... We have, to begin
with, tWo possible meanings, according as it is held
that every relation is really constituted by the
natures of the texrms or the Whole Which they compose,
or merely that every relation has a ground in these
natures,

Bradleyyalso, Was concerned with the doctrine of
internal relations as it has been defined, but We shall have
To wait until We consider his texts to be assurxed of this.

Having indicated the nature of the lnternal~external
dispute, it should be pointed out immediately thalt the
dispute concerning it by no means immediately includes all
the ramifications of the hussell-Bradley controversy
concerning relations. There is discussion not Jjust about
Whether relations are "internal® or "external® but also
about whether any relational sohemé can be satisfactory.
There is also a debate concerning whether relations are
real™; actual elements of the exXternal World, or Whether
they are nerely products of our organising faculties. The
dispute betwWween Russell and Bradley certainly does stray
to these levels, but the fact is not always entirely explicit,
nor is the reason Why it should stray to these levels,
Russell alWays thought That the real dispute, the central

dispute, concernmed just the internality oxr externality

#*

The word "real" is at present being used to refer to that
Which is an element of the universe independently of a
pexceiver, VWhether this is an adeguate definition is one
of the points at issue, end it is thus only a Working
definition, subject to alteration as We condinue,
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of relations. In a letter of 1910, When the discussion of
relations had been continuing for some time betWween them,
Russell Wrote to Bradley:
It seoms to me that the question of eXxtermal relations
is the one which dominates all others, Much of What
you say appears Lo me o assume that there are no
external relationS...

Bradley, on the other hand, Was by no means
convinced that this Was the real issue, For him, more
important guestions were Whether any relational scheme can
be satisfactory, and whether velations can be accepted as
real. In a letter replying to Russell, he eXpresses his
vieWpoint thus:

"In the first place you seem to me to assume that it

is a question between internal and exXternal relations.
You do not ask Whether g relationsl scheme is satisfact-
ory. You appear to assume that it is, Bul is this not
a very large assumption? I have been forxrced To the
conclusion thal any relational scheme breaks dowWn even
in itself, o +7

But Russell Was not entively insensitive to Bradley's
opinion, In his reply to Bradley's lebler, he showWed that
he thought that he could meet the points about relations
being unreal, and any relationdl scheme being unsatisfactory,
basically by rejecting the doctrine of internal relations.
First, he noted that it was Tthe view that any relational
scheme is unsatisfactory, vecause they are zll self-
contradictory, which led Bradley to the view that relations
are unreasl, since nothing self-contradictory can eXist in

reslity. But he also felt that the arguments for the se] f-

contradictory nature of relations were based on the
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doctrine of intemnal relations, and Would nobv folloWw if
Tthis were refuted., Russell therefore thought that he
could profitably discuss the Whole problem by'chsidering
only the quesfion of the internality of relations.

Russell also did not offten eXplicitly attack the
view that relations are unregl, simply because he felt
that he could not teke it seriously. The author believes
Fussell to have made a mistake here, that The guestion of
the "reality" of relations is thé central one, and should
not be passeé over lightliy. But this does not by any
means mean that the internality-extermality conflict is
uwnimportant., For one thing, the doctrine .of internal
relations Which Bradley held Was intimately tied up With
his doctrine of the unreality of relations. Not only mighﬁ
the latter depend on the forxmer, bult they Wexe also tWo
aspects of one positive theory of relations Which Bradley
helde But even ignoring this point, the question of the
internality or eXternality of relations is very important
in ite own right; some of the apparent consequeunces of &
decision axre the following:

Pirst, if there are such things as eXternal relations,
if some entities enter into relationships which demand |

nothing from them, Which are not founded in their oWn

Q2
N This will be substentiated as We continue.



no
LY

natures, then it seemed to hussell's contemporaries that
Hegelianism must be rejecited. Hegel's system demands that
reality is through-and through = rational systemn, Bub if

relations are exXternal, it seems the universe is

. -
impenetrable to reason, since there would be "brute facts",™

On the other hand, if we accept the doctrine of internsl
relations in the fomw of the first element of the
disjunctive definition, that relations are a part of the
relata; then a degree of monism must be accepted. A1l the
relations of an entity Would be part of its nalture, and
thus, to reslly understand that entity, all its relations
would have to be recognised. But of course, every entity
is relate&‘to every other entity, even if only by the
relations of similerity and difference. Thus, fully
understanding the nature of any one thing Would necessitate
an understanding of its relations to the entire uwniverse,
If reilations are all part of the nature of the relaba, then
the elements of the world all fit together into & coherent
system; éach entity fills that place in it Which is |
determined by its nature; the world could be seen as
something of a vast JigsaW puzzle, inasmuch as esch
element interlocks completely, by its very nature, to make
up the whole.

But furthermore, if relaticns are internsl, then

ssell's "piecemeal" approach to philosophy could not

Ru
IR - . o ) o
his will be considered on page ©0l.



possibly succeed. We could not advance in philosophy by
discussing & emdll problem first, solving that, and moving
on, building up our knoWledge in easy steps, by adding
one new fact to those already gained, If the world is
an interconnected whole, complete knoWledge of any part
reguiring knowWledge of the whole, then the piecemesal
approach would be out of line. Analysis, also, would
felsify. When we breeak doWn compleX Wholes into their
elements, and consider the elements in isclation, We must,
if relations are intermal?énecessarily give an account ¥Which
is less than adeguate, We Would be choosing to ignore
part of the nature of thé tems,

We can see, then, wWhy Russell felt the disouésion
of relations o be important; Why he felt it vital Tto deny
the doctrine of internal relations. We can also see why,
When he had sagiisfied himself that he could falsify it,
this was of such moment in his philosophicel career, And
yet Russell believed, in fact, that a great deal moxe
than even this was at stake; to undexstand Tthis, hoWever,
we nust first digress a little to understand that hussell
equated the doctrine of internal relations with the

assunption that all prepositions are of the subject-predicate

*® . o .
TAgain, this is with reference %o the first disjunct of
the disjunctive definition of M"internal',



form.

In his KM,P.D. 14 he states:

The axiom of intexnal relations is...equivalent to the
assumption that every proposition has one subject and
one predicate. '

Similarly, in '"Logical Atomisn" 15 pe states:

What, then, can We mean by the doctrine of external
relations? Primarily this, that a relational proposition
is not, in general, logically eguivelent formally to

one or more subject-predicate propositions... this,

and only this, is What T mean to affims When I assert

the doctrine of externgl xelations,

This eguation mey strike the reader as odd. Why
should Bussell eguate the doctrine of. internal wrelations
with what I shall refer to as "the S~P assumption”? The
reason wWould seem to be this: One of the two meanings so
far given to "the doctrine of internal welations! is that
relations are part of the nature of their termsy a
corollary of this is that we ounly need to look at the
terms in isclation to discover the relation, if we axe
sufficiently adept, Bubt if we make the S-P assumpbion,
then relational propositicns must be reducible to propositions
Which assert a predicate of a subject. Thus, relation-
Words are said to be logically similar, or reducible to,
quality-Words. Then, making the sssumption that the
fpltimate" structure of language corresponds to the structure
of the World,it folloWws that welations are ontologically

similar to qualities, or are equivalent to gqualities. This

would mean that they "inhexe" in their relata. But if
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this is so, then they are part bf'the nature of the relats;
those with sufficient competence would only have $0 look
at the relata in isolation to see the relation. Note
carefully that at this point, When Russell equates the
doctrine of internal relations With the S5-P assumption,
he acts as though he is Working under the impression fhat
the doctrine says that relations are part of the nature
of their relata,

Having equated the doctrine of internal relations
with the S-P assumption, Russell Went on Tto attribute o
1t & colossal number of erroneous conclusions., He bhelieved
that the 5--P assumption Was quite mistaken, since some relat
ionsl propositions are pot reducible to the S-P form,
Thus, he felt, at the same ¥ime, that the doctrine of
internal relations Was mistaken, since he equated the tWo'
views, and slso thalt it Was thig doctrine which underlay
a vast number of fallacious systems. Using the asymmetric—
al relation as his banner, he went on to make truly
stupendous claims about the destruction which he could
wreak, He claimed, in fact, that monadism, monism, &all
philoscphies of substance, all philosophies of the absolute,
and Kantianism to boot, are all brought to ruins by the
reslization that the S~P assumption,i.e. the doctrine of
internal relations, is false, To avoid dispute about

whether the present commentator is overstating his case,
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a fow of Russell's remarks on the matter will be presented.

In The Pailosophy of Teibniz he states:

The question of whether all propositions are reducible
to the subject-predicate form is one of fundamental
importance to 211l philosophy, and especially to a
philosophy ¥hich uses the notion of substance., TFoxr
this noticn, a8 We shall see, is derivative from the
logical notion of subject and predicate, 10

Agains

In the belief that propositions must, in the last
anglysis, have a subject and a predicate, Leibuniz did
not differ from his predecessors or from his successors,
Any philosophy Which uses either substance or the
Absolute will be found, on inspection, to depend on
this belief., F¥ant's belief in an urknowable thing-in-
itself Was largely .due to the seme theoxry.

These contentions are to be found repeated, also,

in M.P.Dos

I found... that (Leibniz's) metaphysic was explicitly
based on the doctrine that every proposition attributes
a predicate to a subject and... That evexry fact
consists of a substance having an attribute., I found
that the same doctrine underlies the systems of Spinoza,
Bradley, and Hegel.

Ve can see, then, Why Russell thought that the
guestion of relations is "one of the most important in
thilosophy". FRussell's vast claims may perhaps be misguided,
but it is nevertheless apparent thalt the discussion of
relations is very Worthy of an extended study. The
present author believes, however, that Russellfs stressing
of the importance of relalions Was perfectly feir, and even

that his discussion by no means made eXplicit all its

important ramifications. When We turn to a direct
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consideration of whether welations are resl, it will be
argued that sn enommous amount depends on a decision
concerning the matter., It will be argued that if Wwe accep?t
the view that relations are real elements of the world,
then we nust inevitably end up with a very strange
ontology, an ontology which nust necessarily include the
"subsistent" entities of the Plato-lMeinong tradition.

on the other hand, it will be argued thalt if relations are
a product of our orxganising faculties, then We must move
to & strange system such as that of TOHeGreen, to a
monism, or a Kantian-type theory of the uncharscterisable
noumena, When Russell sald "the guestion of relations is
one of the most importent in philosophy, as most other

issues turn on it" he was speaking very wWisely.



3. SOME DETAILS OF THE RUSSELL-BRADLEY DISPUTE CONCERNING
THE NATURE OF RELATIONS.

The debate on relations between Bradley and
Russell is seriously complicated by the fact that neither
really séemed to fully understand the views of the other,
so that. their attacks on oue another tended to be

eXamples of jignorstic e€lenchi. That Bradley did not

elways folloW Russell's +train of thought is shoWn in one

of his letters, in Which he assumes that Russell thought

that all relations are external; this viewpoint Russell

hastily disclaimed., Ageain, Russell thought, in a letter

of 1907, that Brailey really did not folloWw his line of

argunent at all, siunce he thought it necessary to tell

Bradley that he 4id not think that only relations exist, :
a very odd standpoint that Russell certainly never .

accepived., To be fair to Bradley, hoWever, there is no

evidence in any of his eXtant lettewrs to show that he

laboured under the impression that this Was Russell's view,

It is Russell's confusions concerming Bradley's poiﬁt of |
view, <though, which reslly do present difficulties to the
~commentator, since to really understend the point of his
writings on relations, We need to understand the view that
Russell is supposed to be refuting, end yet it is far

from clear that Bradley held those Views which Russell
attributed to him, To overcome this problem, I shall

29
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first present "Bradley accoiling to Russell”, and Russell's
attack on this character, and then When this has been
completed, retuin To Bradley's writings on the matter To

find his true position.

(i) Bradley According td Russell
In Russell's writings, Bradley appears to be

somevhat séhizolghrenic0 lfuch of the time, he was a very
simple soul; the basis of his entire system Was the
assumption that all propositions are of the subject-
predicate form, an assumption which is; Russell heas bold
us, eguivalent to the doctrine of internal relations. At
other times, Bradley Was presented as a much more subtle
character., At the basis of his system Was notb simplj the
S-P assumption, but rather a belief that &1l relations are
founded in their terms, that whenever a relational state
of affairs is said to exist, the relationship is dependent
upon some compleXity in the relata, some properties Which
"anchor" it. This "subtle" Bradley was a much more chary
éharacter in Russell's writings; scarcely noticed at most
times, he occasibnaliy appears to rout the reader's nice
.neat thecries about the character under attack, The author
believes that the rare representabtion of the '"subtle"
Bradley was accurate, Whereas the common représentation
of him as a simple-sculed adherent of the S-p assumption

Wos a result only of Russell's misinterpretations. I
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shell refer to this latler character, then, as "Russell's
Bradley", and shall consider him and Russell's 6bjectioﬁs
t0 him, in this section.

Now Russell's Bradley Was an adherent of the S~P
assumption, and this assumption very soon led him to monism,
as Bussell has eXplained in his paper "On the Nature of
Truth", ﬁhioh is his primary presentation of the objections
to Bradley: If all relations are of the subject-predicate
foxm, then the proposition "A is different from BY must
be an.illegitimate‘proposi%iong becaunse the relation of

diversity cannol possibly be reduced bto the subject-predicate

[0/
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form,™ This means that diversity does not exist in the
external World at all, and thus a very strong form of monism
appéars to follow. We do not simply have 2 monism Which
says that all elements of the World are related as they

are to the rest .of the Woxrld hy their very natures, but

We have a monism Which says that reaily, the universe

can only be adeguately conceived as a complete unity,

since differentiation cannot exist in reality. There would
not even, in this unity, be a differentiation in temms of
subject and object, or in temporal temms, since this would
involve the existence of the rela tion of differxrence in the
gﬁThe argumen% Which proves this is virtually identical to
the argument which follows on p. 44, concerning the

irreduvueibility of asymmetrical relations, and so it wWill
not be reiterated here,
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Worj,Lo”,fig This is interesting. Russell has noted that
Bradley at times spoke of relations as unreal, and has
formed a hypothesis about Why he should do so. Thus,
Russell thinks ﬁhaﬁ he can see why Bradley should have
held a doctrine of internel relations, and at the same
time, & doctrine of the ynreslity of relations,

MAnyWay, having supposedly isolated the heart of
Bradley's system, Russell Went on to reject it. This
began by shoWing What supports axe possible for the
doctrine, and shoWing that they are not realiy geod
supports at all, He decided, in fact, that there are only
tWo supports for the doctrine, other than that of logical
inertia, due to blind acceptance of the traditional logic,
Which was supposed to make the assumption. These twe
"supports” for the doctrine Were said to be the law of
sufficient regson, and a logical mistake, Having found
only these supports for the doctrine, it Was not surprising
that hussell coneluded that it was falsel

The LlaW of sufficient reasonm is held to suppox
the doctrine of internsl relations, on the grounds that

it cannot be just a brute fact about a thing that it has

ﬁ%This gave rTise to the ode:
Tf it should be that &ll relations axe inlternal,
We should have a situation infernal;
A1l people you see, including you and ne,

Would unite in a totality eternsl." 19



a particular relation., There must be, 1t is sald, a
sufficient reason Why it has the relation, there must be
something about the thing which accounts for it; Now
Russell is right in ascribing this defense to Bradley,
even if the othér "defense! cannot be attributed to him.

In note B of thé sppendiXx ﬁo Appearance and Reality (A.&R.)

the principle is clearly to be found, stated as folloWs:

Why this thlag is here and not there, what the
connection is in the end between spatisl position

and the guality that holds it and is delemined by

it remains unknoWn... But any such irrationaliltby

and externality cannot be the last truth about things.
Somehow there must be a reason Why this and that appear
together,., The merely eXterngl is, in short, our
ignorance set up as reality.

Again, there is Bradley's sentence Which Was guoted
Russell:
If ﬁhe terms from their inner nature do not enterxr
into the relatiounship, then, so far as they are
concerned, they seem related for no reason at all,

and as far as they are coacerned the rewatlon seems
arbitrarily made.

Rusgell does not go into the principle extensively
in "On the Nature of Truth', though he does consider it

g

in some detail in his Philosophy of Teibniz. This may not ‘

Worry us; the principle of sufficient reason is nct widely
respected today anyWay. But it should also be noted that
it is far from clear that even if the principle is accepled,
it lends any support to the doctrine of internal relations.
Even.if.there nuvst be a sufficient reason for everything

being wWhat it is, this sufficient reason surely need not



be found in properties of the relata. Why could the
sufficient reason not be found elseWhere: in the purpose
of Ged, for instance, or in the nature of the whole? Thus
Russell Was right to have paid 1ittle heed to the argument
involving sufficient reasons.

Though Russell could net show that Bradley ever
used the argument based on the "logical mistake", the
argument is wmore interesting than that concerning
sufficient reason, because of the light it sheds on the
nature of the internality- eXternality dispute. The
argunent is eXpressed by Russell as follows:

"If A and B are related in a certain Way", it may be

K 11 ‘ Lo IO S DR & LR S o - .g.u - .
said, "you must admit that if They were not so related
they would be other thaan they are, and that consequently
there must be something in them Wh%gh is essentlial 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 Rugsell on i"c,23 a great deal of confusion.

Vatling is one of the many commentators to have bheen
befuddled by the fact that the expression "internal relations!
is very far from univocsl, It is essential thal some of

the ambiguities of meaning are recognised before We can
continue with Russell's (and Watling's) discussion of the

"ogical mistake". It is Worth remembering that A.C Ewing,

in his Tdealism: A Critical Survey, Went so far as to say

that there are ten different doctrines, all of Which have
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been referred to, at one Ttime or other, by the definite
descriptive phrase "the doctrine of internal relations”. 24
Thus it is perhaps not surprising that commentators have
frequently been confused When discussing "the" doctrine.

We have already noted one significant ambiguity in
the expression "the doctrine of internal relations". This
is due to the fact that some of the time, the phrase is
used to signify the view that relations are "part of the
nature of" their terms, and sometimes that relations are
merely a result of some properties of their terms, These
vieWs, nevertheless, Were sufficiently close to enable
the phrase to be defined ﬁisjuﬂctivelyo But over and
against these versions of the Jdoctrine is another, which
states that all the relations of a thing are egssential o
it. We shall refer bto this as "the doctrine of interanal
relations (number 2)", This is a very differxent doctrine,
1f we say that relations are properties of their relata,
oxr dependent for their eXistence on properties of their
relata, We are by no means committed to the view that they
are essential. The truth of the matter is that the
expression "internal relations" has been used $o0 cover a
vague inaight Which We might eXpress precisely in a
nultitude of ways. The inéight is fairly accurately
indicated by the term "internal': it is that somehow, things

are never indifferent to the relations in which they stand.



Now this insight cgn be expressed in the -Ways thal We
have previously considered, i.e. by seeing relations just
as part of, or grounded in, the nature of their tems, bub
it can also he expressed in a much stronger fashion. than
this, by saying that relations are actually essential to
the relabta; if all relsltlons are essential, then certainly,
things are not indifferent to their relations!

It is this latter dispute Which has been of chief
interest in recent years. It is really a dispute about

k5

Whether the Arfistobtelian essence-accident dwcao»omy is %o

be accepted, It is significent that in The Encyclopedis

%

£ Philosophy, the only article on relations, but which

is entitled "Relatlons, Intemmal and Extermal!, is solely
concerned Wi%h the egsenCew~accident distinction. That
reicle never bothers itself with the guestion of Whether

relations are like qualities, inasmuch as they inhere, or
Jdo noct inhere, are grounded, or are not grounded, in %heir
relatay it is concerned solely With the question of Whether
the Aristotelien essence-gccident distinction is acceptable.
Thus its authox, R.M.Rorty, can stales

e shoall not always trouble to distinguish between

discussions of internsl properties and internal

relabions, since Whatever doctrine a philosopher holds

about ung former Will apply, mutatis mutandis, To the
latter. <2

But it is vital o obsexve that it Was pob the

latter dispute which Russell Was concerned with. He Was
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concerned with the Joctrine as it has been previously
(disjunctively) defined. This is shoWn often, and perhaps
most clearly in the quovations produced on page 18 of this
thesis, It is also shoWn by the fact that when Bradley
asked him to define the doctrine of intemmal relations, he
4id so as follows:

The Questian as to What I mean by "external" is not

altogether easy. DPerhaps the best way to state the

point is, %h%g I do not think that relatedness implies

complexity.

This is a vexry neat Way of eXpressing the meaning

of the doctrine as it was defined in the first part of
the disjunctive definitione If a relation is part of the
nature of a temm, then when a temm has a cerfain relation,
it must be compleX; it carmmot be uvltimately a simple. This
could be expressed diagrammatically, using circles to
represent temms, and arrovws for relations. Russell's view

can be represented fairly adeguately as folloWs:

The temms, in other woxds, do not have to be complex
to be related; the relstion simply conjoins the tWo Without

being a part of the tems, or involving a part of the temms,

On the other hand, the internsl relations view would be

represented in the folloWing manner:



Wl
03]

Yoc

¥
7/ -

Hexre, the relation actually springs from something
Within the nature of the terms; -the terms are not
indifferent to the relalionship. To put it another Way,
relationship implies compleXity.

The definition does not so neatly cover the second
part of the oxiginal (disjunctive) definition, that relations
are grounded in the nature of their relata. ItV is quite
eglright if We accept a substance theoxry: then, relationshilp
must imply compleXity if relations are a result of some
properties of the reiata, since the relata must have atb
least one property. If, hoWever, We reject Tthe substance
viewpoint, and advocate, for instance, logical atomism,
it will not alWays work. Though it may Work in many cases,
it would not Work for the actuel logicel atoms: the
relation of similarity which holds between tWo logical
atoms of yellowness, for instance, couvld not be a result

L3

of any compleXity within their natures, since they are

themselves simples.

Now Watling believed that When Russell considered



the "logicel mistake", he was concemed not With the
ques%ion of whether relations are properties of, or
functions of properties of, their relata, but With the
view that relations are essential to their tems.. We
must remember, first, that this question is what is
generally today referred to as the guesbion of inteinal
relations, aud thus it is easy to see why Watling should
have assumed thatl it Was an argument to that end. But
the "logical mistake” argument slso appears to be very
similar to the argument for the intermality of relations
(second sense) which Moore considered, and Which R.Rorty
hes. referred to as the "argument from the.nature of self-
identity", 2T fnat arguﬁen% could be very crudely eXpressed
as folloWs:

YIf A and B are related in a cerbain Way, then

e

they must be rdlated in that way. If they wexe not related
in that way, they would not be A and B. Therefore A and
B must be related in that way; in other Woxrds, it is
essential to A and B that they bear that wrelationship.”
Now consider egain the argument Which Russell is
concerned withs
'Tf A and B are related in a certain Way', it may be
said, 'yvou must admit that i1f they Were not so related
they would be other than they are, and that conseguently
there must be something in them which is essential to
their being related as they are.'

There is certaimly an ostensible similarity .
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between the two arguments, and it Jdoes make Watling's
interpretation of the matter specious. But note that the
conclusion of the argument Which Russell considers is

"oconseguently there must be something in then Which is

essential to their being related as they are " (my under—
lining). This can be interpreted in Watling's manner; it
may be read as spesaking about whether rélations are
actually essentlal; but it can also be interpreted as
eing an argument for the view that the relabtion is based
on some preperty of the relata. If we should look at
Rossellfs other fommulation of the argument, and at his
brief reply %o it, hoWever, it becomes clear that it is
the latter interpretation Which is correct., Russell's
other formulaticn of the argunent is:s
There is the fact that, if tWo terms have a cerfain
relation, they cannot but have it, Which seems Lo shoW
that there is something in the teixms themsglves Which
leads to their being related as they are.

Now this is clearly concerned with the question
of whether relatedness involves propexrties of the relata,
not with Whether relations are essential %o their tems.

Russell's brief reply Tto the argument is:

This only proves that What is not related as A and B
are nust ve numerically diverse from A or By it will

not prove difference of adjectiveg8 unless we assume
the axiom of internal relations. <9

Wow Wedling couvld not understend hoW this could

be presented as a reply bo the argument at all, and{



labelled it as quite irrelevant; What does it matter if
it does not prove difference of adjectives? he asks, The
argument is not concerned with the properties of the relata,
he tells us, but With the question of whether relations

are essential to their relatal!l Bubt if Watling had not
assumed this, but had interpreted the argument as I have
done, he would have had no problems Wha%ever about Russell's
reply to ita If Watling had looked With sufficient care
at the a2rgument, he would have realized that though it
involved an argument similar to the "argument from the
nature of self-identity" it Went beyénd this, to the
conclusion that Ielatedﬁess involves properties of the
relata. It first reached the conclusion that if wWe things
have a relation they necessarily have 1%, and then Went on
to the further conclusion, based on this, that Therefore
the relation is based on properties of the relata. Now
wWhen Russell considered this argument, he had not yetb

found his reply to the first part of it, which is to the
effect that every state of affairs is a necessaxry state

of affairs’® but this did not Worry him, because he could
still refute the argument as a Whole by simply pointing

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

Rrussell did finally get to grips with this aspect of the
argument, though it Worried him for some years, In h}s
Tntroduction to Mathenatical Philosophy he finally &80T
around vhe problem by saying that neoegsigy and oon?iggency
simply do not apply bto actual states of affairs, being
properties only of propositional functions,




this gives us no reason at all for saying that this relation
must therefore he due to properties of the relata., Hexe,
he is surely xwight. As he says, "the argument has only
a rhetoricel force", and his conclusion that the argument
is unacceptable cannot be disputed. The only curious
point remaining is Why Russell should have bothered to
discuss the argument, since it is clearly invelid, and
he could not point to its use by any of his opponents.

At the end of this lengtihy consideration of Russell's
1 sgdon of the suppowhs Which he thought possible for

the doctrine of internal relations, we can say thalt he Vas

h\
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right,; atl least, in pronouuncing these unacceptable. TLet

ives forx
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us now go on,then, to consider the grounds he

denying the doctrine,

D

nussell produces a number of objections to the
I J

N

detalls of Bradley's arguments, but these will be considered
in the neXt section; his general objections are of interest
to us here, The first resounding objection that is

produced is that it is gquite simply impossible to reduce

all relational propositions to the subject-predicate fom,
TLf this is so, then it would scem that the 5-P assumplion
would have to be felse, and thercfore, since Russell

eguated the S-P assumplion With the doctrine of intermal
relations, it would seem that the doctrine of internal

elabtions would have to be false,



The demonstration of the falsity of the S-P
assumpﬁibn,xeally amoun®ts to a matlter of shoWing that any
attenpt to effect a reduction of propositions inciuding
asynmetrical relation-wWords to subject~predicate propositions
does not work, The most obvious abtempt to 'meduce!
relationsl propositions to the subject-predicate fomm is
to Say that propositions such as "4 is larger than B" are
analyzable as A-subject; is-copular; larger than Bmpredicatem
But this analysis is grossly artiflcialn It seems hignly
inadeguate to treat "is larger thanB”inexacfly the same
Way as "white", i.e. s a tem for a propexrty ¥Which is said
to inhe#e in a thing. Treating them as referring to a
similar kind of entilty seems to make overmuch use of a
procrustean bed. A much better attempt to reduce the
rel ational phrase 1s To say that "A is larger than B" can
be expressed adequately as acompléx;pr0posi%ion comprised
of tWo simple propositions such as "A is tWo inches long™
and "B is one inch long". It Would—seem that this is the
reduction Which philosophers have in mind genexrally When
they speak of the reducibilfyof relational propositions
Yo the subject-predicabte form, If this reduction Were
adeguate, then relational stvates of affairs are really
just compounds of subject~predicate states of affairs, and
so the subject-predicate outlook is not marred. Bub

Russell has shown, very successfully, that this attempted

t
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reduction does not Work, If it 4id work, then "A is tWo
inches long and B is one inch long" would have £o express
all that is expressed by "A is 1arger then B"s But this
simply is not the case. Though the fommer may sappear to
be an adequate expression of the latter, including all that
is involved in the relational expression, the complex
proposition only appears to‘be adeguate because we Tend
to read into it the further proposition "tWo iuches is
longer than one inch., If this ié not added to the
complex proPOSitiony'then it ﬁoes no% comvey all that the
original proposition conveys. But if we do add it to the

compleX proposition, then the latter is no longer of The

rc

subject-predicate fom, It Will be comprised, rather, of
tWo subject-predicate propositions, plus one relatbional

proposition. This attenpt at reduction, then, fails,

ol

4 further attemnpt to effect the reduction is o
say that the relation 1s & property of the tWo related
entities taken as a pair. When we try to exXpress this
where asymmetricsl relations are concerned, hoWever, We
find that the product of the so-called reduction must
inevitably remain relationsl. The nearest we could get
to expressing the state of affairs in tewrms of a property
of a paix*woulﬂ be: "fhe ordered pair 4B has the property
cools laiger than...". Wow not only does this need o
assume that "...is 1érger than..." can be treated as a

property, which seems to be a very large assumpbion, but
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the relation of order also is needed, since Without this,
the retention of the originel meaning is quite impossible.
Thus, seen as g reduction of a relational proposition to
a subject~predicate pfopositionﬁ this attenpt is
unguestionably a failure. We must also bear in mind the
fact that the logicsal discussion is only a preliminaxy to
ontology; saying that relational propositions are reducible
To the S-P form is simply a gembit in subject-predicate
philosophy, the -intention being to shoW that relations
are just like qualifiesg ontologically, or actually aXre
gualities., But if we Just txy to show that relational
propositions are reducible To certsin subject-predicate
propositions in the above toxtuous mapner, then we do not
effect this at all. Though We Would, if the weduction
were successful, have To 1look upon relations as similax
to gqualities inasmuch as they "inhere" in a subject, the
menner of this idherence Would_still be so radiceally different
that the ontolegical nature of relations could not be seen
a8 similar to that of qualitvies at all. Qualities are
such that they inhere in just one subject, but, if the
above reduction Were successfuvl, relations Would be such
that they inhexre in a subject Which is comprised of tWo
or more disparate things. Their nature Would have %o be
very different from that of the quality to a2lloWw for this.
It would seem as though hussell 's Bradley has

been quite shattered, But Russell does realize that this
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-character has one more gambit: he could argue that the fact
that relationel propositions are irreducible to the S-P
form does not count against the S~P assumption, orly against
relatlional propositions! It simply shows that they are
illegitimate proPositioﬁs® Now Russell had no trouble

With such a crude suggestion. He simply stated that such

a suggestion is ludicrous: We constantly use irreducibly
rélational propositions; mathematics is based on them, end
natural science uses them a great deal., We cannot Simply
reject them out of hand just in order to svpport &
particular thesis. Thus, Russell felt that he could
finally zreject the Bxadléy that he presents us with,

"Russell 's Bradley";%

(ii) Bredley's Writings
That Russell should have lampooned Bradley for
making the S5-P assumption may strike those who are only
marginally acquainted, even, with Brédley‘s work as odd,
After 211, R.Wollheim, Bradley's chief conbemporary
commentator, spoke of Bradley's xejection of the S-P

assumption as the most famous aspect of his worki -0

The rejection of it can be found almost at the very

beginning of the Princivles of Togic. In chapter I he
says "In their oxdinary acceptation, the traditionsal

subject, predicate, and copula are mere superstitions."

®we will return to a detailed discussion of the point of
view found in This paragraph later.
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Then he goes on o say that she subject-predicate anslysis
is quite useless Where propositions such as "A is egual

to B","B is to the right of C", and existential state-

nents are concerned:

Judgement is not inclusion in, or exclusion from, the
subjecteo, In "A is simul taneous with BY", 'O is ‘o
east of D", "B is egual to F", it is unnatural vo
consider A,C, and B as sole subjects, and the rest as
attributive... The ideal compleX, assexted or denied,
no doubtv in most cases Will fall into the arrangement
of a subject With adjectival gqualities, but in
certain insftances, and those not a few, the content
takes the fom of TWo or more subjects with adjectival
relations existing betWeen them. 31

Bradley also argued, vexry forcibly, that it is
absurd bto treat judgements as connecting two ideas. Take,
bhe tells us, the judgement "the wolf eats the lemb". Why,
he asks, should we treat "wolf" and "lamb" as the elements
of the judgement with "eats" as the copula? Why should we
think of the wolf as one idea, when it is obviously
complex? Really, he says, Whatever the mind grasps as
a Whole is one idea; When We grasp the state of affairs
corresponding to "the Wolf eats the lamb', We are grasping

just on

[otos-Ny

HoWw on earth, then, can Russell besmirch Bradley's

idea,

D

neme so, by saeying that he makes the S-P assumption? It
may seem that there is a simple ansWer To this; that though
Bradley may reject the S-P assumption on the ordinary level,
he brings it back on another, Note, ifor instance, that

when rejecting the traditional analysis as '"mexe
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superstition®, Bradley says "In the ordinary acceptation

the fraditional subject, predicate, and copula are mere
superstition’ (my underlining). This makes it look as
though Bradley may Well accept this analysis, as long as
it is not on the "ordinaxy aooe?tation"c' This, indeed,
is the case. Bradley argues that all judgements are of
the subject-predicate form, but in a new 'guises 211
judgements assexrt an idesl content of reality taken ss

a whole. Thus, the judgement "A is egual to B" is zeally
of the form "the worid is such that A is egual to BY.
Therefore, the subject-predicate anslysis is reintroduced,
and it would appear that-Russell is, affter all, quite
right to have attackel Bradley for his adhering to the
S—P assuuption.

But we should paumse o remember Why Russell Wished
to reject the S~P assumption in the presenf context, IT
was to refube the doctrine of intemsal xrelationsy it Was
to show thet we cannot treat relations as similar to, ox
reducible to, qualities such as Whiteness, What, however,
has Bradley'!s newWw-fangled S-P assumpbion got to do with
this? Surely very little. It 1éaves the gquestion of
Whether relations are like, oxr reducible to, qualities
completely untouched, Rusgell may not like the analysis,
becanse it retains the "thing~property outlook!, but this
is a different story; the point is that it does now

offend against the logical  .points made by Russell
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concerning the sui generis nature of relations. Thus, we

cannot defend Russell's lampooning of Bradley's acceptance
of "the' subject-predicate ass umpulai% simply because he
he;d a very uvausual foxm of it.

We are back al the point, then, of wondering hoW
it could be that Dussell rejected Bradley for his adherence

to the S-P assumpbion, When he clearly repudiated it in

the Principles of Togic. One possibility immediately

arises: the principel discussion of reliations was found

in Appearsnce and Reality, which Was Written ten years

after the Logics perhaps Bradley changed his mind When

-Writing the later book, oxr merely forgot his eairlier
Works? This, hoWever, is simply no% so. We find in a
footnote to the second chaplber the comment:

The relation is not the adjective of oune temn, for,
_i1 so, it does not relate. Ilor for the same Ieason
13 1t the a&gectlve of each temn taken apart, for

then again there is no relation betWeen uhemo Noxr
is the relation their common properly, for what
keeps them apart? They are not noWw tWo terms at all,
because not Separate. J2

Wnat on earth, then, is going on? It begins to

100k as though FRussell has perpetrated a fraud; that he

‘_l.

s referring to, and abusingp a non-existent character.
Cur only recourse is To turm to Bradley's works, end

consider them in some detail, The chief sources of his

ﬁéln.Sthe of the new-found embiguities, the expression
"$he S—P assumption" Will in future be used, unless other-
wise stated, to refer to the tradition&al anﬁlyqis of

pr0p081blonbe
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remarks on relations are to be found in chapters 2 and
3 of A.&R., appendix B of that work, and a posthumously
published essey entitled "Helations". There is also
some very illuminating ma%eri&l in his letters to
Rusgell. But when these sources axe delved into, it
soon becomes clear that Bradley's position on relations
is going to be hard to unravel; he vexy -rarely seems o
do what Russell leads us to expect, and the viewpoint is
very far indeed from one of pristine simplicity. Iun the
folloWing paragraphs I shall endeavour to relate the
general trends of Bradley's thought, leaving detailed
arguments and oriticisms'ﬁntil later,
| In appendix B of A.&R., Fussell's interpretation
of Bradley seems t0 be by and large sound. For instance,
‘Bradiey starts off by saying:
I do not admit That any relation . Whatever can be
merely external and make no difference to its temms,
and I will moW proceed to discuss this important
pointe.
Following this, he supports this avowed doctrine
of internsl relations, firs®t, as Russell said he 4id, by
an éppeal to the principle of sufficient reason, and
‘secondly by an interesting argument which will be
considered shortly. So Russell is pot entirely mistaken, -
There is some basis for nis interpretation in Bradley's

work, 1Is Bradley simply inconsistent? We shall see.

Returning to chapters 2 and 3, however, We find that



Bradley's chief concern does not seem to be with supporting
the doctrine of intemmal relations at all. Now the whole

A

urpose of Appesrance and Realitv needs bto be borne in
PULY i

mind at this point. It seeks to shoW that the manner in
‘which we can understand individuals of the world is always
necegsarily defective, so that the World, as We perceive
it, is only a woxrld of appearande57 not reelity. To prove
this, he first argues that a subject-predicate analysis
of things must fail, bu’v so must its alternative, the
"oundle theoiy™. It is in the discussion of the latter
that the matber of relations is brought into question.

I
Bradley's arguments which seek %o prove thal the "bundle
theory", the theory that things are simply gualities in
relation, is unacoeptables is based on a critique of the
whole nobtion of yelation. Chapters 2 and 3 are primarily
concerned With g proof That relations camnot exist in the
real world, since the Whole notion of relations is self-

contradictory.

Thus, Appearance snd Reality is chiefly concemned,
not with showing that relations are internal, but rather
that the Whole notion of relation is self%contfadictory,
and thus that relations are unreal. Bradley, then, Was
not primarily concemned With the internality-eXternelity
dispute at all., As far as he Was concermed, "relations

e

do not in the end as such possess truth and reelity." 33



Now we can understand what Bradley meant, When he Wrote
to Russell sayings:
Tn the first place, you seem to me o assume that 1t
is a question betWeen internal and eXternal relatvioans,
You do not ask whether a relaticnal scheme is
satisfactory. You appear to assume thalt it ise... I
have been forxceld to The conclusion that any relational
scheme breaks down even in itself,
We can also understand, noWw, why Bradley refused
to really go iunto the guestion of whether relations are
internal or extermal., This is only a redlly live guestion
if we accept that & coherent account of relations is
possible, But it is certainly tive that Bradley takes
some intverest in this dispute; in chaplters 2 and 3 of
|
A.&R, there are arguments which appear to be in favour of
the doctrine of inmternal relations, and we have already
seen that appendix B exXplicitly argues against the doctrine
of external relations. Nevertheless, Bradley annouunces:
"The 1desa... that I myself accept eny such doctrine as the
above{internal relations) seems 1o myself ss even ludicrous,!
This whole riddle of what is going on is at last solved ”
when We reglize that though Bradley's real position Weas
that the notion of relation i contradictory, and thus
relations are unresl, he was very sympabhetic to the
doctrine of intemmal relabtions; and that though he largely
times. This may secen very cdd and mystericus, but its

oddness is assusaged when we understand that Bradley holds

1 2

5
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a view councexming the reélative adegquacy of ideas. In
truth, he éayss no relational scheme will work, HoWever
Ve may try to interpret the world relationally, we will
not succeed. WNevertheless, there is still one account
of relations which is far better than the others. This
is that relaticns are a product of our organising |
faculties; they do not exist in the external world, but
are manufactured by us, based on gualities of the relata.

There are two elements in This: that relations are unreal,

latter was Bradley's form of the doctrine of internal
relations, But This analysis of relations, Bradley argued,
Was still not a finally scceptable ongit is simply nearer
“to the txuth than any theory which makes them real and
exXternal to their ‘tems, Bradley made this cieéf when he
wrote to Rusgell saying:

Internal relations are nearer the truth than "external”,
and therefore true as against these, 2

He makes the point clear in other places, also,

saying, for instances

Mere internsl relations... like relations that are
nerely external, are untenable if they meke a claim
to wltimate and absolute truth. But taken otherWise,
and viewsd as helpful makeghifts... [they) can be
relatively real and true.

Bradley would not accept the doctrine of extemmal
relations at all; he certainly preferred the docirine of

internal wrelations, though he did not think that it wes
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vltinately true. Thus, When Russell argued against him
that cerbain relations cannot be adeguately accounted for
Within a doctrine of internal relations, he tended to
shrug his phiicsophical shoulders, and say thal this did
not surprise him, the Whole notion of relation being self-
contredictory anyway. He said, nevertheless, that we
would be better off to think in terms of internal relations,
and in fagct, even Where We cannot see any Way in Which a
relation gould be treated as internsl, We should pretend
that it is, even inventing & property of the fela%a if
necessaxy!

At this point, unfortunately, it is necessary for
us fto return, yet again, bto the question of the meaning of
"internal yelstions", both in order to more fuily unde - .
‘stand Bradley's system, and to understand Why Rassell
should have thought that his rejection of the S-P
assumption could shatter not only Bradley's system, but
monism in genergl.

On the latter point, Russell may have thought
that his rejection of the 3-P assumption shattered Bradliey's
netaphysics, because, for one thing, he thought thav
Bradley's xejectlon of the "bundle theoxry" was based on
the S~-P assumption, and thus that his rejection of it Was
inadequate, But if this Were so, We would not be obliged

to aodept Bradley's argument that no account of individual
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things can be adeguate, so the Whole purpose of Appearance

and Reglity would be confounded, HRussell also had shoWn

that monism wWill folloW once We meke the S-P assumption,
and so he may well have thought that it was the direct
source of Bradley's monism, Bubt it is noticeable that
Russell thought that his rejection of the 5-P assumption
Was very poWerful indeed; that it was the main todl in
finelly shattering, not only Bradley's system, but monism
as a wholee:"J{r Why should he have thought this? It nay

be that he thought that as a matter of fact,; all monists
had made the S~P assumpition. Thus, he perhaps felt that
he was able Yo shatter all gctusl monistic systems. This,
however, does not seem to necessarily rid us of monisn
forever. It would seem quite possible for somebody %o
'invent & monistic system Without recourse to the S-P
assumption at any point. IT Russell thought that he had
finally refuted monism by rejecting the S~P assumptbion,

it Would seem that he may have comnmitted the fallacy of

denying the antecelent:

Y

“VWe must remember that Russell's claims concerning the

S-P assumpbion's significance are very great; the quotations
of page 19 willserve to remind us of this., But Russell

not only claims that an enormous number of philosophies

are based on the S~P assumption, but claims also that if

We should reject it, then gil substance philosophies
(including, of course, monism) Will be rejected. This is
made clear on page 59 of his Philosoghy of Leibniz, Where

he says that not only is the logic Which makes the 5-P
assunption false, but "a different logic destroys substance’,
(My underlining.)
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1) The S~P assumption implies monism.

2) The S-P assumption is false,

3) Therefore, monism is false.

But of course Russell Was a great logician; it is
peinaps rather naive to charge him wWith such an error.
There is, moreover, an interesting altermative; that
Russell believed that the S-P assumption is implied by
monism, so that his rejection of it must certainly refute
monism. The argument could be as follows:

1) If monism is true, then relations must ~
be internal. 2) The S-P assumption is false, therefore
the doctrine of ianfernsl relations, Which is its eguivalent,
nust be false. 3) Therefore, by modus tollens, monism is
,falsefK | «

In this hoWever, Russell Would be meking the misgtake
which constantly appears throughout his work, of assuming
that the doctrine of internal relations is equivalent to
the S-P assumption., This assumpbion underlay nearly all
of Russell's discourse oun relations, though not all of it,
and yet it would seem that o careful study of Bradley's
work shows it to be totally unacceptable, Now it is at

this point that We must return to the meaning of “"internal

* Russell seems to have this argument in mind When he

wrote "On the Nature of Truth", since in that paper he Wrote
Ythe axiom of internal relations is eguivalent to the
assumption of ontologicel monism”. Thus, since he goes on
to deny the axiom, he clearly thinks that he must deny monism.



relations; end remember thet it has been disjunctively
defined, Qne definition is that it states that relations
are part of the nature of the relata, and the other is that
relations ave grounded in the nabure of the relata. The
tWo ave cerbainly not eguivalent. There is nothing’ét all
incoherent about saying that relations are alWays

grounded in the nature of the relata, and at the same

time deny that they are eguivelent to thalt something in

the nature of the relata., Ve can quite intelligibly argue
that the relation of similarity Which exists betWeen two
blades of grass results from thelr properties without
saying that the relation is equivalent to, or ontologically
at all similar o, these properties. Russell's eguation
of the two doctrines, thén, is quite unacceptable; but
‘Bradley did not accept the doctrine in its first fowm, as
previous couments have shoWn sufficiently, but did accept
the doctrine in its second foxm. .

That Bradley did eccept the view that relations
must be grounded in properties of the xrelata is shown
frequently in his work. Much of the argument of chaptérs

tWo and three of Appearance and Reality Was concerned

' either with proving that relations must be grounded in
properties of- the relata, or With arguments based on this.
In chapter tWo he states:

We are forced to see, wWhen We reflect, thalt a relation
stending alongside its temms is a delusion, If it is
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to be real, it must be o somehow at the eXpense of

its temms, or, at least, must be something in them ox.

0 Which they belong. A relation betWeen A and B implies
really a substantiel foundation Within them.

One of the arguments of chapter three Was also
devised.to shoW prescisely that relations must involve
properties of the relatas "Our conclusion briefly will be
this: relation presupposes quality..." One of Bradley's
central srguments of chapter three, also, Was based on the
vieWw that relations must be grounded in the properties of
the relata. This Will be considered on page €8 of this
paper. It should not be doubted, then, that Bradley did
adhere to that which is asserted by the second disjunct
of the disjunctive definition. Furthermore, Bradley did
think of it as the doctrine of intemal relations. This

is sho¥n in Essays on Tmuth and Reality, for example,

where he Wrotes

I am still fin doubt as to the sense in Which accoxrding
to Mr., Russell relatbions are externsgl., The tems aye

to contribute nothing, and so much I understande,. -
(My underlining) .

Again, in Collected Essays, Bradley Wrote:

Relations would be merely inbtemal if, the terms
being taken as real independently, each in itself,
the  relations between them in fact arcse or were
merely due %o the character of the temms, as so far
taken, 42 .

What should We mean by a relation asserted as simply
and barely external? ¥e must assume that welatious
and relata ...coming or being together in fact, and
as somehoW in omne, is due in no Way to the particular
character of either the relations or the teiS...
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What (I ask next) should, on the other hand be meant

by a relation viewed as absolutely and merely iuvernal?

cos you Would abtribute to the particular characters

of the tems, as so far faken, some actual relation

or relations which you find...4J

Realizing, as We noW do, that Bradley d4id accept

the doctrine of intemmal relations in its second foim,
but did pot acceptv it in its first foixm, it becoues clear.
that Russell's objections to Bradley's so-called acceptance
of the doctrine in its first form are totally misguided,
Only in the first fomm cen the doctrine of internal relations
be at all equatable With the S-P assumption, and thus we
find that Bradley Was gquite mystified when he found Russell
equating his view with it. He Was by no means s¢ naive
as to assume that relations could be at all similar to
propervies. It is interesting to note that when he wrote
to Russell shortly after the publication of "On the Nature
of Truth', in which Russell made the eguation, he eXpressed
complete bafflement about why this should have been doneg

Do you think that M"internal relation must mean thal

relations are adjectives of their terms? I fail to see

Why this follows.

It is significant that though Russell replies very

fully to the other points raised in Bradley's letter; he

said not a Woxd about this particular comment,

1t would be useful to end this section with & brief
reiteration of the main points concerning the Russell-

Bradley dispute:
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1) fccording to Russell, Bradley made the mistake
of assuming that a1l propositions are of the subject-
prediéate fomm, a mistake Which led him to treat relations
as ontologically similaxr to, or reduciblelﬁé, gualities.

2) Russell proves that the S-P assumption is falée,
gince it is inclapable of accounting for certaln propositions,
part;culaxly'those Which use asymmetrical relatioan-Words,

3) HoWever, Russell misinterpreted Bradley. His
regl position was that the wWhole notion of relations is
self-contradictory, so that they can neither be resl, norw
can an adequate account of them ever be formulated,

4) Thovgh Bradley may at times have argued for the
doctrine of intemal relations, this Was only because he
thought it preferable o its alternative, not vitimately
true.

5) Even to the extent to which Bradley ¥as a proponent
of the doctrine of internal Ielations; he Was svill notb
an adherent of the S-P assumption., He realized thatb
adoption of the fommer need not imply adoption of the

latter,

But we need to comnsider Why Bradley should have
adopted these views, The next section Will be concerned
With his reasons for adopting them, the section after the

next will be concerned With a c¢ritique of them.



4, BRATLEY 'S SUBSTANTIATION OF HIS pPOSITION

(1) Viny BPradley Preferrsd the Doctrine of Internsal
Relations to that of Bxternal Relations |

Bradley often offered, as a reason for rejecting
the doctrine of internal relations, the supposed fact that
if relations Were extemal, there Would have to be "bare
conjunction' in nature, and this is said to offend both
against the Hegelian tradition, and against the principle
of sufficient reason, Of course, most contemporaxy .
philosophers Would ignore these reasons, since they are
usuallynot impressed by the law of sufficient reason, and
do not work within the Hegelian tradition. But it is
weertain, further, why Bradley should have argued that
the doctrine of eXternal relations offends against thenm.
The idea is supposed to be that if a relation does not
spring from complexity in the relata, it could only be a
rendom, purposeless fact. But why should this be so?
As we noted earlier, thexre could surely be a sufficient
reagon for the relational state of affairs, Without this
being found within the nature of the relatap it could
surely be found elsewhere— in the nature of the Whole,
of wWhich the relata are parts, or even within the
purposes of a deity. |

A much more interesting reason for Bradley's
preference of the doctrine of internal relations can be

61
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found in appendiX B of Appearvance and Realitv. This

involves Bradley's doctrine of abstraotion9 and presents
us with his insight about how We can most adequately
conceive of the world within a system of relatiouns.
Bradiey explains his point by reference to a number of
billiard balls on a table in a certain arrangement. Evéry
ball, of couxse, has a certain spatial félation to every
other bell., WNoWw We move one bzll. Thus the relations of
the bell to the othérs is changed. A plurdlist such as
EuSSell will say that the bell is nol changed in itself;
its nature is mdt altered in any Way. The relations
involved, he will say, are purely "extema;l " %o the nature
of the ball, are not part of what constitutes the ball at
alls bheing & billiard ball does not entail having any one
particular set . of spatiel rslations.

Now Bradley'is happy enough. to accept the state~
ment as it stands, but his point is that when We treatb
billiard balls in this manner, We look upon them just as
“characters', and not as%existents'. Inasmuch as We see
the billiard bell as a type of thing, that is, as an
instance of the universal billiard ball, the particular
spatial location is entirely irrelevant., It is not part
of the universal billiard ball that it has a particular
set of spatisl velations. Thus, seen as a type of ¥hing,

the particular spatizl relations gre external, are not part
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the bsll cqua character. Bubt if We look upon the ball
not as a type of thing, but as a thing itself, the situation
changes., The spatisl relations are then said to be by no
means irrelevant. Bradley expresses this point of view
eloguently as folloWs:
Take thenm [bLlll ard bcllsg as eXisting things, and
take them without mutilation, and you must regard them
as detemined by bhexv=p1aces and gqualified by the
Whole material system into which they enter... the
billisrd ball, %o repeat, if taken apart from its
place and its position in the Whole is not an exXistence
but a character, and that character remains unchapged,
though the existing thing is sltered with its changed
existence. Iverything other than this identical
character may be calleld relatively external. 1Tt may,
or it may not, be in comparison vnﬁgporﬁantg but
absolutely eXtevmxl it cannct be. :
Now Russell may remain gquite unimpressed by this.
He may say, first, that he sess no reascn why we should
Look upon things as existents rather than charscters, and
may not accant‘Bxadley?s viewpoint that the ultimate
Phlquﬁpthal sin is Yabstraction'. Though I do not
intend to enter into a discussion of Bradley's doctrlne
concerning the ‘adequacy of abstrasction, it does seem as
though he would have the edge on this particular point,
Bradley could well say that it is virtually seli-evident
that 1f we really Want to understand & thing as a Whole,
to see whether a relation is the result of some complexity,
however subtle, in i%, it is absurd to pick on only
certain aspects of it. Though certain aspects mey be more

interesting then others, it is not defensible o pretend
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that the others do not exist. Iven though Russell may be
forced to admit this, hoWever, he could still argue that
when We lock upon a thing even as an existent, there are
sti1l some relations Which are not founded in 1i%s nature
in any Way; the existent/character dichotomy has by no
means defeated this view finally. In fact,probably the
chief velue of Bradley's dichoﬁpmy is that it defeats

the most immediate of the prima facie objections to the

doctrine of intemral relations, based on simple claims
of the forms "it is obvious that the relation R cannot be
founded in the nature of the relata"., 1In cextain cases,
We may want to uphold this; it is certainly not obvious;
even when we take things as existents, that a specific
_spatial relation is based on any predicates of them; bub
such eXamples are much rarer where "things gug existents”
are concerned, than Where "things qua characters” arxe
concerned, Before Bradley produced the dichotomy, it may
have seemed absurd to say that particular spatial relations,
and other relations, are a vesult of the nature of their
relata, but after it is made, the standpoint is much more
rlausible,

R.Wollheim tells us, in his P.H.Bradley, p.111-112,

that the chief arguments for the doctrine of internal

relations @re Lo be found in chapters 2 and 3 of A&R,

He argues that part of the time, in these chaplers,
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Bradley is ’Glyiné to prove that relatvtions are internally
self-contradictory, and thus unreal, and also that
Bradley's arguments are directed at times in favour of the
doctrine of internel relations. Wollheim's statement
bears some truth, but not in the form in which he states
it. He argues that the central argument, Which is repeated
in chapters 2 and 3, and Which is meant to prove that
relatvions are unintelligible taken g;ig their relata, only
counts egainst external relations, and is thus an argument
against thet doctrine. His interpretation does not seem
at all acceptable at this point. The argument, which will
be considered in the next subsection,is wholly based on an
explicit assumpltion that relations-are grounded in the
nature of the relata; and so, unless Bradley is taken to
"be an idiot, the argument can hardly be aimed sgainst

the doctrine of eXternsl relations. This is oune point

&t which Russell's interpretation can be upheld. As we
saW earlier, Rugsell believed that Bradley's arguments

for the unreality of relations Were based on the assumption
that 211 relations are intefnal@ In this partvicular case,
Bradley certainly does base his argument for the unreality
of relations on the doctrine of internal relations;
Whethexr gll Bradley's arguments for the unreslity of
relztions were based on it is & quite different matter,

Which Will be considered shortly.
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But Wollhein's interpretation does hold fairly

©u

well sgainst another argument found in chapter 3, an
particularly agsinst the same argwment as it Was expressed
in chapter 2. This argument is that relations themselves
must reguire relations o relate them to their temms. In
chapter 3, this argument is uvrged against gll relations,
but in chapter 2, it is pointed only against external
relations. The argument is that 1f & relation is purely
externgl, then it cennot relate its terms-— relations
canriot relate without leaving nail-holes, as one of the
commentators put it--— and thus it must require a fuyther
relation to bind it to the relata, If these are
external, they, too, do not relate, and furbther relations
.8t111 are reguired, etc.etec., Thus, Bradley concludes
We are forced %o see, When we reflect, that a relation
standing alomgslde'ns terms is a delusion. If it is
to be Loalw it must be so somehoW at the eXpense of
the tenn9 cr, at least, must be something wWhich
appears in them, or to Which they belong. 4 relation
betWeen A and B 1mplle% really a substantisl foundation
within them. 46
This argument, hoWever, is by no means persuasive
on its oWn. Why should a relation "regquire nail holes'
in its terms? Why must it be founded in them? This is
the point at issue, and it is far from clear that an
external relation is totally incapeable of relating. 1%

seems that Bradley rests his case on the poilnt that he

just can see nc Way in Which a relation, Which is not based
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on theg_nature of the relata, can possibly relate them.
Now this may look very flimsy, but it is, I suspect, his
chief objection te the exXternality viewWwpoint, He stresses,
time and time again, that he makes a very significant
assumptions that he will only accept something as real
and true if it satisfies the intellect. Now this is
applied wholeheartedly in the matter of relations. Bradley
finds himself Sotally unable to uanderstand how & relation
can relate without the relation being based on the nature
T the tem in eny wWay. How this may look like no argument
a'l:'all9 like a simple means of evading the problem.
Yhat if Russell should come zlong and say that he finds
the notion of an entirely extemeal relation perfectly
_satisfying? Bradley sensed this, summing up the whole
position in a letter to Russell:
1 postulate that truth has to satisfy the intellect,
(thougn not in dctgll) and that exbternal velations
can't 8o this, and therefore where we can't shoW that
ﬁwJam,umwmﬁvmnmubwwww:wo I don't say that
I think this eantirely satisfactory but this is how I
hold it. I presune that you would say on the other
hend that external relations can give the intellegt
211 the satisfaction to which it has any claim., {
But Bradley's bafflement does not seem unreasonable;

it does seem that he can issue a Wo¥thy challenge To

Russell here, His position is that to the extent to
Which relations are founded in the relata; to the extent

that they are based on predicates of the relata, they are

quite comprehensible., Bradley felt that the subjec t-
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predicate relation Was really quite digestible intellectually,
even though not ultinately so. But relations, we kunoW,

are not eguatable with the predicates of the relata 6n which
they may be based. Something eXtra must be involved, but
what could this "something extxa" be? If we say that it

is the organization of the organising facultbies, Bra&léy

is agadin not too disturbed. But he could not conceive of
something in the eXternal World corresponding to this
"something extra". This bafflement is intensiried Where
éxﬁexnal relations are concerned. We cannot begin to .
understand them by offexing the sbove account at allg

the relation cannot be the product of the orgenising
faculties, since there is nothing in the .relata on which

it can Work; thus, the relation has to be something in the
‘externsl World, Butb Bradley could not begin to see any
Way of grasping their nabure., Russell, however, thought

an account possible. The case, perhaps, really rests on
Whether Russell c¢an give a respectable account of What

the relation could be, This Will comprise the content of

section 6,

(ii) VWhy Bradley Thought Relations to be Unreal
The most famous aspect of Bradley's arguments for

the unreslity of relations is the érgument that the
whole notion of relation is self-contradictory. Bradley

made a great dezl of use of the contradiclicn; it is the



69

argument that the notion of relation is self-contradictory,
found in chapters 2 and 3 of A.&R, which has been chiefly
concentrated upon by those Who do not Wish to accept
Bradley's conclusions. The outline of the demonstration
is someWhat artificial:Bradley seeks to show that relations
cannot exist without temms, but also cannot exist with
tems, and this is said to be contradictory. Of course,
the onus of his proof lies in shoWing that relations
cannot exist With temms,

The central argwmeﬁﬁ to this end is as folloWws:
First, a relation must be founded upon some complexity
in the nature of its relata; some predicate of the relata.
Also, a relation must affect its relata, must chenge then.,
Thus, "each relation has a double character, as both
_supporﬁing and as being made by the relation." ILet us
ccall & term "A", the aspect of A which founds the relation
in guestion "a, and the aspsct of A Which is the result
of the relation "€@"., a and @, theéen, must somehoW be
combined in A, as A(amm@)@ But a and @ must somehcﬁ be
related. Bubt how axe they related? @, if it is to be
related to a, must be altersd by the relation, and must
have some aspect Which founds the relation. Thus,; there
must be some compleXity Within @, some aspect of it,
which is the foundation of the relatilon, let us call it

tgln, The case is similerwith a. But an endless



generation of compleXity Within A is thus set into
progress! TFor A to be related, an infinite number of
qualities must be required, which is an absurdity. Thus,
Bradley concluded that ‘the notion of a term taken in
relation is ultimately unsatisfactory.

Vollheim's immediate reply to Tthis is that it
presupposes that the aspect of A which supports the
relation is not the same as the aspect of A Which results
from the relation. Thie, he quite reasonably points out,
need not be the case; they can be one and thé same.
Wollheim's reply here seems to be perfectly sound. But
Russell, on the other hand, could safely choose to ignore
this point, and simply say that the basic assumpition of
the whole argument, that relatedness must be based on
predicates of the relata, is falsel! It Was this point
that Was at ié$ue between Braﬁley”and himself, and he
could with a degree of Justice urge that Bradley's beliefl
that relations arxe internally contradictory was based on
the doctrine of internal relations! Indeed; he tended to

take the argument as axéductic ad esbsurdum of the internality

viewpoint, although, since thexe Were othér errvors in the
argument, this is not really dEfensibleq‘

Another of Bradley's arguments can be interpreted
as follows: A snd B are related by R But the relation
R is thus related to A and B by & further relation, call

it "B2" since they ere different, snd difference is a
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so there is a relation betWween them, which we may call “RE”O
This process cen cleerly go on indefinitely. Thus, 2o
infinite number of relations is generated by any relational
state of affairs. DRussell, hoWever, could not see anything
Wreng With thiso48 Though there may be an infinite generation
of relations, he could not see in this any criticism of
relations., Russell carefully distinguished between tvwo
types of infinite generation: "one prooeeding mexrely %o
perpetuelly new implied propositions, the other in the
mezaning of & proposition itself.” 49 But only the latier
is a vicious genexation; fh@ one involved in the above
argument is of the former kind. Thus, Russell does no%
admit it as acribicism of the notion of relation. He

argues that Bradley only thought of it as a criticiem of
the notion, because he falsely looked upon relations as
being the same types of thinge as the relata, and nob

as something substentially different. FHaving noticed that
the words which denote relations are just as substantial

as the words Which denote. things, Bussell tells us,

. Bradley assumed that relations are just as substantial as
things°5o Once assuming this, it is wnderstandable that
Bradley thought an infinite generation to be vieious. If
relations were like things, then if any relationsal state

of affairs generated =n infinite number of fuxther

relations, then we Would have & grossly overpopulated



universe, But Russell says that this by no means shows
that there ls something Wrong With the notion of relation,
orly that there is something Wrong with looking upon
relations as being ontologically similar to thingSj%
Having disposed of the central arguments of
chapters 2 and 3 for the unreality of relations, Bradley's
detractors tend %o think that his position has been quite
defeated. Thig, hoWever, is not so: There are many more
argunents Within his Works concerned With the mnreality
of rélations. One of the chief of these is a highly
empiricist argument, an axgument Which features prominently

in later passages of Appearance and Reality,in the

posthumous essay on relations, and in the corxespondénce

of Bradley and Russell. ;
The basic argument is‘simply that immediate

eXperience is non-relational, but it is immedial

eXperience which is the foundation of &l1 articulatable

foms of knoWledge. MNan's knowledge of the real world,

he says, is entirely dependent upon this immediate

experience; there is no other gatewsy to reality. But

since relations cannot be found Within this, they cannot

exist in reality; they can only be products of ocur

organising faculties.

aqg - o I
The discussion Will be xeopened on page 102.
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It ie at this point that We must besr in mind the
earlier cautionary note, To the effect that Bradley Was
by no means a rationslist, He is often portrayed as a
great opponent of empiricism, but it is important to note
that his opposition to the M"empiricist school! was only
concerned With an opposition to the methods and superstruct-
ure of this school. As far as Bradley was concerned,
there is‘no mysterious souxce of kﬁoW1edge of realitys
the basic empiricist assumption he bteok over with fervour, .
particularxly in the defense of the unreglity of relatiouns,
at Which point he argued that emplricism and pluralism
are incompatible. It is strenge that henever spoke of the
irony of this, Sinoe,his plurelist opponents were
themselves mostly empiricists, : i
The reference to immédiate exXperience Was a

commonplace in Bradley's lebters to Russell, although there
Was surprisingly 1itt1é direct refereﬁoe to any substantiat-
ion of his doctrine. For instance, When arguing that if
We look uponrn the World as comprised of independent
things, We inevitably “abstract", break up the unity of
reality, he simply ysed "his vieWpoint about immediate
experience, and did not back 1T ups

The given fect, to be deait with ideslly, is a non-

relationsl Whole., How in going on bo find ideas Which

satisfy us, if we agsume independent terms, one sgide

of the "sensible'" given is lodt. In a sensible fect

you have the whole and the parts in one. But if FOu.
break this entity up, and set Jdown any part as
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independent,~ then, starting with this point, there
is no getting beyord it eXcept arbiftrarily. For you
have suppressed the aspect of totality oxr identity
Which inlhhe sensible whole took you from point to
St 0
point,

Russell, hoWever, seems to have thought that
relations are not just added by the mind, but are implicit,
at least, in immediste eXperience. Thus, he replied bo
Breadley saying:

1 can only gather that T am expected bo admit that
the vaguer or less reflective view of anything is
alvWays truer than the more precise and reflective
view, This seems like arguing for some political
institution on the ground that 1t existed among our
sgvage aucestors. :

This, of course, does not ausvWer Bradley in any
Ways it just shoWs that Russell Worked on the assumption
that immediate eXperience contains xelations, at least
implicitly. Bradley very soon Wrote back to Russell =
indicating that he could not accept this assumption,
urging, simply, bthat immediate experience of the "this®
is noum-xelational. But Russell, still, Was only able %o
reply:

Presumably the difficulty Ifor me arises When the
this... does not in the first instance appear to be

an arrangement of interrelated parts. In such a case
I should merely say that the first unreflective
apprehension of the object does not get so true or
complete a picture as can be got by reflection. And_
I do not see Why this is not a satisfactory aansver, 55

In other Words, Russell could not see why he
should not assume that immediate eXperience is ilmplicitly

relational; that relations are there, if only We knoW
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Where to lock. Bradley snd Russell had simply reached an
impasse at this point, One thought that immediate
eXperience is non-~relatlonal, the other that it is
implicitly, at least, relational, but they found no wWay
of getting do¥n to discussing one another’s-assamptionsa
Neither can T,

A though it Was the arguments of chapters 2 and 3,
and the arguments Which concerned immediate eXperience,
Which Wexe overtly Bradley's main reasons for accepting
the wnreelity of relations; it seems nevertheless that
his regl reason Was just that he could not make any sense
of the notion of an existent relation, as something guite
apart from its temms. DBradley makes this point in his

Essays on Truth and Reality, p.247, and elsewhere, What

~on earth could it be? he asks. He made compardtively 1ittle
of this poiht, but it is presented at times as the most
important point, end this may @ell be so, There is nothing
in Bradley's Work which alloWs me to discuss the point in
this section; I shall attempt, rather, to give some

depth to the standpoint in section 6,

(iii) ¥hy Bradley Held Thought te be Necessarily Relational

Bradley states, at the beginning of chapter 3 of
A.&R. that thought is inevitably relationel, a view Which
is amply supported in that chapter and its predecessor.

Eaxly in the third chapter, he states that the fact thatl
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We cannot speak in temms of things or quelities, the
material of thought, wWithout bringing in relations, is a
well knoWn fect iun psychology. VWhat he seems to have in

mind are the cases Where something only takes on a specific

meaning ¥ithin a relational compleX.
For example, the illusiration . RS;

1]

to the right cen appear as a duck or

a rabbit, depending on hoW We loock

at it Bub in the framework of

disgrem 11, the illustration is seen

as a rabbit, Whereas in disgrem 111, it is seen as a duck.

Disgram 11 ' Disgram 111

e

This would meke his point quite nicely, but
Bradley will “lay no Weight on a considerable mass of
evidence,.. furnished by psychology? since he has i
.lampooned philosophers for being "too long in the |
psychological attitude'. Besides, he believes that he
can make his point perfectly satisfactorily on purely
philosophical grounds,

In chapter 2, he argues that if we wish to speak
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of such thinges as entities or properties, then We reguire
rel ations to avoid countradictions. For eXemple, reduness
and gxeenmesug taken together, Without relational organiz-
ation, are incompatible, But if arranged relationally,
for instance by being attributed to different parts of
spece, they are compatible again. This was Bradley's
meaning when he saids
Qualities are found some to be incompabible...it is .
only Where‘they come together diatinotly by the help
of a relavien, that they ceass to conflict. On the
other hapu, Where a thing fails to set up a relation
between its properties, ﬁhey are conbrary alt oncecee
colour collides With colouree.. if the identity hecomes
relational by help of space, they arg outside one
another, and are peacefil ONGE MOTE,D
The argument that thought is inevitably relational
is completed elegantly in chapter 3, where Bradley uses
a form of the %polar contrasts argument", which has seen
extensive use in the Work of Vittgenstein, He rests bis
case on the point that if we wish to speak of any one
guality, or temm, then We have to presuppose the eXistence
of that which it is not. We can never speak of one
element of reality as itself an element unless we af
least accept that it has a difference from other elements.
RTf pnot distinet, then not different, and therefoxe not
gualities", as Bradley quaintly puts it. This is certainly
a polar contrasts argument: one thing can only be said to
be a thing if it is contrasted to that Which it is not.

This may seem strange to those just partly versed in



Bradleyts writings. Doces he not say that thought is

cured if we go beyond the level of relational thinking

to the absolute, Where there are no distinctions, just

an undivided whole? Does he not say that thought would

be adeguate if we could grasp everything at once? This

is not quite so. 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-relabticnal, simply becauée
man ig quite incapable of grasping everything at once, and
thus has to remain at the relabtional level. But his
central reply to it is that if ﬁe succeeded in transcending
the level of relavional thought, then thought Would destroy
itself., There Would be no such thing as thought grasping
the absolute, because once this level is reached, there

is no such thing as thinking. Thinking involves a thinker;
there must be differentiation of thinking self from

thought object for there Lo be thought. But this
differentiatbion must involve relations, if only the
relation of difference between self and non-self. Relations
can only finally disappear When this relation is lost; but
when it is lost, thought itself disappears; a level of
feeling& Where gll nerges 1is réacheds Thus Bradley could
says

Thought is relational and discurﬁ%ve, and if it ceases
to be this, it commits suicide, -



InAooﬁcldsion to this section, it can be noted
that We can noWw understand why Bradley should say "4
relational Way of thought.... must give appearance and not
truthose it is o makeshift, & mere practical compromise,
nost necessary, but in the end most indefénsible.” 56 It
is "most indefensible" since it is self-contradicltoxry, and
relations are only a product of our organising faculties,
For the seme reason, 1t must "give gppearance aud not
reality". AsvWe have just seenjthe relational Way of thought
is "most necessary", since thought is inevitably xelational.
One feature Wwe have not discussed previously is that the
relational way of thought‘is "a makeshift, a mere practical
compromise’. But We do not have to lock hard to find
Bradley’é meaning. He is making the point that though
the relational Way of thought vltimately bresks up reality
into segments; thus committing the sin of "abstraction,
it nevertheless makes some attempt to retain the wity,

via a relational nexXus.



5. RUSSELL'S OBJECTION TO BRADLEY'S DOCTRINE OF RELATIONS
EECONSITBEHED

In this section, I shall attempt to sum up the
iﬁmediate results of Russell's atbacks on Bradley's
doctrine. First, it is to be noted that Russell chiefly
aﬁtacked the doctrine of intemsl relations, and this
attack Was &lso primarily aimed sgainst the S-P assumption.
As We have seen, hoWever, Russell Was quite Wrong %o have
equatbted the doctrine of internsl relations With the S-p
assunptlon, and Bradley also very carefully xegjected the
S~P assumption, Thus, it‘Would seem That.the core of
Russell's attack Was lacking in significance as far as
Bradley was concerned. Nevertheless, the indirect result
of this atbeck seems to have been guite substantial.

Russell's concentration upon the S~P assumption, and his
successful and lucid rejection of it had a considerable
effect on the contemporaries of the debate, Who had not’
really noticed its falsity previously. Many of them had
assumed that relaticns are like, or reducible to qualities,
because of a blind adherence to the S-P assunption; they
simply had not noticed that there Was an alternative Way
of loocking upon relations. But When Russell demounstrated
its felsity ixrefragibly, with so much moxe clarity than
Bradley, they reslized the error of their Ways, and saw
that the doctrine of internsl relations, Which Wwould have

80
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followed from the S-~P assumption, Wwas no longer obvious.
Thus, though Russell had not affected Bfadley directly,
in the eyes of some members of the philosophical public
he had put Bradley on the defensive; so that the doctrine
of internal relations had to be supported. Russell,
hoWwever, folloWwed up his initial attack with abttacks on
the details of Bradley's arguments, as they Wexe found in
chapters 2 and 3 of A.&R.., These attacks, moreover, Were
demaging ones. Thus contemporary philosophers, Who Were
becoming bored with idealism anyway, Were willing to
accredit Russell With victory in the debate. The opinion
soon spread that Bradley, and ideslism in genersl, were
refuted. But subtletvies of the debate had been ignored
'by them in this judgement., They had not noticed, for
instance, other, less publicised reasons given by Bradley
for the doctrine of internal relations:%

The first of these reasons Was the basic emplricist
argument that immediate exXperience is non-relational. Buib
though Russell did not actually refute this, he did
lprovide at least a viable altemative to it: that

immediate experience iz at least implicitly relational,

So, even 1f some members of The philosophical commundty
had noticed this subtlety, it need not have affected their

decision. Yet there is the further, far more impoxtant

reason wWhich Bradley had for defending the doctrine of

M
T Reference to the vegaries of "the philosgﬁhical public*
is based chiefly on gensrsl histories of philcsoply such as
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intérnal relations: he simply could not see hoW it Was
possible to give any intellectually satisfying account of
external rélationso He could not begin to offer an account
of them. Thusy, finding them quite incomprehensible, he '
refused to admit their existence. A decision as to Whether
Bradley's liking for the doctrine of internal relations
Was acceptable, then, really depends upon the adequacy
of Russell's account of eXternal relations. Nevertheless,
this Was no®t demanded by his contemporaries during the
dispute with Bradley. Only Bradley saw its vital importance,
The second subtlety of the situation is thatb
Bradley did not think that the doclrine of internal relations
Was ultimately defensible, and it Was not his central
theory of relations. Thus, even if Russell had succeeded
in defeating his doctrine of internal relations, Bradley
wWould not have been worried +toco much; he thought it
indefensible, anyWay., Bradley's central position Was thatb
no relational eccount could ever succeed, since the |
notion of relation is self-contradictory. But this
means that he was fairly sure of his doctrine that relations
-are unreal, since nothing contradictory can be reel,
Even if contemporary philosophers had noﬁice& this subtlety,
hoWever, they Would still, probably, have said that Bradley
Was a beaten man, since the most celebrated of his

arguments for the unreality of relations were those of

e TG, RSN

The Revolution in Philosophy, and that of G.Warnock.
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chapters 2 and 3 of A.&R. Which Russell had shattered,
Also, although Russell refused to tske the idea that
relé$ions are unregl particularly seriously, he nevertheless
mounted a fairly worthy attack on it.

Rassell first attacked the view that relations

should be considered unreal in his Philosophy of Teibniz,

largely reiterabing this in his "On the Nature of Truth®,
He uses the traditional approach'of presenting us with
those relations wWhich We should refuse to admit as being
merely a product of our organising faculties, John of

St. Thomas had used this ‘technique in replying to

Willizm of Ockhem and his disciples. He had urged that we
cannot possibly meke gll relations subjective, since if

we do this, then we are forced to admit that there are not,
in reality, three related aspects of the Holy Trinity.
Since this would reguire heresy, Johd put the Whole notion
out of his mind. Nevertheless, not all of us live in

fear of the Inguisition, and an argument like this really
will not do. ILet us see if the examples of relations Which
eannot possibly be merely subjective" which Russell provides
are any more valuable.

Russell's prime examples of relations which must
exist in realiby, as given in his early Writings, are
mathenatical relations. Mathematics, he had proven, Was
heavily dependent upon asymmebrical relations; these are

essentisl to number series, Butb this being so, if
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relations are ell unreal, then he reglized that numbers
could not be real things. Ruassell felt this to be final
proof of the reality of relations, but to most modern
students, it is very hard to see Why., The fact is that
Russell Wwes highly impressed by Meinong's Work. VWhen he
Vas Writing this defense of the reality of relations, he
Was quite convinced that numbers subsist in some sort of
Meinongian universe, But few today would shaxe his
enthusiasm for Meinongisn universessindeed, it would often
be held thatv if any relations are purely constructs of the
intellect, then the relations of mathematics are among them.
But Russell also tries a moxre defensible line,
The relations of space and time, he assures us, are
irreducibly relational, and thus, if We Wish o support
Bradley's doctrine, We must say bthat these are unreal,
and @lso that the physical sciences Which mske so nuch
useé of them canncet be finally truthful. Now Bradley Was
some¥hat bemused that such an argument could bhe brought
aéainsﬁ him. He had clearly argued that such relations are
varegl, that sciences Which used them as given facts about
the World were nmot finally true, and he did not see
anything so odd in holding this position. Kant, after all,
had arxgued that space and time are not real, so it is
not such an obviously absurd doectrine. Neverﬁheless,'the
philosophiceal public Would have felt this to be a bloWw

egainst him. It was generally thought tha’t spatial and
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temporal relatiouns pust be real; realism Was the rising
movement &t the time, and such a substantial denial of it
went strongly against the current of opinion.

The ssme public alsc tended to side With Russell
becavse of the respect Which Was felt for his newly-
introduced philosophical %é@1~w the new, wvastly improved, -
mathematical logic. At the core of this new logic Was a
logic of relations Which Was seen to be highly fecund,
Russell shifted the foundations of mathematics with it.
A1l in all, then, it is not reelly surprising that Russell
carried the day, in the eyes of contemporary observers,

Nevertheless, the only time that Russell xeally
hurt Bradley's system Was When he rejected the "proofs™
of chapters 2 and 3 of the contradictory nature of relations.
The other objections did not affect him, and he Was
cerbainly not overawed by Russell's new logic, since he
had helped it on its way, and he could have felt that
hoﬁever useful the logic of relations may have been,
it still did not mean that relations have to be looked
upon as elements of the real World. Russell had alsoc
not, as yet, met one of Bradley's objections to treating
relations as real: tHthat no account of such entities
appears possible., The whole outcome of the dispute
betwéen Bradley and Russell is once again seen to tuin

on the question of whether Russell could give a respectable



account of relations taken as real. A discussion of this
point must at last be produced; it Will foxm the countbent

of the final section.



6, RUSSEIT'S POSITIVE ACCOUNT OF KELATTONS

Russell often stressed the importance of giving
relations a place in any satisfactory ontology, but he %
Was rather slow in letting people know What eXactly
he thought them to be. Bradley had pestered him for years
in his letters to exXplain his point of view, but he never
replied With claxity or directness., In a letter of 1910,
he was willing to go no further than say that he thought
relational states of affalrs to exist, and these are reslly
complex entities. He repeated this quite often: in M.P.D.,
he speaks of the relational state of affairs AIB as being

perceived as one object, and in The Problems of Philesophy

he says "whenever there is a relation Which relates

certain temms, there is a compleX object foxrmed of the

union of these terms." 27 But cbviously this is by no meaus

a complete account: there are tWo or more relata in the

state of affairs comprising the relational cémplex, but

what elge is there? There must be something else involved

Wnich makes up the relational state of affairs, and it is

this extra element Which we Want to know about. We want

Yo kmow what it could conceivably be. TFortunately, ;
Russell was not slWays coy about discussing the mabters

It is in The Princivles of Mathematics that Russell

fivst lets us know What analysis he intends to offer. When
he wrote that book, he was strongly influenced by leinong,

87
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and accordingly, his ontological scheme sa® a major
dichotomy: everything was divided indo "eXistents" and ™.
"subsistents", The Yexistents" include the commonplace
spatio-temporal objects, and the temporal, non-spatial
entities such as thoughts. "Subsistents" are said bto be
those elements of reality which are neither spatial nor
temporal. Relations Were then sald to be included in the
latter section, to "have being" in some Meinongian
universe, Now if this is to be the core of Russell's
account, it is understandable thatb ke should not have
mentioned it too freely. MNeinongian entities are very
often only referred to by philosophers in facetious moods,
Those who labour under the impression that Bussell alWays
Worked with a "robust sense of reality", and Was a
philosophexr of the common sense persuasion ftend to think
that such a strange view could only have been short iived,
that, When Russell discovered Ockhem's raZor; he ®ould do
away with the whole class of Meinongien entities, and
that subsistent relations Would share the fabe of geometrical
points. But this is not so. IV seems that after Russell
had rebelled against idesglism, he alWays looked upon
relations asg subsistent entities.

The fact that Russell never repudiabed this
doctrine publicly is shoWn in his M.P.D.. He stated quite

clearly that he adhered to a subsisting world of universsals,



and 4id so precisely because he Was driven to it to account

for relations. This vieWwpoint is eXplained in most detail in

The Problems of Philosophy. Even there, however, the

characterization of the "subsistents" is a very meagre éne,
mostly formed by simply negating the properties of everyday
objects, We are told, for instance, that relations, like
other subsistents, cannot exist in the way that ordinary
things exist, since it does not make sense fo ask Where or
When they are. "Heunce', he says,"the relation 'norxrbth of' is
redicelly different from such things [as ideas, or material
objects), It is neither in space, nor in time, neither material
nor mental, yet it is something." Shortly after this, Russell
continues the characferization by telling us "the Woiid of
being is unchangeable, rigid, exact"., It is also "delightful
to the mathematician, the logician, the builder of metaphysic-
al systems, and all thoée who love perfection more thanm life,"
Relations are not sharply differentiated by Russell

from traditional Platonic universals— they are simply

said %o be universals, indeed unparticularized universals,
Whereas the green of a particular blade of grass may be

seen as a particularized universal, the relations which

that blade of grass has to other things are said to be noil
particularized, In an articie called "Meinong's Theory

of Complexes and Assumptions', Russellnstates clearly

"there are no such entities as particularized relations” 28,
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and in The Principles of Maihematbtics he states "relations

do not have instances but are strictly the seme in all
propositions in which they cccur.® 7 The reason given
for this strange view is that if relations Were particular-
ized, then relations such as "is larger than' are different
in each menifestation, but Russell felt it vital that
the relation should be the same in "four is larger than one®
as in "three is larger than tWoY,
| Now why should Russell have espoused the Whole

Meinongian viewpoint? The ansWer may be that once he had
accepted the view that relations are regl, he simply had
no choice. He is quite right to say that relations are
not spatial or temporal, and thus if We continue to treat
them as real, they become completely different in kind
from things end events, We simply cannot take account of
something Which is neither spatial no¥ temporsl in any
ordinaxry manner. Bvexrything inhabiting the world Which we
are acquainted with is one oxr the other oxr both; even thoughts,
though they axe non-spatial, are at least temporal. Thus
hussell felt that he had to speak of another world Vo
accomodate these strange entities.

It cannot be denied that the Whole characterization
of relations is very odd. One suspects that Bradley Would

have treested the Whole account as a reductic ad absurdum

of the view that relations are real. BRussell, note, used
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to scold Bradley for failing to think of relations as
being totally different in kind from oxdinary entities or
events. Bradley, however, could Well turn around and say
that he never could conceive of any way of thinking about
them, and furthermore, that even after hearing Russell's
account, he could not do so. This is not indefensible,
Russell's account does smack of absurdity. Do we really
even have any idea of What is being talked about When Wwe
discuss things that are neither spatial nor tempoxral? A4.D,
Woozley has argued 60 that We omly think that we do. He
argues that we think that we do, vecause We mistakenly
think that there is an enalogy with discussions of far-off
places: We can guite well imagine What a strange land over
the seas could be like; We can even imagine what a strange
land in another solar system could be like., Thus, We come
to think that we can understand what a Meinongian universe
would be like. Butb, he continues, we reslly cannot; this
supposed universe would be totally unlike any world that
we knoWw, and it is simply absurd to pretend that we can
understand what such things could be.

This is not by any means a finel objection to the
view, but it certainly gives us a right to ask for very
good reasons to adopt it. FRussell himself admitted that

the view was very odd, both in The Problems of Philosophy

and M.P.D, but in spite of discomfor®t on the mattex, he

seems +o have thought that he had good enough reasons to
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accept it. The arguments for it really depend on arguments
for the reality of relations, since, given their reality,
and the proven fact that they are not eguatable with
properties, it seems to be the énly type of account
possible, Russell's arguments in favour of the reality of
relations are not, however, entirely convincing., We have
already seen how he insisted thalt relations must be real
by pointing to mathematical, and spatio-temporal relations,
but we have also seen that this argument is far from

irrefragible. TIn The Problems of Philosophy ?1 Russell

tries to argue for the xveallty of relations in a diffexent
manner, the argument being as followss

Bdinburgh is north of London., This is a fact
which would be true even if thexre Were no thinking beings
to appreciate it., Therefore, the relation "noxrth of"
must be non-mental, and therefore must be resl. Now this
argument, of course, begs many of the gquestions ab issue,
Many idealists would deny that "Edinburgh is north of
London® is a truth independent of thinking beings; a |
coxrespondence theoxy of-trath is being assumed by Russell,
but this is by no means an indispubable theory., We may
perhaps say that Russell's argument is valuable in shoWing
that if we accept a correspondence theory of truth, then
We have to sccepd that relations are real, but it is

doubtful if even this followWws. Though We may say that the
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truth of the proposition is dependent on an actual,’
objective state of affairs, Which corresponds to it, it
does not seem vital that this state of affairs is itself
relational. It is not unarguable that there is some state
of affairs in the "real world" which correspouds to our
eXpression "ARBY, but that this is not itself actually
relational; it is just that We are only capable of eXpress-
ing it in relational temms.

Another, more important argument offered by Russell
for the reality of relations is that it is essential forx
our language to have meanings

Suppose, for instance, that I am in my room. I exXist,
and my room eXists, but does Tin' eXist? Yet
obvicusly the word 'in'! has & mesniug; it denotes a
relation which holds betWeen me and my room. The
relation is something, although ¥We cannot say that it
existe in the same sense in Which I and my room exXist.
The relation ‘'in' is something Which we can think about
and understand, for, if We could not understand it, We
could not understand the sentence "I am in my room". ©

It is Russell's ¥Yreferentisl® theory of meaning
which appears %o underly much of +the ontology of logical
atomism, and it certainly seems to have played a vital part
in his doctrine concerning relations., But this theory of
meaning is today generally consilered to be false! DPerhaps
the most significant advance in recent philosophy has been
Wittgenstein'ts demonstration of the falsity of this viewWg
this, however, undemmines cne of the main foundations for

Russell s belief that relations are real,
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Another reasson Which Russell had for believing that
relations are resl Was also based on a similar basic
assumption that he Worked with: the assumption that the
structure of sentences pust correspond to the structure
of the world in at least those cases where the structure
is unavoidable, - Russell tells us in his M.P,D. that though
he could notv demonstrate the truth of this presuppositiOn,
he could never bring himself to doubt it, But Russell
also believed relation-Words necessary to any language,
an acceptable 5elief9 since preceding arguments have‘shown
that thought is inevitably relational. Thus, he concluded
that relations must be real. 3ubt Why should We accept
Russell's presupposition? It is the very point in question,
it cannot be simply assumed., Since Russell himself
admitted that he could not demonstrate it, wWe are by no
means obliged to accept it,

Russell's case is begiuning to look a 1Little shakys
we need to look around foxr more positive support forxr it.
When W.Winsiade wrote about it in his article "Russell's

Theoxry of Relations"(in Klemke's Es&ays on Bertrand Russell)

he admitted theat the theory was very strange, but neverthe-
less he wanted tolend it support. But the only support
that he could come up With Wass
Russell's claim that relations are resgl does have an
appeal, hoWever; for it is difficult to imagine a

3 =1 3 Lo $ Y 'Jo‘s-n 3
World—-such &8s a Leibnizien or Bradlgyan WOrlie 1n
which there are no real relations. Y7
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But this argument is reaglly no argument at all.
Bradley had slready argued that thought is inevitably

relational, and so of course We have difficulity in imagining

a World wWithout relations. But this is simply not
significant in aiding Russell's thesis.,

The maiﬁ remaining support Wnich Russell could
give for his vieWwpoint Was the indirect one of arguing
that the alternative account, thalt relations are 2 product
of our organising faculties, does not succeed, It would
be wise to make sure, first, that we really understand
this view, so that We can judge Rnssell's rejection of it,
Note that it is not just the crude view that we add %o
immediate sensation a relational oxrganisation Which is not
based in anything Within the sensations. This wWould be
obviously absurd: the relational organisabion could then
be nothing ovut chimerical. Russell attecks this wview When
he considers Kantian philosophy, but it is by no means this
crude view which is being offered as an alternative o
realism, This view, advocated Whole-heartedly by Ockham,
and half-heartedly by Bralley is that there are some
properties of the relata Whioh provide sufficient grounds
for the welations which our organising feculties construct.
For instance, When We say that one cigarette is similar
to snother particular cigarstte, this relation can be said

$0 be counstructed by our organising faculties, using
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certain properties of the itWo cigarettes, such as pungency,
size, and colour, as a foundation for it. Now to defeat this
view, it is Woxthless Ffor Russell to argue that relational
propositions cannot be reduced to subject-predicate proposit- |
ions; this is admitted by the adherents of tﬁe vieWw in questions
they say that something over and above subject-predicate
states of affairs is involved: the addition of the organization
Which We provide. BRuassell is obliged,if he wants to defeat
this vieWw, to provide us With certain relational propositions
wWhich cannot be adeguately accounted for in this manner., He
nust prdvide us With cases Where sufficient conditions of
relationship camot be found within the nature of‘the relata,
If he can prove that relatedness is sometimes not degendent
upon any properties of the relata;, then he Will certainly
achieve this. Thus, his rejection of the doctrine of internal
relations is still vitally relevent in this context.

At first sight, it does not seeﬁ that Russell should
have too difficult a fask. To paraphrase an argument
of AoCoEwing,64 it does not seem as though the xelation
of juXtapcsition on my bookshelf Which holds between G.B.

Keene's Languace 2nd Reasoning, and W.V.Quine's From a Togical |

Point of View is dve in the least to their nature; it does

not seem dependent upon the proPérties of the relata at
gll. But this is not the case., The fect that they are
both logic books is ad least partislly respounsible for their

ging found on the same shelf, and they could not be
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juxtaposed if they did not come Within the narroW range

of size and weight ¥hich alloWs them to be found on a
bookshelf, Again, it is & necessary condition of their
being spatielly juxtaposed that they be both spatial! This,
notve, isfa necessary condition of any spatial relationship,
so even the relationship Which holds between myself and a
particular fly in Outer Mongolia is pnot one to which the
nature of both myself and the fly are indifferent. EWing
argues that it is a general truth that the nature of all
related temns must provide at leasst necessary conditions

of the relationship. Arithmetical relabions can only arise,
fox igstanoe, When both the related ‘tems are numbers; love
must presuppose the capacity for emotional involvements
causgl relations, the membership of a caussl system, and

80 on., 9Since EWing has shoWn that the paradigm eXample of
relations Which are meant to be indifferent to properties
of the relata, the spatial relation, is pot indifferent to
predicates of the relata, We may tend to conclude that he
has carried his case. Ve may say that this very simple
argument should make Russell moderate substantially his
expression of the doctrine of external relations. Remember
~that his menner of arguing against the intemsel relations
theory, and at the same time the Ockham theory, Was Tto say
that some relations are not dependent upon any of the relata

at 211. This, hoWever, noW gppears questionable., Ewing
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believes that relatedness does involve cerbain properities
pLoy :

as necessary conditions of its eXisvence., But even if

this is the case, all that it really shoWs us is that
Russell 4id no¥ eﬁpress the difference betWween 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 require guy properties of the
relata as support, he can still argue that there are not

always properties which provide the sufficient condition

of relatedness. The point is that, for the Ockhamist
account to Work, there must be sufficient properties of
the relata on Which the organising faculties can Work,

to produce the relational complex; otherWise, the relation
is still a chimerical one. For eXample, in such cases as
"A is taller than B", we can find sufficient conditious
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 relation, But

is this &lways so0? Is it, for instance, so With the
relation of juxtaposition Which holds between the two
previously mentioned logic boocks? It is hard to see hoW
this could be so.

-It must be aduitted that Bradley would have t0 go
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on the defensive here, He simply cannot point to any
properties of the relata from Which the specific spatisal
relation must folleoW, His initial reaction would probably
be that though he cannobt point to any, this does not mean
that there are none; he Would repeat that assuning that

the relstion is not founded on properties of the relata

is merely prejecting our ignorance upon reality. This is
by nc means a satisfying ansWwer. But it must be remembered

that the Ockhamist account foes appear quite satisfactoxy

<

for very many relations. It can be argued that space and
time are notions Which have alWays been fraught with
difficulties; that mean has never understood their nature,
and thus 1t is not surprising that the account runs into
difficulties Where they are concerned, Bradley could also
use his further point, Which is that he kpoWs the account
of reiations to be ultimately unsatisfacvory, since he
believed that any account of them must fail, Though
Russell has scored a point against his account of relatious,
he can still hold that his account is much betbexr than
Russell's realist accéunto' To decide on this point, We
need to return to Russell's account, and consider those
objections wWhich can be b%ought against it. ‘

The main objections to Russell'!s account have
already been noted: The main supports for it have been
rejected, and it Was pointed out that the whole account

smacks of absurdity. Indeed, the account 1s so veiy
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strange that it is tempting to say that Russell could only
continue %o make use of it because he had such a great
love for the Meinongian universe; he could indulge his.
passion for eXactness and certainty in the coantemplation

of it. But sounder arguments than the purely ad hominen

can yet be brought against Russell's theory,

A useful argument, and an ironioél one, is that
Russell made insufficient use of Ockham's razor. Ockham
made a great deal of use of his priciple of economy in the
watter of relations. He argued that When (say) Mr. Brown
is similar to Mr., White, this is quite adeguately accounted
for by saying that Brown and White are botﬁ men, or are
both bald; there is just no need to postulate some third
entity "likeness" as an actual eXistent. NoW though
BuSsell'may argué that there are céses where Ockham's
account does not work, he must accept that it does Work
for the relation of similarity and the relation of
difference, Thus, if he Was in earnest in his acceptation
of Ockhem's razor; as he insisted he was, he should have
admitted that there is no need to treat these relations
entitatively. BRussell; hoWever, particulaxly‘Wanted To
make the xelation of difference an objective entity, quite
independent of thinking beings, since he felt that if
difference is oxly mind-dependent, then monism must follow,

There is also a charge against Russell, filed by

W.Winslade, that his account is not consistent. Winslade



101

argues that We cannot both say that relations are elements
of re¢lational states of affairs and unparticularized, How

can an unparbicularizZed universal be a constituent of &

relational state of affalrs? This does not seem to make J
sense, HNow this objection may not seem at all seriouss it |
may seem that Russell Was simply mistaken in describing
relations as unparticuvlarized uvniversals, and that his
account Would not be greally altered if he sdmitted that
relations gre particularized in relational compleXes., But
not only did Russell insist, in "Replies to Criticism® ©5
that he had continuously believed relations to he unpért~
icularized since 1902, but there also séems to be Teasons
Why, given his realism, he has to accept that relations
are unparbicularized universals., This is because it is
the only apparent Way oulbt of an argument set up to shoW
that relations cannot be resl. That argumeat runs as
follo%ss |

" If relations are real, there must be an infinite
mmber of them. That there are at least a very large nuwber
of relations is obvious; since,just to begin With, every
spatial entity has a spatisl relation With every other
spatial entity, and every entity of Whatever kind must
have a relation of similarity or difference, or both,
with every other entity. The largeness of this numbex

need not worry the realist, but the fact that an infinite
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" pumber of relations Would have to exist must. There cam be
no such thing &s an actual infinity of entities. Infinities
can only be inventions of the intellect; But an infinite
number of relations can be generated very easily, for
instance in the followWwing mennexr:

Call the prOposiﬁion A is similar to B"™ Y"E'", and the
proposition 'C is similar to D' "FY, NoW B is similar to F
inasmuch as they are bhoth sﬁmilarity propositioms. But E is
different from A, inasmuch as E is a relationsl proposition,
and A is an entity. Now call the proposition asserting the
similarity of E to F "G%", and the proposition asserting the
difference of B to A "HY, H is different o G, since one is
a proposition assértiﬁgﬂshnilarity, the other is a proposition
asserting difference, Clearly this . process can go on
indefinitely, producing an infinite number of relations
by alternating similarity and difference.

This argument would defeat those reglist theories
Which treat each relation of similaxity or difference as
a particular. But if it is said that each of the rélations
of similarity Which holds between A and B, C and D, and E
and P is the same, and the same is said of the relations
of difference, then there is no infinite generation, Though
We npay generate an infinite number of relational proposit—
ions, only twé relations would be produced: +the relations
of similarity and difference, Which are uvnaltered
throughout the process. Thus, Russell's approach of

treating relations as unparticuvlarized universals avpids



103

whet seemed to be a fatel fleWw in any realist theory of
relations. This part of Russell's account, then, is by
no means superfluous, but a neceésaxy part of it. But it
does seem to produce a contradiction within the sccount, |
As We have glready seen, it appears absurd to say tha% a
relation is both unparticularized and an element of a
relational state of affairs. But there is a further
problem still, Any knoWn realist account of relations,
Rassell's included, accepts that relations could not be
other than ontologically dependent upon their relata.
Russell said that it is quite absurd to speak of a relation
without relata, and this is surely sc. But if relations
are unparticularized universals, they do not seem at all
ontologically dependent on relata. Whichever Way we turn,
then, Russell's account seems t0 break doWn,

Now when We bear in mind all the objections Which
have been raised against Russell's doctrine of relations,
and the paucity of support, it does seem as though
Bredley has him beaten. Bradley's main challenge to
Russell, and the main support of his view that relations
are not real, Was that he could not see hoWw any account
of relations, taken as real, could possibly succeed.
Having considered Russell's account of relations, it
seems that Bradley's judgement can be upheld, But do We

need %o therefore accept Bradley's conclusion, that since
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relations are ounly a product of our orgenising faculties,
and camnot be Séid to eXist in reality, The universe nust
be a unity, and monism must be true? It does not reaslly
seem necessary. We may take T.H.Green's Way oul, and say

that reality is manufactured by the mind. Another |
altemative, perhaps a greatly preferable one, Would be

to say that we simply must stop trying %o speak of the

"real" world, and must Spéak only of the world as it appears

to UsS e We Would be guite incapable of adeguately talking

about the "xeal" World,the non-relational objective

reality, since thought is inevitably relational, alWays

organising its materials in relational temms., We have

here a familiar conclusion of critical philosophy. It is

no¥® insignifioaﬁt that in vlaces, even Russell, who Was

notorious for having nothing to do With cxriticsl philosophy,
questioned-whether We can reglly speak about what relations

are, On page 173 of M.P.D.he expresses doubis about

whether We can do so, and in "logical Atomism", he again

briefly showed doubts about the whole enterprise, He

argued that something seems to go Wrong when We make

relation-words the subjects of our sentences, He stated

that everything works perfectly well as long as relation-
words are used Within relational propositions, bul as socon
as We txy to get at what the Word means, We meel very grave

troubles, This not only shoWs that at times Russell



nimself had seriocus doubts aboub his Meinongian andlysis,

but i% also appears to show thalt he at times took critical
philosophy seriously. It may be just an illusion, but
Russell glmost scems to be saying that when We make relgtion-
Words subjects of our sentences, We are goilng bheyond the

limits of language.
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