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ABSTRACT

In spite of the evident centrality of philosophical ‘realism’ in Collingwood’s
autobiographical account of his own intellectual development, his critique of ‘realism’
has hardly been investigated as a central theme in his philosophy. Collingwood’s
arguments against contemporary ‘realism’ and his stated move beyond ‘idealism’
have mostly been treated as a minor question subordinate to other questions. By
contrast, I have tried in this thesis to reconstruct Collingwood’s philosophy as a
critical development of the realism/idealism dispute of his day, focusing on his less
known early published and unpublished philosophical writings. This has enabled me
to clarify his unique definition of ‘realism’ in terms of a dualistic framework, and
understand his philosophy as an attempt to overcome such dualisms in the realms of
philosophy. This approach ultimately highlighted the aim of Collingwood’s reform of
philosophy as the better understanding of the human mind and action.

By employing the ‘historical’ and ‘internal’ method of analysis, I firstly illustrated
how the idea of ‘dualism’ became an issue in the realism/idealism dispute as it
emerged in early twentieth-century British philosophy. This was followed by a
biographical sketch in which 1 demonstrated that Collingwood’s educational
background was perfectly equipped to refute the ‘realist’ philosophy in the dispute.
Historically contextualising thus, I chronologically restored the formation of his
critique of ‘realism’ as his attempts to synthesise dualisms in logic (subject/predicate),
ontology (abstract/concrete), epistemology (subject/object), and ethics (theory/action)
during the period between Religion and Philosophy and An Essay on Philosophical
Method. Finally, I argued that Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’ crystallised in his
notion of duty, which embodied his characterisation of philosophy as both
‘normative’ and ‘descriptive’.

Throughout, I presented a systematic and sustained picture of Collingwood’s early
philosophy, identifying and unfolding the fertile implications of his critique of
‘realism’ for his principal concern with the human mind and action.



ABBREVIATIONS

I will use following abbreviations when I cite Collingwood’s writings. Full

bibliographic information can be found in the References section at the end of the

thesis.

(i) Collingwood’s published works

RP
RusP

NIM
ST
SM
EPM
AA
NL

Religion and Philosophy

Ruskin’s Philosophy

(cited as published in Donagan (ed.), Essays in Philosophy of Art)
‘Can the New Idealism Dispense with Mysticism?’

‘Sensation and Thought’

Speculum Mentis

An Essay on Philosophical Method

An Autobiography

The New Leviathan

(cited according to Collingwood’s own paragraph numbering
scheme)

(ii) Collingwood’s manuscripts (cited according to page numbers in original

manuscripts except MB)

TC
LG
NFL
NHL
SLB
IHT
1921
1923
1932
1933
MB

Truth and Contradiction, Chapter 2 (1917)

Libellus de Generatione (1920)

‘Notes on Formal Logic’ (1920)

‘Notes on Hegel’s Logic’ (1920)

‘Sketch of a Logic of Becoming’ (1920)

¢ An Illustration from Historical Thought’ (c.1920-21)

‘Lectures on Moral Philosophy for M[ichaelmas] T[erm]’? (1921)
‘Action. A Course of lectures on Moral Philosophy’ (1923)
‘Moral Philosophy Lectures’ (1932)

‘Lectures on Moral Philosophy’ (1933)

“The Metaphysics of F. H. Bradley: An Essay on “Appearance and
Reality™”

(cited as published in EPM)
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INTRODUCTION

The philosophy of R. G. Collingwood has occupied a curious position in the history of
British philosophy. In spite of his early death in 1943 and his non-mainstream style,
his philosophy has attracted growing attention, and he is currently one of the most
studied figures of the British Idealists. His philosophy has not only attained classic
status in such areas as the philosophy of history and aesthetics, but is increasingly
being studied for its contribution to political philosophy, anthropology, metaphysics,
and philosophical method. However, one aspect of his thought has remained
underexplored, namely his sustained engagement with what he calls ‘realism’. ' While
the realism/idealism opposition is, needless to say, a traditional question throughout
the history of Western philosophy, it is condensed by Michael Oakeshott, another of
the most studied British Idealists, into its most fundamental divide: ‘the “driving
force” of Idealism is the belief that the known cannot be independent of the knower;
and the resistance of Realism is the belief that what is known must be an antecedent
reality’.2 Collingwood recasts the whole of his intellectual life in terms of this struggle
against ‘realism’ in his Autobiography,’ unfolding this philosophical opposition into
various realms of his thought. As an intellectual autobiography in which he put what
he thinks ‘worth telling about the story of [his thought]’ (AA: vii), why did he
compose it in this way? In order to clarify the position of his critique of ‘realism’ in

his philosophy, in this thesis, I will undertake a systematic and sustained study of

' Following his use of inverted commas for the term ‘realism’ in almost all cases in his
Autobiography and some other works such as An Essay on Metaphysics in this time, I will express
the target of Collingwood’s criticism as ‘realism’ whereas [ will not use it as a general term. What
exactly he implies by ‘realism’ will be elucidated in the course of this thesis.

2 Oakeshott, Michael, ‘Beyond Realism and Idealism’, review of W. M. Urban, Beyond Realism
and Idealism, in The Concept of a Philosophical Jurisprudence, ed. Luke O’Sullivan (Exeter:
Imprint Academic, 2006), p.321.

> AA: Collingwood, R. G., An Autobiography, reprinted edition (1978) with S. Toulmin’s
introduction, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978).



Collingwood’s attempts to refute and argue against the insidious implications of the

main doctrines of ‘realism’.

1. An Autobiography: A Controversial Book

Collingwood’s extremely critical attitude towards ‘realism’ is noticeably dominant in
his Autobiography. He refers to ‘realists’ or ‘realism’ in most chapters in it including
chapter VI which is wholly devoted to its decay. Eight out of twelve chapters of the
autobiography refer to ‘realism’ in one way or another. He means by the term
‘realism’ opponents of T. H. Green’s school (AA: 18-9), and illustrates it with some
examples: Thomas Case, John Cook Wilson, H. A. Prichard, H. W. B. Joseph, and E.
F. Carritt. Second, he finds its parallel at Cambridge, especially in the work of G. E.
Moore and, to a lesser extent, Bertrand Russell. Collingwood extends the range of
realist philosophers to include Samuel Alexander and A. N. Whitehead. Although he
includes contemporaries within the term ‘realists’ or ‘realism’, the degree to which he
is critical of them varies. Of those contemporary philosophers, Collingwood seems to
imply by ‘realism’ primarily those at Oxford such as Cook Wilson, Prichard, and
Carritt, grouping their doctrines as Oxford ‘realism’. Whereas Collingwood criticises
them as ‘minute philosophers’ and assimilates those at Cambridge as their parallels in
a less critical tone, he exempts Alexander and Whitehead from his criticism, regarding
Alexander’s position as non-‘realistic’ and Whitehead’s as anti-‘realistic’ (AA: 46).
Hence, it is doubtlessly evident that the matter of ‘realism’ is one of the most
prominent topics in his Autobiography, and the term ‘realism’ is used to categorise
many of the major philosophers of his time in Britain.

Collingwood expounds his critiques of ‘realism’ in a variety of domains in
philosophy, as inspired by his engagement with historical and archaeological research.

2% ¢

In the sphere of logic, he criticises what he calls ‘realists’’ ‘propositional logic’ in
explaining his ‘logic of question and answer’. It is in the theory of knowledge that he
rebuts Cook Wilson’s famous epistemological thesis ‘knowing makes no difference to

what is known’ by a purported logical proof. Also, his criticism of the ‘realists’’



epistemology is not limited only to Cook Wilson’s thesis. Since he understands
knowing as the process of question and answer by the positive activities of the
knower’s mind, he criticises the ‘realists’’ epistemology for taking our knowing as
simply passive ‘intuiting’ or ‘apprehending’ of reality (AA: 30). His attacks on
‘realism’ in logic and epistemology are based on his historical consciousness, and he
comes to regard ‘realism’ ‘as a philosophy which erred through neglecting history’
(AA: 28). Such a historically-oriented critique of ‘realism’ is also directed at their

scientific method of philosophy. He therefore urges:

The mere fact that historical methodology had been so completely neglected, at any rate in
England, encouraged me to hope that by concentrating my attention upon it I might hit upon
truths in the theory of knowledge which were concealed from the ‘realists’ by their obviously

conventional and second-hand ideas about the methods of natural science. (AA: 86)

His critique of ‘realist’ epistemology is also applied to another field of philosophy,
namely moral philosophy. Since nothing is affected by being known according to the
‘realist’ epistemology, Collingwood infers, moral knowledge also cannot make any
difference to the practice of moral action (AA: 48). This disconnecting of theory
(moral knowledge) from practice leads to the denial of rational action and the
normative theory of morals, and ultimately reduces rules of moral action into
expediency and caprice (AA: 48). Collingwood therefore treats his criticism of
‘realism’ as a key to describe his unique philosophical doctrines in various domains of
philosophy from logic to moral philosophy.

His attack on ‘realism’ however does not restrict itself to the realm of
philosophy. He goes on to examine the consequence of this ‘realist’ epistemology and
moral philosophy for our daily practice, and attributes the worse aspects of the current
situation to the philosophy of ‘realism’. This is typically found in the controversial
last chapter, entitled ‘Theory and Practice’. Sketching the ongoing political situation

focusing on the emerging Fascist movements on the Continent in particular, he



criticises the British government’s policy of appeasement. His criticism of current
politics as such directs him to accuse the ‘realists’ of being ‘the propagandists of a
coming Fascism’ (AA: 167) in the sense that they prepared the soil for such British
governments’ and people’s passive attitudes towards the threat of Fascism.
Collingwood’s reduction of his criticism of ‘realism’ to the level of practical politics
seemed to embarrass many of his contemporaries. Indeed, some immediate reviews of
his Autobiography show this. Howard Hannay wrote that ‘[i]t is to be hoped that he
will be able to expound at length his solution of the ethical and political problems
which he has touched upon here in such a lively manner’* whereas another reviewer
dismissed it as ‘inexcusable extravagance’.’ The notorious reputation of his
Autobiography seems to persist, exemplified in a recent comment on it: ‘Collingwood
wrote his own autobiography, but it displayed rather like comedy or commonness in
his vision, though one can well imagine a thin-lipped, acidic smile as he skewered
another of the idiots and impostors by whom he felt himself constantly surrounded’.®
In short, Collingwood presents in his Autobiography the outline and
development of his philosophy which is almost wholly couched in terms of his
critique of ‘realism’ in various realms of philosophy. By relating his criticism of
‘realism’ to practical politics he caused some of his contemporaries’ embarrassment,

and the work is still regarded as problematic in the present.

I1. Analytic Critics and Dialectic, Hegelian, or Kantian Collingwood

In spite of the unpopularity of the manner in which Collingwood criticised ‘realism’
in his Autobiography, it does not of course harm the centrality of his criticism of
‘realism’ as a philosophical claim. The secondary literature on Collingwood has

tended to shy away from considering his criticism of ‘realism’ in its entirety.

* Hannay, Howard, Review of Collingwood, An Autobiography, Ethics, vol.51, No.3, (1941),
p.369-70.
?S. P. L., Review of Collingwood, An Autobiography, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol.36, No.26,
21939), pp.717-8.
Blackburn, Simon, ‘Being and Time’ (Review of F. Inglis, History Man: The Life of R. G.

Collingwood), The New Republic, 3 April (2010), http://www.tnr.com/article/books-and-
arts/being-and-time. [Accessed on 6 April 2010]


http://www.tnr.com/article/books-and-

Nevertheless, many of the monographs examining Collingwood’s philosophy in
general are compelled to say something about Collingwood’s anti-realism.

The first monograph on Collingwood’s philosophy, Alan Donagan’s The Later
Philosophy of R. G. Collingwood (1962), takes up his critique of ‘realism’, devoting a
section to it in its last chapter. Donagan’s view of Collingwood’s criticism of
‘realism’ is entirely critical. Particularly commenting on the ‘realists’’ theory of
knowledge, he remarks: ‘[Collingwood’s] attempt to refute the realist theory of
knowledge is the most curious and least happy of these specimina philosophandi.
Realism appears to have haunted him as King Charles’s head haunted the unfortunate
Mr. Dick.”’ He then attacks Collingwood chiefly on three points in relation to his
criticism of ‘realism’. First, he analytically criticises Collingwood’s purported logical
refutation of Cook Wilson’s epistemological thesis in the Autobiography. He points
out that Collingwood’s purported refutation of Cook Wilson’s thesis logically urges
us to compare ‘what is seen’ with ‘what is unseen’, because he appears to assimilate
knowing and seeing. Secondly, Donagan rejects Collingwood’s critique of ‘realists’
for disconnecting moral knowledge from moral action, stating ‘[t}he two doctrines
have no connexion whatever’.® And lastly, he suggests that Collingwood changed his
mind in his criticism of ‘realism’ from Speculum Mentis (1924) to The Principles of
Art (1938). Donagan argues that in Speculum Mentis Collingwood accused the realists
of resting their epistemological claim, the knowledge makes no difference to its object,
on an abstraction which entails the mistake of identifying concrete objects with
concepts. Donagan claims that Collingwood argues that concepts are not identical
with the concrete objects from what they are abstracted. Donagan contends, however,
that in the Principles of Art Collingwood claims that concrete objects and concepts
abstracted from them are distinct ‘principles’, and thus he is compelled to admit that
realist propositions abstracted from objects are still true by its own principles

independent of concrete objects. In this sense, Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’ is,

” Donagan, The Later Philosophy of R. G. Collingwood, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, (1962),
.285.
5)lbid. p-289.



Donagan urges, weakened and invalidated by his own change. Although he
naturalistically rejects the Cartesian mind-body dualism in the sense that he seems to
expect that the mind-body relation can ultimately be explained in terms of science,’
Donagan also objects to Collingwood’s denial of the dualism, rejecting the purported
epistemological interaction between the mind and its object. Hence, Donagan, pace
Collingwood, agrees with the ‘realists’ and Cook Wilson’s thesis.

Donagan’s analytic charge against Collingwood provoked some defensive
responses. Seven years after the appearance of Donagan’s book, L. Mink published a
monograph entitled Mind, History, and Dialectic: The Philosophy of R. G.
Collingwood (1969). In the Preface, Mink distinguishes himself from Donagan in
characterising his project as interpreting Collingwood as a dialectic philosopher.'°
Responding to Donagan’s third point, his complaint of Collingwood’s changing his
mind, Mink cynically suggests that ‘[c]ertainly [Collingwood] left some lethal booby-
traps for anyone who attempts to disentangle empiricist or “realist” from “idealist”
strains in his thought’,'' and objects to interpreting him simply as either realist or
idealist. Instead, he offers to understand Collingwood from a dialectical point of view
that regards both realism and idealism as ‘partial views which could be taken into and
corrected in a more comprehensive theory’.'? Mink suggests that this different
viewpoint is the reason why Donagan was puzzled with Collingwood’s ostensible
change in relation to his critique of ‘realism’. Reflecting that Collingwood always
denied he was an idealist without giving us any evidence, Mink then concludes

Collingwood was an ‘empiricist’ belonging to no particular school.'® Although

critically examining Donagan’s first two points in detail, Mink rebuts Donagan’s

°In the following section, Donagan attempts to draw out some naturalistic implication in
Collingwood’s rejection of Cartesian dualism. For instance:

‘[Collingwood’s] rejection of the assumption that man is partly body and partly mind (NL, 2.
41-2. 42) committed him to hold that human mental acts involve physical process: mind is not a
%hostly inhabitant of a bodily house (NL, 2. 1-2. 13). [Ibid. pp.294]

Mink, Louis O., Mind, History, and Dialectic: The Philosophy of R. G. Collingwood,
(Middletown: Wesleyan University Press, 1969), p.ix. Mink’s view on the ‘realism’ issue is in
Chapter 4 Section 5, ‘Beyond Realism and Idealism’.

" Ibid.p.112.
2 1bid.p.112.
B Ibid.p.111.



criticism of Collingwood by focusing on the third point and contending that
Collingwood was a dialectic philosopher.

In 1970, shortly after Mink’s book, another dialectical interpretation was
offered by L. Rubinoff. In a section of his book, Collingwood and the Reform of
Metaphysics: A Study in the Philosophy of Mind,"* Rubinoff perceives the underlying
principles of Donagan’s criticism of Collingwood as Bertrand Russell’s logical
principles in Principia Mathematica, and understands the nature of debate between

Collingwood and Donagan (Russell) thus:

The issue between Collingwood and Principia Mathematica (as represented by Donagan) and
again between Collingwood and Ryle, is itself worth a separate and lengthy study, for as Ryle
himself points out, “It is a very important question about the nature of philosophical theories,
whether philosophical arguments can establish the existence of anything”. Of equal
importance is the fact that the whole controversy reflects the central core of British philosophy

during the first half of the twentieth-century."

Contextualising the issue between Collingwood and Donagan in a larger philosophical
debate as well as assimilating Donagan’s position to Gilbert Ryle’s, Rubinoff
examines the argument between Collingwood and Donagan/Ryle in logic. He then
points out an ‘unquestioned assumption’ underlying both Donagan’s and Ryle’s
claims, namely, a ‘failure to conform to the rules of propositional logic is identical
with a failure to be logic at all’.'® Rubinoff attempts to save Collingwood from this
charge, insisting that they are asking different questions springing from their different
views of the nature of reality. That is, the nature of reality is for Collingwood

dialectical whereas it is composed of externally related facts for Russell. Hence, the

' Rubinoff, Lionel, Collingwood and the Reform of Metaphysics: A Study in the Philosophy of
Mind, (Tronto and Buffalo: University of Tronto Press, 1970). His argument on Collingwood’s
critique of ‘realism’ is mainly found in Chapter 7.3.c. ‘Categorical Thinking and the Logic of
Modern Realism’.

'* Ibid.p.203.

'® Ibid.p.204.

10



question for Collingwood is ‘[w]hat kind of logic can adequately regulate the various
ways of enquiring into the nature of the dialectical processes of mind’, while it is
‘[wlhat kind of logic can best describe the world of externally related facts’ '’ for
Russell (and Ryle and Donagan). Arguing thus they are, as it were, playing different
games under the different questions in logic, Rubinoff concludes that the real question

between Collingwood and the ‘realists’ is not really logical, but rather metaphysical:

On this view, the question for the historian of philosophy is not whether Collingwood’s logic
can be made to conform to the logic of realism, or vice versa. The real question is, What is the
nature of Reality? Thus the real issue between Collingwood and the school of Russell, Ryle,

and Donagan is not so much logical as metaphysical...'®

Following these dialectic defences of Collingwood against Donagan’s analytic
critique, interpretations appeared which emphasised the Hegelian elements in
Collingwood. Seeking the origin of Collingwood’s ‘logic of question and answer’, R.
Peters raises Collingwood’s logic to ‘the tradition of dialectical form of Idealist logic
which was founded by Hegel’.!” On this understanding, he construes Collingwood’s
position between realism and idealism as the combination of ‘logical realism’ and
‘epistemological idealism’.?® Likewise, describing Collingwood’s self-identification
of his philosophy as ‘objective idealism’ in his lectures ‘Central Problems of
Metaphysics’ (1935), G. Browning highlights Collingwood’s debts to Hegel as ‘his

precursor in developing a systematic account of objective idealism that steers a course

' Ibid.p.204.

'® Ibid.p.204.

'% peters, Rik, ‘Collingwood and Hegel’s Dialectic’, Collingwood Studies, 11, (1995), p.108.

2 Ibid.p.120.

‘the whole scale of forms is constitutive of reality, in all forms essence and existence coincide. All
philosophical propositions are categorical; in all of them subject of discourse has actual existence
(EPM, 117ff). For example, the good for Collingwood is not a mere “ought” but an actually
existing force which produces actual results in the moral actions of humanity. Collingwood’s
logical Realism is as outspoken as his epistemological Idealism.’

Similarly, M. liritano takes Collingwood’s logic in strong relation to Hegel’s logic aithough
distinguishing Collingwood from Hegel in not having any third term such as Aufhebung. [liritano,
Massimo, ‘From the Principle of Non-Contradiction to Contradiction as a Principle: the
Beginnings of Collingwood’s revolution to Logic’, Collingwood Studies, 1X, (2002) p.53.]

11



between narrow forms of subjective idealism and materialism’.?' Although the
contexts and interests in which Peters and Browning refer to Collingwood’s criticism
of ‘realism’ differ, they agree in identifying Collingwood’s effort to avoid one-
sidedness to both subjective idealism and realism as in some sense Hegelian.

Defenders of Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’ are not only limited to
dialectical or Hegelian interpreters. G. D’Oro’s Collingwood and the Metaphysics of
Experience (2002)* offers a Kantian reading of Collingwood. Attempting to clarify
the reason and exact nature of Collingwood’s ‘anti-realism’, in its third chapter
‘Collingwood and the realism/anti-realism debate’, D’Oro first limits the object of
Collingwood’s ‘anti-realism’ in her argument to that of Prichard’s, and identifies the
divide between Collingwood and Prichard as Prichard’s commitment not only to
ontological realism but also to epistemological realism. What Collingwood objects to
is, according to her, the type of realist epistemology that fails to distinguish the
ontological and epistemological status of objects because ‘Collingwood, like Kant,
thought that a realist epistemology would ultimately be unable to account for the
possible co-existence of theoretical and practical reason, that it would ultimately be
unable to explain how the world can be experienced from the radically different
perspectives of the knower and the agent’.? In spite of Collingwood’s criticism of
epistemological realism, however, D’Oro objects to seeing him as its opposite, a form
of epistemic idealist. For, he does not admit that ‘categories and concepts through
which reality is cognised are ideal, i.e. that they are not features of the objects as they
are in themselves but only of how we experience them’,>* whereas epistemic idealism
does.

D’Oro emphases this point to prevent Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’

from being misunderstood as an epistemological defeatism, using the term ‘anti-

a Browning, Gary, Rethinking R.. G. Collingwood: Philosophy, Politics and the Unity of Theory
and Practice, (Basingstoke and New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), p.42.

2 D'Oro, Giuseppina, Collingwood and the Metaphysics of Experience, (London: Routledge,
2002).

2 Ibid. p.43.

2 Ibid. p.46.
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realism’ instead of any kind of ‘idealism’ when she alludes to Collingwood’s criticism
of ‘realism’. On the basis of her characterising the nature of Collingwood’s ‘anti-
realism’, she further argues the reason for Collingwood’s ‘anti-realism’ in comparison
with pragmatism. Despite pragmatists and Collingwood agreeing in their rejection of
the correspondence theory of truth, for her, they sharply disagree on the seriousness
with which they treat traditional questions in metaphysics. D’Oro insists that this
contrast ultimately illuminates Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’ as a defence of ‘a
conception of philosophy as a normative or criteriological science’.?® In this sense,
she understands the nature of Collingwood’s criticism of ‘realism’ as epistemological
in conformity with Kant, and then draws out its characteristic as a defence of a
‘normative or criteriological’ conception of philosophy.

In addition to these overall comments, Donagan’s attack on Collingwood
prompted arguments about the details of his criticism of ‘realism’. With respect to the
first point, i.e. Collingwood’s rebuttal of Cook Wilson’s thesis, Donagan’s criticism
immediately provoked a response from J. F. Post,”® and more recently from D.
Jacquette, who examined Collingwood’s claim in a purely analytic manner,?’ while M.
Beaney touched upon it in examining Collingwood’s general critique of analytic
philosophy.?® Regarding the interrelation between moral knowledge and action, some
scholars have challenged Donagan’s repudiation. For example, D’Oro’s
characterisation of Collingwood’s conception of philosophy as normative or
criteriological study can be seen as a defence of the interrelation between moral
knowledge and action. J. Connelly tries to corroborate the interrelation by presenting
an example. He argues that the moral knowledge Collingwood imparted in his lectures

influenced one of his pupils, H. T. Hopkinson. Quoting from Hopkinson’s

% Ibid.p.52.

2 Post, J. F., ‘Does Knowing Make a Difference to What is Known?’, The Philosophical
Quarterly, vol.15, no.60, Jul, (1965), pp.220-8.; Donagan’s response is Donagan, ‘Does Knowing
Make a Difference to What is Known?: A Rejoinder to Mr. Post’, The Philosophical Quarterly,
vol.16, no.65, Oct., (1965), pp.352-5.

7 Jacquette, Dale, ‘Collingwood against Metaphysical Realism’, Collingwood and British
Idealism Studies, vol.12, no.2, (2006), pp.103-14.

28 Beaney, Michael, ‘Collingwood’s Critique of Analytic Philosophy’, Collingwood and British
Idealism Studies, vol.8, (2001), pp.99-122.
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reminiscences of Collingwood’s lectures, Connelly points out that Hopkinson’s
account of the lectures ‘illustrates the way in which theory can affect the practice’ of a
man who was actively to work on practical issues. %’ Donagan’s last point concerned
the so-called ‘radical conversion hypothesis’,30 originally raised by T. M. Knox, and
which provoked many of Collingwood’s commentators to examine the thesis. Hence,
Donagan’s detailed arguments over Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’ in the
literature have been examined and challenged by scholars up to the present, involving
one of the most controversial topics in Collingwoodian scholarship.

There is, however, no comprehensive investigation of Collingwood’s criticism
of ‘realism’ in spite of its centrality to his Autobiography. Also, commentators, who
partially analyse it, such as Donagan, Mink, Rubinoff, and D’Oro, mostly focus on
Collingwood’s major published works, particularly in his later years, such as An
Essay on Philosophical Method and An Essay on Metaphysics. In this respect,
Collingwood’s criticism of ‘realism’ has been discussed along the lines of Donagan’s
agenda, in the wider context of their arguments against Collingwood’s philosophy in

general.

I11. Design of Thesis

In reviewing the secondary literature concerning Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’,
we have seen that there is still no systematic reconstruction of his criticism, and that
the majority of literature is relatively ignorant of his early works. In order to
understand Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’ in its own right, these features in the
literature seem to cast at least two doubts on our understandings of his critique of
‘realism’.

First, if we take seriously Collingwood’s own account of the development of

his philosophy in his Autobiography, ‘realism’ appears to be a fundamental issue

? Connelly, James, Metaphysics, Method, and Politics: The Political Philosophy of R. G.
Collingwood, (Exeter: Imprint Academic, 2003), p.172.

*® Whereas the change in Collingwood’s philosophy was first pointed out by T. M. Knox’s preface
to Collingwood’s Idea of History, ‘the radical conversion hypothesis’ was the denomination given
by Rubinoff. [Rubinoff, ‘Collingwood and the Radical Conversion Hypothesis’, Dialogue 5/1,
(1966), pp.71-83.]
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which underpins his whole philosophical thinking. This is also corroborated by the
fact that he systematically considers the realism/idealism problem in his lectures on
metaphysics in 1935 as a central question.’' In this sense, it should naturally be
supposed that a comprehensive reconstruction of Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’
is a necessary task in order better to know under what kind of questions or aims he
developed his philosophy.

Secondly, as the fact that his philosophical thinking after the mid-1930s is the
target of the controversy over ‘the radical conversion hypothesis’ suggests,
Collingwood’s philosophical position including his attitude towards ‘realism’ gets
complicated and puzzles scholars, involving the influence of some new philosophical
movements such as A. J. Ayer’s logical positivism.32 By contrast, according to his
own account in his Autobiography, Collingwood was at first seduced by ‘realism’ at
Oxford, but shortly afterwards he began to have doubts about its central tenets, Cook
Wilson’s epistemological thesis in particular. While simply concentrating on the later
period we are at risk of misunderstandings lacking a solid understanding of
Collingwood’s philosophical foundation. Thus, reconstructing Collingwood’s
intellectual journey from his early period allows us to understand in detail what and
how he rejected his early ‘realism’ and laid the foundation for the whole of his
subsequent philosophising.

I will primarily aim in this thesis to provide a comprehensive reconstruction of
Collingwood’s early critique of ‘realism’. The scope of this thesis is, then, limited to
the period from his maiden book in philosophy, Religion and Philosophy (1916), to
the highly-praised work of his middle period, An Essay on Philosophical Method
(1933). It is therefore not necessary to enter into the issue of the controversial radical
conversion hypothesis. This early period contains not only some of Collingwood’s
key texts, i.e. Religion and Philosophy, Speculum Mentis, and An Essay on

Philosophical Method, but also a variety of foundational working notes, drafts and

' Collingwood, R. G., ‘Central Problems in Metaphysics —Lectures written April 1935, for
delivery T[rinity] T[erm] 1935’, Bodleian Library, Oxford University, Dep. Collingwood, 20/1.
32 Beaney, ‘Collingwood’s Critique of Analytic Philosophy’, p.118.

15



manuscripts for his philosophy including Truth and Contradiction and Libellus de
Generatione. These materials are invaluable sources in order to know how
Collingwood laid the foundation of his philosophy in his early years.

In extensively examining these early texts in detail, this thesis aims to achieve
the following. At the outset, I will try to illustrate the philosophical and biographical
context in which Collingwood started his philosophical thinking. On the basis of the
contextualisation, I will chronologically reconstruct Collingwood’s critique of
‘realism’, in the context of contemporaneous British philosophy. And finally, in the
light of, or in the process of, this reconstruction, I would like to reconsider the first
two points on Donagan’s agenda, i.e. the Cook Wilson thesis and the unity of
knowledge and action (theory and practice). The last point is out of the scope of this
thesis in an immediate sense, although it may, I suspect, be a help to lay some
foundation for reconsidering his later philosophy and the controversies which
surround it. Accordingly, I do not intend, unlike a number of previous interpretations,
to label Collingwood solely as either realist or idealist. Rather, my purpose is to
demonstrate how central the criticism of ‘realism’ was to his philosophy for the sake
of a better understanding of his philosophical thinking.

My method in achieving these ends may be described as ‘historical’ and
‘internal’. By the nature of this thesis as a philosophical chronological reconstruction
of Collingwood’s criticism of ‘realism’, it will necessarily be a historical investigation
rather than theoretical. By taking this historical approach, I will account for the
process and logic of Collingwood’s thinking which we receive in an abridged form in
his Autobiography. This approach enables us to consider the details of what exactly
Collingwood took issue with in a variety of aspects of ‘realism’. This is in contrast
with that of Donagan whose critical agenda has generated the discussions, such as
they are, of Collingwood’s ‘realism’. Whereas Donagan externally analyses and
judges the superficial comments that surfaced in the pages of his Autobiography, my

approach is intended fully and internally to extend what is implicit in them for a more
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systematic and fairer discussion of Collingwood’s claims. In this sense, my method
can be regarded as internal as well as historical.

The body of this thesis is to comprise eight chapters. I will devote the first
three chapters to contextualising Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’. In Chapters 1
and 2, I will focus on the philosophical dispute between British Idealism and the
emerging realism, mainly from the 1900s to the 1920s when Collingwood was finding
his philosophical feet. Collingwood’s arguments against ‘realism’ have tended to be
seen as odd or pointless from the point of view of the tide of analytic philosophy. As
the mainstream twentieth-century philosophy, realism became so dominant that it
overwhelmed and obscured the original landscape of early twentieth-century British
philosophy. Although Collingwood himself seems to be aware that he was already out
of the mainstream trend by the 1930s,* the recent progress of historical reflection on
the origin of analytic philosophy has made it possible to revisit the original
philosophical context of the period. Referring to such fruits of the studies of the
history of twentieth-century British philosophy, I would like to try to sketch the
philosophical climate from an internal point of view. This will show that the
realism/idealism dispute was a prominent controversy for students of philosophy at
that time in Britain. On the basis of the philosophical context illustrated in the first
two chapters, I will biographically sketch how Collingwood encountered the
philosophical climate, shedding light on the intellectual circumstances in which he
was brought up. This attempt will exhibit how perfectly Collingwood was in a
position to respond to the dispute (Chapter 3).

The next four chapters will be devoted to the main task of this thesis, i.e. the
reconstruction of Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’. Chapter 4 will analyse Religion
and Philosophy as his initial response to and starting point in arguing ‘realism’, while

characterising the fundamental framework of his critique of ‘realism’ as the

*3In his letter to his student, T. M. Knox, Collingwood mentions in 1931 that his philosophical
opinions ‘are not fashionable’. [A letter to T. M. Knox, dated 14 June 1931, University of St.
Andrews, T. M. Knox Manuscripts, MS 37524/411.]
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opposition to its major dualisms in logic (subject/predicate), ontology
(abstract/concrete), epistemology (mind/object), and ethics (theory/action).

Then, I will in Chapter 5 elucidate the connecting points between the
cotemporary philosophical dispute and Collingwood’s earliest philosophy particularly
in logic and metaphysics in his manuscripts from 1917 to around 1921. In doing so,
we shall see Collingwood’s counter-arguments of ‘realist’ logic and metaphysics, and
his overcoming the ‘realist’ dualisms in logic (subject/predicate) and ontology
(abstract/concrete).

This is followed in Chapter 6 by an analysis of his development in
epistemology since 1921, resulting in the philosophy of mind presented in Speculum
Mentis in 1924. Collingwood’s substantial arguments on epistemology to overcome
the subject/object dualism will help us to understand the nature of Collingwood’s
rebuttal of Cook Wilson’s thesis and the far deeper implications than is acknowledged
in some influential understandings in the secondary literature.

It is in Chapter 7 that I will illustrate the development of Collingwood’s
epistemology to philosophical method and ultimately moral philosophy, examining
An Essay on Philosophical Method and the series of his Moral Philosophy Lectures up
until 1933. This attempt will give us a solid ground for Collingwood’s solution for the
ethical theory/action dualism against ‘realism’, on the basis of his synthesis of the
epistemological subject/object dualism.

Finally, in Chapter 8, I will question why Collingwood had to criticise those
‘realists’ not only in logic, ontology, and epistemology but also in moral philosophy,
by analysing Collingwood’s rebuilding of the unity of theory and practice in close
comparison with the contemporary ‘realists’’ ethical theories. This may also confirm

what Collingwood ultimately intended in his criticism of ‘realism’.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE BEGINNINGS OF THE REALISM/IDEALISM DISPUTE.:
PHILOSOPHICAL CONTEXT (D)

1. Introduction

Although ‘realism’ as a philosophical term bears a variety of uses and meanings in the
history of Western philosophy, it primarily had a contemporary meaning when
Collingwood used it as the target of his criticism. As a matter of fact, the context in
which he addresses ‘realism’ was during the period when the dispute between realism
and idealism was at its height in early twentieth-century British philosophy. Given
that his teachers, such as Cook Wilson and E. F. Carritt, were realist philosophers, it is
naturally assumed that his philosophical career began with the debate resounding in
his head. As a first step in my investigation of his critique of ‘realism’, in this chapter,
I will briefly trace the history of the dispute between realism and idealism as the

background context of the formation of Collingwood’s philosophical thinking.

II. The Realism/Idealism Dispute

The rise of realism at the outset of the twentieth-century was ignited as forms of
attack against the British Idealist tradition inspired by such figures as T. H. Green and
Edward Caird, and established by a number of heirs such as Bernard Bosanquet, F. H.
Bradley, Andrew Seth Pringle-Pattison, Henry Jones, J. M. E. McTaggart, and so
forth. Of those British Idealists, the most influential and significant figure in the
dispute is F. H. Bradley (1846-1924). He studied philosophy at University College,
Oxford, reading classics as well as contemporary writers such as J. S. Mill, Hamilton
and Mansel. His undergraduate period coincided with the period that was to be

viewed as the rise of British Idealism. Having been preceded by pioneering importers
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of Hegelian idealism from Germany such as J. F. Ferrier (1808-1864) and J. H.
Stirling in the middle of the nineteenth-century,’ it arose as a new intellectual current,
mediated by the likes of Benjamin Jowett, aiming to refute the established British
Empiricist tradition and Common Sense Realism. For example, Green, who was
taught by Jowett with Caird at Oxford, had given an extensive criticism of Hume in
his introduction to Hume’s essays’ and all of the British Idealists were heavily critical
of utilitarianism in ethics. Bradley’s magnum opus, Appearance and Reality (1893),
was immediately and widely read by philosophers in Britain and came to be regarded
as ‘the supreme idealist manifesto’.® In fact, many historians of twentieth-century
British philosophy agree on this point. For instance, G. J. Warnock admits,
euphemistically, that Bradley was ‘the foremost figure in British philosophy’* quoting
from the preface of Contemporary British Philosophy.> More recently, Peter Hylton
remarks that ‘[Bradley’s] most ambitious book, Appearance and Reality, was
published in 1893, and throughout the 1890s he was perhaps the most prominent
philosopher in Britain.®

As his version of idealism, often called ‘Absolute Idealism’, became the major
philosophical trend of the last decade of the nineteenth-century in Britain,
dissatisfactions with his idealism gradually began to appear. Although the objections
against Bradley were also voiced from the idealist side by the ‘Personal Idealists’ such
as A. Seth Pringle-Pattison, Bradley’s Absolute Idealism stimulated more
fundamental protests from realist philosophers such as Bertrand Russell and G. E.

Moore at Cambridge and J. Cook Wilson at Oxford. All those realist philosophies

! Boucher, David, Introduction, in Boucher (ed.), The Scottish Idealists: Selected Philosophical
Writings, (Exeter: Imprint Academic, 2004), p.4.

2 Green, T. H., ‘Introduction to Hume’s “Treatise of Human Nature™, in Nicholson, P. (ed.)
Collected Works of T. H. Green, Volume 1 (Bristol: Thoemmes, 1997).

? Patrick, James, Magdalen Metaphysicals: Idealism and Orthodoxy at Oxford, 1900-1945,
(Macon GA: Mercer University Press, 1985), p.36.

* Warnock, G. J., English Philosophy since 1900, (Oxford: Oxford University Press), p.2.

* Muirhead, J. H. (ed.), Contemporary British Philosophy, (London: Allen and Unwin, Macmillan,
1924, 1925).

® Hylton, Peter, Russell, Idealism, and the Emergence of Analytic Philosophy, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press), p.44.
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were originally conceived by philosophers educated in a dense idealist atmosphere in
the later decades of the nineteenth-century.

In Cambridge, young Russell was a student of G. F. Stout, James Ward, and
especially McTaggart. Strongly influenced by those idealist teachers, he held an
idealist and Hegelian view of philosophy from early 1894 to 1898.” Likewise, G. E.
Moore, whose philosophical interest was inspired by his friend, Russell, was also a
student of those idealist philosophers at Cambridge. Russell and Moore abandoned
their idealist view around 1898,% and Moore publicly began to criticise idealism
publishing ‘The Nature of Judgment’ in 1899.° Their claim against idealism became
more apparent after the turn of the century, epitomised by Moore’s famous essay ‘The
Refutation of Idealism’ (1903), as well as Russell’s The Principles of Mathematics
(1903) and ‘The Basis of Realism’ (1911). This emergence of anti-idealism at
Cambridge, initiated by Russell and Moore, and flourished and developed by the likes
of Susan Stebbing (1885-1943), was to be the foundation of the analytic tradition of
British philosophy.

On the other side, realism at Oxford was initiated by J. Cook Wilson. As
Patrick observes: ‘Cook Wilson’s rebellion, a matter not of years but decades, was
hardly complete before 1900; [...] But by 1900 certain specific themes of Wilson’s
thought had made him the bulwark of Oxford realism and the arch opponent of
idealism.”'® In spite of few published papers and books of his own due to his

reluctance to publish, we can know his thought from the posthumous compilation of

7 He described his idealist period as follows:

‘I was at this time a full-fledged Hegelian, and | aimed at constructing a complete dialectic of the
science...l accepted the Hegelian view that one of the sciences is quite true, since all depend upon
some abstraction, and every abstraction leads, sooner or later, to contradiction. Wherever Kant and
Hegel were in conflict, I sided with Hegel.” [Russell, Bertrand, My Philosophical Development,
gLondon: George Allen & Unwin Ltd. 1959), p.42.]

Brown, S. (ed.), Dictionary of Twentieth-century British philosophers, (Bristol: Thoemmes,
2005). Russell’s testimony is found in Russell, My Philosophical Development, p.54: ‘It was
towards the end of 1898 that Moore and | rebelled against both Kant and Hegel. Moore led the
way, but I followed closely in his footsteps.’
® Moore, G. E., ‘The Nature of Judgment’, Mind, vol.8, n0.30, (1899), pp.176-93.

1% patrick, Magdalen Metaphysicals: Idealism and Orthodoxy at Oxford, 1900-1945, p.8.
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his papers, manuscripts and correspondence, titled Statement and Inference (1926)."!
He did, nevertheless, have a significant influence through his lectures at Oxford.
Furthermore, his students such as H. A. Prichard and E. F. Carritt magnified Cook
Wilson’s influence at Oxford through their lectures. Though this stream of Oxford
realism has tended to be taken for granted in the history of twentieth-century British
philosophy, it has been re-evaluated because of its considerable influence on the
Oxford Philosophy of such thinkers as Gilbert Ryle, J. L. Austin and Isaiah Berlin,'?
and of recent revival of their ethical theories by moral particularists in modern ethics.

In opposition to these realist refutations of idealism, some defences of
idealism appeared. H. H. Joachim (1868-1938), who was a self-confessed follower of
Bradley and the editor of Bradley’s Collected Essays (1935), published The Nature of
Truth (1906) chiefly provoked by the huge impact of Moore’s ‘The Refutation of
Idealism’. In the 1910s, the antagonism between realism and idealism became so
visible that it stimulated a work entitled A Defence of Idealism"® from a writer, May
Sinclair, whereas Bernard Bosanquet, another heir of British Idealism, published a
lecture The Distinction between Mind and its Object in 1913 responding to realism,
followed by a more comprehensive and systematic defence The Meeting of Extremes
in Contemporary Philosophy (1921).

Concurrently, with those defensive reactions from the idealist camp to radical
realist attacks on Bradley, Samuel Alexander (1859-1938) declared the doctrines of a
sophisticated version of realism as a British Academy Lecture entitled ‘The Basis of
Realism’'* in 1914. Unlike the anti-metaphysical nature of Cambridge and Oxford

realism, he developed a metaphysical system based on his version of realism in Space,

""" Cook Wilson, J., Statement and Inference: with other philosophical papers, ed. by A. S. L.
Farquharson, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1926).

12 For example, see, Marion, M., ‘Oxford realism: “Knowledge and Perception I’ British Journal
for the History of Philosophy, 8(2), (2000), pp.299-338; ‘Oxford realism: “Knowledge and
Perception 11’ British Journal for the History of Philosophy, 8(3), (2000), pp.485-519.

' Sinclair, May, 4 Defence of Idealism, (London: Macmillan and Co., 1917). Collingwood
reviews this book in Oxford Magazine, 15 February, (1918), p.173. Compiled in Connelly, James,
‘Collingwood and his Contemporaries: Responses to Critics 1918-1928’, Collingwood and British
Idealism Studies, vol.VlI, (2000), pp.76-77.

" Alexander, Samuel, ‘The Basis of Realism’, Proceedings of the British Academy, 1913-1914,
(1914), pp.279-314.
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Time, and Deity, which was first delivered as Gifford Lectures at Glasgow then
published in 1920."° Similarly, A. N. Whitehead’s famous book, Process and Reality
(1929),'® can be counted as another metaphysical work from realism, being aware of
the contemporary arguments between realism and idealism.

Irrespective of who was the victor, it cannot be doubted that the
realism/idealism dispute was a well-argued topic of philosophical dispute for
contemporary philosophers from which some characteristic philosophical currents of
the last century were generated, involving a number of major figures. This has been
noticed by a variety of historians of British philosophy. For instance, Patrick points
out that the disputes between realism and idealism in the 1920s and positivism and
idealism in the 1930s were concerned with the fundamental question ‘not of discrete
conclusions but of the possibility of metaphysics’!’; or, Candlish, particularising the
debate between the representatives from both camps, namely Bradley and Russell,
contends that ‘the Russell/Bradley dispute as the philosophical and historical core of
the wider historical shift in English-language philosophy away from, inter alia,
monism and idealism and towards pluralism and realism.’'® The period Collingwood
began to read philosophy at Oxford was, thus, in such a heated atmosphere of the
realism/idealism dispute.

In what follows in this chapter, I would like to clarify the points at issue in the
dispute, which were to be confronted by young Collingwood, by giving a brief sketch

of the philosophers’ contentions involved in this dispute.

IIL. F. H. Bradley

It was Bradley’s system of metaphysics and logic which set the background of the

dispute and became the first target of the attack from the realists. His principal logical

"> Alexander, Samuel, Space, Time, and Deity, (London: Macmillan and Co., Ltd., 1920).

'® Whitehead, A. N, Process and Reality, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1929).

'" patrick, Magdalen Metaphysicals: Idealism and Orthodoxy at Oxford, 1900-1945, p.165.

'8 Candlish, Stewart, The Russell/Bradley Dispute and its Significance for Twentieth-century
Philosophy, (Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), p.4.
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work is The Principles of Logic (1883),'° and the metaphysical work is Appearance
and Reality.*® His aim in writing these books is, as an idealist philosopher, oriented to
establish a system of metaphysics sprung from his complaint that ‘I have not seen any
serious attempt in English to deal systematically with first principles’.ZI This idealist
enterprise of his philosophy can be explained as a reflection of the British Idealist
current at Oxford represented by its initiator, T. H. Green.

Starting from a deliberate examination of British Empiricist tradition
particularly that of Hume, Green offers a version of idealism characterised by his
metaphysical notion of ‘eternal consciousness’ as immanent in the real world. For,
Green contends, some ‘mental work’ is necessarily required to ‘explain’ the
relatedness between facts in the real world. Given the sceptic consequence of Hume’s
empiricism, it seems to be impossible to recognise knowledge as related facts without
some mental function. Expressing the mental function as ‘consciousness’, he thus
maintains: ‘a form of consciousness, which we cannot explain as of natural origin, is
necessary to our conceiving an order of nature, and objective world of fact from
which illusion may be distinguished.’? In addition, his notion of ‘consciousness’ as
‘immanent’ is intended to overcome Kant’s dualism, rejecting purely intellectual
‘things-in-themselves’ as a cause of dualism. In this sense, Green is at pains to
describe relations between facts in the world, deriving the mental notion of
‘consciousness’, primarily opposing Hume’s sceptical empiricism and Kant’s dualistic

idealism.

The true account of it is held to be that the concrete whole, which may be described
indifferently as an eternal intelligence realised in the related facts of the world, or as a system

of related facts rendered possible by such an intelligence, partly and gradually reproduces

'% Bradley, F. H., The Principles of Logic, in ed. by C. A. Keele and W. J. Mander, Collected
Works of F. H. Bradley, vol.7-8, (Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 1999).
20 Bradley, F. H., Appearance and Reality, in ed. by C. A. Keele and W. J. Mander, Collected
2I’iVorIcs of F. H. Bradley, vol.9, (Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 1999).

Ibid. p.x.
22 Green, T H., Prolegomena to Ethics, in Nicholson, P. (ed.), Collected Works of T. H. Green,
Volume 4, (Bristol: Thoemmes, 1997), p.22.
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itself in us, communicating piece-meal, but in inseparable correlation, understanding and the

facts understood, experience and the experienced world.?

Nevertheless, as Hylton suggests, Green’s mental notion of ‘consciousness’ appears to
involve some tension which may dissolve his metaphysical system into dualism again
due to the very mental notion of ‘consciousness’ as his solution of it. Green’s
language in describing the relation of the real world to ‘consciousness’ as the subject
which describes it is not completely free from a dualistic presupposition between the
world and the mind in spite of his intention to overcome it. The point that has to be
refined is for Bradley this tension involved in Green’s metaphysics and his conception
of relation in particular.

Bradley’s strategy to overcome problems found in Green is to stress ‘Reality’
as the source of concreteness or truth gained from the real world, giving it the highest
status in his metaphysics. He calls pure Reality the ‘Absolute’, which is the supreme
concept of his metaphysics. Emphasising that his Absolute or Reality is not divided
but one (hence the term monism), he understands the Absolute as an undifferentiated
whole: ‘the Absolute is not many; there are no individual reals. The universe is one in
this sense that its differences exist harmoniously with one whole, beyond which there
is nothing. Hence the Absolute is, so far, an individual and a system.’24 While he
avoids dualism by the monistic notion of Reality, he introduces experience as the
content of the Reality to avoid making his notion of Reality abstract: ‘Absolute is one
system, and that its contents are nothing but sentient experience. It will hence be a
single and all-inclusive experience, which embraces every partial diversity in
concord.” ® Bradley’s emphasis on the ‘real’ in his metaphysics is an essential

difference from that of Green, i.e. ‘eternal consciousness’ as intellectual . ?®

> Ibid. p.38.

* Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p.127.

% [bid. p.129.

26 Hylton, Russell, Idealism, and the Emergence of Analytic Philosophy, p.58.
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His monistic conception of Reality or Absolute as the whole as such
determines, in the sphere of logic, his notion of judgment as internal, and relation as
unreal. In adopting the distinction between ‘that’, the concept, and ‘what’, the content
of the concept, in the relation between the subject (‘that’) and the predicate (‘what’),
he contends that the nature of a judgment is to ‘add an adjective to reality’, and the
adjective is not something in existence but an idea; because ‘it is a quality made loose
from its own existence, and is working free from its implication with that’.?’ In other
words, the relation between the subject and the predicate is internal and unreal since
what unites the two elements of relation is not something real but ‘idea’. In this sense,
judgment is made not externally referring to ‘reality’ outside of the mind, but
internally in harmony with the Reality as a whole. This is, as we shall see later, the
very point of which the realist rebellion was highly critical.

His conceptions of judgment and Reality or Absolute are applied to various
aspects of his philosophical arguments. In the theory of truth, he is led to assert the
doctrine of degrees of truth. The truthfulness of each judgment cannot be determined
either completely true or false. For, the ‘idea’, which is the key in his internal
judgment, is abstraction for Bradley. The more highly the idea of a judgment is
abstracted from Reality, the less the judgment reflects the Reality; thus the truth of the
judgment becomes lower. In this sense, the certainty of the judgment may vary
depending on to what extent the idea which relates elements of judgment reflects the
Reality. In other words, the truth of judgment rests on the extent to which the
judgment is coherent with the Reality.”® For Bradley, thus, the highest degree of the
truth is called Absolute. Hence, Bradley tries to avoid the truth/false dualism in the
aspect of theory of truth asserting the doctrine of degrees of truth.

With respect to the epistemic relation between the knowing subject and its

object, he also attempts to avoid the dualism contending that the object is in the mind

27 .

" Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p.145.

28 Candlish points out, in contrast with the conventional understandings of Bradley’s theory of
truth as the coherence theory, that Bradley never regards his theory of truth as coherence theory,
but merely uses the notion of coherence as ‘criteria’ of the truth. [Candlish, The Russell/Bradley
Dispute and its Significance for Twentieth-century Philosophy, p.82.]
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‘so far as that enters into relation with the self and appears as an object.’29 Then he
argues: ‘[i]f you take what in the widest sense is inside a man’s mind, you will find
there both subject and object and their relation. This will, at all events, be the case
both in perception and thought, and again in desire and volition.’ 30 According to
Bradley, the epistemic relation of knowing the subject and its object is inclusive or
internal in a man’s mind, and this principle has a moral implication, as previously
mentioned, in that it is applicable to the relation between desire and volition.

The significant features of Bradley’s metaphysics are apparent even from this
brief review of his metaphysical system. Firstly, it can be found in his avoidance of
dualisms in many aspects of philosophical relations in refining what he takes to be a
defect of Green’s metaphysics. In the second, it is characterised as his insistence on
Reality in order to escape from the Berkeleian solipsist trap of abstractness which was
commonly regarded as a mistake in his time. The nature of Bradley’s metaphysics as

such is well summarised by Candlish:

Bradley rejects on these grounds the view that reality can be understood as consisting of many
objects existing independently both of each other (pluralism) and of experience of them
(realism). Consistently, his own view combined monism (reality is one; there are no real
separate things) with absolute idealism (reality consists solely of idea or experience). Such
absolute or objective idealism stands in contrast to Berkeley’s so-called subjectivism, for
monism excludes Berkeley’s separation of the mind from its ideas: in Bradley’s view, the

experience which is the fabric of the world is not owned.*’

A problem of Bradley’s system should be quite briefly noticed here in relation
to his crucial critics. The core of the problem is in his notion of relation as unreal, the

very point that he elaborated to reform Green’s metaphysics. Since the ‘idea’ as what

2 Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p.75.

% Ibid. p.76.

3V Candlish, The Russell/Bradley Dispute and its Significance for Twentieth-century Philosophy,
pp.21-2.
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unifies the elements of the relation is not in existence, unreal, or ‘thought’, it
necessarily turns out to be an abstraction from the Real. Despite his consistent pursuit
of the monistic view of the whole, this point is to be criticised as the starting point of

the breakdown of his metaphysics into dualism.

IV. The Emergence of Anti-Idealism in Cambridge

The rebellion against the idealism of Bradley in the 1890s, at Cambridge, emerged
from figures such as G. E. Moore and Russell at the end of the decade. This current
was started in criticising Bradley’s notion of judgment, and then spread over the wider
range of questions of philosophy such as the relation of the knowing subject and its
object, the theory of truth, the pluralistic view of the world, moral theories, and so
forth. As a matter of fact, their anti-idealism is commonly regarded as the emergence
of the analytic tradition of twentieth-century British philosophy.? Since their anti-
idealism, Russell’s in particular, was to change drastically and its picture was going to
be complex as the development of their analytic philosophy, I would specifically like

to illustrate their earlier response to idealism in the 1900s in this section.

1. Judgment, Relation and the Logical Atomism

One of the earliest open attacks from the Cantabrigian anti-idealism was G. E.
Moore’s article published in Mind entitled ‘The Nature of Judgment’ (1899). As
apparent from the title, its aim is to examine the notion of judgment particularly
taking up that of Bradley in his Principles of Logic (Logic). Quoting Bradley’s
statement from Logic that ‘truth and falsity depend on the relation of our ideas to
reality’,*> Moore understands that what is crucial, for Bradley, in determining whether
judgment is true or false is the relation between our ideas in our mind and reality.

These ideas, according to Bradley, are ‘mere ideas, signs of an existence, other than

32 According to Russell however, Russell and Moore, similarly in refuting idealism, differed in
their focus of the criticism, that is, monism for Russell and idealism for Moore. [Russell, My
Philosophical Development, p.54.]

3 Bradley, The Principles of Logic, p.2.
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themselves’.>* In other words, our ideas about the existence of a thing are not the
thing itself but the ‘sign’ of the existence of it. Based on the understanding of
Bradley’s notion of idea which relates elements of the judgment, Moore makes an
opposite assertion that ‘the idea used in judgment is not a part of the content of our
ideas, nor produced by any action of our minds, and that hence truth and falsehood are
not dependent on the relation of our ideas of reality’,35 because Bradley’s ‘idea’,
betraying his repeating insistence on the Reality, ultimately turns out to be the
abstraction from that very reality. Furthermore, Moore finds a similarity in such an
abstract tendency of Bradley’s distinction of idea and reality in judgment with Kant’s
distinction of a priori and a posteriori, renaming Bradley’s ‘logical idea’ ‘concept’,
the equivalent of German word, Begriff, as a dichotomy with Vorstellung. Setting the
range of his criticism to not only Bradley but also the idealist tradition since Kant as
such, he points out the ‘transcendentalism’ common in idealism, which tends to be
detached or abstracted from the reality. His rejection of Bradley’s internal and unreal
notion of relation in judgment aims, therefore, to destroy the dualism between the idea
and reality, into which the idealist tradition, exemplified by Bradley and Kant,
ultimately falls.

In Russell’s case, while he implicitly suggested a similar notion of judgment
in The Principles of Mathematics®® in 1903, he explicitly formulates the counter-
notion of judgment and relation as external or real against Bradley’s in his essay, ‘The
Basis of Realism’ (1911)*" as a form of a summary of some preceding realists. As the

fundamental doctrine of the new philosophical movement, what he calls ‘realism’, he

* Ibid. p.s.

* Moore, ‘The Nature of Judgment’, p.177.

* Russell, The Principles of Mathematics, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1903).
Candlish perceives the notion of relation as real in judgment in this work, quoting Russell’s
statement such as ‘the true logical verb in a proposition may be always regarded as asserting a
relation’ [Russell, The Principles of Mathematics, §53]; and the verb ‘when used as a verb,
embodies the unity of the proposition’ [Russell, The Principles of Mathematics, §54]; and
concludes that ‘the idea that relations are real is central to Russell’s conception of logic at this
period’ [Candlish, The Russell/Bradley Dispute and its Significance for Twentieth-century
Philosophy, p.58].

%7 Russell, ‘The Basis of Realism’, The Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methods,
vol.8, no.6, Mar. 16. (1911), pp.158-161.
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clearly declares that ‘relations are “external™.’ ®He is doubtlessly aware that the new
doctrine makes a sharp contrast with the antagonistic doctrine by idealism like
Bradley as known by his emphasis that ‘[t]he importance of the question as to the
value of relations lies in the fact that current arguments against realism and pluralism
almost all depend upon the doctrine of internal relations.’*® Thus, it can be proved that
Russell, in sympathy with G. E. Moore, presented an anti-idealist position regarding
the notion of judgment and relation at least by the beginning of the first decade of the
twentieth-century.

Instead of the idealists’ pseudo-monistic theories of metaphysics, what they
offer as a solution is a pluralist theory of concepts and propositions. In 1899, Moore
offers a theory of the logical world composed of ‘propositions’ and their elements,
‘concepts’, translating the former from ‘judgment’ and the latter from the likes of
‘idea’ or ‘thought’ in Bradley’s terminology. A concept is the minimum unit of his
logical world, and a proposition is a combination of some concepts, i.e. ‘nothing other
than a complex concept.”*® Based on such a view of concepts and propositions, Moore,
avoiding Bradley’s fault of his metaphysics, that is, the abstraction from reality,

conclusively manifests his view of the logical world:

It seems necessary, then, to regard the world as formed of concepts. These are the only objects
of knowledge. They cannot be regarded as fundamentally as abstractions either from things or
from ideas; since both alike can, if anything is to be true of them, be composed of nothing but

concepts. A thing becomes intelligible when it is analysed into its constituent concepts.*'

A similar view is also offered by Russell in his 1911 essay. Since their world consists
of the minimum unit what they call a ‘concept’, the world forms neither a monistic

nor dualistic picture, but a pluralist one, which is often to be called ‘logical

% Ibid. p.158.
* Ibid. p.160.
** Moore, ‘The Nature of Judgment’, p.180.
' Ibid. p.182.
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already be something. It is indifferent to their nature whether anybody thinks them or not.
They are incapable of change; and the relation into which they enter with the knowing subject
implies no action or reaction. It is a unique relation which can begin or cease with a change in

the subject; but the concept is neither cause nor effect of such a change.*

While admitting that the concepts may be objects of the knowing subject, Moore
disconnects the interaction between the knowing subject and its object by stressing the
stable nature of concepts. This nature of ‘concept’ is to be more symbolically called
‘monadic’ by Russell,* and leads him to the unreserved denial of the interaction

between the subject and its object:

What is plain is that all arguments based on the contention that knowing makes a difference to
what is known, rest upon the internal view of relations, and therefore fail when this view is

rejected.*’

The denial of the idealist doctrine of the interaction between the subject and its
object is, in addition, rejected again in Moore’s famous essay ‘The Refutation of
Idealism’ (1903) from a different approach. The question concerning the relation
between the knowing subject and its object is, therefore, a well-argued topic against
idealism by Moore and Russell, derived from their counter-argument of the idealist

notion of judgment and relation, i.e. the very starting-point of their anti-idealism.

3. The Theory of Truth

In the theory of truth, the realist conception of judgment also implies a view which

stands against the idealist theory of truth characterised by the doctrine of degrees of

*> Moore, ‘The Nature of Judgment’, p.179.

* Russell, ‘The Basis of Realism’, p-159.

** Ibid. p.160. This point is, based on the other Russell’s work though, pointed out by Hylton that
‘Russell’s response to the view that truth may depend upon the mind is to follow Moore in
insisting upon a very sharp distinction between knowledge, which is a mental state, and what is
known, which is a proposition, and which is wholly independent of all mental states.” [Hylton,
Russell, Idealism, and the Emergence of Analytic Philosophy, p.159]
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truth. For Moore, the concepts which form a judgment are not contingently but
necessarily connected by their immediate properties inherent in the concepts
themselves; for it is the only way that the stable and unchangeable concepts can be
related, provided that the idealist arbitrary ‘ideas’ which take a role to connect them
are denied. In this sense, ‘a judgment is universally a necessary combination of
concepts’.46 That the relation of concepts is necessary means that the relation on
which the truth and falsity of the judgment based is never determined by anything
other than the properties of concepts themselves, ‘not dependent upon any relation it
may have to something else’.*’ In other words, the truth or falsity of judgment is not
determined by, unlike in Bradley, any reference to Reality; thus, no degrees of
certainty of the judgment are possible. The judgment is simply either true or false.

Therefore, Bradley’s doctrine of degrees of truth is rejected. Moore concludes:

From our description of a judgment, there must, then, disappear all reference either to our
mind or to the world. Neither of these can furnish ‘ground’ for anything, save in so far as they
are complex judgments. The nature of the judgment is more ultimate than either, and less

ultimate only than the nature of its constituents—the nature of the concept or logical idea.*®

This denial of the degrees of truth is, also agreed by Russell, one of the
doctrines of logical atomism. The claim, as the denial of interaction between the
subject and its object, also derives from their criticism of judgment. A fundamental
premise underlying their assertions is, according to Hylton, a distinction between the
act of judgment and the object of judgment. In reducing the distinction into more
general distinction between (mental) acts and their objects, he points out that ‘Moore
and Russell seem to insist upon this distinction quite generally—in knowledge, belief,

thought, perception, and even imagination.’ * In spite of their efforts to overcome the

*® Moore, ‘The Nature of Judgment’, p.192.

*7 Ibid. p.192.

*8 Ibid. p.193.

* Hylton, Russell, Idealism, and the Emergence of Analytic Philosophy, p.110.

33



collapse into dualism of Bradley’s metaphysics, the distinction was later to be

criticised by Collingwood as dualism.

4. Ethics

As we have seen above, Cambridge realists’ initial refutation of idealism centred on
the logical and metaphysical aspects. Their philosophical interest was mainly to
develop a clearer philosophy by applying the mathematical and scientific method.
Despite Russell and Moore writing essays in moral philosophy, it is often said that
their interest in moral philosophy was relatively low. Nevertheless, what is noticed as
significant in relation to both the history of ethical theory and Collingwood is Moore’s
Principia Ethica.

On the basis of the propositional logic he develops in logic, Moore articulates

the subject-matter of ethics as follows:

The peculiarity of Ethics is not that it investigates assertions about human conduct, but that it
investigates assertions about that property of things which is denoted by the term ‘good’, and

the converse property denoted by the term ‘bad’.*

What for Moore is characteristic of ethics are ethical assertions, or propositions,
concerned with ‘things’ that have the property of ‘good’ or ‘bad’ attributed to them,
rather than a concern with human conduct. In this sense, his direct object of ethics is
neither practice, conduct, nor action, but knowledge as ‘good’ as he expresses
himself: The direct object of Ethics is knowledge and not practice’.’’

What is ‘good’ then? He regards ‘good’ as a simple notion, which is
indefinable and unanalysable any more. Just as a notion ‘yellow’ is, he analogises, a

simple notion in the sense that we cannot explain by any manner of means ‘to any one

who does not already know it, what yellow is’,’% in the same way we cannot explain

 Moore, G. E., Principia Ethica, (New York: Dover, 2004), p.36.
51 gy

Ibid. p.20.
52 Ibid. p.7.
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‘good’ to anyone who has no idea about it. ‘Good’ is good simply, there is no other
expression to explain it.

On the grounds of the nature of ‘good’ as he understands it, he criticises the
existing moral theories. The property denoted by the term ‘good’ cannot be
intrinsically defined as good in itself just as a thing denoted as ‘yellow’ can take on a
different colour because of the reflection of the light. Thus, ‘good’ as a fundamental
moral value cannot be fixed a particular property which composes a proposition.
Nevertheless, there have been theories which try to define the ‘good’ in terms of some
property. He regards such approaches to grasp the ‘good’ as error and calls it

‘naturalistic fallacy’:

it is a fact, that Ethics aims at discovering what are those other properties belonging to all
things which are good. But far too many philosophers have thought that when named those
other properties they were actually defining good; that these properties, in fact, were simply
not ‘other’, but absolutely and entirely the same with goodness. This view I propose to call the

‘naturalistic fallacy.’*

As for the theories which fall into the fallacy, he categorises into two types
such as what he calls ‘Naturalistic Ethics’ and “‘Metaphysical Ethics’. In the first case,
Naturalistic Ethics understands the good in the way that ‘no intrinsic value is to be
found except in the possession of some one natural property, other than pleasure’. **
The contention that to be natural is good is for Moore exemplified by Rousseau’s
ethics and the type of ethical theory represented by J. S., Mill. Also, Moore picks up
what he calls ‘Evolutionistic Ethics’ which applies the idea of ‘Evolution’ as good to
ethics, originated by Herbert Spencer. In Evolutionistic Ethics, since it regards

something ‘to be more evolved’ in the biological sense as good, the criterion of ethics

is ultimately reduced into the mere law of nature. As is apparent in the consequence of

> Ibid. p.10.
* Ibid. p.39.
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the Evolutionistic Ethics, what Moore finds as a common tendency in Naturalistic

Ethics is to reduce ethics into some scientific theory. He indicates:

The method consists in substituting for ‘good’ some one property of a natural object or of a
collection of natural objects; and in thus replacing Ethics by some one of the natural sciences.
In general, the science thus substituted is one of the sciences specially concerned with man,
owing to the general mistake (for such I hold it to be) of regarding the matter of Ethics as

confined to human conducts.*

To regard a property as ‘good’ itself tends to mean to take some object in
nature as a moral value such as ‘nature’ (naturalism), ‘desire’ or ‘pleasure’
(utilitarianism), and ‘evolution’ (evolutionistic ethics). Since such natural objects
follow the law of nature, the agent who refers the natural object also comes to follow
the law of nature. In this sense, the Naturalistic Ethics is reduced to a scientific theory.
In addition, Moore suggests that the Naturalistic Ethics results in the study of human
conduct as the object following the law of nature. In particular, he raises psychology
as a typical example of such a tendency. His insistence to regard thought as the
subject-matter of ethics seems to aim to be the antithesis of the tendency.

In the second case, he understands that the Metaphysical Ethics seeks ‘good’
not in nature but in some ideas, or ‘supersensible-reality’ in Moore’s words, which
exists in some way, raising some examples such as Kant’s ‘Kingdom of Ends’. This
position certainly has a merit by which it can avoid the fallacy in the Naturalistic
Ethics which seeks ‘good’ in nature. However, Moore, asking what the
‘supersensible-reality’ is, objects that ‘good’ has to be fixed to some object which
exists in some sense in reality as long as the metaphysicians desperately insist that the
‘supersensible-reality’ does exist. In this sense, the Metaphysical Ethics also falls into

the same naturalistic fallacy even though it ostensibly appears to evade it. Therefore,

5 Ibid. p.40.
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the Naturalistic Ethics and the Metaphysical Ethics equally fall into the naturalistic
fallacy, which confuses the moral law with the law of nature.

How can ‘good’ be known to us if we cannot fix it to some property? Moore’s
answer is that it can be known simply ‘self-evidently’, or ‘intuitively’, asserting that
all judgments on ‘what is good’ ‘must rest in the end upon some proposition which
must be simply accepted or rejected, which cannot be logically deduced from any
other proposition. This result [...] may be otherwise expressed by saying that the
fundamental principles of Ethics must be self-evident’.> In order to avoid confusions,
Moore attempts to clarify what he means by ‘self-evident’ further. First, a ‘self-
evident’ proposition is in any sense not inferred from some other proposition, but
evident or true by itself alone; in the second, there is no reason to be ‘self-evident’;
and finally, the evidence to be self-evident lies not in itself but in our conviction of it.
What can be self-evident has to be, thus, simple, unanalysable, and without any
presupposition. Since Moore regards human action as a complex concept in the sense
that when an action is taking place the result of the action is necessarily involved in it,
i.e. the complex of the action and its results; it cannot be self-evident by itself. Hence,
Moore seems to abandon human action as the direct subject-matter of ethics,
describing how difficult and complicated it is to understand it.”’

On the basis of propositional logic, Moore defines the subject-matter of ethics
as the investigation into the proposition in which its property is denoted by the term
‘good’. Since his ethics as such rests on propositions (thought), it excludes human
action from the subject-matter of ethics. As a matter of fact, he confesses the
difficulty of understanding human action. ‘Good’ is the fundamental value of Moore’s
ethics in the sense that it is indefinable and unanalysable. In spite of such a nature of
‘good’, a number of moral philosophers have tried to define it in reference to some

natural object as a property of proposition. Rousseau’s naturalism, Utilitarianism, and

% Ibid. p.143.

57 In fact, he claims the perplexity in accounting human action as follows:

‘It is, indeed, obvious that our view can never reach far enough for us to be certain that any action
will produce possible effects. We must be content, if the greatest possible balance of good seems
to be produced within a limited period.’ [Ibid. p.23.]
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Spencer’s Evolutionalistic Ethics are criticised for exhibiting this fallacy. In addition,
he finds the same fallacy even in the idealist moral theories such as Kant in the sense
that they try to define ‘good’ in reference to some existing idea. In attacking the
naturalistic fallacy, he seems to aim to refute his opponent, idealism, in the moral
aspect as well as avoiding another fallacious approach from the Empiricist camp such
as psychology. How can ‘good’ be known then? He seeks a solution to this question

in intuition; ‘good’ is simply accepted as self-evident.

5. Summary

Dissatisfaction with British Idealism emerged in Cambridge. G. E. Moore and
Bertrand Russell were two of the earliest antagonists. The focal point of their first
attack is concerned with the relation between two concepts in a proposition
(judgment) in logic. While Bradley thinks that the relation between concepts is
‘unreal’, Moore and Russell criticise Bradley’s ‘idea’ as ultimately dualism or
abstraction from the real world in spite of Bradley’s attempts to overcome it. Instead,
they offer a pluralistic view of the logical world composed of concepts and
propositions, called ‘logical atomism’, aiming to avoid the abstraction from the reality.

Their notion of judgment leads to opposite conclusions in various topics of
philosophy. In the epistemic relation between the knowing subject and its object, they
insist that the truth or falsity of judgment cannot be changed depending upon our
mind because concepts are related by the logical implications or properties of
concepts themselves whereas Bradley admits the possibility of the change by our
mind. In the theory of truth, similarly, they reject Bradley’s degree of truth since the
truth and falsity of a proposition is necessarily determined by the properties of the
proposition without any reference to some abstract sources such as Reality. There can
be no degree in the truth of the proposition. A proposition is simply either true or false,
no middle.

By contrast with their logical and metaphysical arguments, their interest in

moral philosophy is relatively less prominent. However, Moore’s ethical theory such
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as Principia Ethica is also developed on the basis of his logic. Setting the proposition
(knowledge) as the subject-matter of his ethics, he excludes human action from the
realm of ethics. In practice, what he regards as the object of his ethics is the
propositions about ‘things’ which bear properties denoted by the term ‘good’. He puts
the ‘good’ on the foundation of moral value in the sense that the ‘good’ cannot be
defined and analysed any more. Idealist moral theories represented by Kant are
criticised as one of what he calls the ‘naturalistic fallacies’ since they try to define the
‘good’ as a ‘super-sensible reality’ in spite of the indefinable and unanalysable nature
of the ‘good’; and tend to confuse the moral law with the natural law in the end. What
he was hostile in claiming the ‘naturalistic fallacy’ was thus the confusion of moral
law with natural law, which had flourished in the nineteenth-century as forms of
psychology and the Evolutionalistic Ethics originated from Spencer. Instead, he
asserts that ‘good’ is simply ‘self-evident’, simply known by ‘intuition’. Therefore, a
focus of Moore’s ethical theory centres, on the ground of his logical principle, on the

theory of (moral) knowledge.

V. Oxford Realism

Whereas Cambridge developed an anti-idealist movement around the outset of the
twentieth-century, a more radical realist current also appeared at Oxford. The
pioneering figure was J. Cook Wilson, followed by H. A. Prichard, and the likes of H.
W. B. Joseph, E. F. Carritt, W. D. Ross and so forth. They share a common starting-
point with the Cambridge realists, but they contrast sharply in their theory of
knowledge. In addition, they make clearer and more systematic assertions in moral
theory than the Cambridge realists. In this section, thus, I will firstly survey their
theory of knowledge, and then trace the outline of their moral theory chiefly focusing

on Cook Wilson and Prichard.

1. J. Cook Wilson

The fundamental focus of Cook Wilson’s criticism of idealism is, as with Moore and

Russell, Bradley’s notion of relation in judgment. We can find it becomes evident in
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1904 in the notes of one of his students of a Cook Wilson lecture criticising a chapter
‘Relation and Quality’ of Bradley’s Appearance and Reality.’® As we have seen above,
Bradley’s notion of judgment is external in the sense that the relation of two
components of a judgment is given not internally sprung from the nature of
components themselves, but externally supposing some ‘idea’ in our mind which
relates the components. For Cook Wilson, Bradley’s fallacy concerning the notion of
relation is that ‘a supposed infinite regress which results from relating the relation of
two terms to the terms of the relation themselves.’ Suppose two terms A and B,
‘concepts’ in Moore’s term, and a relation » which relates A and B. He maintains that
Bradley mistakenly distinguishes the relation between A and r (r;), and B and r (r>),
from the relation r itself. In other words, Bradley picks up the components of a
judgment first, and then gives a relating ‘idea’, which stands against, or is faced with
the components. Cook Wilson is critical of the opposing position between the relation
and the related terms (concepts) in Bradley. For, Cook Wilson contends, r; and r;can
be taken as the new or distinct relations from the original relation 7, and consequently
such a Bradleian notion of relation could invite the infinite split of the relation from
the original r into the distinct s in the process of judgment.

As a result of the criticism of Bradley’s notion of judgment, composed of A, B
and r, Cook Wilson eliminates the notion of relation itself maintaining that ‘the
ordinary statement of a relation does not contain the word relation r itself’. He instead
states ‘A is B’s father.”®® The relation of A to B can be expressed not by any relating
‘idea’ which stands against A and B, but by simply saying that ‘A relates to B’. His
avoidance of using the word, ‘relation’ as an element of a judgment, leads him to
reject any abstract notion of medium such as ‘idea’, ‘appearance’ and so forth. Instead,

he is led to a sort of realist position which is to be called ‘direct realism’. In his letter

%8 Cook Wilson, Statement and Inference: with other philosophical papers, ed. by A. S. L.
Farquharson, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1926), pp.692-695.
59 11
Ibid. p.692.
% Ibid. p.693.
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to Prichard dated 6 January 1904, he reveals his own position which had perplexed
him until he reached a conclusion in his lecture in the summer of 1903. His

conclusion is expressed as follows:

The judgment of knowledge is apprehension of reality or fact, it is not the fact, it is not the
reality; but neither is it any image of the reality nor the apprehension of any such image. Nor is
it mere apprehension as a subjective state—mere apprehension is impossible—it is (1)
apprehension (2) of the reality.

The ideal element we are looking for, and always (all of us) tend to misinterpret as an image

of the reality, is the apprehending side as our act: the fact that we apprehend the reality.®

Cook Wilson denies, in describing the judgment of knowledge, the identification of
knowledge with the reality, medium or, as it were, sense-datum theory of knowledge
and subjectivism of knowledge which disconnects the correspondence of knowledge
with the reality; and instead contends that knowledge is simply the understanding of
the reality. Such a strict rejection of medium in the knowing process is, as Marion
indicates, his main target which has to be attacked.®

His denial of the medium is, in the same letter to Prichard, also argued in
another phase of the theory of knowledge, i.e. the relation between the knowing
subject and its object. In this respect, he insists that there is nothing other than a
knowing action by a subject in the process of knowing the object, while at the same
time he dismisses the ‘ideal element’, that is, the medium in the knowing process
between the subject and its object. Knowing an object is not to know some medium
derived from the object itself, but simply and directly to know it as it is. This doctrine

concerning ‘knowing’ by Cook Wilson presupposes, since the object is known by the

%! Ibid.pp.801-8.

%2 Ibid. p.808.

8 Marion, *Oxford Realism: “Knowledge and Perception” I’, p. 302: ‘The battlefield was, along
with the doctrine of relations, primarily immediate experience, where at least some form of the
Lockean account of sensation had to be vindicated against idealists.’
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subject as it is, that the object suffers no change or influence in the process of being
known by the subject. Therefore, ‘knowing makes no difference to what is known.’

Furthermore, his ‘direct realism’ concludes that even the theory of knowledge
is impossible. From his contention that knowing something is no more than simply
and directly to know it as it is without being mediated by any ideal elements, Cook
Wilson claims, giving an account of the nature of knowing is itself contradictory
because knowing the process of knowing is also achieved not by describing it
mediated by some terms but only by simply ‘apprehending’ it. Thus, ‘[w]e cannot
construct knowing—the act of apprehending—out of any elements. [...] I felt the
words [the theory of knowledge] themselves suggested a fallacy—an utterly fallacious
inquily’.64 In this sense, his ‘direct realism’ reaches the denial of the theory of
knowledge.

The spearhead of his criticism of the medium or ideal elements in the theory of
knowledge is directed not only to idealism like that of Bradley but also to the
empiricist tradition exemplified by Locke, because it admits some space for sorts of
mental images or ideas to which the reality reflects, in other word, medium. Once the
medium is granted, Cook Wilson fears, it is not very far to fall into idealism just as the
historical fact that Locke’s empiricism was shortly followed by Berkeley’s subjective
idealism proves.®’ This is the point at which Oxford realism contrasts clearly with

Cambridge realism as pointed out by Marion:

the main difference between Oxonian (Cook Wilson, Prichard) an Cantabrigian (Moore,
Russell) realism lies in the fact that the latter, following the eighteenth-century empiricists,
admits of epistemological ‘intermediaries’ in perception, while the former follows in essentials

Reid’s criticisms of any tertium quid.*

8 Cook Wilson, Statement and Inference, p.803.
% Ibid. pp.62-3.
% Marion, ‘Oxford Realism: “Knowledge and Perception™ I’, p.303.
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Cook Wilson begins, like Cambridge realists, his rebellion against idealism
with the critique of Bradley’s notion of judgment, claiming that Bradley’s notion of
judgment presupposes the ‘idea’ or medium in principle. For, such abstract notions in
the knowing process cause an ‘infinite regress’ in explaining our knowing activity. As
a result, he even suggests that the theory of knowledge is impossible or contradictory.
Instead, he contends that knowing something is simply to know it directly as it is.
Though he shares the same position regarding the epistemic relation of the subject and
its object with Cambridge realists, his denial of medium is the point at which he is
distinguished from them. Thus, Cook Wilson’s doctrine concerning the theory of
knowledge is a more radical form of realism which is sometimes called ‘direct

realism’.

2. H.A. Prichard

H. A. Prichard is, among Cook Wilson’s students, a key figure who magnifies the
influence of Cook Wilson’s philosophy at Oxford. In his Kant’s Theory of Knowledge
(1909),%” he expresses more explicitly Cook Wilson’s doctrines in the theory of
knowledge in a form of examining Kant’s The Critique of Pure Reason. At the
beginning of a chapter ‘Knowledge and Reality’, he extracts and develops two
principles from Kant’s theory of knowledge. Firstly, ‘the very nature of knowledge
presupposes the independent existence of the reality known, and to show that, in
consequence, all idealism is of the variety known as subjective.’®® In the second,
which he uses to criticise Kant, he contends that ‘the way in which Kant is misled [is]
by failing to realize (1) the directness of the relation between the knower and the
reality known, and (2) the impossibility of transferring what belongs to one side of the

relation to the other.’®’

%7 Prichard, H. A., Kant's Theory of Knowledge, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1909).
% Ibid. p.115.
% Ibid. p.115.
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From the first principle, Prichard articulates the doctrine concerning the
relation between the knowing subject and its object. With all other contemporary

realists, he strictly rejects the interaction between the subject and its object.

Knowledge unconditionally presupposes that the reality known exists independently of the
knowledge of it, and that we know it as it exists in this independence. It is simply impossible
to think that any reality depends upon our knowledge of it, or upon any knowledge of it. If
there is to be knowledge, there must first be something to be known. In other words,

knowledge is essentially discovery, or the finding of what already is.”

He contends that knowledge must presuppose the ontological existence of the thing
known, and then our knowing activity is just to know it as it already exists. In this
process, no possibility that the knowing activity ontologically affects the reality as
object is granted. Although the independent ontological status of the object appears to
be doubtlessly obvious, Prichard claims, some idealists tend to insist upon the position
that the reality is ontologically influenced by our knowing activity introducing some
ideas of ‘medium’ or ‘appearance’ between the knowing subject and reality. He
explains such ideas are a necessary consequence of the idealism which asserts the
interaction between the subject and its object in raising the names of Berkeley and
Kant in certain periods, as examples. Thus, he identifies the prime enemy of realism
as the tradition of subjective idealism: ‘the real contrary to realism is subjective
idealism is confirmed by the history of theory of knowledge from Descartes
onwards’.”"

Since he regards ‘appearance’ and medium as the culprit of the idealist’s

fallacy, Prichard is, as in Cook Wilson, led to reject any medium between the

knowing subject and its object and asserts a direct relation between them:

" Ibid. p.118.
! Ibid. p.123.
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it is thereby implied that the relation between the mind and reality in knowledge or in
perception is essentially direct, i.e. that there is no tertium quid in the forms of an ‘idea’ or a

‘representation’ between us as perceiving or knowing and what we perceive or know.”

In line with this principle, his criticism of other theorists follows a similar track to
Cook Wilson. He condemns Locke and Kant as wrong as long as they admit some
medium between the mind and reality since such abstract ideas ‘would leave the door
open to subjective idealism’.”> Marion does, thus, not only find this rejection of
medium as the common point in Prichard and Cook Wilson, but also understands it as
the fundamental aspect of Oxford realism.”® Prichard’s type of realism as direct
realism as such is what is meant in his second principle concerning the theory of
knowledge.

His direct realism forms a fundamental basis of his moral theory, by which he
is nowadays remembered as a moral intuitionist. In his essay ‘Does Moral Philosophy
Rest on a Mistake?’ (1912),”° he answers the question in the affirmative, and
identifies the ‘mistake’ to be found in the theory of knowledge. Just as he finds that
any abstract ideas which mediate between the subject and its object are the origin of
fallacy in the theory of knowledge, he rejects any moral ideas as the criteria to
evaluate the rightness of action; for, he insists, we do not necessarily judge the
rightness of our action in reference to such abstract ideas. Instead, he puts it that the
sense of rightness is ‘absolutely underivative or immediate’’® in parallel to the direct
and immediate nature of the apprehension of knowledge in his theory of knowledge.
In other words, a moral action can be justified not by any ‘theory’ but by some ‘moral

apprehension’ or ‘intuition’.

7 Ibid. p.133.

”* Marion, ‘Oxford Realism: “Knowledge and Perception™ I, p.328.

" Ibid. p.332.

75 Complied in: Prichard, Moral Writings, ed. by J. MacAdam, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002).
78 Ibid. p.12.Moreover, he adds:

‘This apprehension is immediate, in precisely the sense in which a mathematical apprehension is
immediate. [...] Both apprehensions are immediate in the sense that in both insight into the nature
of the subject directly leads us to recognise its possession of the predicate; and it is only stating the
fact from the other side to say that in both cases the fact apprehended is self-evident.” (p.13)
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Such a view of the intuitive nature of moral rightness invites an attitude to be
criticised by Collingwood when it is faced with the real issues of the moral world. In
his lecture for the British Academy entitled ‘Duty and Ignorance of Fact’ (1932), he is
compelled to contend that ‘to do some action’ as ‘to bring about some action’ because
he by definition rejects interaction between the mind and the reality, and denies any
possibility that our will may change the reality. In other words, we cannot say ‘to do
some action’ because the phrase necessarily implies that the ‘will’ of the agent makes
her/him do the action, otherwise we have to admit that the will makes some difference
to the agent’s action. Thus, when we mention that we ought to do some action, strictly
speaking, we cannot say any more than that we ‘bring about’ the action so that ‘the

bringing about’ causes the action we ought to do. Therefore he concludes:

As regards an obligation, the moral is obvious. It is simply that, contrary to the implication of
ordinary language and of moral rules in particular, an obligation must be an obligation, not to
do something, but to perform an activity of a totally different kind, that of setting or exerting

ourselves to do something, i.e. to bring something about.”’

Prichard never says we do moral action directly because it opposes his
doctrine that the complete independence between the mind and reality, but merely
says that the only thing we can do about moral issues is ‘to set ourselves to bring it
about’. Prichard’s ‘passive’ conception of moral action restricts the range of an
agent’s responsibility for the action to mere ‘setting to do’, and the action itself is
excluded from it. In consequence, his position results in an indifferent or irresponsible
attitude towards the result of the action. He himself confesses this when he says that
‘where we are setting ourselves to do something, we never know what we shall be

doing, and at best can only find out afterwards what we have done.””®

"7 Ibid. p.97.
78 Ibid. p.97.
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Prichard’s view concerning the theory of knowledge is characterised by his
strict rejection of any medium and his insistence on the directness or immediacy
between the mind and the reality. In this respect, thus, he follows precisely the same
position as Cook Wilson. As is suggested by the strong ontological nature of his view
concerning the subject/object relation, his target of the direct realism is chiefly
subjective idealism such as Berkeley together with the Cambridge realists. But what is
sharply different from their theory is his denial of medium. In this sense, he can be
called the advocate of Cook Wilson’s realism. In moral theory, he develops and
applies direct realism to moral philosophy. Based on his view of the theory of
knowledge, he insists that moral values can be known, independently of any ‘theory’,
immediately and directly by us. Although his moral position implies some ‘passive’
attitude towards actual moral issues, it is to be shared with other philosophers mainly
at Oxford such as E. F. Carritt, which formed a group of moral philosophers

sometimes called ‘Oxford Intuitionism’.”

3. Oxford Intuitionism

The denomination ‘Oxford Intuitionism’ can be understood as the name for the moral
philosophy of Oxford realists. For, they share a foundation in the theory of moral
knowledge which is originated from Prichard’s ‘Does Moral Philosophy Rest on a
Mistake?’ (1912); i.e. the intuitionist position that a moral value is known not based
on any medium such as knowledge but on ‘immediate apprehension’. Though
Prichard’s position is distinguished from Moore’s in the sense that Moore appears to
admit medium between the knowing subject and its object at least at some points,*
they share a similarity in maintaining that a moral value is known somehow
intuitively. Prichard’s intuitionism underlies other realists’ moral theories at Oxford,

E. F. Carritt, for example, stresses that duty as the object of his moral enquiry is self-

7 Marion, ‘Oxford Realism: “Knowledge and Perception” I’, p.311.

80 Although Moore took a sense-datum theory, Baldwin argues, his position towards sense-data as
medium kept shaken throughout his career. ‘5. Perception and Sense-data’, in Baldwin, Tom,
‘George Edward Moore’, Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy,
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/moore/. [Accessed on 8 January 2010]
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evident: ‘The truth of some judgment and the existence of some duties are self-evident.
And nothing is more certain that what is self-evident, for what does not need or gain
by proof and is generally incapable of it.’®' Likewise, W. D. Ross also insists the self-
evident nature of moral recognition regarding ‘right’ as the fundamental moral value:
‘[rightness] is self-evident without any need of proof, or of evidence beyond itself. It
is self-evident just as a mathematical axiom, or the validity of a form of inference, is
evident.”®? In this respect, thus, those three realists at Oxford agree.

On the basis of the intuitionism as such, a focus of their arguments is to be
reduced to a question of what the self-evident moral value is. In 1928, Prichard rebuts
Moore who thinks of ‘rightness’ as derived or inferred from the only fundamental
moral value ‘goodness’, and regards both right and good are equally sui generis.83

In harmony with Prichard in 1928,% Carritt regards reducing ‘right’ (or duty)
from good as fallacy raising some examples such as Prichard’s ‘Does Moral
Philosophy Rest on a Mistake?’ (1912), Rashdall’s The Theory of Good and Evil,
Russell’s Philosophical Essays, and Moore’s Ethics. Then, Carritt focuses on the
enquiry into the nature of right (or duty). While denying a major difference between
right and duty, he understands that rightness is called duty in the case that it takes a
form of law stating that ‘[r]ights only seem absolute and duties only seem generically
85

different from other right acts when they are stated generally in the form of laws.’

His conception of duty in such an objective sense is thus not something which

8! Carritt, E. F., The Theory of Morals, (London: Oxford University Press, 1928), p.28.

82 Ross, W. D., The Right and the Good, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1930), p.29.

8 Prichard, Moral Writings, p.47: ‘1 would suggest a prominent instance of the fallacy involved in
the attempt which is often made nowadays (as e.g. I think it is by Professor Moore and Professor
Laird) to maintain a view implies that we deduce the rightness of certain actions from our
knowledge of what is good taken in conjunction with our knowledge of our powers of existing
circumstances.” (In ‘Duty and Interest’, the inaugural lecture delivered before the University of
Oxford on 29 October 1928.)

This point is also to be noticed by a later historian of twentieth-century British philosophy:

‘Moore had held that the rightness of an action consisted in its producing the greatest possible
good. Prichard holds that rightness is sui generis exactly as goodness is and, like goodness on
Moore’s view, is simply evident to the discriminatingly intuitive eye.” (Warnock, G. J,,
Contemporary Moral Philosophy, p.11.)

% Although Prichard insisted the same point in 1928, the same year of the publication of Carritt’s
The Theory of Morals, Carritt criticises Prichard for the very raising of it in his article published in
1912.

8 Carritt, The Theory of Morals, p.xi.
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dominantly rules actions of individual agents. Rather, a moral rule expressed as duty
does not exist before action and control it, but is formed and in consequence
generalised from individual cases.®® His conception of duty as such results in a
negative attitude towards moral philosophy particularly concerning the interaction
between moral theory and action. In confining the prime range of moral philosophy

within the “satisfaction of intellectual curiosity’,®” he concludes:

I venture to think that moral philosophy should be in that sense formal: it should define
morality, distinguishing it from right conduct and from other things with which it had been
confused, it should not try to play the part of that consciousness or moral reason which acts
primarily upon particular situations and whose immediate judgments neither need nor can be

demonstrated.®®

In Ross, ‘rightness’ is not merely irreducible from ‘goodness’ as in Prichard
and Carritt, but self-evident in itself; so that right and good are equally self-evident. In
analysing the notion of duty, although Ross, similar to Carritt, does not make any
decisive distinction between right and duty, he distinguishes what is truly regarded as
duty from what he calls ‘prima facie duty’; because even if there are certain kinds of
duties which seemingly appear to be self-evident such as ‘keeping a promise’, they
might not be right acts depending on the circumstance. Ross calls such ostensibly self-
evident duty which might turn out to be the not right act depending on the situation
‘prima facie duty.” In addition, such prima facie duties can be more than one in a
situation, those choices for right action in a situation may contradict one another. In

that case, Ross asserts, we should find a choice which does not conflict with other

% Ibid. p.116.

‘l cannot persuade myself that I first morally apprehend the obligation of several rules, then
intellectually apprehend one of alternative actions to be an instance of one and the other of
another, and finally, by a second moral intuition, see which rule ought now to be followed. In
rather think that I morally apprehend that I ought now to do this act and then intellectually
generalize rules.’

’ Ibid. p.71.

% Ibid. p.84.
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‘right’ choices as an act to be taken. He distinguished such an act which does not

conflict with any other ‘right’ acts and regards the true duty:

When I am in a situation, as perhaps I always am, in which more than one of those prima facie
duties is incumbent on me, what I have to do is to study the situation as fully as I can until I
form the considered opinion (it is never more) that in the circumstances one of them is my

duty sans phrase in the situation.®

This duty, furthermore, has to be something which directly carries out the duty itself.
Suppose a case when I have to return a book to my friend. In that case, he
insists that what is essential in doing my duty is that the book returns to the friend’s
hands in reality even though it could be lost in the process of delivery by a postman
after I packed and dispatched it by post. In this sense, he maintains ‘[tJhat which is
right not because it is an act, one thing, which will produce another thing, an increase
of the general welfare, but because it is itself the producing of an increase in the
general welfare.”®® This is the point which sharply opposes Carritt and Prichard who

think our duty is simply ‘setting myself to do’.

4. Summary

The realist reaction against British Idealism took a more radical form in Oxford than
in Cambridge. Equally starting his criticism with Bradley’s notion of judgment as
potentially dualistic, Cook Wilson rejects any mental or abstract factor in the
epistemic relation between the subject and its object, insisting that the mind
immediately and simply ‘apprehends’ the reality as it is. In this sense, knowing makes
no difference to what is known. Such intuitionist epistemological position leads him
to the denial of any medium, which distinguishes him from early Cambridge realism.
Cook Wilson’s direct realism was succeeded by his followers at Oxford such as

Prichard and Carritt, and developed in ethical theory. On the epistemological basis of

% Ross, The Right and the Good, p.19.
* Ibid. p.47.
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direct realism, Prichard contends that moral values are simply apprehended directly or
‘self-evidently’. His application of their direct realism to the moral epistemology was
generally shared by Carritt and Ross, and was to characterise their ethical theory as
‘Oxford Intuitionism’. A question at issue among them is what is apprehended self-
evidently as moral value. Commonly objecting to Moore’s reduction of right to good,
their arguments converge on the nature of right or duty (obligation). While Prichard
and Carritt take obligation as objective indifferent to agent’s action, Ross tries to
ensure its realisation in the agent’s action. This argument begs the question about the
significance of moral philosophy itself, and then causes a contrast between
Prichard/Carritt and Ross. The problem of duty or obligation as the central question in
Oxford Intuitionism is also testified by a contemporary philosopher, Joseph: ‘[f]or a
number of years past, many of us whose studies lie in philosophy at Oxford have been
perplexed by the difficulties connected with obligation.”®! The moral theory of Oxford
realism is, therefore, emerged from the denial of the theory of knowledge, and then

shifts to the argument over the content of the self-evident moral value.

VI. Conclusion

The fundamental problems and shared anathemas for both camps of the
realism/idealism dispute can be summed up to two points: Berkeleian subjective
idealism and the dualism between the mind and the reality. Not only pivotal in the
dispute itself, these problems were already potentially rooted in an origin of British
Idealism, Green’s philosophy. Green attempted to overcome the Humean sceptical
theory of knowledge, seeking to re-establish the relatedness between facts in the
world. Green did so by introducing ‘eternal consciousness’ to explain the relation
between facts. In spite of his intention to avoid any abstraction from the real world
unlike Kant’s things-in-themselves by insisting its ‘immanent’ nature in the world,
Green’s system nevertheless seems to Bradley to give rise to a tension between

‘eternal consciousness’ as the mental whole and the world. Bradley instead offered

*! Joseph, H. W. B., Some Problems of Ethics, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1931), p.v.
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the monistic notion of Reality within which mind and experience are included as a
whole. This Reality was designed to avoid the dualism between the mental and the
real as well as subjective idealism. In this sense, the problem with which Green and
Bradley were commonly struggling was how the real world or experience can be
placed in their metaphysical systems avoiding their anathemas, namely subjective
idealism and dualism. Bradley’s Reality makes the notion of relation internal because
relation between facts in the world is not determined by reference to something
outside Reality but internally determined in coherent within the Reality. This internal
notion of relation is oriented to the unreal notion of judgment in logic. Based on the
traditional notion of judgment as properly subject-predicate form, Bradley was urged
to admit the relation between elements of judgment is determined in reference to
‘idea’ in harmony with Reality. Since this ‘idea’ is not anything existing in the real
world but ‘mental idea’, this was to be seen as a chasm of his monistic metaphysics by
realists.

In response to such British Idealists’ difficult attempts between the two
anathemas, Russell and Moore tried to challenge from the realist position. After
overcoming subjective idealism by adopting the realist position altogether, they
converted the monistic tendency of British Idealists into the pluralistic view of the
world by the ‘logical atomism’. This shift of course made them opposed to the
Idealists in more particular points such as the notion of judgment, the epistemic
relation between the knowing subject and its object, the theory of truth, and the moral
theory.

Concurrently, British Idealism was opposed in Oxford by Cook Wilson,
followed by the likes of Prichard, Carritt, and Joseph. The key to their rebellion was
also the notion of judgment, which implied, for them, a backslide towards the dualism.
Their evasion of subjective idealism was, however, not only shared with the
Cambridge realists but also drove them towards the more radical ‘direct realism’
which denies any medium between the subject and its object in the theory of

knowledge. This is the point by which they are distinguished from Cambridge realism.
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Their ‘direct realism’ also resulted in the denial of the interrelation between the
subject and its object ontologically and epistemologically, ultimately arriving at the
dismissal of the theory of knowledge itself. Their rejection of the subject/object
interaction was extended to moral epistemology, negating the interrelation between
moral knowledge and human action. In this sense, Oxford realists insisted, with
Moore, that moral value can not be known as knowledge but apprehended or intuited
as the self-evident. Their discussions in ethics known as Oxford Intuitionism was
mainly over the two questions; what is the content of the moral value as self-evident;
and does this moral value really have nothing to do with human action.

In conclusion, the first decade of the twentieth-century was the period of the
radical realist backlash against the dense idealist trend in the 1890s. The first wave
from both Cambridge and Oxford quite critically challenged the British Idealist
doctrines in many domains of philosophy from logic to ethics. Their aims of refuting
British Idealism were varied, and they were gradually to leave from the dispute
developing their own philosophy. For instance, Cambridge realism was to be the
origin of analytic tradition as the mainstream twentieth-century philosophical current
at least in Anglophone philosophy, whereas Oxford realism was to be the matrix of
what is now known as Oxford Philosophy. Given those realists’ arguments in
seriously rebutting British Idealism, nevertheless, it is at least understood that the
realism/idealism dispute was not an ignorable minor debate but an essential starting

point for twentieth-century British philosophy.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE SOPHISTICATION OF THE DISPUTE:
PHILOSOPHICAL CONTEXT (1))

I. Introduction

The radical rebellion against British Idealism by Oxbridge realist movements
provoked some defensive arguments from the idealist camp, whereas some
modifications of Oxbridge realism were offered from the realist standpoint. Following
the beginnings of the dispute illustrated in the last chapter, in this chapter, I would
like to shed light on the succeeding arguments up until 1930. Although these
discussions are largely forgotten today because they are overwhelmed by the
noticeable and productive development of analytic philosophy, these arguments show
that the realism/idealism dispute occupied, to certain extent, the attention of
philosophers throughout the period when Collingwood was developing the foundation

of his philosophy.

II. The Defence of Idealism

Some defensive works appeared intermittently throughout the first three decades of
the twentieth century in response to the criticisms arising from Oxford and Cambridge.
I will pick up an earlier defender, H. H. Joachim, and the more comprehensive

defence of Bernard Bosanquet.

1. H. H. Joachim

In 1906, Joachim, who regarded himself as a follower of Bradley, published The
Nature of Truth aiming to refute the realist correspondence theory of truth with
reference to his coherence theory. In this work, at the outset, he argues that the realist

theory of truth is essentially that of correspondence. Referring to Russell’s Principles
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of Mathematics, he points out that the core of the correspondence theory is the ‘one-
one relation’ between two parts of a whole. Although the correspondence theory tries
to judge the truth or falsity of the relation of the two parts in asking whether they
‘correspond’ to each other, for Joachim, it is impossible because ‘[t]here is no
“correspondence” between two “simple beings”, nor between elements of wholes
considered as “simple beings”, i.e. without respect to the systematization of their
wholes.’! For, even though the two beings in the world, say, A and B, are in a one-one
relation, it does not necessarily follow that the relation bears the truth. Thus, we
cannot say that the correspondence of A and B is the essential condition to be true. His
refutation of the correspondence theory aims, in other words, to rebut the logic of
‘proposition’ advocated by early Russell. The point of his criticism is concerned with
the conception of relation, asking whether the A and B are related necessarily by the
nature of properties inherent in them or by some external idea provided by the
knowing mind. This is the very point at which the realists began their refutation of
idealism against Bradley, and Joachim again attempts to defend Bradley’s position. In
relation to this argument, he rejects the major realist doctrine, that is, the
independence of the knowing subject and its object, maintaining that ‘[e]xperience
[...] is a unity of two factors essentially inter-related and reciprocally involving each
other for their being and their nature. Truth and falsity do not attach to one of those
factors in itself...’> Therefore, Joachim’s defence of idealism faithfully traces the
main line of the realist critique of idealism mainly against Bradley, i.e. the conception
of relation and the relation between the mind and reality, and then tries to refute the
realist position along the line of Bradley.

In place of the realist correspondence theory, he offers the coherence theory of
truth. As is apparent from his critique of propositional logic and his conception of
relation as internal, he insists that some notion of ‘whole’ is required in order to

sustain the truth of a judgment. Introducing such a ‘whole’ as the origin of truth, he

! Joachim, The Nature of Truth, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1906), p.10.
2 Ibid. p.59.

55



defines the notion of truth as ‘the systematic coherence which characterized a
significant whole’.> A judgment concerning the relation of A and B can be determined
only by reference to the ‘whole’ which includes A and B as parts systematically
incorporated, but not by inherent properties which A and B have. In this way, Joachim
tried to defend idealism in the field of the theory of truth.

Joachim’s criticism of Russell’s early conception of the logic of proposition
has been recently re-evaluated in the context of the history of analytic philosophy.
Nicholas Griffin’s assessment of The Nature of Truth, for example, suggests that: ‘it
was the most sustained criticism that the fledgling analytic philosophy of Russell and
Moore had received to that point, and it came from the still dominant neo-Hegelian
tradition.”* Given also the fact that Russell himself considerably refers to Joachim’s
arguments quoting his own refutation of Joachim at length in My Philosophical
Development,5 therefore, it can be at least said that Joachim’s defence of idealism was
not merely an anachronistic defence of the philosophical status quo, but made a

significant impact on the Cambridge realists.

2. Bernard Bosanquet

After the debate between Joachim and Russell, the realist movement in Cambridge
started to reveal its characteristics as analytic philosophy, developing their original
interest in logic and mathematics concurrent with the appearance of Wittgenstein on
the scene. Following Joachim’s objection to the Cambridge realists’ theory of truth
and their conception of a proposition, another major figure of British Idealism,
Bosanquet, attempted to enter the dispute from a more inclusive point of view.

One of his early reactions to the dispute can be seen in his Adamson Lecture,

* Ibid. p.79.
* Griffin, Nicholas, ‘Some Remarks on Russell’s Early Decompositional Style of Analysis’, in
Beaney, M. (ed.), The Analytic Turn: Analysis in Early Analytic Philosophy and Phenomenology,
New York and London: Routledge, 2007), p.79.
For example, Russell, My Philosophical Development, Chapter 5.
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The Distinction between Mind and Its Object6 in 1913, which examines the influential
realists’ manifesto from American philosophers, The New Realism: Co-operative
Studies in Philosophy (1912).” The topic of the lecture is, as obvious from the title, to
examine the theories concerning the epistemic relation between mind and its object. In
it he denies both extreme positions about the relation. He blames the radical form of
realism which insists the complete independence of object from mind because it
reduces ‘the place of the mind in the actual world to its narrowest conceivable limit’®
on the one hand, and on the other he rejects what he calls ‘mentalism’, which tends to
deny the existence of the object, regarding it as ‘a false form of idealism’. What is the
right relation between mind and its object then? The right direction towards which the
solution should head, he suggests, is some ‘continuity’ between them in contrast with
both extreme positions which tend to be one-sided and reject the interrelation between

them:

Continuity of the real world with mind seems to me the inevitable goal and climax of
twentieth-century physical realism [...]. If the object is to be real in its fullness, as it is the
merit of that doctrine to affirm, it must be maintained in connection with its complete
conditions. To try and hypostasise it apart from organisms with their minds is in my judgment

an evasion of the task laid upon us by the arduousness of reality.’

He contends that for idealists there is a mutual relation between mind and
object, and that this is also a necessary consequence of the realist position if it fully
followed its position. The emerging realism since the turn of the century is, he
contends, ultimately urged to conclude some ‘continuity’ of the mind and its object in

order to avoid the mistakes of the extreme positions. In order to guarantee the full

® Bosanquet, Bernard. The Distinction between Mind and Its Object, in Sweet W. (ed.), The
Collected Works of Bernard Bosanguet, vol.8, (Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 1999). Originally
?ublished in 1913.

Holt, E. and others, The New Realism: Co-operative Studies in Philosophy, (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1912).
® Bosanquet, The Distinction between Mind and Its Object, p.25.
® Ibid. p. 49.
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reality of the object, which that realism particularly stresses, we cannot ignore the
‘organisms with their minds’, an idealist notion of the whole. In this sense, Bosanquet
as early as 1913 attempted to find some common point on which both camps have to
agree, and then draw the realist camp on to the idealist side.

Bosanquet’s interest in defending idealism continued up until he died. In The
Meeting of Extremes in Contemporary Philosophy (1921),'° he finds that the
fundamental points of philosophical questions of both camps centre on the matters
such as the reality of time, progress, and ethics. Furthermore, he understands that the
dispute between idealism and realism at bottom is concerned with the ‘ethical and
religious attitude to life’.!! After examining the wide range of philosophical matters
which underlie the dispute, he concludes that both positions are not complete. In line
with the 1913 lecture however, he finds that they have a common basis in being
oriented to ‘some principle which unites the finite spirit with its world’.'> Though he
does not offer a clear solution to overcome the conflict between realism and idealism,
in his view, it is overcome in the ethical and religious attitude to life, what is
characteristic in him is that he seems to seek the key to solve the conflict in some

‘moral point of view’:

We have seen how the very extremes of philosophy, in so far as it assumes the character of a
philosophy of change, concentrate themselves round the moral point of view. The moral point
of view is that in which man seeks his realisation in an endless process, and so perpetually

feels the impulse to transcend his existing reality."

Although few writers mention these books today, it is of interest that such a

central figure of British Idealism responded directly to the new realist movement,

10 Bosanquet, Bernard. The Meeting of Extremes in Contemporary Philosophy, in Sweet W. (ed.),
The Collected Works of Bernard Bosanquet, vol.18, (Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 1999). Originally
ublished in 1921.

' Ibid. p.203.
2 Ibid. p.203.
1 Ibid. p.214.
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particularly focusing on the epistemological relation between the mind and its objects,

defending the idealist position.

3. Summary

In the period when realist doctrines had a huge impact and were gaining sympathy
among British philosophers, idealists were far from keeping their silence. Joachim
tried to respond the first attack by realism, mainly examining Russell’s Principles of
Mathematics and G. E. Moore’s ‘The Refutation of Idealism’ principally in the sphere
of logic. His criticism of Russell’s early logic of proposition gave rise to the debate
between them, and left some impact on Cambridge realism, or early analytic
philosophy. Bosanquet’s early response appeared in 1913 in the form of the
examination of The New Realism, followed by more comprehensive contemplations
which, as well as taking account of more sophisticated versions of realism from
Alexander, regarded the dispute between idealism and realism fundamentally
concerning human attitudes towards moral and religious life. Bosanquet’s defence of
idealism was more epistemological than Joachim’s. Their rebuttals of realism are,
despite following different lines, fundamentally against the realist doctrine of the
independent relation between mind and reality.14 They try to rebuild the interrelation
between the mind and reality which is destroyed by the realists. Although it is true
that the standard history of twentieth-century British philosophy tends to be occupied
by the revolutionary development of analytic philosophy germinated in Cambridge
realism, it is at least evident from this short review that the idealist philosophers were
far from convinced by the radical realist attacks both from Cambridge and Oxford
during the 1900s, and constantly attempted to refute them at least throughout the
1910s.

'“ However, it does not of course follow that Idealists are confusing them. For instance, Bosanquet,
protesting against Moore’s charge, admits that, say, a chair is a chair; and what an upholsterer says of it
is a true description of it. But, there can be something missing in the chairmaker’s description. ‘It is
ridiculous [from this] to say that it contradicts what the chairmaker says.” (Bosanquet, The Meeting of
Extremes in Contemporary Philosophy, p.5.)
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I11. The Realist Metaphysics

It was not only the idealist camp who responded to the initial collision between
British Idealism and the realist movements at Cambridge and Oxford. There appeared
more sophisticated works from the realist camp, keeping a certain distance from
Cambridge and Oxford realism in the sense that they emphasised the construction of a
metaphysical system on the realist foundations. Here, particularly in relation to

Collingwood’s argument, I will pick up on Alexander and Whitehead.

1. Samuel Alexander

In his British Academy Lecture entitled ‘The Basis of Realism’ delivered in 1914,
partly being conscious of Bosanquet’s attempt to solve the collapse of Bradley’s
monism into dualism in his The Distinction of Mind and its Objects, Alexander
declares the principles of his version of realism.

In describing his own position, he understands the point of the
realism/idealism dispute to be about the status of mind, and expresses his principle of
realism as the ‘democratic spirit’ in the sense that he aims to seek an adequate and
moderate status for mind between the arrogance of mind exemplified in the idealists’
subjectivism and the contemporary realists’ underestimation of mind. Furthermore, he
attempts to clarify his position to assuage hasty hostility against him such as that of
Bosanquet, finding the root of the hostility in the belief ‘that in asserting the reality of
the object, independent of mind though in relation to it, I am destroying the reality of
mind, or at least am robbing it of that which gives it preciousness in knowledge and in
life.”"?

On the basis of his intention for a fairer treatment of mind, he makes a
distinction between the subject-matter of science (‘the empirical characters of various
kinds of existences and their empirical laws’) and that of metaphysics (‘the

fundamental or a priori characters of things’,'®) and then identifies the foregrounding

13 Alexander, ‘The Basis of Realism’, p.281.
'® Ibid. p.283.
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issue of the dispute (the relation between mind and its object) as a question of
metaphysics. The relation between mind and its object so understood is thus explained

by Alexander:

Now the experience of this relation of knower to known declares that mind and its object are
two separate existences connected together by the relation of togetherness or compresence,
where the word compresence is not taken to imply co-existence in the same moment of time,

but only the fact of belonging to one experienced world."’

This statement can be analysed into the following three points: (1) mind and its
object are two separate existences; (2) both of them are connected by the relation of
‘compresence’; and, (3) the term ‘compresence’ means that mind and its object do not
co-exist in a moment of time somehow related but simply belong to one empirical
world. By this basic view of the relation between mind and its object, Alexander
implies not only the antithesis to idealism which tends to be inclined to insist the reign
of mind over its object (1), but also to the negation of mind in contemporary realism
at Cambridge and Oxford (2); and instead tries to reconcile the opposition by insisting
on a common sense (3).

In refuting Berkeleian subjective idealism, he takes up and denies its belief that
‘the mental fact is inseparable for the object’ while affirming the opposite ‘the object
is inseparable for mental fact’. He finds the fallacy of this type of subjective idealism
in missing the nature of mind, i.e. mind selects its objects by its own choice out of all
existences in the world, then concludes that ‘[t]he mind apprehends only what it is
interested in; that is, what affects it in any way. But selection, while it creates the
limitation of the mind to what is selected, does not alter the object selected.”'®

On the other hand, he is also critical of contemporary realism calling it ‘naive

realism’. In responding to the naive realists’ rejection of the interaction between mind

" Ibid. p.283.
*® Ibid. p.302.
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and its object, he tries to modify it in regarding mind as not independent from the
body to which it belongs, despite being distinguished existences. Although he never
mentions the Oxford realists in his lecture, his criticism of ‘naive realism’ can also be
applied to them in so far as the relation between mind and its object is concerned.
After examining the idea of mind in both extreme positions of the dispute, he
points out the confusion of ‘Mind’ in the a priori or categorical sense with ‘minds’ in
the empirical sense as a common error in both camps, and then he understands mind

as empirical into which the a priori or categorical forms pervade in nature.

It is not true that objects are mind. What is true is that into the constitution of mind enter the
formal elements, and above all the fundamental ones of space and time, which enter also into
physical and living things. The empirical mind is an outcome of and is built up upon the lower
levels of empirical existence, in which also these elements are contained. The mind has a body

of life; and life has a body of physical and chemical properties.'’

In other words, the common error is to regard mind as ‘Mind’ which pervades the
empirical existences as a property. Idealism affirms this view and finds some mental
elements in empirical objects whereas realism rejects it and insists the complete
separation between mind and its object. The reason why they go so extreme is that
both of them presuppose this error. Instead, Alexander understands mind as empirical
which exists in the empirical world and places it on ‘time’ and ‘space’ as the a priori
or categorical conditions of mind. He thus seeks the essential cause of the opposition
between realism and idealism in the conflict over the erroneous idea of mind. His own
identification as a realist owes to the very empirical notion of mind.*

His Space, Time, and Deity (1920) was the work in which he attempted to
build a metaphysical system on the ground of his realist conception of mind as

empirical mind. In this work, he justifies treating mind in the empirical method, and

"% Ibid. p.309.
20 Alexander, Space, Time, and Deity, p.8.
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applies the same categories such as time and space with objects from his position that
mind and its objects are equally members of an empirical world. What he implies by
‘empirical method’ here seems to be primarily ‘scientific’ since he deeply commits
himself to the psychological study of mind, and regards philosophy and science

essentially identical:

Since, then, philosophy differs from the sciences nowise in its spirit but only in its boundaries,
in dealing with certain comprehensive features of experience which lie outside the preview of
the special sciences, its method will be like theirs empirical. It will proceed like them by
reflective description and analysis of its special subject-matter. It will like them use hypothesis
by which to bring its data into verifiable connection. Its certainty like theirs will extend no
further than its efficiency in providing a reasoned exhibition of such system as can be
discovered in these data. But the word empirical must not to be too closely pressed. It is

intended to mean nothing more than the method used in the special sciences.”"

In short, his point concerning the realism/idealism dispute is over the
understanding of mind. By his fundamental view of mind that mind is an empirical
existence compresent with things in the world, he distinguishes himself from both
camps in the dispute. Since mind exists in time and space in the empirical world, he
objects to idealism in maintaining that things to be mind’s object also exist in space
and time, and they are not in any sense mind-dependent. On the other hand, ‘naive
realism’ which thinks that mind and things are not only ontologically but also
epistemologically separate from one another is, he contends, also fallacious because it
cannot account for the illusion. Mind is at least not independent from the body, it is a
physical thing. Thus, mind and things are in mutual interaction. Between those radical
positions, he rejects both and derives a more modest realism from his view of mind.
The reason why he still regards his view as realism rests, in spite of the ostensibly

idealist contention of the interaction between mind and its object, on his empirical

! Ibid. p.4.
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conception of mind. This leads him to adopt an empirical or scientific approach to
mind which depends upon psychology. Alexander, therefore, invests the
realism/idealism dispute with what he calls the ‘democratic spirit’ which seeks an
adequate status for mind; and consequently attempts to build a realist metaphysical

system with his characteristic notion of mind as empirical.

2. A. N. Whitehead

A. N. Whitehead, Russell’s co-author of Principia Mathematica, also develops a
metaphysical system in his work Process and Reality (1929). He was a latecomer to
the realism/idealism dispute and not deeply involved in it, in the sense that he was
originally a mathematician and gradually shifted his interest to metaphysics during the
1910s and 1920s. The list of philosophical standpoints to which he is opposed given
in the preface of Process and Reality, nevertheless, significantly reflects the key

points of the dispute. The list is as follows:

(i) The distrust of speculative philosophy.

(ii) The trust in language as an adequate expression of propositions.

(iii) The mode of philosophical thought which implies, and is implied by, the faculty-
psychology.

(iv) The subject-predicate form of expression.

(v) The sensationalist doctrine of perception.

(vi) The doctrine of vacuous actuality.

(vii) The Kantian doctrine of the objective world as a theoretical construct from purely
subjective experience.

(viii) Arbitrary deductions in ex absurdo arguments.

(ix) Belief that logical inconsistencies can indicate anything else than some antecedent

el’l‘Ol’S.22

22 Whitehead, Process and Reality, p.viii.
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His critique of the idealist side of the dispute may be identified as (v), (vi), and
(vii). The idealist doctrine (vii) that the existences (objects) in the objective world are
composed of some subjective properties results, unified with the affirmation of sense-
data (v), in the abstraction of the ‘philosophical conceptions of a real world’ from ‘the
world of daily experience’.” In other words, he tries to eliminate any subjective or
mental elements regarding the world of daily experience in negating the Kantian idea
of the world and sense-datum theory. For him such subjective or mental elements
abstract from the real world are ‘vacuous actuality’ (vi), by which he means the
‘devoid of subjective immediacy’. This ‘vacuous actuality’, Whitehead suggests
‘haunts realistic philosophy’, > and is one of the most essential targets for
contemporary realists; and the line of Whitehead’s criticism as the abstraction of
mental (subjective) ideas from the world is, as we have seen above, that of the
contemporary realists such as Russell and Moore particularly against Bradleys’
idealism. In spite of his critical comments on idealism, Whitehead is free from the
realist phobia about Bradleian Absolute Idealism which drives realists to radical
realism. As a matter of fact, he finds an implicit refutation of ‘vacuous actuality’ in
Bradley’s Essays on Truth and Reality, and even regards his own cosmology, if
successful, as ‘a transformation of some main doctrines of Absolute Idealism onto a
realistic basis.”®

While sharing the points of criticism of idealism with the contemporary
realists, Whitehead’s principal view of philosophy is remarkably different from theirs.
Indeed, he develops the criticisms of Cambridge realists’ mathematical reform of
philosophy regarding it as ‘the unfortunate notion’ at the beginning of Process and
Reality: ‘[p]hilosophy has been haunted by the unfortunate notion that its method is

dogmatically to indicate premises which are severally clear, distinct, and certain; and

to erect upon those premises a deductive system of thought.’26 It seems to be

2 Ibid. p.218.
* Ibid. p.36.
> Ibid. p.vii.
% Ibid. p.10.
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interesting here that he take up his Principia Mathematica, a joint work with Russell,
as an example of such a view of philosophy, while trying to save himself from
expected blame for committing the same view as Russell by explaining that the parts
which contain such a view are written not by him but by Russell.?” Granting that
mathematical or scientific first principles are ‘half-truth’, he understands philosophy
to be the consciousness to grasp human experience more generally, comprehensively,
and systematically challenging such partial views of human experience. In
identifying philosophy with the dialectical process of thinking in the sense that
‘[p]hilosophy is the self-correction by consciousness of its own initial express of

subjectivity’, he describes the function of philosophy as follows:

The useful function of philosophy is to promote the most general systematization of civilized
thought. There is a constant reaction between specialism and common sense, it is the part of
the special sciences to modify common sense. Philosophy is the welding and common sense

into a restraint upon specialists, and also into an enlargement of their imaginations.’®

His view of philosophy as opposed to that of the Cambridge realists thus can be taken
as his refutation of (i) the distrust of speculative philosophy.

His idea of philosophy and criticism of contemporary philosophy is, as is
found in (iv), partly rooted in his denial of the traditional conception of a proposition
as the subject-predicate proposition. He finds its origin in Aristotelian logic, and is
hostile to it in claiming that ‘[tjhe dominance of Aristotelian logic from the late
classical period onwards has imposed on metaphysical thought the categories
naturally derivative from its phraseology.’® In this sense, he is opposed to (iv), and
even calls it ‘evil’.

In criticising the traditional notion of a proposition as such, he traces the

concept back to judgment which is the origin of the realism/idealism dispute. Whereas

7 1bid. p.10f.
8 Ibid. p.20.
* Ibid. p.41.
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Russell and Moore insist that the truth or falsity of a judgment is determined by the
inherent logical relation between properties of which the judgment is comprised
irrespective of the judging subject, Whitehead takes an idealist position supporting
Bradley that a judgment is determined by the subject, maintaining that: ‘[a] judgment
is a feeling in the “process” of the judging subject, and it is correct or incorrect
respecting that subject. It enters, as a value, into the satisfaction of that subject; and it
can only be criticized by the judgments of actual entities in the future.”*° Following
such an idealist notion of judgment, he distinguishes the judgment from proposition
and regards the latter as a component of the former, in contrast with early Russell and
Moore who identify them. A proposition, Whitehead defines, ‘emerges in the analysis
of a judgment; it is the datum of the judgment in abstraction from the judging subject
and from the subjective form.’*! Succeeding the Russellian and Moorenian notion of
proposition, in other words, he understands it as ‘the potentiality of the objectification
of certain presupposed actual entities.’ >’ A judgment is a place in which the
proposition as ‘potentiality’ is embodied in a specific and concrete form by a judging
subject—for which the presupposition holds—that this potentiality is, or is not,
realized for it.’*> Rejecting the traditional notion of proposition as merely subject-
predicate, thus, he attempts to refine the notion of proposition. Equally adopting
Cambridge realists’ proposition and idealists’ judgment, Whitehead understands the
relation between the both, i.e. proposition as ‘potentiality’ and judgment as its
embodiment. This contrast between the realist notion of proposition and the idealist
notion of judgement clarifies the abstract nature of proposition from the judging
subject. This is therefore intended to be a criticism of (ii).>*

Furthermore, his idealist notion of judgment results in a similar position in the

focal point of the dispute, i.e. the relation between mind (subject) and its object. He

3 Ibid. p.270.

3! Ibid. p.272.

3 Ibid. p.278.

33 Ibid. p.278.

** As mentioned in the last chapter, however, this criticism of the subject-predicate proposition
cannot be applied to the later Cambridge realists, at least from the 1910s onwards. Russell
extended the range of analysis to other types of proposition after the middle of the 1900s.
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describes the relation as follows:

All actual entities in the actual world, relatively to a given actual entity a ‘subject’, are
necessarily ‘felt’ by that subject, though in general vaguely. An actual entity as felt is said to be
‘objectified’ for that subject. Only a selection of eternal objects are then said to have

‘ingression’ in that subject.*®

In contrast with the contemporary realists who reject the interaction between mind
(subject) and its object, he maintains that they are related in the sense that an external
thing is ‘objectified’ by being selected out of other external things and ‘felt’ by a
subject. What is to occupy the subject are the things selected by the very subject, and
an ‘object’ as what is selected is influenced as long as the subject selects. He regards
his own account of the interaction between mind and its object as the ‘inversion’ of
Kant’s account of it in The Critique of Pure Reason. Whereas in Kant ‘the world
emerges from the subject’ in the sense that Kant describes the process of the
interaction between them as starting from the subject’s idea to its object as affected by
the idea, ‘the subject emerges from the worlds’ in Whitehead because he ‘seeks to
describe how objective data pass into subjective satisfaction.’*® Although Whitehead’s
account can be seen as more objective in the sense that he is disposed to describe the
subject on the basis of the actual world, he is opposed to realists including those in
Oxford and agrees with idealists and Alexander in so far as granting the interaction
between mind and its object.”’

Although it might not be fully relevant to count Whitehead in the participants
of the realism/idealism dispute, it is still apparent that his philosophy is deeply rooted
in the dispute. As can be known from the list of philosophical positions to which he

rejects, he is hostile to subjective idealism which is the common enemy of both sides

* Ibid. p.56.

% Ibid. p.123.

7 In spite of his agreement with Alexander as such, Whitehead seems to be different from
Alexander in rejecting the psychological attitude in philosophy. (iii)
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of the dispute. He even denies any mental entities such as sense-data which
Cambridge realism affirms. His disagreement with Cambridge realism becomes more
explicit when he attacks their mathematical reform of philosophy and their early
conception of proposition. His denial of the propositional logic ultimately results in
his assertion as the mutual interaction between mind and its object. In this respect, his
position sharply contrasts with both Oxbridge realism and subjective idealism, and
comes close to the Alexander’s position while he differs from Alexander in the view

concerning the relation between philosophy and science.

3. Summary

Alexander and Whitehead are unique in their apparent attempts to develop a
metaphysical system from the realist standpoint. In spite of their different approaches,
they share the view that the mind and the world are both real and mutually interrelated.
As long as they understand the mind as ‘empirical’ or what is derived from the world,
they regard themselves as realists. Now, the focus of the discussion again comes to be
the relation between the mind and the world in metaphysics and the subject and its
object in epistemology. Although they seem to differ in whether or not to admit the
scientific approaches to human mind such as psychology, they share their rejection of
the radical realism of Cambridge and Oxford and subjective idealism, and comes
close to the Alexander’s position while he differs from Alexander in the view

concerning the relation between philosophy and science.

IV. Conclusion

It may be said that the realism/idealism dispute in the first few decades of the
twentieth-century in Britain was, in an aspect, a history of arguments over the relation
between mind and reality sharing the common anathemas, i.e. subjective idealism and
dualism in various spheres of philosophy. While British Idealism strove to situate
experience in their idealist system, Oxford and Cambridge realism tried to detach
reality from mind taking for granted the significance of mind. The defenders of

idealism such as Joachim and Bosanquet attempted to reaffirm the mutual relation
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between mind and reality; and Alexander and Whitehead aimed to achieve the same
interaction on the realist basis. In this sense, Alexander’s remark that the dispute
between realism and idealism is over the status of mind was right. Under this major
question as to the status of mind, participants in the dispute discussed and disagreed
over the special points such as the notion of judgment as the breaking-point of the
dispute, the epistemic relation between the knowing subject and its object, theory of
truth, and moral theory. The focus of the debate, roughly speaking, gradually shifted
from logic in the 1900s (the notion of judgment), epistemology in the 1910s (the
subject and its object), to moral philosophy in the 1920s. This debate was to lose its
liveliness and ultimately faded out towards the 1930s, shadowed by the development
of analytic philosophy under some Continental sources such as Gottlob Frege and
Ludwig Wittgenstein. In spite of the standard landscape of the early twentieth-century
British philosophy in the present point of view, what also prominently comes to
surface is the very dispute between realists and idealists involving most of major
philosophers when we go into the philosophical literature of this period. Hence, it can
be naturally supposed that this dispute is what was confronted by Collingwood as a
philosophical question to be tackled when he started reading philosophy at Oxford.
How did Collingwood encounter the dispute then? This is the question of the

next chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE

BETWEEN THE EXTREMES: BIOGRAPHICAL CONTEXT

I. Introduction

In the previous chapter, I have given an overview of the dispute between realism and
idealism in the early decades of the twentieth century in Britain, the period
Collingwood was laying the foundation of his philosophical position. Many major
philosophers were committed to the dispute having allegiances to British Idealism,
Oxford realism, Cambridge realism and modified realists such as Alexander and
Whitehead.

In illustrating the background behind Collingwood’s critique of ‘realism’, the
next question to arise is: ‘how did he encounter and become involved with the
contemporary dispute between realism and idealism?’ In answer to this question I will
attempt a biographical reconstruction of his early period of philosophical development,
roughly up until the first half of the 1920s dividing it into four periods: his childhood
until 1908; the Oxford years as a student and don from 1908 to 1916; what he calls ‘a
year of negative criticism’ in London (1916); and thereafter.

Evidence of his younger period is very limited, though some primary evidence
survives. ' Partly due to this lack of evidence, his early years have scarcely been
explored, with some exceptions such as W. M. Johnston’s The Formative Years of R.

G. Collingwood* In spite of such limited materials to work with, however, we shall at

' For example, ‘Collingwood Diary’ in possession of Mrs Teresa Smith.

? Johnston, W. M., The Formative Years of R. G. Collingwood, (Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1967).
Also, some testimonies and comments can be found in Smith, Teresa, ‘R. G. Collingwood: “This
Ring of Thought”: Notes on Early Influence’, Collingwood Studies, vol.1, (1994), pp.27-43.;
Peters, Rik, ‘Collingwood’s Logic of Question and Answer, its relation to Absolute
Presuppositions: another brief history’, Collingwood and British Idealism Studies, vol.6, (1999),
pp-1-28.
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least discover that Collingwood’s early years are characterised by two different
intellectual sources, that is, the influences from his father, W. G. Collingwood, and
John Ruskin; and the education at Oxford from his realist teachers such as Cook

Wilson and E. F. Carritt.

II. Childhood: W. G. Collingwood and John Ruskin

Collingwood was born on 22 February, 1889, at Cartmell Fell, Lake District. He was
the only son and third of the four children of William Gershom Collingwood (1854-
1932) and mother, Edith Mary (1857-1928). William was a writer, painter,
archaeologist, and dedicated secretary and biographer of John Ruskin. Edith also had
aesthetic talent as a pianist and watercolourist. Before he went up to Oxford in 1908,
R. G. Collingwood was privately educated by his father followed by a year in a
preparatory school in Grange in 1902 and Rugby school from 1903 to 1908. Although
materials concerning his childhood before Oxford are very limited, he describes in his
Autobiography that the historical and archaeological groundings cultivated in his
childhood underlie a significant background of his philosophy.
*

Collingwood briefly illustrates the education he received in his childhood in his
Autobiography. A remarkable element of his early education was, according to the
book, his family circumstances, his father in particular. Despite the fact that his family
house was located in the countryside, Collingwood’s life was usually busy, full of
intellectual and aesthetic activities surrounded by his parents, sisters and their artistic
friends. In such circumstances, he had plenty of experiences which inspired insights
into intellectual and aesthetic problems. For example, as he observed the process of
their painting, he realised that ‘no “work of art” is ever finished, so that in that sense
of the phrase there is no such thing as a “work of art” at all’ (AA: 2). Even though a
painting has become distanced from the painter’s hands and is exhibited in a gallery, it
does not necessarily mean, unlike what critics tend to think, that the painting is

finished or a completed work. Similarly, he raises another experience which forms a

72



part of his intellectual nature. When he went to his friend’s house in his ninth year and
found an old book about natural science which presents an old-fashioned theory of
nature, comparing with modern theory, it alerted him to the fact that theories of nature
are constantly revised and changed even though contemporary theories appear to
insist that they possess the eternal truth (AA: 1-2). What he intends symbolically to
show by digging up such initial memories in his childhood seems to be his profound
awareness of the developing and changing nature behind the current form of
knowledge, human works or human activities, although he, of course, adds that these
experiences did not immediately alert him to such insights, but instead provided a
foundation for his future intellectual development.

While teaching Greek and Latin languages for two or three hours every
morning, William influenced his son to a great extent. William was the son of a
landscape painter, named after his father, and studied at University College, Oxford
tutored by a representative of British Idealism, Bernard Bosanquet. When he was
studying at Oxford, William met with John Ruskin and was strongly influenced by
him. After graduating from Oxford, he followed Ruskin as his secretary. While with
Ruskin, William wrote some books on Ruskin’s thought as well as his biography.
After the death of Ruskin in 1900, he directed his energies till his death in 1932 to
archaeology, which had been inspired by William Morris. Apart from R. G.
Collingwood’s interest in art, it is obvious that there are at least three elements which
were shared by both father and son, namely British Idealism, Ruskin, and archaeology.

Although these three are mutually related, Johnston particularly stresses the
influence of John Ruskin on Collingwood regarding William as the ‘mediator’
between Collingwood and Ruskin,’ and then picks up some common factors among
Ruskin, William, and Collingwood: (1) the enthusiasm for the many-sided life; (2) the
notion that the arts can be understood and interpreted only by someone who is trained

to practice them; (3) the importance of hobbies as a means of keeping the mind active;

3 Johnston, The Formative Years of R. G. Collingwood, p.28.
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and (4) faith in the power of the written word.* The first element was inherited from
his family life stimulating interests not only in philosophy but in art, history, and
archaeology. The second feature is exemplified when he looks back at his experiences
of observing his parents’ works of art in childhood in Autobiography and also can be
found in his later work, Principles of Art. The third element derived from the first two,
and is manifest in his various hobbies such as sailing, singing, travelling, and book-
binding. Lastly, his faith in the power of written word is obvious from the fact that he
left a number of writings and books as a philosopher and archaeologist.

Johnston contends that it is Ruskin’s influence and ideals, imparted through
his father, that differentiated Collingwood from his philosophical contemporaries. No
matter how much he was aware of Ruskin’s influence by himself, it is at least
corroborated by his earlier lecture in 1919 entitled ‘Ruskin’s Philosophy’, which
attempts to articulate Ruskin’s ideas into philosophical outlook, while implicitly
protesting against ‘realist’ doctrines in philosophy.

Not entirely detached from Ruskin’s impact, Fred Inglis, the author of a
recently published biography of Collingwood, remarks that the influence of British

Idealists represented by T. H. Green was his father’s heritage to his son:

[British Idealists] taught, and [William] passed on to his son, not only that it is our ideas about
the world that constitute our understanding of the relations between things rather than our
empirical sense-experiences, but also Green’s early and telling lesson of excellent civic-
mindedness as well as of the English liberal principle that any extension of one person’s

freedom must be commensurate with the same freedom for others.’

Whether it is inherited from his father or not, Collingwood certainly positively
evaluates the influence of British Idealism on public life. It was not for him simply an

academic philosophical movement:

* Ibid. pp.28-30.
* (nglis, Fred, History Man: The Life of R. G. Collingwood, (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2009), p.9.
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The ‘Greats’ school was not meant as a training for professional scholars and philosophers; it
was meant as a training for public life in the Church, at the Bar, in the Civil Service, and in
Parliament. The school of Green set out into public life a stream of ex-pupils who carried with
them the conviction that philosophy, and in particular the philosophy they had learnt at Oxford,

was an important thing, and that their vocation was to put it into practice. (AA: 17)

Similarly, archaeology, another facet of William’s career, can easily be found
in Collingwood’s lifelong commitment to it, and Collingwood later confesses that his
engagement with archaeological research set the foundation of his lack of sympathy
with his ‘realist’ teachers. In this sense, many of William’s passions were inherited by
Collingwood and contributed to the formation of his intellectual character.

In addition, another childhood experience, the reading of Kant’s Groundwork
of Metaphysics of Morals, was to have a lasting influence on him. He recollects: ‘I felt
that the contents of this book, although I could not understand it, were somehow my
business: a matter personal to myself, or rather to some future self of my own. [...] I
felt as if a veil had been lifted and my destiny revealed’ (AA: 4). The book mentioned
is Kant’s Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten translated by Abbott. Although he
does not concretely give us how it made an impact on his thought at length, it is a fact
that he was to be involved in philosophical thinking in his life.

By contrast with his years with his family before going up to school, his
recollections are mainly negative concerning his period as a school pupil. He recalls
that his years in Rugby school were mainly a waste (AA: 11), and complains that the
‘faults of the English public-school system’ led to a stultifying education in contrast to
that given by his father which gave him ‘an adult scholar’s attitude’. He does not
forget to add that he found at least one reliable schoolmaster and some friends. His
time at Rugby resulted, he unhappily recalls, in conflicts with the restrictive
curriculum, with school teachers, and the school culture which centred on sports.

Therefore, leaving Rugby to go to Oxford was, he reports, ‘like being let out of
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prison’ (AA: 12). Inglis’s biography of Collingwood does, however, suggest that
Collingwood was far less unhappy at Rugby than he portrays.6

Johnston, in seeking the basis of the unique rapprochement of history and
philosophy in Collingwood, offers an interesting view of his educational background

in contrast with most of other contemporaries:

It seems probable therefore that Collingwood brought with him to Oxford a predisposition to
study relations between history and philosophy. This bent can be explained best as a
consequence of his early education. First, he was already twelve years old before he was
subjected to the divisions of knowledge into classroom “subjects”. Most men absorb these
distinctions as early as the second or third grade, when English, mathematics, history are
taught as utterly distinct subjects. Second, and perhaps more important, Collingwood had
encountered at a very early age his father’s interests in matters as disparate as art, history,
archaeology, and geology. The seed of the question of how these fields relate to one another

was planted early in Collingwood’s mind, far earlier than in that of most children.’

As a matter of fact, all of these interests are concretely reflected in Collingwood’s
intellectual life. Collingwood’s childhood was therefore filled with, as it were, an
‘idealistic atmosphere’ in the broader sense in which the humanistic, rather than the

scientific, aspects of intellectual endeavour were enhanced.

II1. The Exposure to Realist Doctrines: 1908-1916

After leaving Rugby, he went up to University College, Oxford, his father’s college,
in 1908. Feeling liberated from the intellectually restrictive and uncomfortable
atmosphere at Rugby, Collingwood spent most of his undergraduate years immersed
in study, so hard he suggests that it laid the foundation of his later insomnia and ill
health. On graduating from University College with a First in Greats, he was

appointed a fellow and tutor at Pembroke College, Oxford in 1912, and then worked

% Ibid.pp.34-48.
7 Johnston, The Formative Years of R. G. Collingwood, pp.35-6.
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as a don until he left Oxford for London for wartime service at the Admiralty
Intelligence Division. He continued to have students at Oxford whom he visited once
a week, often visiting his friend and teacher E. F. Carritt, to whose son he was a
godfather.

In this section, I will outline his first period at Oxford from 1908 to 1916
focusing on what he studied as a student and then how he developed what he learnt in

the early years of his academic career.

1. As an undergraduate student: 1908-12

What did Collingwood actually study at Oxford? Like most of his contemporary
philosophers at Oxford, he read Greats in the School of Literae Humaniores after
reading for Classical Moderations. As he notes in his Autobiography, he was expected
to read Homer, Vergil, Demosthenes, and Cicero as compulsory subjects in the
curriculum of Classical Moderations. Also, there was some degree of choice in the
subjects he studied. He chose Lucretius out of Tacitus, Livy, Plautus, Lucan, and
Cicero; Theocretus out of Plato’s Republic, Pindar, Thucydides, Aristphanes;
Agamemnon out of Antigone, Hippolytus.8 In addition to these compulsory duties, he
spent most of his free time reading what he was interested in, shutting himself away
from ‘all the good easy social life’. Among what he read privately, at least since 1909,
was the work of Croce.’ After he obtained a First in the Classical Moderations, he
started reading philosophy in Greats in 1910.

In his years in Greats, he had two tutors, one in ancient history, and one in
philosophy, namely E. F. Carritt, who was to be his long-lasting friend and colleague.
While he was required to submit a weekly essay for each tutor and attend some
recommended lectures, he was almost completely free to arrange his own study in his
own way. In ancient history, he fulfilled his intellectual desire in widely reading

excavation reports at Greek and Roman sites and in spending one vacation surveying

8 University of Oxford, ‘The Examination Statues’, June 16, (1909), (Oxford: Clarendon Press),
40.

5)Peters, ‘Collingwood’s Logic of Question and Answer, its relation to Absolute Presuppositions:

another brief history’, p.6.
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ancient Sicily. In philosophy, although it is difficult specifically to identify which
lectures he attended, in reality due to the lack of evidence, we can at least suppose that
he attended Cook Wilson’s lectures as well as perhaps the rest of ‘realist’
philosophers mentioned in his Autobiography, such as H. A. Prichard and H. W. B.
Joseph on Carritt’s advice. He mentions his attendance at those lectures as evidence
of his profound philosophical training in Oxford realism: ‘[m]y own tutor E. F. Carritt
was another prominent member of the “realist” school, and sent me to lectures with
Cook Wilson and the rest. I was thus thoroughly indoctrinated with its principles and
methods’ (AA: 22).

As a matter of fact, during the period Collingwood was reading philosophy in
Greats, Cook Wilson was Wykeham Professor of Logic lecturing on logic three days a
week.'® In addition, Prichard was lecturing on the ‘theory of knowledge’ and Kant’s
‘metaphysics of morals’, while Joseph was lecturing on Plato, and Carritt on
‘Introduction to the philosophy of art’ and ‘Introduction to moral philosophy’. !! Thus,
it was undoubtedly the case that Collingwood was thoroughly exposed to ‘realist’
doctrines. On the other hand, as Collingwood testifies, ‘[t]here were still among the
philosophers a few representatives of the original movement’ (AA: 18), this is
corroborated by the fact that some idealist figures were lecturing at the same time. For
instance, J A. Smith was appointed as Waynflete Professor of Moral and
Metaphysical Philosophy and started lecturing from Michaelmas term of 1910, the
same time Collingwood started reading philosophy. Smith broadly lectured on various
topics such as logic, ‘philosophy of religion’, ‘feeling’, ‘aesthetics of Benedetto
Croce’; whereas other idealists, such as H. H. Joachim were also lecturing on Plato,
Aristotle, and Descartes. However, the philosophical climate at Oxford then was
already unsympathetic towards the idealist school in the sense that the school

‘presented itself to most Oxford philosophers as something which had to be destroyed,

10 University of Oxford, ‘Oxford University Gazette’, 13 October, (1910); March 15; October 12,
(1911), (Oxford: University of Oxford).

"' «Oxford University Gazette’, 13 October, (1910); January 19; April 27, (1911), (Oxford:
University of Oxford). There were also other realists, such as W. D. Ross lecturing at the same
time.
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and in destroying which [Oxford philosophers] would be discharging their first duty
to their subject’ (AA: 19).

That is the atmosphere Collingwood observed and sensed during his
undergraduate days. In such a philosophical climate, in which realist philosophy was
becoming increasingly dominant, he became familiar with ‘realist’ doctrines and
regarded himself as a ‘realist’ despite feeling a little uncomfortable with their methods.
He noticed, for example, while listening to Cook Wilson’s lectures, he ‘found that
[Cook Wilson] constantly criticised Bradley for views which were not Bradley’s’
(AA: 22).

When Collingwood went to Oxford, the Greats curriculum was still running.
Under the Greats, Collingwood extensively studied both in philosophy and ancient
history. The curriculum seemed strikingly to fit with Collingwood’s educational
background cultivated by his family, father, and Ruskin since childhood.'? In
philosophy, what he encountered at Oxford was the opposite of what he had been
exposed to as a young man, namely realist doctrines. Collingwood observed that they
were ‘obsessed’ by the idealist doctrine in the sense that idealists were the object of
attack and had to be discredited if one wished to be a sane philosopher. Although
Collingwood positively read the ‘realist’ doctrines, a sense of incongruity came up in
his mind in reading the ‘realist’ philosophy. After all however, it still remained a

vague germ of doubt, not logically articulated at all.

2. The young don: 1912-1916

In June 1912, he was awarded a fellowship and tutorship in philosophy at Pembroke
College after taking a First in Greats. Putting his reservations concerning ‘realist’

philosophy to one side, he took his first steps as an academic philosopher. When we

2 Johnston also insists on this point:

‘he fitted superbly into a curriculum which, at least in principle, placed equal emphasis on Ancient
history and Philosophy, both to be studied through Latin and Greek. Unlike most candidates,
Collingwood worked equally hard on history and philosophy’ (Johnston, The Formative Years of
R. G. Collingwood, p.33.)
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look at his diary,'® there is evidence to show his involvement in the realist
philosophical circle including that beyond Oxford. While he met with ‘realists’ such
as Carritt (often), Ross (October 1912), Joseph (December 1913), and Whitehead
(March 1914), he was also seeing J. A. Smith quite often. Presumably inspired by
Smith, he extensively read Croce’s work such as Logica, Estetica, and Cultura during
this period. His interest in Croce inspired him to translate Croce’s Philosophy of
Gianvattista Vico in 1913, which stimulated a correspondence with Croce, which was
to last at least until the end of the 1930s. We can see from the evidence that
Collingwood was expanding his acquaintanceship outside Oxford especially with the
Italian Idealist philosophers, while maintaining a close relationship with his ‘realist’
colleagues at Oxford.

In spite of his association with idealism and idealists, his questions concerning
Oxford realism do not appear to surface in these early years. In his daily teaching and
in giving his first lectures as a philosopher on Aristotle’s De Anima in 1913, what he
tried to do was to lay down ‘sound scholarship’ by emphasising ‘first-hand study’.
This policy of teaching seemed to be implicitly aimed at preventing students from
being deceived by Cook Wilson’s'* misrepresentation of philosophers such as Bradley.
In the process of teaching, he was committed to a ‘frank attack’ on ‘realists’ for their

ignorance of history:

If you had thought it possible to forewarn the ‘realists’ of this attack, I should have said, ‘You
must pay more attention to history. Your positive doctrines about knowledge are incompatible
with what happens, according to my own experience, in historical research; and your critical
methods are misused on doctrines which in historical fact were never held by those to whom

you ascribe them.” (AA: 28)

' «Collingwood Diary’, in the collection of Mrs Teresa Smith.
'4 Also he adds G. E. Moore’s name to it in Autobiography.
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What he was developing during this period he expressed in his first
philosophical book, Religion and Philosophy, published in 1916, in order to tidy up
and put behind him ‘a number of thoughts arising out of his juvenile studies in
theology’(AA: 43) before he went to London for the wartime service.

To sum up, having in his mind his dissatisfaction with ‘realists’ arising during
his undergraduate years, Collingwood started his academic career as a fellow and
tutor in philosophy at Pembroke College, socialising with his ‘realist’ colleagues such
as Carritt. On the other hand, however, he seemed to seek sources of inspirations
which could clarify his dissatisfaction with ‘realism’, stimulated by Smith and reading
and translating the works of Croce. In the process of clarification of his
dissatisfactions as such, he tried to express them by emphasising ‘first-hand study’ of
philosophical works in his daily teaching in order to lay down ‘sound scholarship’
among his students. In this sense, he was to some extent already implicitly critical of

‘realism’.

IV. ‘A Year of Negative Criticism’: 1916

Leaving Religion and Philosophy behind, Collingwood went away to London to work
for the Admiralty Intelligence Division from 1916 to 1919. This work was voluntary
and assumed that those undertaking it had independent incomes. Collingwood insisted
that he would not be able to do the work unless he was paid at least expenses.
Although he lived and worked in London, he was not completely isolated from
Oxford because, as we can see in his Diary, he still took part in teaching at Oxford
and accordingly went back to Oxford on a regular basis and frequently met Carritt and
his family. He maintained his close contact with ‘realists’ at Oxford even while living
in London. The account he gives in his Autobiography illustrates a significant change
in his position towards ‘realism’. Furthermore, his self-recognition of the change is
not only found in his later recollections, but also in the immediate evidence written by

him at the time. Noting comments he wrote in his working copy of Religion and
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Philosophy around 1917, he repudiated the book as ‘still realist’, and designated the
year of 1916 ‘a year of negative criticism’."

The reason he gives for his change of mind is his ‘meditation’ on the Albert
Memorial in Hyde Park, passing it every day while commuting to the office.
According to Collingwood’s own account, the monument gradually struck his mind
by its ‘ugliness’ as he commuted, and he started to ask the question ‘why Scott made
such a thing?’ From what he thought about the Albert Memorial, he developed a
counter-argument to ‘realism’ which developed his dissatisfaction with ‘realism’ as a
philosophy ignorant of history, as evidenced by Cook Wilson’s lectures on logic.'® In
light of his archaeological research, he was already aware of what he calls the
importance of the ‘questioning activity’ in knowledge. Applying this ‘questioning’
habit to the case of the reason why Scott made the monument, which appears to
Collingwood unbelievably ugly, he pondered possible situations which might lie
behind its present form. For instance, Scott might not have aimed to make a beautiful
thing. If he did aim to make something beautiful, then he failed, but if not he may
have succeeded in what he was trying to do. It suggests to Collingwood that he is
required to do a sort of historical survey in order to know the answer to his question
and evaluate the monument. It cannot simply be judged from its present appearance.
This consideration helped Collingwood to clarify what had struck him in listening to
Cook Wilson’s criticism of Bradley. Understanding ‘realists’® method of criticism as
‘propositional logic’, Collingwood makes the analogy with his Albert Memorial
meditations. Taking the monument as a ‘proposition’ in logic, the proposition must
have gone through some process before it is formed as a proposition, just as the Albert
Memorial was made by Scott with his some intention. As the Albert Memorial cannot

be evaluated without knowing the process of Scott’s work, a proposition in logic

'* The copy is in the possession of Mrs Teresa Smith. I am indebted to Professor J. Connelly for
alerting me to this.

6 Peter Johnson recently provides a detailed reconstruction of Collingwood’s Albert Memorial
meditations in relation to his logic of question and answer. [Johnson, P. ‘R. G. Collingwood and
the Albert Memorial’, Collingwood and British Idealism Studies, vol.15, no.1, (2009), pp.7-40.]
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cannot be judged true or false without knowing what question it was meant to answer.

Thus Collingwood explains:

This enabled me to answer the question, left open [...] in 1914, whether the ‘realists’” Critical
methods were sound. The answer could only be that they were not. For the ‘realists’’ chief,
and in the last resort, it seemed to me, only method was to analyse the position criticized into
various propositions, and detect contradictions between these. Following as they did the rules
of propositional logic, it never occurred to them that those contradictions might be the fruit of
their own historical errors as to the questions which their victims had been trying to answer.
There was also a chance that they might not be; but, after what I already knew about the
‘realists’’ attitude towards history, the odds seemed to me against it. In any case, so long as

the possibility existed, the methods were vicious. (AA: 42)

It seems true, then, that some changes in Collingwood’s attitude towards ‘realism’
occurred during his time in London. Thus, it is plausible that Religion and Philosophy,
written before 1916 and published in 1916, had to be repudiated by him even shortly
after publication: ‘[Religion and Philosophy] represents the high-water mark of my
earliest line of thought—dogmatic belief in New Realism in spite of an insight into its
difficulties which I think none of my teachers shared.”'’ Instead of adopting the
‘realist’ doctrines of his teachers, he developed a new framework of logic which he
called ‘the logic of question and answer’, and wrote all those thoughts down at
considerable length with a number of applications and illustrations in Truth and
Contradiction in 1917, though it was turned down for publication by Macmillan who
published his first book in spite of a positive reader’s report from Henry Jones,
Caird’s successor at Glasgow University.'®

Inspired by his meditations on the Albert Memorial, therefore, Collingwood

clarified his vague scepticism of ‘realism’ which he had felt since his undergraduate

' The notes on Collingwood’s copy of Religion and Philosophy.
'® published in R. G. Collingwood, ed. Boucher, D., Essays in Political Philosophy (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1995), pp. 230-1.
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days into a clear criticism. The core of his doubt is the limitations of the ‘realists’’
propositional logic. His alternative framework was the logic of question and answer.'’
Experiencing this ‘year of negative criticism’, it became possible for him to regard his
teacher’s ‘realism’ as ‘dogmatic belief’ and his own position as ‘a new dialectical

idealism’.

V. Acquaintances with Philosophical Figures: after 1917

After Collingwood returned to Oxford as an ‘opponent of the “realists™ (AA: 44), he
expanded his acquaintanceships with philosophers while working to clarify his own
philosophical position. In addition to the existing relationship with his Oxford
colleagues since his student years, he began in 1920 a correspondence with the Italian
philosopher, Guido de Ruggiero, which was to last until Collingwood’s later years;
with Samuel Alexander since 1925 (although he knew him as a fellow worker at the
Admirality); and with Prichard around 1933 while continuing to correspond with
Croce. In this section, I will pick up his own statements on his position concerning the
realism/idealism dispute from his works and his correspondence after his return from
London. I will attempt to show the variety of tones and nuances which Collingwood
revealed on the dispute at various times, and which have tended to puzzle interpreters.

*

Shortly after the Albert Memorial meditations, Collingwood began to publish
book reviews concerning the realism/idealism dispute mainly in Oxford Magazine.zo
One of the earliest reviews is that of May Sinclair’s A Defence of Idealism: Some
Questions and Conclusions.*' Although Collingwood does not evaluate it as a first-

class philosophical work which makes new contributions to philosophy, he

sympathetically finds a positive aspect in it in being not ‘one-sided’:

'% For Collingwood the true unit of thought is not the proposition, but the whole question and
answer complex.’ (Johnson, ‘R. G. Collingwood and the Albert Memorial’, p.29.)

20 Conveniently, Connelly compiles those reviews concerning the dispute in his ‘Collingwood and
His Contemporaries: responses to critics 1918-1928°, Collingwood Studies, vol.7, 2000, pp.72-93.
2! Collingwood, R. G., Review of May Sinclair, 4 Defence of Idealism, Oxford Magazine, 15
February (1918), p.173. (Compiled in Connelly, ‘Collingwood and his Contemporaries: Responses
to Critics 1918-1928’, pp.76-77.)
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With regard to Miss Sinclair’s own philosophical temper, it might be said that a book which
proclaims itself a defence of anything ending in —ism was lacking on just that point. [...] The
spiritual monism which Miss Sinclair calls idealism is no one-sided doctrine. It is willing to

accept all the assertions of pluralism, while protesting against its denials.”

As early as 1918, Collingwood clearly avoids some extreme or dogmatic version of
idealism in sympathising with Sinclair, and even suggests that she is oriented
somehow to reconcile the dichotomy between monism and pluralism. On the other
hand, he is critical of a major figure in the idealist camp, pointing out, in his review of
Bosanquet’s The Meeting of Extremes in Contemporary Philosophy, for instance, that
Bosanquet wholly misunderstands Croce and Gentile.”?

With respect to the realist camp, we can find at least one review, that is,
Russell’s Mysticism and Logic (1918). Although he is very critical of Russell’s ethical
theory regarding as ‘the crudest type of evolutionary empiricist theories’, he
positively reviews Russell’s logical and mathematical ideas: ‘[n]Jo one can make
mathematical problems more attractive to the layman than Mr Russell; and such
essays as that on the notion of cause ought to be read by every one who has any
interest in philosophy.’>* As is revealed in those book reviews concerning the dispute,
he was regularly paying special attention to the dispute even after 1917, while
attempting to polish his own position.

Another significant event during this period is his acquaintance with an Italian
philosopher, Guido de Ruggiero. His correspondence with de Ruggiero started at least

before the middle of 1920. Shortly after the beginning their correspondence, de

22 Collingwood, Review of May Sinclair, 4 Defence of Idealism, Oxford Magazine, 15 February
(1918), p.173. (Compiled in Connelly, ‘Collingwood and his Contemporaries: Responses to
Critics 1918-1928’, pp.76-77.)

B Collingwood, R. G., Review of Bosanquet, The Meeting of Extremes in Contemporary
Philosophy, Oxford Magazine, 2 March, (1922), p.271. Compiled in Connelly, ‘Collingwood and
his Contemporaries: Responses to Critics 1918-1928’, pp.79-80.]

24 Collingwood, R. G., Review of Bertrand Russell, Mysticism and Logic, Oxford Magazine, 15
February 1919, p.129. [Complied in Connelly, ‘Collingwood and his Contemporaries: Responses
to Critics 1918-1928’, pp.77-8.]
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Ruggiero seemed to visit Oxford hosted by Collingwood in September of the same
year. In addition, while talking about the translation of de Ruggiero’s book which was
to be published in English as Modern Philosophy in 1921, translated by Collingwood
and A. H. Hannay, he introduces a number of contemporary realist works in English
to de Ruggiero in October 1920. In the letter, he gives a long list of what he regards
‘New Realism’: Holt’s and other’s The New Realism, Holt’s The Concept of
Consciousness; A. S. Pringle-Pattison’s Scottish Philosophy and Hegelianism and
Personality, regarding him as attempting the ‘dissolution of Hegelianism’; Russell’s
Problems of Philosophy and Our Knowledge of the External World, explaining that
Russell is ‘nearer to Meinong than to the main line of New-Realism.’ Also, he raises a
number of major realists’ works such as G. E. Moore’s ‘The Refutation of Idealism’,
Principia Ethica and Ethics; H. A. Prichard’s Kant’s Theory of Knowledge; C. C. J.
Webb’s Problems in the Relations of God and Man and God and Personality;
Carritt’s Theory of Beauty; Alexander’s ‘The Basis of Realism’ and Time, Space and
Diety; Joseph’s Introduction to Logic; and so forth. He adds that Bosanquet’s
criticism of New Realism (The Distinction Between Mind and its Objects) is ‘poor’,
Collingwood declares his determination to de Ruggiero to be ‘the only English Neo-
Hegelian’.”

A month later, he ambitiously reveals his plan to present a paper in November
of 1920 on the ‘collapse of modern Realism’ openly rebelling against his Oxford

colleagues for the first time:

I am to read a paper to the Oxford Philosophical Society at the end of November on the
collapse of modern Realism, which is the first occasion on which I have put my views before
the professors and tutors in philosophy here. I think, to judge by what I hear, that it comes at
the right moment, when most people in Oxford who were realists are giving up their old

position and the younger men have broken away from that school.?®

25 < etters from R. G. Collingwood to Guido de Ruggiero’, Dep.27, 2 October, 1920.
% Ibid. 4 November, 1920.
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This presentation criticising ‘realism’ seems to be reported in his Autobiography (AA:
44). According to his account, the content of this paper attempted to attack Cook
Wilson’s epistemological thesis ‘knowing makes no difference to what is known’
from a logical approach. Collingwood tells of his intention to publish Libellus de
Generatione, which was previously dedicated to de Ruggiero in 1920, provided that
the presentation was successful. Nevertheless, it seems that his presentation did not go
successfully, given the fact that the Libellus was not published.

Reflecting the unhappy result of giving his paper, he began to confess more
intimate feelings to de Ruggiero. Four months after the presentation, he was driven to

be against ‘English idealists’ and even sympathised with J. S. Mill:

‘[tlo my mind, the break in English philosophy about 1870 is rather illusory: [...} I find
myself now rather inclined to react against the English idealists because they imported so
much of what was bad in Hegelism into England; and I find their present successors a real
nuisance and my chief enemies. I am even becoming tolerant of Mill, in that he did try to get a
concept of thought in fieri; but the result of the idealist tradition has been to solidify thought

into a pure Platonic being.’”’

Here, probably being conscious of widespread hostility to Hegel among ‘realists’ in
Britain, he blames ‘English idealists’ since 1870 because of their distorted
understandings of Hegel. Nevertheless, as he prepared the publication of Speculum
Mentis, he once again revealed himself hostile to ‘realism’. For example, in describing
the content of Speculum Mentis to the publisher, he admits the book’s critical nature
towards ‘realism’: ‘[tJhe main essay would be a hostile treatment of the “realism”
which is now fashionable here and in America.’ *® Given his vacillating self-

identifications in the context of contemporary philosophy under the two extreme

2 Ibid., 20 March, 1921. Underlines as original.
28 L etter to Macmillan, dated 4 June, 1922, Macmillan Archives, add MSS 55273, British Library,
London.
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positions of realism and idealism, he seems to be frustrated and struggled with
explaining his position in a clear way to his contemporaries. His intention to avoid
being regarded as at either of the extremes can be seen, for instance, in the preface of
Speculum Mentis® written in August of 1923: ‘if the reader feels that my thesis
reminds him of things that other people have said, I shall not be disappointed: on the
contrary, what will really disappoint me is to be treated as the vendor of new-fangled
paradoxes and given some silly name like that of “New Idealist™” (SM: 13).

In seeking and making more sophisticated his own philosophical position,
Collingwood was oriented to sympathise with more moderate types of realism such as
Alexander and Whitehead. In fact, he started reading Alexander’s works at least in
1920 as is found in his Diary, which suggests that he intensively read Alexander from
13 to 17 of August, 1920. Furthermore, Collingwood began correspondence with
Alexander from 1925 until Alexander’s death in 1938. Moreover, in reviewing R. F.
A. Hoemnlé’s Matter, Life, Mind and God (1923), Collingwood defends Whitehead
from Hoernlé’s understanding of him as a backslider towards idealism, insisting that
‘Professor Hoernlé finds in Dr. Whitehead’s attack on “matter” a spontaneous
movement on the part of physical science towards the position of idealistic
philosophy; [...] We should like to agree, but we cannot.’ % In this sense,
Collingwood was, in refining his philosophical position, seeking objects of sympathy
outside Oxford, such as in the more moderate types of realism of Alexander and
Whitehead. That Collingwood found difficulty in having sympathetic responses in
Oxford is also evidenced in his letter to J. A. Smith, who introduced Italian idealism
at Oxford: ‘but if you and I are to be fellow—conspirators against the regime of the

minute philosophers we ought, 1 suppose, to indulge in a certain amount of

2 SM: Collingwood, R. G., Speculum Mentis: or the map of knowledge, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1924).

30 Collingwood, R. G., Review of R. F. A. Hoernlé, Matter, Life, Mind and God, Oxford Magazine,
7 June, (1923). [Complied in Connelly, ‘Collingwood and his Contemporaries: Responses to
Critics 1918-1928’, pp.81-2.]
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conspiratorial correspondence.’” In spite of such a sense of isolation from his ‘realist’
colleagues, it does not of course mean that he completely turned away from them as
we can see from his frequent contacts and friendship with Carritt and his
correspondence with Prichard around 1933.%2

Since his turn to anti-realism in 1917, to sum up, he had publicly presented his
position when the opportunity arose, such as reading a paper and publishing his first
systematic anti-realist book, Speculum Mentis, while widely reading the contemporary
works of realists and expanding his acquaintance with them. However, we find in his
correspondence and reviews a sense of frustration that he is not rightly understood
among his fellow philosophers, which is why he reveals his frustration to his Italian
friend, de Ruggiero. This dissatisfaction with the lack of understanding from British

philosophers is also repeated in his Autobiography:

At that time, any one opposing the ‘realists’ was automatically classified as an “idealist”,
which meant a belated survivor of Green’s school. There was no ready-made class into which
you could put a philosopher who, after a thorough training in “realism”, had revolted against it
and arrived at conclusions of his own quite unlike anything the school of Green had taught

(AA: 56).

In such a philosophical climate that the extreme attitude of either realism or idealism
still remained and occupied philosophers’ minds, Collingwood was struggling to
refine his own position, referring to a number of contemporaries in increasing

sympathy with Alexander and Whitehead in particular.®

*! Letter to J. A. Smith, 27 June, 1932, J. A. Smith Papers, MS JAS [ 22, Magdalen College,
Oxford.

32 Collingwood R. G. and Prichard, H. A., Correspondence between R. G. Collingwood and H. A.
Prichard, Bodleian Library, Oxford University, MS Eng. lett.. d116 (1925-44), fols.21-32.

33 This is well summarised by Connelly:

‘although Collingwood had repudiated realism by this date, at least in the sense that he no longer
regarded himself as a disciple of Cook Wilson, he nonetheless took a considerable interest in the
work of Alexander and Whitehead, and corresponded with Alexander from the mid-1920s until his
death in 1938. In 1935 Alexander provided a testimonial for Collingwood’s successful application
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VI. Conclusion

In this chapter, I have tried to reconstruct a biographical context lying behind the
development of Collingwood’s philosophy and his criticism of ‘realism’. Educational
backgrounds may be distinguished into two elements: his father’s education and
intellectual and the aesthetic atmosphere of his family life, including influences from
Ruskin; and the ‘realist’ education at Oxford. As Johnston remarks, what
Collingwood succeeded gaining from his family life was at least: (1) the sensibility to
the concrete process of human knowledge, works, and activities; (2) the sense of
integrity of human knowledge and activities as a whole; (3) the ‘public-mindedness’
inspired by British Idealists through his father; and (4) the awareness of the
significance of history, attained by his practice of archaeological research with his
father.

When Collingwood went up to Oxford, it still had the Greats curriculum in
which students were required to study broadly not only one speciality. Probably
feeling affinity with his background, Collingwood enjoyed and extensively studied
both in philosophy and archaeology. However, what was fashionable in philosophy
then was ‘realism’ as a reaction to British Idealism. Tutored by a member of the
‘realist’ school, E. F. Carritt, Collingwood was clearly exposed to ‘realist’ philosophy,
although at the same time there were doubts germinating in his mind in the light of his
archaeological experiences. The doubts stuck in his mind even after he started his
academic career in 1912. While he expanded his acquaintance with philosophers
outside Oxford, the young don started developing a ‘frank attack’ in his daily teaching
by stressing the ‘first-hand study’ of philosophical books as an implicit critique of the
‘realist’ method. Religion and Philosophy is the result of his early exposure to realism,
which he published before going to London for wartime service.

In London, his doubts took a clear shape prompted by his meditations on the

Albert Memorial. The core was what he calls ‘the logic of question and answer’ in

for the Waynflete chair of Metaphysical Philosophy.” (Connelly, ‘Collingwood and his
Contemporaries: Responses to Critics 1918-1928’, p.75.)
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contrast with the ‘realist’ logic as propositional logic. This made it possible to
repudiate Religion and Philosophy as dogmatic realist belief, and identify his position
as ‘a new dialectical idealism’ as early as 1918.

After his book Truth and Contradiction was rejected by Macmillan, he
attempted to clarify his position partly by reviewing contemporary works concerning
the realism/idealism dispute, in which he expresses his avoidance of both extreme
positions. Also, he tried to convince his Oxford ‘realist’ colleagues by presenting a
paper at the Oxford Philosophical Society reflecting his determination to be ‘the only
English Neo-Hegelian’. But this attempt appeared to result in failure. Although he
kept clarifying and refining his position in spite of the failure of his first ambition, he
seemed to be frustrated by the sectional trend which tended to label a philosopher as
at either extreme of the dispute. Such frustration can be perceived in his vacillating
self-identification during his period. Consequently, more moderate realists came to be
appealing to him, especially after 1925, and he began correspondence with Alexander.
However, his rejection of ‘realism’ was consistent throughout this period as can be
seen in his letter to J. A. Smith in 1932. Reflecting the contemporary dispute between
realism and idealism, therefore, Collingwood’s early intellectual life was also the
process of the dispute being worked out in his own mind, and which underlaid his
‘idealistic’ groundings from childhood and the ‘realist’ education in philosophy at
Oxford.

What was exactly his position then when he was frustrated by the lack of
understanding of it among philosophers around him? In order to clarify his position in
the dispute, from the next chapter on, I will trace and analyse his conception of

‘realism’ as the counter-position of his position.
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CHAPTER FOUR

‘DOGMATIC REALISM’: RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY

1. Introduction

As we have seen in the previous chapter, Collingwood’s self-identification of his
philosophical position varies between ‘realism’ and ‘idealism’ during his earlier
period reflecting contemporary philosophical debates in Britain. How did
Collingwood develop his philosophical position? His first systematic philosophical
book, Religion and Philosophy (1916),! seems to be an appropriate starting point to
tackle this question since it contains some of his original published responses to the
dispute in his pre-London period. In this chapter, I will attempt to illuminate the
themes of the book by exploring its contentions in terms of the dispute between
idealism and realism.

Religion and Philosophy is Collingwood’s first published philosophical book
written from 1912 to 1914. It appeared in print in 1916, published by Macmillan for
which he became a regular reader of manuscripts until he became closely involved
with Oxford University Press. This book is, according to him, ‘the result of an attempt
to treat the Christian creed not as dogma but as a critical solution of a philosophical
problem’ (RP: xiii). In line with this principle, various problems in Christian religion
and theology are transformed into philosophical questions and then discussed as such.
Although his main interest, of course, centres on religious issues, this book is also
interesting in terms of our main topic because he repudiated it as a ‘dogmatic belief in
New Realism’ as early as two years after its publication: ‘This book was written in

and before 1914 (begun 1912) and represents the high-water mark of my earliest line

' RP: Collingwood, R. G., Religion and Philosophy, (Bristol: Thoemmes Press, 1997). Originally
published in 1916.
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of thought—dogmatic belief in New Realism in spite of an insight into its difficulties
which I think none of my teachers shared.’ > This note seems to show that at least in
1918 Collingwood thought of this book in the context of the realism/idealism dispute
in a sense, and that it assumes somehow an ambivalent attitude towards it. His interest
in the dispute between idealism and realism, in spite of its less than prominent place,
was captured by a reviewer, C. C. J. Webb, who was later to become his close friend.>
Webb expresses agreement with Collingwood’s position: ‘[w]ith what he says (on
pp.99 foll.) of the questions which are at issue between these opposed types of
doctrine I should find myself on the whole in agreement’.* Given his note and the
contemporary comment, there is justification for seeing Religion and Philosophy, at
least in part, as a contribution to the idealism/realism dispute.

Interpretations of the book vary according to the interests of the interpreter. On
the one hand, there are some interpretations which take the book as realist,
particularly focusing upon Collingwood’s conception of history. For instance, while
partly granting Collingwood’s reservations about ‘realism’ as a ‘casual attack’ of
‘realism’, van der Dussen considers that Collingwood’s notion of history ‘can be
characterized as realistic’. He quotes: ‘History must be regarded not as a mechanical
process, nor yet as a gradual accumulation of truths, but simply as objectivity; as the
real fact of which are we conscious. History is that which actually exists; fact, as
something independent of my own or your knowledge of it’ (RP: 49).°

Similarly, referring to the same doctrine, Boucher <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>