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“... he was one of the few great builders of system, and one of

the boldest and most original and speculative thinkers that
Britain has ever produced.” (Metz, 1950 : 322)
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The conclusion which we have just reached is that the concepts

which we apply to the world, since they have to conform to the

laws of logic, must at least be self-consistent: they must not

issue in contradictions. (Ayer, 1982: 13)
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Bradley begins his quest for truth by an analysis of primary and
secondary qualities. He accepts the empiricist argument that
secondary qualities turn out to be mere appearances. But then,
are the primary qualities able to stand demonstratively by
themselves? He fears not. They are equally under suspicion of
being mere appearances. (Leslie, 1952 : 257)
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Does this appearance belong to matter or does it not? If it does,
then it infects matter with its unreal character. If it does not,
then where does appearance belong (there being nothing except

matter according to materialism)? There is thus an insoluble
dilemma. (Dhirendra Mohan, 1970 : 47)
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...iIf it belongs in any sense to the reality, how can it be shown

not to infect that with its own unreal charecter? Or we may urge

that matter must cease to be itself, if qualified essentially by all

that is secondary. But, taken otherwise, it has become itself

but one out of two elements, and is not the reality (Bradley,

1966 : 12).
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His contention is that once we try to explain the theory implied
by this admittedly useful language, we find the thing dissolving
into its qualities, while at the same time we are unable to give
any satisfactory explanation of the way in which the qualities
form the thing. In brief, no coherent account can be given either
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of the substance-accident theory or of phenomenalism.
(Copleston, 1994 : 203)
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The immediate unity, in which facts come to us, has been
broken up by experience, and later by reflection. The thing with
its adjectives is a device for enjoying at once both variety and
concord. But the distinctions, once made, fall apart from the
thing, and away from one another. And our attempt to
understand their relations brought us round merely to a unity,
which confesses itself a pretence, or else falls back upon the old
undivided substance, which admits of no relations. (Bradley,
1966 : 19-20)
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...the very essence of these ideas is infected and contradicts
itself. Our conclusion briefly will be this. Relation presupposes
quality, and quality relation. Each can be something neither
together with, nor appart from, the other; and the vicious
circle in which they turn is not the truth about reality. (Bradley,
1966: 21)
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Of course, when we go behind thought to the unbroken unity of
feeling we have got away from relations and qualities. But we
cannot think of qualities without thinking of determinate
features distinguished from one another, or of these without
thinking of relations among them. Qualities without relations
are therefore meaningless; the two are only distinguishable in
thought, not separable in fact. Similarly, there cannot be relation
without quality, for without qualities as a terms there would be
nothing to relate. ...Relational or discursive thinking necessarily
involves itself in contradictions and therefore refers only the
world of appearance. (Metz, 1950 : 337)
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On the one hand space cannot be simply a relation. For any
space must consist of parts which are themselves spaces. And if
space were merely a relation, we should thus be compelled to
make the absurd statement that space is nothing but the relation
which connects spaces. On the other hand, however, space
inevitably dissolves into relations and cannot be anything else.
For space is infinitely differentiated internally, consisting of
parts which themselves consist of parts and so on indefinitely.
And these differentiations are clearly relations (Copleston,
1994 : 205).
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Motion implies that what is moved is in two places in one time;
and this seems not possible. That motion implies two places is
obvious; that these places are successive is no less obvious. But,
on the other hand, it is clear that the process must have unity.
The thing moved must be one; and, agian, the time must be one.
If the time were only many times, out of relation, and not parts
of a single temporal whole, then no motion would be found. But
if the time is one, then, as we have seen, it cannot also be many
(Bradley, 1966 : 37).
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If the sequence of the effect is different from the cause, how is

the ascription of this difference to be rationally defended? If, on

the other hand, it is not different, then causation does not exist,

and its assertion is a farce. There is no escape from this
foundamental dilemma (Bradley, 1966 : 46).
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Activity implies the change of something into something
different. So much, I think, is clear; but activity is not a mere
uncaused alteration. And in fact as we have seen, that is realy
not conceivable. For Ab to become Ac, something else beside
Ab is felt to be necessary; or else we are left with a flat self-
contradiction. Thus the transition of activity implies always a
cause. (Bradley, 1966 : 54)
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A thing, if it is to be called such, must occupy some duration
beyond the present moment, and hence succession is essential.
The thing, to be at all, must be the same after a change, and the

change must, to some extent, bepredicated of the thing.
(Bradley, 1966 : 62).
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“Contrasted with the Absolute, everything is unreal. Yet nothing is wholly
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T ZCACR | @ 4 AT JrOHoTd NS MIEe SR & FCE:
True, Mr Bradley himself points out that the self-contradictory
nature of religion places it at no disadvantage as compared with
any other form of experience. Indeed there are other appearances
with which it compares advantageously. There are degrees of
truth and reality; and measured on that scale religion ranks very
high. (Benn, 1962 : 422).
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...religious relationship requires that God should understand,
will and love the worshipper, In other words, God is supposed to
have personality. But any personality remains sundered
internally by diverse demands of feeling, will and cognition. So
God having personality becomes a finite being. Besides, God’s
personality will repel the impact of other finite personalities of
worshippers, with the result that the total union with God never
becomes possible. Hence, both God and the religious experience
remain incomplete, inconsistent and so ultimately they are
appearances and not the Absolute. (Masih, 1990 : 380)
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Individuality carries the idea of a unity of distincts, something

which includes, harmonizes and unifies many contents.

Individuality, according to this notion, belongs to human self

only in a limited sense, since it is not completely harmonious,
though partly it is so. (Dhirendra, 1970 : 57)
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The wunreality of relations is the basis Bradley’s other
paradoxical conclusions. He condemns as unreal all of the
fundamental features of what we take to be ordinary things— as
well as things themselves. In part 1 of Appearence & Reality,
Substantive and Adjective, Space and Time, Causality, Motion,
Change, Activity and the Self are all examined and found to be
unreal. ...Bradley employs various tactics, but his strategy is
always the same: the phenomenon concerned is shown to be
relational, or to depend upon relations, and thus to deserve the
same fate as relations themselves. (Hylton, 1999 : 55)
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| @3 e PN FF IACHAT A6, “Bradley uses the term ‘illusory’
for what is ‘self-contradictory’, not for what is capable of being rubbed out
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from existence, like a sensible illusion.” (Sushil, 1967 :77) | GRIGIS T
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For, even with regard to judgment in general, Bradley’s view is
that what is asserted of a subject is no mere self-sameness, but
‘both diversity in unity and identity in difference—(the) subject
being at once the whole or undivided and a special reality’
(Sushil, 1967 : 124).
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But as Russell’s own thinking developed, he found himself in
complete disagreement with the idealist philosphy; so towards
the middle of 1898 Russell rebelled against it. In fact Russell’s
emergence from the idealist period was quickened by Moore
who began to rebel against the ideadist view which he formerly
adopted. As Russell later says, for some years | was a disciple
of Mr. Bradley, but about 1898 I change my views largely as a
result of arguments with G.E. Moore. (Sajahan, 1998 : 2-3)
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The importance of Bradley’s thought is not simply for the
consummation that idealism reaches in it, but, perhaps more, for
the vitality in introduces into philosophical speculation,
provoking thereby a host of non-idealistic lines of reaction.
Even for understanding such anti-Hegelian contemporary
movements as realism, pragmatism, one has to understand the
problems raised by Bradley and the solutions he offers.
(Dhirendra, 1970 : 44)
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IS T TG | 9T Afefamm jfBre grefe weitae foet wadlt ofi |

Y (Z We @ AT @ (T,
“Realism is revived in modern times through a reaction against absolute
idealism, mainly neo-Hegelianism, which culminated in the philosophy of
Bradley in England”. (Dhirendra Mohan, 1970 : 296)
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“His adoption of idealism was mainly instigated by his teachers G.F. Stout
and James Ward, his friend J.E. McTaggart and by his reading to
Bradley’s Appearance and Reality and The Principles of Logic” (Sajahan,
1998 : 2).

0T Jrefe@ Appearance and Reality &TZF SH-2*eT FET @32
qF TIPSR T8 Wfofee A | €, FpFies R ACE
SRAM e e FHE IV afs g aFm Feaw | fsfT 2w
e SRR [Reaifsea Ty rem 839l a9eret ame 6 |
Jrefer fqrene e SRR [Eife! FEw | ACIER A0o, T A&
IET GB Tog TR 7l AP ©FF W 6 I 7 | W7 ®IF R&TR
T R G STOTR*IF | SMCE Jrefel ©F Wi I5e a9 TRAE
FIACAEAT I IS AT | I HASTHTTF @ AT OoF I RS
SR I T FCEAF | AYFACE ABIAW G2 TCFA (FAE ST 6
FTSIF IR T FAAF & O3 I SES 200 S FF | AWM “which

was then shaping itself both in America and England, founded on the
attempt to atomize reality into relations and their terms.” (Muirhead, 1965 :
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