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usually been overiooked. Speaking generally,
adjectives and common nouns express qualities or
;’;oapu'ﬁes of single things, whereas prepositions
verbs tend to express relations between two
or more things. Thus the neglect of prepositions
and verbs, which is due to the fact that, in
practical life, we dwell only upon those words in
a sentence which stand for particulars, led to the
belief that every proposition can be regarded as
attributing a pro to a single thing (the belief
that all propositions are of the subject-predicate
form) rather than as ex!{meesing a relation between
two or more things. Hence it was supposed that
ultimately there can be no such entities as rela-
tions, and this leads either to the monism of
Spinoza (g.v.) and Bradley or to the monadism of
Leibniz (g.v.).} The belief just referred to gives
rise to reflexions of much the same kind as the one
of Hamilton and de Morgan mentioned above.?
It seems that most philosophers have been less
anxious to understand the world of science and
daily life than to oconvict it of unreality in the
interests of a super-sensible ‘real’ world either
revealed to mystical insight or consisting of un-
changeable logical entities. We find examples of
such reasons with Parmenides, Plato, Spinoza,
g:ﬁel,' and this is at the bottom of the idealist
ition in phllosoph{..o However, it is not true
that all relations can be reduced to properties of
apparently related terms.¢ Here we may refer to
§ 2 above and to Principles, p. viii ; cf. p. 448.
Another of the grounds on which the reality of
the sensible world has been questioned by philo-
sophers is the sup impossibility of infinity
and continuity.® The explanation of the world
which assumes infinity and continuity is much
easier and more natural,® but from the time of
Zeno, whose snudoxes were invented to sapport
indirectly the doctrine of Parmenides,’ the supposed
contradictions of infinity have played a great
in philosophical speculation. Some of the problems
of infinity were well treated by Bernard Bolzano ;®
but it was the mathematician, Georg Cantor, who,
about 1882, first practically solved the difficulties.
In fact, it is not essential to the existence of a
oollection, or even to knowledge and reasoning
conoerning it, that we should be able to pass ite
terms in review one by one; but infinite collec-
tions may be known by their characteristics
although their terms cannot be enumerated—col-
lections can be given all at once by their defining
concepts. Thus, an unending series may form a
whole, and there may be new terms beyond the
whole of it.® Because of the fact that infinite
collections are not self-contradictory, ¢ the reasons
for regarding and time as unreal have
become inoperative, and one of the t sources
of metaphysical constructions is dried up.’*®
LereraToRE.—See the works quoted t the article,
PHiuip E. B. JOURDAIN.
REALITY.—The words ‘real’ and ‘reality’ are
used in a variety of different senses ; it is therefore
impossible to give a single satisfactory definition
of them. Moreover, in the most fundamental
sense in which the{:.re used they are indefinable.
Their meaning is best made clear by considering
certain correlative expressions in which they are
commonly met (e.g., reality and appearance) and
18ee Russell, The Prodl Philosophy, London, 191!
PO- :%49; cf., on what pr )q! this parag ,‘,Prhaipla,g
TR i Besral ol p .
5 Ot Bammell, Proviem, pp. 227129,
6 Russell, External Worm p. 168.
'lgmclgmm,vol. iv. p. 91; Russell, External Worid,
P Patadozien des Unendlichen, Leipaig, 1881,
® Russell, Ezternal World, pp. 160, 1818,
30 Russell, Problems, p. 229,

4 Id. pp. 47-50.
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by discussing their relations to certain other
notions with which they are very closely connected
(e.g., existence).

1. Existence and reality.—In the ordinary
Hhilosoghic use of reality it would seem that a

istinction is drawn between it and existence; for
some things which would be asserted to exist
would be demied by the same philosopher to be
real, and some things that are said to be real are
denied to exist. The two words, therefore, cannot
be reasonably regarded as having the same in-
tension, and any one who says that their extension
is identical is called upon to give some proof of his
assertion ; e.g., many philosophers deny that such
thin%: as ocolours are real, but it seems hardly
possible to deny that they exist. When I see
a colour or hear a sound, I am aware of some-
thing, and not of nothing. Also I am aware of
something different in the two cases, and the
difference seems to be between the objects of
which I am aware, and not merely between my
two awarenesses as mental acts.

Sounds and colours then may be said to exist, at
mx rate so lonﬁ as any one is aware of them ;
and those who deny that they are also real are
denying something the abseence of which is com-
ﬁu le with their existence in the above sense.

e two words are not, however, used consistently,
and it would perhaps be as much in accordance
with usage to say that colours are real but do
not exist. At any rate, this example shows that
reality and existence differ in intension; and we
shall see reasons for preferring to say that colours
exist even though they be unreal rather than that
they are real even though they do not exist.

he fact that reality and existence differ in
intension can also be shown from another side.
Many philosophers hold that such things as the
number 3 are real; but hardly any one would say
that 3 exists, though of course certain collections
of three things may exist—e.g., the Estates of the
Realm and the Persons of the Trinity.

As a foundation for setting up a consistent
terminology, we have the following two facts
about the common use of words: (a) hardly an
one would think it appropriate to say that suc
things as numbers exist, but many would say that
they are real; and (b) there are two kinds of
things which almost every one would to
exist if they be real—physical objects and minds
with their states, With these two facts fixed, we
may proceed to deal with the more doubtful cases
of such objects as sounds and colours. We note
that the two kinds of objects which are said
without hesitation to exist if they be real are
particular individuals; i.e., they are terms which
can be subjects of propositions but not predicates.
physical objects clearly stand in this
position. Objects which are said to be real but
are seldom naturally said to exist are universals,
whether qualities or relations—i.e. terms which
can be subjects of propositions but can also accupy
other itions in them. The number 3 is an
example ; for we can say both that 3 is an odd
number and that the Persons of the Trinity are
three. We may therefore lay it down as a general
rule that objects are most naturally said, not
merely to be real, but also to exist, when they are
real and have the logical character of particular
individuals.

When a man says that he sees a colour, he
means that he is aware of an extended coloured
object and not merely of a quality. This coloured
object—e.g., a flash of lightningv—is a particular,
and therefore, if real, exists. hen we say that
red exists, we mean two thinﬁs: (1) that there are
red objects, and (2) that these are particulars
The first part of our meaning corresponds to the
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wider technical use of existence which is involved
when mathematicians talk of existence-theorems.
In this sense a universal is said to exist if it can
be shown that it has or may have instances.
Thus the number 8 exists in this sense because
we can point to collections having three terms.
But this is not the common use of existence in
philosophy. To be able to say that a quality like
red exists, we must be able to show both that it
has instances and that these are iculars ; for
it is only particulars that are primarily said to
exist, and existence, in the second sense in
which it is ascribed to red, is derived from the
existence, in the primary sense, of its instances.
It seems, however, that we do not naturally
ascribe existence to & universal in all cases where
it has instances which are particulars. The
number 3 has instances which are particulars,
51“ we do not commonly say that it exists. This

ifference in u seems to depeund on whether or
not the judgment in which the quality is asserted
of the subject occurs imstinctively and without
& recognized procesa of intellectual analysis.
‘When we ses a red object, we pass, if we choose,
to the judgment ¢This is red’ without explicit
analysis, and so we say that red exists; to judge
that a collection which we see has three members,
we have to break it mp in thought and re-
synthesize it, and so we hesitate to say that 8
exists, fhongh we admit that it is real. It is
difficult’to believe that this difference of usage is
of any philosophical importance, but it is necessary
to notice it.

2. Reality of universals.—We have now to ask
in what sense such objects as colours can be said
to be unreal though they exist. It certainly
seems that in the primitive senses of reality and
existence nothing can exist that is not real. And
this must be accepted ; coloured objects, while we
see them, both exist and are real in the prim:
sense of reality. But both their reality and their
existence are denied by man{ephilosophers; those
philosophers must therefore using the terms in
a new sense. To say that red is unreal though it
exists means (a) that red objects exist while they
are perceived ; () that nothing is red except when
some one perceives it ; and (c) that it is commonly
believed that things might be red though neo
one perceived them. The third factor is quite
essential. Toothache exists only when some one
feels it, yet no one calls toothache unreal on this
account, We may say, then, that reality is
denied of a quality in this special sense when
there are particular instances of it which we per-
ceive, and our peroest'on is woomfaniod by the
belief in unperceived instances of it, and this
belief is held to be erroneous.

It is clear that every immediate object of our
senses both exists and is real in the primary
meaning of these terms so long as we remain
aware of the object. For it seems to be a syn.
thetic a priori proposition that anything of which
we can be directly aware by our senses is both real
and particular; and what is real and particular
exists in the pri meaning of that word. In
& secondary meaning of reality, such objects may
be called unreal if they give rise instinctivel‘y to
judgments asserting the continued existence of the
same or similar objects when unperceived, whereas
in fact nothing of the kind can exist unperceived.
Questions as to the reality of any particular, when
reality has its primary sense, can arise only if that

icular be not an object of direct awareness,

us we ask, Does God really exist? or, Are
atoms real? The meaning of such questions is as
follows : God and atoms are not the direct objects
of our minds at any time; if they were, there
could be no doubt of their existence and reality in

-that can be ask

the primary sense at certain times (vis. when we
were directly aware of them). But we know what
we mean by the words ‘God’ and ‘atom’; e.g.,
we may mean by ‘God’ an ens realissimum or
a First Cause. But these descriptions which we
understand are partly in terms of universals ; thus
‘first’ and ‘cause’ are universals. When we ask
whether God really exists, we mean, Is there an
instance of the complex universal involved in the
definition or description of what we mean by the
word ‘God’t We can see that, if there be an
instance, it must be a particular ; so that, if there
be one, God is both and existent.

We may now turn to those objects that
commonly would be said to be real but not to
exist., It would seem that every simple universal
of which we are immediately aware must be real
(e) in the primary sense, and also (b) in & second-
ary sense which involves the already-mentioned
seoond sense of existent as a special case.
we are directly aware of a universal, it is the
object of & thought, and is clearly something real
in the same sense in which a particular flash of
light is real when it is the object of our senses.
It does not, however, exist in the primary sense,
because it is not a particular. Again, to be aware
of a simple universal, it is necessary to have been
aware of some instance of it. Thus any simple
universal of which we are directly aware must
have instances. It must therefore exist in the
mathematical sense. It need not, however, exist
in the philosophical sense, because its instances
may not be particulars; e.g., we are directly
aware of the universal colour, but the instanoces of
colour are red, yellow, etc., which are themselves
universals. Thus it seems more natural to say
that colours exist than that colour exists. Never-
theless this is largely a matter of mere
We cannot become aware of a simple universal of
a higher order unless we are aware of one of the
next lower grade, and so on till we come to the
lowest universals in the hierarchy—those whose
instances are particulars. Thus, to become ac-
quainted with colour, we need to be acquainted
with colours; and, to become acquainted with
colours, we need to be acquainted through our
senses with particular coloured objects. So we
may fairly say that every simple universal of
which we are directly aware either exists in the
secondary sense or is known through universals
that are instances of it and themselves exist in
the secondary sense.

It follows that the only universals about the
reality of which questions can reasonably be asked
are either (1) those which are not directly cognized
by us, but are described in terms that we under-
stand, or (2) eo:f)lex universals, The questions

about the reality of such uni-
versals are closely connected ; e.g., it may reason-
ably be doubted whether any one is directl
acquainted with the number twelve million an
fort{-nine. But we all know this number per-
fectly well under the description of ‘the number
which is represented in the decimal scale of nota-
tion by the bols 12,000,049,’ provided that we
are acquainted with all the terms involved in this
description and with the significance of their mode
of combination in it. It is then open to ask: Is
there really such a number? This question in-
volves two others: (a) Is there anything contra-
dictory or incoberent in the description, as there
would be if & number were described as that repre-
sented in the decimal scale by a bow and arrow?
and (b) If the description be self-consistent and
intelligible, is there really an object answering to
it? If both these questions can be anaw in
the affirmative, the number will be said to be real
in the primary sense. We can then go on to ask
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the question : Is there any collection of particulars
that has this number? If so, we can add that
the number exists in the secondary philosophic
sense in which existence can be predical of
universals.

Very similar questions arise over complex uni-
versals—e.g., & golden mountain. It would seem
that complex universals which involve no internal
incoherence must be real in the primary sense if
their constituents be real. Thus the universal
‘golden mountain’ is real even though there are
as a matter of fact no golden mountains. If the
universal has no instances, it will exist neither in
the mathematical nor in the philosophic sense ; if
it has instances which are not particulars—as, e.g.,
the complex universal ¢perfect number’—it will
exist in the mathematical but not in the philo-
sophic sense. But very difficult questions arise
a8 to the reality of complex universals which
involve a contradiction or some other a priori
incoherence—e.g., a ‘round square.” Can we say
that such universals are in any sense real ?

This question has been discussed very fully and
acutely by Meinong and his pupils. The following
are arguments for su ing that such universals
are in a sense real. These incoherent universals
appear as the sabjects of gro itions—e.g., in ‘A
round square is round’ and ‘ A round square is im-
possible.” Such propositions are not about nothing ;
they seem to be about round squares; hence even
these universals must have primary reality. Again,
when we understand such a proposition as ‘A
round square is impoesible,' the Jn‘oposit,ion is the
object of an act of Judgment, and, as such, is real.
But the proposition is a complex, and, to under-
stand it, its elements must also be the objects of
acts of presentation. Hence the umiversal ‘round
square’ must be the object of certain mental acts;
it therefore cannot be nothing, and must have
grima.ry reality. It will be seen that the question

iscussed here is similar to that raised by Plato in
&e Sophist : In what sense, if any, can not-being
?

Meinong and his school have been led to the
view that there is a most primitive form of being
that applies to all objects about which assertions
or denials can be made, whether they be internally
coherent or not; that reality is a species of this
and existence a species of reality. e may agree
that anything that is really the object of a state
of mind, or is really the subject of a proposition,
has what we have called primary reality ; but we
may doubt whether such objecta as round squares
have any kind of being at all. For Meinong’s
views lead to very grave difficulties. This form of
being will have no or ite, and the law of con-
tradiction will not ho| J for propositions about im-
ansible objects. Thus the propositions ¢ A non-

uman man is human’ and ‘A non-human man is
not human’ will both be necessarily true, and yet
be contradictory. Again, the expedient leads to
an infinite series of orders of being of increasing
abeurdity. Snpiose we agree with Meinong that
a round square has being. Then the proposition
¢A non-being round square has not being’ seems
as genuine and necessary as ‘A round square is
round.” But, if the latter forces us to ascribe a
kind of being to round squares, the former must
equally force us to ascribe a kind of being to non-
being round squares. And this process of postulat-
ing fresh and ever more absurd kinds of being will
srmon indefinitely. Closely connected with these

ifficalties is the gquestion whether propositions,
and in icular false prol:)sitions, be in any sense
real. einong assumes that all mental acts con-
cerned with propositions are founded on an act in
which the proposition is before our minds as sense-
data and universals are when we are directly

aware of them. If so, propositions which we
judge, whether they be true or false, have exactzx
the same claims to primary reality as a red pat
that- we see or the quality of redness that we
cognize. Yet it is very difficult to believe that
every false proposition that any one has ever
judged is ; whilst, if we reject the reality of
alse propositions, we can hardly save that of true
ones.

The general means of meeting Meinong’s diffi-
culty depends on recognizing the fact that, in the
verbal forms which stand for propositions, the word
or phrase that counts as grammatical subject can-
not be regarded always as the proger name of the
logical subject of the proposition. In the sentence
‘Red is a colour’ the grammatical subject ‘red’ is
the proper name of the logical subject of the pro-
goeition, and therefore the universal red is real ;

ut it does not follow that in the grammatically
similar form of words, ‘A round square is round,’
the phrase ‘a round square’is the name of any-
thing. In fact two other possibilities remain open :
(1) that the sentence ‘ A round square is round,’
though it has the same verbal form as some
sentences which do stand for t};;ﬁposit,ions-—-c._q.,
¢ A penny is round —does not i stand for any
sropositlon; and (2) that, whilst the sentence

oes stand for some proposition, the proposition
for which it stands can analyzed into a com-
bination of several in none of which a single object
whose name is ‘ round square’ appears as subject.

Both these alternatives may be used for dealing
with the reality of round squares. In the first
place, we may suggest that a sentemce like ‘A
round square 18 round’ seems to stand for a pro-
position only because of its similarity in gram-
matical form to certain sentences which do stand
for genuine pmﬁosit'ons. Actul.llx, when we see
these marks or hear the corresponding sounds, we
do not think of any proposition whatever. And
likewise, when we say that it is necessary that a
round square should be round, we mean only
that sentences in which the name of a part of the
grammatical subject appears as the matical
predicate stand for necessary propositions if the
stand for propositions at all. On the other hand,
the statement ‘A round square is contradictory’
does stand for a genuine progoaition, but it is not
& proposition about an object denoted by the phrase
‘round square.’ The proposition really is: ‘If
an object be round, it cannot be square, and oon-
versely.” This progonit,ion does not contain a com-
plex term denoted by ‘ round square,’ but asserts &
relation of incompatibility between roundness and

uareness. Henoe its reality, truth, and intelligi-
bility do not imply the reality of a complex
universal ‘round square,’

Before leaving this saubject, & word must be said
about the reality of objects that involve an a priori
incompatibility, but in which the incompatibility
is not obvious without proof as in the case of
‘round’ and ‘square.’ Doee the phrase, ‘an alge-
braical equation of the second degree one of whose
roots is x,’ stand for any real object? It does not,
for it involves & priori incompatibilities. But we
must not say that sentences with this phrase as
their grammatical subject as used by most people
are in the same position as ‘A round square is
round.’ For persons who do not see the a
priori incompatibility these sentences may stand
for propositions, though they cannot be about
any object of which the phrase in question is the
name.

3. Appearance and reality.—The question of the
reality of propositions woutzl lead us into problems
connected with Bertrand Russell’s theory of judg-
ment and G. F. Stout’s doctrine of real possibilities
which would carry us too far afield. We will
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therefore pass at once to the opposition between
reality and appearance, with which is connected
the doctrine that there are degrees of reality.

The simplest and most obvious case of.this
opposition is what is known as the contrast between
sensible appearances and physical realities. A cup
is believed to be round, yet from all points of view
but those which lie in a line through the centre of
the circle and at riﬁht, a:ﬁles to its plane it appears

. elliptical. The ellipti shapes seen from the

‘various points of view are called the ‘sensible

appearances’ of the oup, and are contrasted with
its real shape. It must be noticed that the opposi-
tion between sensible apg:a.mnoe and physical
-reality is not simply that between true and false
i:::‘fment' The elliptical appearance may never

us to the false judgment that the cup is ellip-
tical ; moreover, if 1t should do this and the error
should afterwards be corrected, the cup does not
cease to appear elliptical. It is important to be
clear on this dpoint cause efforts are sometimes
made to hold that appearances are not objects
connected in a certain way with a physical reality,
but are certain ways of viewing & physical reality.
The latter theory makes ap ces mind-depen-
dent in a way in which the former does not.
When we talk of different ways of viewing one
reality, the differences must be sup to qualify
our acts of viewing, and not the object viewed ;
they are thus differences in mental acts and can
subsist only while the acts themselves exist. But,
if we sup different ap oes to be different
objects, then, though it 1s possible and may be
probable that these objects exist only when the
acts which cognize them exist, it remains a fact
that they are not in any obvious sense states of
mind or qualities of such states.

Now it seems certain that different sensible
apgeuances are different objects, and not merely
different mental relations to the same object.
Inspection shows clearly that the elliptical shape
which is seen from the side is as good an object as
the circular shape seen from above. Moreover, if
we call the a.pgeanmoee mental acts, to what
precisely does the quality ‘elliptical’ which we
ascribe to the t:rpeamnoea belong? Surely not
(@) to any men act, for these have no shape;
nor () to the pl?sica.l object, for this is supposed
to be round ; and, if it be said (c) that it applies to
‘the physical object as seen from such and sach
a place,’ the supporter of this alternative may be
asked to state what he sup) this part(liy mental
and partly physical complex to be, and how he
supposes 1t to have the spatial predicate of ellip-
ticity. The viev:t:gainst which we are arguin'f is
somewhat sup bz’the commou ﬁhme, ¢The
cup is round but looks elliptical.” But the only
meaning which it seems possible to give to this is
the following: viewing the cup from a position
from which the real shape cannot be seen, we are
aware of an ap| ce that has the same shape
as we should see if we looked straight down on a
cup that was really elliptical.

© may say, then, that a sensible appearance s
a reality ; but it is not a physical reality, because
it does not obey the laws of physics; and it is not
a mental reality in the sense of a state of mind,
nor is it any quality of a mental act, though it is
commonly believed that it exists only as the object
of an act of sensation or perception. We may
agree, then, so far with two celebrated dicta about
appearance and reality: ¢Reality must in some
way include all its appearances,’! and ‘ Wieviel
Schein soviel Hindeutung auf Sein.’? Since an

1F. H. , Appsarance and Reality, bk. L. ch, xil p. 182
ed. : A rances exist . . . d“"v verexilbpl;uut
ong to ty ).

2 J. F. Herbart, Hauptpunkte der H¢¢£A sik, In Sdmmel
Werks, ed. G. Hartenstein, Leipzig, 1850-5! (ﬁ. 14,

appearance, taken by itself, is as real as anything

(in the primary sense of reslity), it can be
called an appearance only in virtue of some
essential reference in it to something else with which
it is contrasted. Thus sensible appearance is con-
trasted with physical reality ; both are real in the
primary sense, but the former is called an appear-
ance because it always tends to make us think of
the existence and qualities of the latter, and we
have a tendency to ascribe gualities to the one
that belong only to the other.

The last point is of considerable wﬂm“
with reference to the statement that ity is &
harmonious whole and that appearances are con-
demned because of their internal incoherence or
contradiction. Reality is here used as a concrete
substantive, and means the whole system of what
rea.lli exists. But presumably it is also true that
anything that is real, and therefore any
of Reality, must be internally ooherent. Now,
sensible appearances are real, as we have tried to
show; hence they must be internally consistent.
There is no infernal inconsistency in a red elliptical
patch seen by any one, and the person who calls
this an_appearance does not do s0 becanse of any
internal incoherence, if he knows what he is
about. The incoherence arises when the elliptical
red patch is taken to be identical with some other
part of Reality (e.g., & colourless circle) whose
qualities are incompatible with its own. The
elliptical red patch is certainly real, and the
colourless circle may very well be real ; the former
is called an appearance, and the latter a reality,
becanse objects of the latter kind are of much
greater Fra.ct.ical interest and importance as obey-
ing the laws of physics, and because the intimate
relations between the two are liable to cause us
to make the mistake of identifying the gualities
of the two where they really ditfer. Reality—the
whole system of all that exists—must include both
the elliptical red patch and the colourless circle, if
both be real; and their precise nature and rela-
tions are a matter for further philosophical investi-
gation.

This seems obvious emough when we consider
on? the contrast between sensible appearance
end physical reality. But we must notice that
eminent philosophers use the ocontrast in many
cases where what they call the ;H;ean.nee is not
an object of sense-perception. F. H. Bradley, e.g.,
argues that the self and goodness and relations
are all appearances, though appearances of different
degrees of reality. ab y does this
mean? Primarily, that certain notions which we
all use in thinking about the world are internally
inconsistent. We treat the world, e.g., as con-
sisting of various terms in various relations to each
ot.he{. Bradley t,}-iies to show that vg_;ch a view
involves vicious infinite regresses. en appear-
ance is used in this sense, it seems to be connected
with a special kind of false judgment, viz. the
assertion that the world or some part of it has
incompatible characteristics. This is very differ-
ent from the kind of false judgment connected
with sensible appearances. (1) As we saw, Do
kind of false judgment need be made there, and, ¥
it be made and corrected, the sensible ap) ce
continues to exist and be perceived. (2) There is
not,hinF self-contradictory in the Erediute that is

A

wrongly ascribed to physical ty through con-
fusing 1t with sensible appearance. The judgment
¢ This cup js elliptical ’ is false, not because thereis

anything self-contradictory in the predicate ° elfip-
tical,’ but because it is incompatible with the circu-
larity that the phgsiml cup is supposed to possess.
On the other hand, if the self be an appearance in
Bradley’s sense, the assertion ‘Socrates is a self’
is false, becaunse the predicate is self-contradictory ;
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it is like saying ‘Socrates is both tall and short.’
The quality of being a self can be truly asserted
of nothing, whilst that of being elliptical can be
truly asserted at least of the sensible appearance.
There is thus a great difference between what is
meant by calling the seen ellipse an appearance
and calling the self an appearance.

‘When this difference is reoo%nized, we see that,
whilst it is obvious that sensible a.]:xemnoes are
contained in Reality, it is not at all obvious in
what sense such ap ces as the self can be con-

.. tained in it ; for these would seem to be in the

tion of round squares. This brings us to the
octrine that there are degrees of reality. It is
held that all appearances are internally incoherent,
but that some are more coherent than others. As
a corollary to this, it is maintained that no appear-
ance is as such contained in Reality ; on the other
hand, as Bradley puts it, ¢ appearances are trans-
muted’ in order to be contained in Reality, and
the one-sidedness of ome ap ce cancels out
with and is corrected b t of others. This
doctrine seems to be closely connected with three
others: (a) Reality as a whole being a harmonious
system, it is assumed that, the more an appear-
ance needs to be modified and supplemented in
order to take its place in Reality, the less coherent
ghx:%;h%reforz the le?h real it :ﬁ; a:icl:l (b) this is
y dependent on the view that all appearance
is connected with the mulm position g(fmﬁnite
minds, which can know Reality onl)l' fragmentarily
and from an individual angle ; lastly (c) it is held
that no part of Reality can be internally coherent
in ‘- abstraction from 1ts relation to the rest of
Reality. We may trace the development of this
view in Spinoza’s doctrine of the three kinds of
knowledge and in the Hegelian dialeotic to its
completest form in Bradley’s philosophy.

It is clear that both () and (c) are needed if it is
to be assumed that Reality is the only harmonious
system. And this is assumed; for very often
something is condemned as appearance, not so
much becaase of any internal incoherence that can
be directly detected in it as because it obviously
cannot be predicated of Reahg as & whole. It 18
impossible to give a fair and adequnate criticism of
so subtle and elaborate a doctrine here. But the
following remarks may be made :

(1) Either Reality can be correctly regarded as
possessing parts or not. If so, it would seem that
there must be some propositions that are true

_about the parts and not about the whole (e.g., that

they are parts). And again, if the parts be real,
they must be as internally harmonious as the
whole. It may be perfectly true that what we
take as oneself-subsistent differentiation of Reality
is often neither one nor self-subsistent, but a mere
fragment whoee limits do not correspond with
those of any single differentiation (cf. here
Spinoza’s distinction between the hierarchy of
infinite and eternal modes and the finite modes,
and his closely connected theory of error). But
even a fragment is something and has a nature
of its own, and perfectly true judgments should
be possible about it. e may of course make
erroneous judgments if we ignore the fact that it
is a fragment, and if we make assertions about
that in it which depends on its relations to what is
outside it. But we do not always ignore the fact
that what we are ta.lking:bout is not the whole;
e.g., when we say that Socrates is a self, we are

rfectly aware that Socrates is only a part of
izn.lity, and that our statement may be false of
the whole. And it is not obvious that all asser-
tions about a fra&gment must depend for their truth
on what is outside the ent (cf. here Spinoza’s
dactrine of the function of the nofiones communes
in passing from imaginative to rational knowledge).

If, on the other hand, we suppose that Reality
cannot be oorreot% regarded as ha.vinﬁ parts, the
question arises : dha;;‘ precisely ils it that is called
an appearance, and what precisely is su to
be ‘transmuted and supplemented’ inpm(iltyr
.Somethmﬁnust be transmuted and supplemented ;
it cannot be Reality as a whole; what can it be
unless Reality has real parts? Bradley has seen
these difficulties perhaps more clearly than any
other philosopher of his general way of thinking ;
but it is hard to believe that his doctrine that.
Reality is a supra-relational unity, and that all
predication involves falsification is a satisfactory
solation. Indeed, it perhaps comes to little more
than a re-statement of the theological position that
the nature of God can bedescribed only in negative
terms which at least ward off error.

(2) Sensible appearances, which, as we have
seen, differ in imgortant respects from others, are
also held to exhibit what may be called d
of reality in t;:ﬁecial sense. As we know, these
realities are ed appearances and unreal only
with respect to their relations to a st:lpgzsed
physical reality about which they are hel be
an indispensable source of information. Now,
those who deny the physical reality of secondary
qualities would be inclined to say that the colours
seen in waking life are less real than the shapes
that are seen at the same time, and more real than
the colours and shapes seen in dreams, delirium, or
illusions. We may usefully compare here Kant’s
distinction between Schein, Erccheinung{’,oa.nd Ding-
an-Sich in his example about the rainbow to that
between the colours and shapes of dreams, the
colours of waking life, and the qualities of physical
objects (it is not of course suggested that Kant had
in mind precisely the distinctions which we are now
considering).

As far a8 can be seen, the ascription of degrees
of reality to sensible appearances simply depends
on how intimately their qualities are supposed to
be connected with those of a corresponding physical
reality. To & man who takes the position of
Locke and of most natural scientists the elliptical
shapes seen in waking life (to revert to our old
example) are the most real of e:gpea.ranees, because
the corresponding physical reality actually has a
shape, and that shape is & cl conic section
connected by simple laws with that of the appear-
ance. The colours seen in waking life are less real
agpeuances becaunse it is not believed that any
physical object has colour, though it is held that the
colour seen is correlated with the internal structure
of the corresponding object. And the shapes and
colours of dreams or hallucinations are held to
have the lowest degree of reality, use, while it
is admitted that they are correlated with distinc-
tions that exist somewhere in the physical world, it
is held that these distinctions exist in the brain or
in the mediunm rather than in any object that can
be regarded as specially corresponding to the
appearance in the way in which the round physical
cup corresponds to the elliptical visual appearance
seen in waking life,

4. Ethical sense of the term.—It remains to
notice one more useof the words  real ’ and ‘reality.’
They are sometimes used in an ethical sense to
stand for what ought to be as distinct from what
is. This is rather a paradoxical use of terms.
Often we contrast and ideal, and say that
what actually exists is real, whilst what ought to
exist but does not is ideal. Yet some ethical
writers use the word ‘real’ for ‘ideal,” when the
speak of the real or true self, meaning the se
that ought to be as contrasted with that which
now is. This use of terms is generally connected
with metaphysical theories of ethics such as
Kant’s or Green’s, which hold that the self that
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ought to be really exists and has a higher degree
of reality than what would commonly be called the
self as it really is.

T0RR.—The following works are of im; in oon-

LeTeRa’ portance
nexion with the subjeot of this article. (1) On the relation of
reality to existence and on the reality of contradictory objeots.

—Plato, Sophist and Thestetus; St. Anselm, ium and
g dnnip ; A. Meinong, Uber Annahmen, Leipsig, 1910,
ie Stells der Gegenstandstheoris, do. 1 A Unter
suchunagen enstandstheoris und Psy , do, 1804 ;
B. A. W. Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, on, 1012,
The Principles_of Mathematics, Cambridge, '1908; A. N
‘White! and B. A. W. Russell, Prmaﬂa M
do. 1910 of Thought and Real

i.; G. F. Stout, ‘The Object
Being,' of the Aristotelian iety, 1911. (2) Om the
relstion of reality to appearance.—Spinoza, Ethics, tr. W,
H. White3, London, 1894; F. H. Bradley, mmm and
Reality3, London, 1 Essays on Truth and ity, Oxford,
1914. (8) On sensible a rance and physical reality.—
Descartes, Meditations ; G. Berkeley, Principles of Human
EKnowledge, London, 1776; Kan C'n‘ugn of Purs , to.
J. H. Stirling, Edinburgh, 1881 ; H. A. Prichard, Eant’s Theory
Knowledge, Oxford, 1909 ; Russell, Our Knowledge of the
World, Chicago, 1914 ; Stout, Manual of Psych: ,
London, 1918; S. Alexander, artt, in Mind, new ser., xxi.
[1912), Proec. Arist. Soc., new ser., xi. [1910-11}, and Proc, British
Aocademy, vi. [1914]). C. D. BroabD.

REALITY (Buddhist).—In reliﬁions philosophy
as in metaphysic the words ‘real,’ ‘reality’ ex-
press more than one aspect of things—the actual
as opposed to the fictitious, the essential as opposed
to the accidental,” the absolute or unconditioned as
opposed to the relative or conditioned, the objec-
tively valid as opposed to the ideal or the
i ed, the true as opposed to the sham, the
important as opposed to that which, in the same
connexion, is of less value, and finally, that which
ultimately and irreducibly is as op) to that
which names conventionally signify in the average
mind’s stock of knowledge.

Neither in the Suttas of the earlier Buddhist
religions doctrines nor in the early or the early
medieval elaborations of a more met.:ghysical kind
do we meet with terms quite so packed with mean-
ings as ‘real’ and ¢ reality,’ but all the above-named
. antitheses occur and find expression in a variety of
terms. The Suéfas are more deeply concerned
with the truth and the p atical importance of
things. And the true and the actual, or that-
which-is, are identified by one and the same word :
sacca =sat-ya, t.6. fact, or the existent (see art.
TruTH [Buddhist]). There were certain facts or
realities relating to spiritual health concerning
which it was of the first importance to hold right
views and take action accordingly. To rank
other realities, such as objects of sensuous and
worldly desires, as of the highest value (aggato
karoti) was likened to the illusion that the painted
forms in a fresco were real men and women,? or to
the illusions achieved in conjuring or occurring in
dreams.? Meta%hors again play around, not the
actuality, but the essential nature of the living
personality, physical and mental. Thus the
material factors of an individual are com to
a lump of foam : ¢ Where should you find essence
(lit. pith] in & lump of foam ?’°, the mental factors
—feeling, perception, volitional complexes, and
consciousness—to bubbles raised in water by rain,
to a mirage, to a pithless plant, and to conjuring
T tively.? The world is also oomEneJ to a
bubble and a mirage,® etc. These ligures are
not meant to convey the later decadent Indian
Buddhist and Vedantist sense of the ontological
unreality of the objects and impressions of sense.
The similes convey on the one hand a repudiation
of (a) permanence, (b) happy security, (¢) super-

henomenal substance or soul, and on the other a
geprecation of any genuine satisfying value in the
spiritual life to be found in either ¢ the pride of life’
or the ¢ lust of the world.’

1 TRerigdtAd, 383,

3 I, 304.
3 Samyutta, il 141, ¢ Dhammapada, 170,

This trend in Buddhist teaching was not due to
the absence of theories concerning the nature of
being in the early days of Buddhism. There were
views maintained very similar both to that of the
Parmenidean school in Greater Greece—that the
universe was a plenwm of fixed, permanent exis-
tents; and to the other extreme as maintained by
Gorgias and other Sophists—that ¢nothing is.’
These Indian views, probably antedating those of
Greece by upwards of half a eentn.rx, were con-
fronted by the Buddha with his ‘middle theory’
of conditioned or causal ming. His brief dis-
course is given in the Suttas of the Samyutta
Nikdya,! and is cited by a disciple in another
Sutta nearly adjacent to that containing the
similes referred to above.? And we hear no more
of the extremist views till we come to the book

urporting to be the latest in the canon—the

athdvatthu. There among the first, presumably
the earliest compiled, arguments of the work?® we
find that the positive theory—*everything exists’
(¢.¢. continues to exist)—so far from being generally
rejected among Buddhists, was maintained by a
school which attained to t eminence not
only in North India, especially in Kashmir, but
also in Central and Eastern Asia, and in the
south-eastern islands—the school of Sarvasti-
vidins (g.v.; Pali, Sabbathivddins), or ¢ All-is-
believers.

The attitude taken up in the Theravdda, or
mother-church, towards what might now be called
reality, developed along a different line. This
confronts us in the very first line of the Katha-
vatthu : Is the person (self or soul) known in the
sense of a real and ultimate fact ?’ In other words
(as is revealed in the process of the long series of
arguments), does the term ° person,’ conventionally
used as a convenient label for the composite
phenomenon of a living human being, correspond
to any irreducible and permanent entity, nou.
menon, ego, soul, immanent in that phenomenon?
This distinction between the current names in
conventional e and the real nature ° behind,’
or ‘above,” what is designated by them is antici-
pated already in the earlier books of discourses
and dialogues ascribed to the Buddha. A man’s
personality is conceded as being real, or a fact
(sacca) to him at any given moment, albeit the
word expressing that geraonality is but a popular
label, and is not leled by any equally fixed
entity in man. Bat, in the inquiry of the later
book, the Kathdvatthu, the more evolved philo-
sophical problem is betrayed by the first appear-
ance of a more technical nomenclature. Sacea
(‘true,’ ¢ fact’) is used in adjectival form—eaccika,
‘actual.” And paramattha (‘ ultimate sense,’ lit.
‘supreme thing-meant’),a word which, in Theravids
literature, has become an equivalent of philo-
sophic or metaphysical meaning, here starts on its
long career. It is along the line of this distinction
between popular and ultimately real or philosophic
meaning that the commentator (c. 5th cent. A.D.)
discusses the opening argument in the controversy
and perorates at the close of it.® It is in the fore-
front i)fAA(}mmddha’s pflu;ming z;l z:: classic
manusl, ompendium of Philosophy (Abkidham-
mattha-sangaka) : * These things are set forth in
their ultimate sense as Categories Four,’® the
commentaries pointing out that paramatathio is
opposed to sammilts, the oonventional. And
Anuruddha discusses in his eighth chapter? the
distinction between the things that are real exis-
tents and those that are, in virtue of a name,
apparently so. Finally the present-day vitality

2 jil. 1 3L 6t

14, 17. .

4 Of. Dialoguss of the BuddAa, 1. 268 ; Kéndred Sayings, 1. 160 1.
8 Cf. the tr. by O. A. F. nhyul)sav,lgimd’.& Z. Aung, Points
Controversy, London, 1915, n.

€ London, 1910, p. 81. Lo TP. 1901,






