
Dtalogos, 66 (1995) pp. 93--116. 

WAS R.G. COIJJNGWOOD AN UNDERCOVER 
PRAGMATIST? 

ANGELA REQUATE 

The early R.G. Collingwood is well known for his Hegelian idealism. 
In his book Speculum Mentis,1 for example, he subscribed to Hegel's di
alectical method, according to which forms of knowledge develop from 
implicitness to explicitness, or abstractness to concreteness, within a hi
erarchical structure of mind, whose aim is philosophical self-knowledge. 

There is also broad agreement amongst scholars that in his later work 
Collingwood held strong historicist views. The historicist interpretation 
was introduced by T.M. Knox (IH, Preface). It was questioned by Mink,2 
Rubinoff,3 and Donagan,4 and Rotenstreich attempted to show how 
Collingwood eventually overcame historicism.5 

My contention is that Collingwood's philosophy of history not only 
underwent a development from idealism to historicism, but from histori
cism to a version of pragmatism which includes idealist elements. 

The term "historicism" involves a cluster of different meanings. We 
shall briefly recapitulate what Collingwood himself understood by it and 

1 For detailed reference, see at the end, under "Abbreviations". 
2 L. 0. Minl<: Mind, History, and Dialectic. The Philosophy of R. G. Collingwood. 

Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1969. 
3 L. Rubinoff: "Collingwood's Theory of the Relation between Philosophy and 

History: A New Interpretation." journal of the History of Philosophy 6 (1968), 363-380. 

4 Donagan rejects Knox's division into Collingwood's non-historicist and historicist 
works. Cf. The Later Philosophy of Collingwood, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962, p . 6. 

S N. Rotenstreich: "Historicism and Philosophy: Reflections on R.G. Collingwood", 
Revue internationale de philosophie 11 0957), 401-419; "History and Time". Scripta 
Hierosolymitana, Studies in Philosophy. Jerusalem: Publications of The Hebrew 
University, Vol. 6, 1960, 41-103; Philosophy, History and Politics. Studies in 
Contemporary English Philosophy of History. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1976. 
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what his critics found disagreeable. This will bring us into a position to 
understand how his historicist views eventually gave way to a kind of 
pragmatist philosophy of history. 

Collingwood in fact uses the term "historicism" very rarely. He labels 
Ruskin an "historicist", and contrasts Ruskin's "historicism" with, what he 
calls, "logicism". He argues that the "old. scholastic logic of formal cor
rectness, consistency, clarity and definiteness in thinking inhibits an his
torical view" ,6 and proposes the creation of a new logic that is grounded 
in history. Such an explicit approval of historicism does not recur in his 
later work, but there are features of historicism. For instance, his strong 
emphasis on historical knowledge ·as being "the only form of knowledge 
the mind can have of itself' (IH, p . 220) , signifies an historicist attitude. 

Generally speaking, historicism is the view that the historical per
spective is the only way of understanding the human world. In 
Collingwood's late work, logic, metaphysics and the philosophy of mind 
are all couched in historical knowledge. Those formerly autonomous 
compartments of philosophy become absorbed by history, and this is 
what critics found disagreeable. The statement, 'philosophy as a separate 
discipline is liquidated by being converted into history', expresses for 
Knox Collingwood's historicism.7 Collingwood bases his historicist 
claims, that philosophical questions are ultimately questions of intellec
tual history, on his logic of question and answer. I want to argue that it is 
precisely this method which underlies Collingwood's historicist tum, that 
also introduces a pragmatist element into his philosophy. The real 
grounds for finding pragmatist elements in Collingwood's account of 
history are implicit in agreements between Collingwood and the · 
American pragmatists. . 

• 

There have been reservations to a pragmatist interpretation of 
Collingwood's work. His repudiation of William james's Variettes of 

6 R.G. Collingwood: "Ruskin's Philosophy." In: Essays in the Philosophy of Art. A. 
Donagan (ed.). Bloomington: Indiana Univ~rsity Press, 1966, p. 16. 

7 Compare also IH, XIV-XVII. The quote is from a manuscript, written by 
Collingwood in 1939 for The Principles of History. "Notes on Historiography, written on 
a Voyage to the East Indies", 1939, p . 11 . DEP 13. Under the heading "That Hjstory is 
the only kmd of knowledge", Collingwood says: "I have already shown that meta
physics is what I have caUed an historical science, i.e. that the problems of metaphysics 
are without exception rustorical problems. It is easy to s how ... that thls is true of every 
so-called phllosophlcal science. Thus philosophy as a separate discipline is liqu idated 
by being converted mto history" (Ibid.). 
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Reltgtous Experience, 8 for example, seems to have discouraged critics 
from identifying Collingwood with pragmatism.9 Yet there are excep
tions. L. 0 . Mink,IO N. Rotenstreich,ll and L.J. Goldstein12 found some 
pragmatist aspects in Collingwood but they are rare. More recently, E. 
Wolf-Gazo has explored several views in Collingwood which correspond 
to Peirce's.13 

In what follows we will try to find out whether Collingwood was a 
clandestine pragmatist. 

To begin with a remark about the ir intellectual biography, 
Collingwood and the American pragmatists shared the educational back
ground of the nineteenth century. They were equally dissatisfied with the 
abstract principles of the Enlightenment, dividing the human mind into 
thought and sensation, knowledge and action etc. Both, Collingwood 
and Dewey, found the solution to the dualisms of Rationalism first in 
Hegel's Absolute Idealism, and they started as Hegelians. But later they 
found Hegelianism unsatisfying for rather similar reasons. Hegel's philos
ophy was no longer seen as providing an adequate answer to the prob
lems that emerged with modem science and scientific thinking. 

I shall therefore argue that the problems agitating Collingwood were 
also the problems agitating the Amelican pragmatists, and they reached 
similar solutions. Let us begin by describing the pragmatist concerns. 
Next we shall consider Colljngwood's remarks about pragmatism, and, as 
there are not many, we shall discover the implicit agreements between 
Collingwood and the pragmatists. 

8 Cf. An Autobiography Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1970, p. 93. (First pub
lished by the Clarendon Press in 1939). Abbr. Aut. 

9 Cf. e.g. W.M. Johnston: "It seems invidious to defend Collingwood's achievement 
on the grounds of pragmatism which was one of his least favourite varieties of philoso
phy." The Formative Years of R. G. Collingwood. The Hague: Ma rtinus Nijhoff, 1967, p. 

132. 
10 Cf. L.O. Mink, Mind, History, and Dialectic, op. cit. in ref. 2, pp. 7ff. 

11 Cf. N. Rotenstreich, who inte rprets Collingwood's understanding of philosophical 
activity as purposive as a "pragmatic activity". Philosophy, H istory and Politics, o p. cit. 
in ref. 5, p . 47. 

12 Cf. L.j. Goldstein, Review of Mink and Rubinoff. Man and World 6 (1973), 83-99. 
Goldstein sees an agreement between Collingwood and Dewey in their "expe
rience-inquiry" orientation. Ib id., pp. 84 ff. 

13 See E. Wolf-Gazo, "Zur Geschichtsphilosophie R.G. Colling woods." In Pbiloso
pbiscbesjabrbucb 93 (1986), 354-365. 
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Pragmatism has commonly been understood as an attitude, emphasiz
ing action, practice, in brief, a concern with the workableness and use
fulness of ideas in practice rather than with a philosophical theory.l4 This 
crude undetstanding of pragmatism derives from James's conception of 
truth. To James, the truth of an idea means its workings. The agreement 
with reality means truth as workableness of ideas. Truth thus assumes a 
relative character. The truth of ideas and beliefs is relative to the situa
tions in which ideas and beliefs occur. Truth , for James, is a characteristic 
of the performance of an idea in a situation. James propounds an instru
mental conception of ideas and beliefs by characterizing them as "plans 
of action" and thought, concepts and theories as "instruments" or "modes 
of adaption to reality". Yet the other pragmatists, in particular Peirce, 
were not concerned with an immediate transition from theory into prac
tice but aimed at a conceptualized synthesis of the theoretical and the 
practical. Peirce argued that thought may ultimately apply to action, but 
it will be to "conceived action" (CP 5.403n). He wanted to rid 
pragmatism of associations with the practical, or with actions, but James 
remarked that pragmatism is "derived from the same Greek word 
np&y~a , meaning action, from which our words 'practice' and 'practical' 
come" .15 However, they all agreed on elaborating a doctrine of meaning 
according to which our conceptions are to be analyzed in terms of the 
consequences for action . A theory of meaning, explicating what we have 
described as a conceptualized synthesis between the theoretical and the 
practical, presupposes that the concepts used bear practical implications. 
Such concepts serve therefore in the reflective regulation of our conduct. 
As Peirce puts it: "the meaning of a concept. .. lies in the manner in which 
it could conceivably modify purposive action ... "16 

In interpreting Collingwood's philosophy as pragmatist, we first need 
to ask, what evidence there is in his work that justifies our argument. On 
the face of it, not much. Long before the American pragmatists became a 
self-consdous school, there has been a kind of pragmatic understanding 

14 Cf. e .g. W. james: "What you want is a philosophy that will not only exercise 
you r powers of intellectual abstraction, but that will make some positive connection 
wjth this actual world of ftnite lives." (Pragmatism. A New Name for Some Old Ways of 
Thinking, p . 20. (New York: Longmans, Green & Co., 1907. Enlarged edn. , New York: 
Longmans, Green & Co., 1943. Repr. New York: Meridian Books, 1955). 

15 Pragmatism, op. dt. in ref. 14, p . 46. 

16 Quoted by C. Ladd-FrankHn in her article in the Peirce commemorative issue of 
the joumal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scienlific Mel bod XII (1916), 715-722. P. 718 . 
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of the human past, taking history as a storehouse of examples for guid
ing our actions in the present. This is the o nly kind of pragmatism in 
history Collingwood ever mentions explicitly, and he criticizes it sharply. 
In An Autobiography he refers to Hegel 's criticism of pragmatic history, 
finding it as useless as did Hegel in its intent to make history "a school of 
moral and political wisdom" (cf. Aut 99). Collingwood agrees with Hegel 
that we cannot receive any direct guidance from history for our actions 
in the present, because history never exactly repeats itself (Aut 100). 
Both , Collingwood and Hegel, reject moral pragmatism. Hegel ridicules 
moral pragmatism, arguing, what history teaches us is "that nations and 
governments have never learned anything from history or acted upon 
any lessons they might have drawn from it."1 7 Although Hegel 
considered moral pragmatism as futile (ibid.), he distinguished it from 
another kind o f pragmatism which involves the activity of the historian 's 
mind and thereby raises the past event into the present.18 Hegel he re 
comes ve1y close to Collingwood's conception of re-enactment, though 
in Hegel pragmatic history is metaphysical o r speculative re-enactment, 
whereas in Collingwood it is preeminently epistemological. 

In Collingwood's view, moral pragmatism took history for a 
''scissors-and-paste" affair. By "scissors-and-paste" Collingwood means a 
kind of history which deals with a dead past and repeats only "what the 
authorities say about it" (Aut 99). By contrast with "scissors-and-paste" 
history the re-enactment of the past in the present brings to mind that 
the past, though "incapsulated", lives on in the present (Aut 100). The 
past is an element in the present. 

Collingwood himself gives us one hint, the only direct one in a ll his 
writings, that he could identify himself with a pragmatic view of history. 

Our knowledge, so called, of the past, is therefore not knowledge of the 
past as of an actual object and therefore not true knowledge; it is only 
the reconstruct ion of an idea l object in the interests of knowing the 
present. The purpose of history is to enable us to know (a nd therefore 
to act re latively to) the present. That is the truth contained in the 

17 G.W.F. Hegel, Lectures on the Pbilosopby of World History. (H.B. Nisbet, ed.) , 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975, p. 21. 

18 "The second variety of reflective history, then, is the pragmatic one. When we 
study the past and occupy ourselves with a remote world, a present opens up before 
the mind, a present created out of the mind's own activity and bestowed upon it as a 
reward for its exertions. The events are various, but their general significance, their in
ner quality and coherence, are one." Op. cit. in ref. 18, p. 20. 
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pragmatic view of history. But the knowledge of the past must not be 
misconceived as knowledge of one o bject, the past, which when 
achieved serves as means to the knowledge of another object, the 
present. That is the error of the pragmatic view . The past and the 
present are no t two objects: the past is an element in the present, and in 
studying the past we are actually coming to know the present, not 
coming to know something else which will lead us on to know or to 
manipulate the present. 

( LecPhHis 53-54.) 

To summarize, what Collingwood considers to be an acceptable fea
ture of pragmatic hist01y, is conceiving of the past as an uelement in the 
present", or, as he says elsewhere, as a "living past" (Aut 98) . 

How does the past become a "living past"? Collingwood establishes 
his conception of a viable kind of pragmatic history by his theory of 
re-e nactment. Pragmatism, in James's understanding, being concerned 
with the workableness or usefulness of ideas in action , can be applied to 
Collingwood's view of history in the following way: For Collingwood, the 
historian makes the evidence work by re-enacting the problem situation. 
If the evidence works in terms of his solution, then the historian has an 
u nderstanding of past action. Re-enactment proceeds on the "logic of 
question and answer", and here I agree with Cebik, who has argued that 
it is in this method that the pragmatic character of evidence emerges.19 
What is it that confers a pragmatist character upon evidence? 

I want to argue that the logic of question and answer demands an 
experimental attitude to evidence. Re-enactm ent, de fined as the 
re-thinking of past thoughts in the historian's mind, does not require, as 
has been suggested, an "introspective acquaintance" with other persons' 
minds.20 It is a kind of thought-experiment by means of which the histo
rian tries to find out whether the evidence answers the terms of his prob
lem. Let us expound the concept of experimentalism . 

Philosophy leaves its Ivory Tower of pure thought in acquiring an 
experi mental attitude towards its object. In both its su bject-matter and its 
method, ph ilosophical history becomes pragmatic. And what I mean by 
"pragmatism" he re is that outlined by Mead who argued that thought by 

19 Cf. L. B. Cebik, "Collingwood: Action, Re-enactment, and Evidence ," p. 72. In 
Pbilosophical Forum 2 (1970-71), 68-90. 

20 Cf. P. Ga rd iner: "The "O bjects" of Historica l Knowledge," pp. 214, 216. In 
Pbilosopby 27 0952), 211-220. 
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its experimental attitude annihilates the difference between "theory" and 
''practice". Mead regarded the idea of pure contemplation of an object as 
outmoded by the modern concept of knowledge which is that of activity 
as against receptivity. By the concept of receptivity he presumably refers 
to Locke's empiricist idea of a ((passive mind" as merely receiving 
sense-data. In Mead's active conception of experience the world is con
tinually reconstructed as to how it reacts to our experiments. Mead sug
gested that we should take up the same attitude to history as that with 
which science deals with nature , i.e . that o f experimentalism.21 

What Mead understands by "experimentalism" is the attitude of ap
proaching the object with a question. It is the Baconian theory of exper
imental science, praised so highly by Collingwood, that , firstly, uthe sci
entist has to decide exactly what it is that he wants to know", and, sec
ondly, "that he must find means of compelling nature to answer" (Aut, 
81; IH, 269). 

The experiment is successful if the object has complied with or an
swered the terms of the problem. By thus dissolving the subject-object 
relation into a complex of problems and solutions or questions and an
swers the old dichotomy between them becomes meaningless. As Ernst 
Cassirer has pointed out, modern science replaces the concept of sub
stance by that o f funcrion .22 

Given that experimentalis m and the dissolution of substantial entities 
into fun ctions constitute the working epistemology of the sciences, could 
the same epistemology underlie the humanities? 

Collingwood insists on the difference between the object in science 
and in history for mainly two reasons. Firstly, there is no direct access to 
the historical object. Secondly, the subject-matter of history is actions 
which express a thought, an intention or a purpose. The historical object 
is therefore as much an act as the subject 's activity of re-enacting. 
Collingwood with Locke renounces "all 'science of substance'" . A study 
of mind "does not ask what mind is; it asks only what mind does" (NL, 
9.16). Both, subject and object, form parts of a function. They are con-

21 G.H. Mead, The Philosophy of the Act. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1938. 
See esp. "Experimentalism as a Philosophy of History", ibid. , 494-519. 

22 E. Cassirer, Substanzbegriff und Funktionsbegriff Untersuchungen uber die 
Grundfragen der Erkenntniskritik. Berlin, 1910. 
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sidered as an activity, both changing in relation to each other.23 
Collingwood takes the same view as Cassirer about desubstantialisation 
in modem science. In applying the functional conception of mind to his
tory, Collingwood furthermore understands the activity within a function 
as self-reflective. He thus combines the concept of mind as function with 
the traditional concept of self-knowledge. The theoty of re-enactment un
derstands the subject-object relation in terms of a function. 

The other aspect of modem epistemology, that of experimentalism, is 
realised in Collingwood's logic of question and answer. His experimen
talism originated in archaeology about which he says that he found him
self "experimenting in a laboratory of knowledge" (Aut 24).24 We take 
this expression as a justification for interpreting re-enactment as a 
"thought-experiment". Collingwood employs these two aspects, func
tionalism and experimentalism, in his philosophy of history without 
adapting the historical to the scientific method. 

Collingwood takes the same view as Dewey on replacing formal logic 
by a conception of logic as a theory of inquity. The logic of propositions 
is superseded by a theory of meaning, involving a relation between 
problem and solution, question and answer. 

As Collingwood describes historical inquiry: 

Every acrual inquiry starts from a certain problem, and the purpose of 
the inquiry is to solve that problem; the plan o f that discovery, there-

23 Compare to this N. Rotenstreich, who, after quoting NL, 9.16, says: "This func
tional approach to Mind leads actually to the idea that there is nothing permanent in 
thought. The realm of thought becomes atomized and thus nothing remains which is 
meaningful for all sets of peoples" ("Historicism and Philosophy", op. cit. in ref. 5, p . 
413). The functional concept of mind thus can imply a relativism of philosophical prin
ciples. Coll ingwood's monistic concept of mind saves him from scepticism as regards 
the realm of thought because mind understands mind over the ages. 

24 Collingwood says about archaeology as a laboratory of knowledge: " ... at ftrst 
asking myself a quite vague question, such as: 'was there a Flavian occupation on this 
site?' then dividing that question into various heads and putting the ftrst in some such 
form as this: 'are these Flavian sherds and coins mere strays, or were they deposited in 
the period to which they belong?' and then considering all the possible ways in which 
light could be thrown on this new question, and putting them into practice one by one, 
until ar last I could say, 'There was a Flavian occupation; an earth and timber fort of 
such and such plan was built here in the yea r a+/-b and abandoned for such and such 
reason in the year x+/ -y.' Experience soon taught me that under these laboratory condi
tions o ne found out nothing at all except in answer to a question; and not a vague 
question either, but a definite one.'' Ibid. 
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fore , is already known and formulated by saying that, whatever the dis
covery may be, it must be such as to satisfy the terms of the problem. 

(IH, 312) 

In IH Collingwood explicates his theory of re-enactment. He con
ceives of it as the questioning method (IH 269-274 , 278-282). The work
ing of the "logic of question and answer" as a method of solving 
historical problems is described extensively in Aut, where it assumes an 
additional pragmatic feature by being connected with a theory of action: 

We study history in order to see more clearly into the situation in which 
we are called upon to act. Hence the plane o n which, ultimate ly, all 
problems arise, is the plane of 'real ' life: tha t to which they are referred 
for their solution is history. 

(Aut 114) 

By means of the pragmatic method , as Mead understands it, we re
constmct our world and ou r histoty.25 We cannot grasp the meaning of 
the present by studying the history of the past because we need to re
constmct our histo1y by studying the present (ibid.). Collingwood takes 
the same view as Mead, who links the pragmatic understanding of evi
dence explicitly up with the relevance that a certain problem has for 
conduct: 

It is, after all , in the problem that he [i.e. the historian] finds the defini
tio n of his data , and in its solution the test of his sufficiency. Have those 
problems any othe r residence than in the need to better comprehend 
the society o f which we are a part, and is the comprehension of that 
society anything but the considerate effort to face conduct in that soci
ety inte lligibly? I do no t think so.26 

Peirce , like Mead, contends that any conception has its meaning ex
clusively in relation to conduct and nothing that does not result from ex
periment has a direct relation to conduct (CP 5.412). Peirce defines 
pragmatism as a doctrine , according to which any conception is a 
"conception of its conceivable practical effects". This doctrine makes the 

25 "Back of our Minds." ln ThePhilosopby ojtbeAcl, o p. cit. in ref. 21, p . 488. 

26 G.H. Mead, "History and the Experimental Method." In The Philosopby of the Act, 
op. cit. in ref. 21 , pp. 98-99. 
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conception "reach far beyond the practical".27 The practical in turn re
leases a new "theory", i.e. new meanings. 

In which respect does Collingwood agree with the American pragma
tists Mead and Peirce, that would entitle us to characterize his philosophy 
of history as pragmatist? 

Collingwood's concept of re-enactment stands in the centre of his 
philosophy of history. He takes it to be the task of the historian to 
re-think exactly the same thought of the historical agent in his own mind 
(cf. IH 282 ff.). It is only by re-enacting past thoughts that the past is 
known to be an element in the present or a "living past". To contrast 
"re-enactment" with "reconstruction", the concept of reconstruction still 
bears with it the realist idea of a past that is "there", external to the mind 
of the historian.28 Although, for Collingwood, re-enactment implies re
construction, the concept of re-enactment highlights much more the ac
tive and creative aspect, which consists in re-enacting a past thought, 
than it would be possible by reconstruction. Re-enactment is grounded in 
the logic of question and answer which proceeds experimentally. The 
"logic" receives its experimental character from the complex of question 
and answer which is synonym with the complex of problems and solu
tions. Solutions obtain their verification by the interpretation of evidence. 
It is this experimental aspect in re-enactment that makes Collingwood 
agree with Peirce that only a concept or knowledge achieved by the ex
perimental method will stand in direct relation to practical life. For 
Collingwood, the synthesis between theory and practice is brought about 
by the re-enactment of past action. The historian is acting in the present 
by re-enacting the past. 

All of the American pragmatists agree on the practical implications of 
concepts. This view presupposes that the concept has in itsel f the struc
ture of the practical , which is the same as its referring to a purpose. For 
Collingwood this pragmatic view is implied in his concept of re-enacting 
a past action. An action must be based on refl ective, intentional acts of 
thought. Collingwood claims that only acts which we do on purpose, can 

27 " ... if pragmatism is the doctrine that every conception is a conception of con
ceivable practical effects, it makes the conception reach far beyond the practical" ( CP, 
5.196). 

28 Cf. G.H. Mead, "The Present as the Locus of Reality." In The Philosophy of the 
Prese111. Chicago & London, 1932, pp. 29f. 
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be re-enacted .29 In this way, thought itse lf is taken to be purposive . To 
develop this idea further, let us remind ourselves of Collingwood 's argu
ing for a merging of philosophical and historical thought in re-enactment. 
Commonly they are taken to be apart: Philosophical thought is a theoret
ical reflectio n , while historical thought in te rms of the hjstorical agent is a 
purposive activity. How , then, does philosophical thought assume the 
characte r o f purposiveness? The historian in re-thinking exactly the same 
thought of the past agent that is both , re fl ective and purposive, merges 
the past enactment with his philosophical, i.e. reflective re-enactment.30 
Ro tenstre ich has the re fo re argu ed that we nee d to understand 
II philosophical activity itself as a purposive o r pragmatic activity" .31 

Collingwood himself subscrib es to the con cept of prag m ati c 
self-knowledge.32 The purposiveness of knowing is in fact one of the 
chief definitio ns of pragmatism .33 

In order to know a thought and its meaning, the thought must have 
been expressed , eithe r in language, o r in any o ther fo rm o f utte rance 
(Aut 111). Coll ingwood , like Peirce,34 conceives o f langu age in its w ide 

29 "Reflective acts may be roughly described as the acts which we do o n purpost 
and these are the only acts which can become the subject-matter of history" (IH 309). 

30 To give Collingwood's example: "[The historian] is reading the Theodosian Code, 
and has before h im a certain edict of an emperor. Merely reading the wo rds and being 
able to translate them does not amount to knowing their historical significance. In order 
to do that he must envisage the situation with which the emperor envisaged it. The he 
must see for himself, just as if the emperor's situation were h is own, how such a situa
tion might be dealt with ; he must see the possible alternatives, and the reasons for 
choosing one rather than another; and thus he must go through the p rocess which the 
emperor went through in deciding o n th is particular course. Thus he is re-enacting in 
his own mind the experience of the emperor" (JH 283) 

31 Cf. N. Rotenstreich: "History and Time." Loc. cit. in ref. 5, p . 55. 

32 "Part, indeed the first part, of knowing yourself is knowing w hat you want. This 
is not only the first thing a man can know about himself, it is the fi rst thing he knows at 
all." Tbe New Leviatba n or Man, Society, Civilization and Barbarism, 11.39. Oxfo rd: 
Oxford University Press, 1947. [Fi rst published in 1942]. Abbr. NL. 

33 Cf. F.C.S. Schiller (Stt~dies in H temanism. London: Macmillan, 1907): "Hence the 
most essential feature of Pragmatism may well seem its insiste nce on the fact that ... all 
mental life is purposive" (p. 1 0). Pragmatism be fu rther "a systematic protest against aU 
ignoring of the purposiveness of actual knowing." (p . 11). 

34 " ... a ll thought whatsoever is a sign, and is mostly of the nature of language" (CP 
5.421). 
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sense as a system of signs. Language comprises those activities by which 
we "mean" or "signify" something.35 

Both , Collingwood and Peirce, reject the idea that language merely 
corresponds with the world. Language is not just an utterance, being true 
or false, but consists of words which have meanings. 

Meanings are transferred in, what came to be called "speech acts" 
which cannot be classified at all. Language does therefore not just corre
spond with the world but creates a world. In Peirce's semiotic terminol
ogy, language is a sign that is introduced by an interpreter, in order to 
stand for something. Collingwood, in developing his theory of language, 
is moving towards problems which were called on later by philosophers. 
He argues that in "discourse"; language becomes "concrete". Explaining, 

It is the activity of meaning something (a) by something e lse (b), where 
meaning a is an act of theoretical consciousness, and b is a practical ac
tivity, the production in oneself o r others of a flow of sounds or the like 
which serve you as the vehicle of that meaning. 

( NL 6.19) 

His to ry as understanding of the present, to Collingwood as to Mead, 
improves on the understanding of the society in which we live . Once we 
have accomplished a clear concept of a situation by virtue of historical 
knowledge, we should be able to apply our historical knowledge in 
clarifying issues in current political and social affairs. If our theory of 
action is false and confused, the world in which we act will s imilarly be 
a re flection of this confusion: "the mind having formed a false 
conception of itself, tries to live up to that conception" (SM 250) . When 
Collingwood in Speculum Mentis says that ''all thought exists for the sake 
of action" (SM 15), this phrase is not to be misunderstood as a call to 
blind activism, but must be understood pragmatically: It is not the task of 
theory, and in particular history, to set up rules for action36 but to clarify 

35 "By 'language' I mean not only speech, that is, language consisting of move
ments in the mouth-cavity producing sound; I mean that chiefly, because that is the 
most highly developed kind of language men possess: but I also mean any system of 
bodily movements, not necessarily vocal, whereby the men who make them mean or 
signify anything" (NL 6.1). 

36 Collingwood rejected the old pragmatic idea that historical study can provide us 
with a set of rules for human conduct. Although he considers action according to rule 
to be an important kind of action, to Collingwood a higher kind of action is one in 
which the agent has knowledge of the situation. Tn subsuming actions under rules, he 
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misunderstandings which are a hinderance in solving practical 
problems.37 What thus mediates between a past action and our own 
action in a present situation is the knowledge gained from historical 
study. It is the practical aspect of thought in an action as purposive or 
intentional that, in being re-enacted, links the self-knowledge thus 
gained to practice. This does not mean that thinking in itself is already 
practice.38 Self-knowledge accomplished by historical study provides a 
person with an histo rical understanding of the present. The historically 
educated person knows how the present emerged from the past and thus 
will comprehend a situation in the present within its historical context. 
Collingwood th en argues that this historical knowledge will assist a 
person in executing an action according to his or her knowledge of the 
situation. As Collingwood says, "what history can bring to moral and 
political life is a trained eye for the situation in which one has to act" 
(Aut 100). He shares, though not explicitly, Peirce's Cartesian-pragmatic 
view, that only a clear cognition will help us to act better. Collingwood 
also finds himself in implicit agreement with Mead who says about 
history that it is "trying to restate the past so as to make our present 
situation intelligible". Mead further argues: 

G reek and Roman histories are always written from the s tandpoint of in
terpreting an immediate situation in which the Greek and Roman com
munities fo und themselves - bringing those situatio ns up to date, so to 
speak, so that present problems may be accurately defined. That is what 
the persons who write history are interes ted in doing.39 

History thus will not in an immediate way, as sugges ted by moral 
pragmatism, become an instruction for action but by mediation of the 

argues, "you are not dealing with a situation but only with a certain type of situation 
under which you class it" (Aut 104). 

37 "Political Action," p . 158. In Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 29 0928-29), 
155-176; "The Present Need of a Philosophy," p. 263. In Philosophy9 (1934), 262-265. 

38 Thus Rotenstreich argues: "Collingwood deviating from the Socratic idea does 
not think that knowledge as such is already practice. Knowledge is the precondition for 
solving the practica l problems which demand for their so lution the decision which 
commits us. Decision carries us beyond the sheer contemplative understanding and 
places us in the realm of shaping the actual course of life. Reflection is for the sake of 
action and action in its very nature cannot be historicist" ("Historism and Philosophy," 
op. cit. in ref. 5, p . 418). 

39 G.H. Mead: "Fragments on the Process of Reflection." In: The Philosophy of the 
Acl, op. cit. in ref. 21, p. 81. 
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theory of re-enactment, that consists in an experimental re-thinking of 
reflective, intentional acts of thought. It will combine "theory" and 
"practice", intentional thinking and reflective action. Such was the main 
feature of the new theory of pragmatism, to recognize an "inseparable 
connection between rational cognition and rational purpose" (Peirce, CP 
5.412) , with which we find Collingwood 's theory of re-enactment in 
agreement. 

Let us next discover some other features of pragmatism in 
Collingwood's work. They are to be found in his conception of history as 
inquiry and in his theory of truth. 

In his early work Collingwood had considered history in a realist 
way, depicting the historian as merely collecting and asserting historical 
fa cts. Such a view could neither convince the working historian, nor was 
it a satisfactory theory to the historian Collingwood himself. As a practis
ing archaeologist, it must have been obvious to Collingwood very early 
on (and so he in fact later conceded in An Autobtography) that history or 
archaeology, when practiced, were more than the assertion of positive 
knowledge. In the actual practice of history it was not already possessed 
positive knowledge , but the activity of achieving knowledge, not a 
receptive attitude of collecting facts but the activity of questioning and 
inquiring. By the time he composed 1be Idea of Htstory, Collingwood 
took history to be the active, self-reflective, questioning and critical effort 
of philosophy; indeed, history had taken over from philosophy the aim 
of achieving self-knowledge. Finally, with the application of the method 
of questioning and answering, history had become a field of inquiry or 
research. It was an autonomous discipline , with a subject-matter of its 
own and with methods proper to itself. 

In IH Collingwood takes the statement that history is "a kind of re
search or inquiry" (IH, 9) as his starting point. Generally speaking, in
quiry means a form of thought "whereby we ask questions and try to an
swer them". Science consists in "fastening upon something we do not 
know, and trying to discover it", rather than "collecting what we already 
know and arranging it in this or that kind of pattern" (/H, 9). With alle
giance to Socrates, scientific thought emerges from our own ignorance, 
though not an ignorance of everything but of some definite thing and 
trying to find out what it is. Collingwood defines history as the "science 
of res gestae, the att~mpt to answer questions about human actions done 
in the past" (/H, 9). 
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It has been remarked by Goldstein that idealism and pragmatism 
share, what he calls, the "experien ce-inquiry o rientation" .40 Goldstein is 
certainly right in what he holds about the experience oriented point of 
view, but it may be doubted whether idealism is really concerned with 
inquiry. Certainly Dewey thought that it was not: he began as a Hegelian , 
and it was precisely the lack of inquiry in idealism that made him tum 
towards pragmatism. He was dissatisfied with viewing development as a 
passage from "contradicti ons" to "syntheses" and replaced those notions 
by the evolutionary and biologically conceived concept of growth . 
"Growth" he understood as a process of "conflicts" and "resolutions". 
Hegelian idealism gave way to, what Dewey ca lled, "experimental ideal
ism". In Collingwood's New Leviathan we discover a similar develop
ment, i.e. a break with Hegelianism and an elaboration of a kind of so
cial behaviourism. 

However much they differ, idealism and pragmatism agree that expe
rience is activity. They maintain that the nature of our experience 
changes the world of that experience, diverging thus form empirical real
ism. Traditional empiricism conceived the testing of ideas to consist of an 
introspective process in w hich the ideas were matched against their ori
gins. Ka nt understood the concept of experience in a new way: 
Experience was no longer the stuff from which ideas are derived , but be
came a way in which ideas assume a regulative and constitutive functi on. 
Experience is no longer substance, but becomes process. In pragmatism, 
experience is not w hat we know, nor the cause of ideas, but the process 
of how we know certain kinds of objects and a method of controlling 
and assessing ideas. In brief, experie nce becomes experimentation . 
Pragmatism propounds an experimental and observational approach to 
the environment. 

The difficulty of applying the pragmatic concept of experime ntation 
to history lies in the peculiarity of history as having its object in the past. 
The pastness of an event makes it therefore impossible to use the obser
vational meth od that is solely recognized by science as scientific. 
Furthermore, present evidence, which is about the past, cannot be tested 
against, what some call , the reality of the past. Explains Walsh: 

The past as it acrually was is nor open to our observation, and there is 
no reason to think that any remains w e now have of it constitute in 

40 L.j. Goldstein, Review in Ma·rt and World 6 (1973), p. 84. 
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themselves what might be termed unvarnished transcripts of past reality. 
Historical conclusions must accord with the evidence; but evidence, too, 
is not something which is fixed , finished, and uncontroversial in its 
meaning and implications. Evidence has to be authenticated, and again 
evidence has to be assessed.41 

For these reasons the past has to be reconstructed, and Walsh sug
gests the coherence theory as the only working procedure in historical 
inquiry. 

Given that the criterion for scientific inquiry is the observational test 
of an hypothesis, how can history on these grounds become a science? 
Collingwood argues that the scientific criterion for history consists in its 
inferential procedure: 

History, then, is a science, but a science of a special kind . It is a science 
whose business is to study events no t accessible to our observation, and 
to study these events inferentially, arguing to them from something else 
which is accessible to our observation , and which the historian calls 
"evidence" for the events in which he is interested. 

(JH251-52) 

The scientific test of present evidence against past "reality" works 
thus quite different from science. 

At first sight, Collingwood's description of history as research and in
quiry suggests that the work is done in isolation. We observe that 
Collingwood , in nearly all his writings, speaks of the historian, rather 
than, as would be more appropriate, of the community of historians. In 
NA42 this presupposition of regarding the historian as an isolated individ
ual misleads him to a n1onadic view of the historian's work. The historian 
is depicted as collecting an endless amount of facts, supposedly without 
knowing, what can only be known from a philosophical point of view, 
that those allegedly hard facts are implicitly the expression of mind. We 
shall not repeat Collingwood's later solution to this aporetic result here, 
but rather consider Collingwood's view of historical research in IH and 
related manuscripts. Indeed, in IH when history had finally risen to the 

41 W.H. Walsh, "Truth and Fact in History Reconsidered," p. 54. History and Theory, 
Beiheft 16, 53-71. 

42 "The Nature and . Aims of a Philosophy of History". In Proceedings of the 
Aristolelian Sociely 25 0924-25), 151-174. Repr. in W. Debbins (ed.) , Essays in the 
Philosophy of H istory by R.G. Collingwood. Austin, 1965, 34-56. 
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level of philosophical reflection , the historian is no longer seen as facing 
facts but as re-enacting thoughts. At first sight, such re-enactment again 
seems to be done individually and isolated. Indeed, the historian pre
cisely is an historian because he agrees to using certain methods and 
procedures which constitute a community. The so-called facts he deals 
with are for the greater part histories previously written : 

... the only past we can know and need to know is the past that has 
preserved recognisable traces in the present, so people must come to 
see more and more that all history is really history of history, that in 
stating what we take to be past facts we are really only and always re
counting and summarizing our own a nd other people's investigations 
concerning the past. 

( LecPhHis 57) 

In re-enacting the thought of past agents the historian criticizes for
mer accounts of certain actions once performed. Says Collingwood: 

Throughout the course of his work the historian is selecting, construct
ing, and criticizing; it is only by doing these things that he maintains his 
thought upon the sicbere Gang einer Wissenscba.ft [Kant]. 

(IH236) 

By thus applying historical methods and criticizing the histories writ
ten, his results can never be idiosyncratic. He belongs to a scientific 
community. Despite Collingwood"s use of the formula "the historian", in 
IH and later writings, what Collingwood means is in fact the community 
of historians. The social and experimental conception of science as the 
effort , not of an individual, but of a "community of investigators", is an 
idea that Collingwood shares with American pragmatism . But he devel
oped this view independently of Peirce. 

Lastly, let us consider Collingwood's conception of truth , in which we 
will also detect a pragmatic character. 

When hist01y is conceived of as research, it is an on-going activity, a 
search for historical truth that, in Collingwood's view is not to be found 
in statements co nverging with histo rical facts, but facts, nay, evidence, 
answering an historical problem. What the historian has to aim at is not a 
coherence of facts but an historical reconstruction . As Collingwood ex
plains the difference: 
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Confronted with a ready-made stateme nt about the subject he is study
ing, the scientific historian never asks himself: ' Is this statement true or 
false? ', in o ther words 'Sha 11 I incorporate it in my history of that subject 
o r not?' The question he asks himself is: 'What does this statement 
mean?' And this is nor equivalent to the question 'What did the person 
who made it mean by it?', a lthough that is doubtless a question that the 
histo rian must ask, and must be able to answer. It is equivalent, rather, 
to the question 'What light is thrown on the subject in which I am inter
ested by the fact that this person made this statement, meaning by it 
what he did mea n?' This might be expressed by saying that the scientific 
h istorian does not treat sta tements as sta tements but as evidence: not as 
true or fa lse accounts of the facts of which they profess to be accounts, 
but as other facts which, if he knows the rights questions to ask about 
them , may throw Hght on those facts. 

(JH 275) 

Reconstruction , pursued by the interpretation of evidence, to some 
critics entails rela ti vism:D To the objections of histori ca l realism 
Collingwood remarks that even a relatively true judgement, established 
by the historical method of interpreting evidence, does not just replace 
one interpretation by a nother, but a worse for a better, i.e. more 
convincing, because more coherent reconstruction of an historical event. 
Thus singular, relatively tiue, judgements do not abolish the aim of truth 
but further the reconstruction of a more coherent account of an event. 

What, then , is the "test" for truth in the constructionist thesis? 
Different from the scientist , the historian cannot verify his statements 
observationally but has as his only "test" the available evidence. 
Collingwood claims that the scientific historian in writing his account is 
his own authority. When asking a question, he already has a tentative 
idea of the evidence he will be able to use. Question and evidence, in 
hist01y, are therefore correlative ( IH 281). In wri ting his account he does 
no t merely repeat other histo rians' statements, but makes his own 
autonomous statements on his own authority (IH 275-76). This scientific 
procedure of using evidence clearly involves criticism. The idea of 
carrying out research by criticism agrees with the pragmatist view of 
processes of scientifi c investigation . For Collingwood, historical truth 
"emerges out of criticism and can withstand criticism" (LecPhH is 15). 

43 Cf. esp. M. Mandelbaum, The Problem of Hislorical Knowledge. New York: 
Liveright Publish ing Corporation, 1938. 
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Similarly, for Peirce, scientific investigations tend to weed out the false 
beliefs and bring scientists to converge on the true. Truth, in Peirce's 
pragmatism, would be such ultimate and ideal convergence (CP 5.565). 
By contrast with Collingwood, Peirce propounded a new realism that is 
based on a theory of representation. Thinking is caused by our 
sensations which , in turn , are influenced by "the real". Peirce"s realist 
theory of representation is directed towards a final conclusion to which 
every scientist would agree "in the long run". Whatever is believed to 
exist in the final conclusion is conceived of as being independent of 
anyone's thought and hence real. Peirce a lso calls this one general 
agreement the "one catholic consent" (CP 8.12). Yet this final conclusion 
is not plainly corresponding to or depicting reality. We are not required, 
as in the correspondence theory, to vacate our minds in order to judge 
the corresponde nce of an idea with reality. On the contrary, the 
representation is by conceptual interpretation , so that, pragmatically, the 
real is what, in the final conclusion, thought represents it to be. In 
Peirce's words: 

The opinion which is fated to be u ltimately agreed upon by all who in
vestigate is what we mean by truth, and the object represented by this 
o pinion is real. 

(CP 5.407) 

Peirce has been criticized for using the word "fated" which has been as
sociated with an occult power behind the process of scientific investiga
tion. But what he meant by "fated" was that "which is sure to happen" 
(CP 5.407, note 1). Yet Peirce's definition of ultimate truth is rather, in 
Kantian terms, a regulative idea. It does not commit him to believing that 
there will in fact ever be a final opinion at all. If such a final opinion 
were ever be reached, it would put an end to inquiry and research in 
general. Peirce , at least, has thus not abandoned the idea of absolute 
truth as the ideal aim of research. Besides, his pragmatism is a far cry 
from the popular idea , often associated with pragmatism, of determining 
the meaning and truth of thought by criteria of their practical usefulness. 
Despite the ideal of absolute truth , for Peirce and James no less than for 
Collingwood, preliminarily scientific research should aim at a concept of 
relative truth that is a function of particular verifications; applied to his
tory, of relatively true judgements. Collingwood argues: 

111 



Because final and complete truth, with rega rd even to quite a small 
historical problem, is unattainable , it does no t follow that there can be 
no solid advance in histo rical knowledge .. . clinging to the obvious fact 
that we can and do substitute one narra tive for another, not on grounds 
of personal preference but on wholly objective grounds ... 

( LecPhHis 36) 

Putting the goal of final truth aside, historical constructionism is likely 
to end up in scepticism. It is precisely scepticism as regards absolute 
truth in history that, for example, in Mandelbaum's view, relativism 
involves. For Mandelbaum, scepticism can only be avoided by the realist 
view of truth. Collingwood counters the objections of the sceptic differ
ently: 

. . .it is a scepticism which only affects the absolute truth of our historical 
thinking, and does not touch its relative truth, that is to say, the truth of 
the judgment that this historical narrative is preferable to that. And if it is 
argued that without absolute truth this re lative truth cannot exist, we 
shall reply, on the contrary, unless this relative truth were certain, the 
argument against absolute truth would fall to the ground ... Fo r this ar
gument defends on the principle that histo rical theories admit of refuta
tion, that is on the principle that criticism may be effective. But if criti
cism is effective, it results in the replaceme nt of the refuted view by a 
less inadequate view, that is one relatively true. For the only way in 
which an historical theo ry can be refuted is by reinterpreting the evi
dence on which it rests and showing that the evidence really points in a 
different direction. The only certainty that we ca n ever have in historical 
thinking is the certainty of having made a definite advance on previous 
theories . If we want more than that, we canno t have it. If we hope that 
by pursuing our inquiries we can come to know the past exactly as it 
happened, our hope is vain. 

( LecPhHis 37) 

Furthermore, relativism enters historical judgements because, in the 
pragmatic understanding, history is written from the point of view of the 
present. Mead, for example, views history as the attempt "to restate the 
past so as to make our present situation intelligible" _44 "In actual literary 
history", Mead concludes, we "are really getting the past so far as that 
enters into the present problems" (ibid.). There is in this way no possi-

44 G.H. Mead, "Fragments on the Process of Reflection," loc. cit. in ref. 39, p . 81. 
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bility of getting a final history. Collingwood also rejects the idea of final
ity in history: 

'Whe n we have found and inte rpreted our evide nce, the result is history 
as a finished product, o r na rrative .' I say as a finished product, but it 
must be rem embe red that the product is never actually finished . The 
wo rk of collecting sources is as e ndless as is the work of inte rpreting 
them , a nd the refo re every narra tive that we can at any given m omem 
put fo rward is only an ime rim report on the progress of our his torical 
inquiries. Finality in such a marter is absolutely impossible . 

( LecPhHis 36) 

Another reason for truth as being relative to the present is to be 
found in Collingwood's as well as Mead's view that each generation has 
to rewrite history.45 As Mead states: "Each generation and often different 
minds w ithin a generation have discovered different pasts. "46 Yet it may 
be objected that there is a continuity in the course of human events that 
make up the framework of historical accounts. For Mead, this view of 
history as a process of inevitable events is beside the point, i f one is to 
identify historical knowledge with scientific research. 

One past displaces and abrogates a no the r as inexorably as the rising 
generatio n buries the o ld. How many differe nt Ceasars have crossed the 
Rubicon si nce 1800? But, you say, the re must be ide ntica l events in 
each, e lse the new past cou ld not displace the o ld and occupy its field . 
Yes, the re a re coincidences of events that a re re latively perma ne nt, and 
which make possib le transla tion from one historic account to a nothe r. 
But coincide nces of events are not the objects of our knowledge.47 

Collingwood answers this problem of diverging accounts of the past 
in a similar way to Mead. After the historian has studied the different 
views of A, B, C, D , he says: '"I , having diligently studied their views, 
think it was thus.' Hence the history of history culminates where it ought 
to culminate, in the present" (LecPhHis 58). Historical truth is thus rela
tive to the present. 

45 JH 248; G .H. Mead, "A Pragmatic Theory of Truth", p . 335; in Selected Writings, 
Indiana polis: Bobbs-Merrill , 1964. 

46 G.H. Mead, "History and the Ex perimental Method," p . 95. In The Philosophy of 
the Act, o p. cit. in ref. 21. 

47 Ibid .. 
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Truth in history is therefore not something that is found or discov
ered , but, as James emphasizes, made in the process of scientific re
search.48 "Making", in this context, highlights the activity, creativity, in 
general, the expe rime ntal attitude in histo ri cal inquiry . We find 
Collingwood in agreement with this pragmatist idea of "making" history, 
when he distinguishes dogmatic from critical history: 

It is to be observed that the transition from dogmatic to critical histo ry 
involves an immense widening of the field of evidence . Whereas dog
matic history recognizes no sources but only authorities, which must 
consist of ready-made narrative, critical histo ry treats these narratives 
not as authorities, or history ready-made, but as sources, o r evidence to 
be made into history by interpreting ir. .. 

( LecPbHis 29; my italics) 

At first sight , the idea of "making" truth seems to be irreconcilable 
with the correspondence theory. It stands for just the opposite approach 
to evidence than the coherence theory. In fact, a reconci liation is possi
ble , if, as suggested by Dewey, correspondence is take n in an 
"operational" sense: 

My own view takes correspondence in the ope rational sense it bears in 
all cases exce pt the unique epistemological case of an alleged relation 
between a "subject" and an "object": the meaning, namely, of answer
ing, as a key answers to conditions imposed by a lock, or as two corre
spondences "answer" each o ther; o r, in general, as a reply in an ade
quate answer to a question o r a criticism-as, in short, a solution an
swers the requ irements of a problem. On this view, both partners in 
"correspondence" are ope n a nd above board, instead of one of them 
being fo rever out of experience and the othe r in it by way of a 
"percept" o r whatever.49 

The "operational" correspondence theory allows for an experimental 
and fun ctional re lation between , to put it in traditional termin ology, 

48 "The truth of an idea is not a stagnant property inherent in it. Truth bappens to 
an idea. It becomes true, is made true by events. Its verity is in fact an event, a process, 
the process namely of its verifying itself, its veri-fication Its validity is the process of its 
valid-ation" (Pragmatism, p. 201 ). 

49 ]. Dewey, "Propositions, Warranted Assertibility and Truth," in Problems of Man, 
pp. 343-344 (New York: Philosophical Library, 1946, pp. 331-353; originally publishe d in 
j ournal of Pbilosopby 38, (1946), 169-186). 
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"subject" and "object". If we try to apply Dewey's suggestion to 
Collingwood's theory of re-enactment, we noticed already that the re-en
actor and the past actor enter a functi onal , on both parts self-reflective, 
relationship. In this way, a past action becomes the answer to a problem 
posed by the historian . The relation is not one between statements corre
sponding with facts but a thought process being re-enacted in present 
thought. Both parts correspond in an operational way and become thus, 
as Collingwood claims, one identical thought. 

I venture to argue that Dewey's suggestion of an operational corre
spondence theory could describe and solve the puzzle of an identical 
thought being re-enacted . 

Dewey holds that truth characterizes the conditions that correspond 
as a solution answers a problem. Mead also defin ed truth as 
"synonymous with the solution of the problem" .so What it is that corre
sponds, Dewey claims, is a whole coordinated set of activities. The cor
respondence relation in D ew ey's theory is one holding among 
"situations". What does Dewey understand by ''situation"? He defines the 
term as follows: 

What is designated by the word 'situation ' is not a single object o r set of 
objects and events. For we never experience no r form judgments about 
objects and events in isolation but only in connection wilh a contextual 
whole .. . In actual experience there is never any such isolated singular 
object o r event; an object or event is always a special part, a phase, or 
aspect, of an environing experienced world-a situation. 51 

The "operational" correspondence theory covers what is traditionally un
derstood by the coherence theory. If we try to transfer Dewey's idea of a 
"contextual whole" to Collingwood's theory of re-enactment, w e find the 
agreement in Collingwood's theory o f imagination which holds that 
thought is never re-enacted in isolation but within the context of the ef
fects of an action and the surrounding conditions under which it was ex
ecuted. To put it in Dewey's terms, re-enactment is the re-thinking of 
thoughts within a "contextual whole". Collingwood w ould have agreed. 

- -

Tbe London School of Economics and Political Science 

50 "A Pragmatic Theo ry of Truth". In Selected \flritings, op. cit. in ref. 45, p. 328. 

51 j. Dew.ey, Logic: Tbe Theory of lnquiry, pp. 66-67. New Yo rk: Holt, 1938. 

115 



ABBREVlATIONS 

Works by R.G . Collingwood: 

Aut 

IH 

Lee Ph His 

Nl 

SM 

An Autobiography. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1970. (First pub

lished by the Clarendon Press in 1939). 

The Idea of History. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1970. (First 

published by the Clarendon Press in 1946). 

Lectures on the Philosophy of History. Manuscript written in 1926. 

Bodleian Library. DEP 14. 
Tbe New Leviathan or Man, Society, Ciuilizatio11. and Barbarism. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 1947. [First published in 1942]. 

Speculum Mentis or Tbe Map of Knowledge. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press, 1946. (First published in 1924). 

Works by C.S. Peirce: 

CP Charles Saunders Peirce, Collected Pape1-s, Cambridge: Harvard University 

Press, 1934. (Numbers indicate volume and paragraph). 

116 


