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Introduction

In 2002 Michael Cox’Critical Appraisalpresented a diverse collection of essays on
E.H. Carr. The essays offered biographical detadnsiderations of Carr's
contributions to political science, a look at higerest in Russian studies, and a
discussion about Carr’s work as a historian. Ampragse for the book, Robert Cox
applauded it for exploring Carr’'s historical modk tbought, stating that it leads
readers into the complexity of Carr's ideas andidsathem with “the challenge to
take the analysis a step further into the presén€bx’s statement illustrates that,
though Michael Cox and the contributors to his wodu have begun to offer a
reappraisal of Carr's work, there is still muchb® explored. Carr’s production was
prolific and his knowledge diverse. When he was publishing books, and indeed
often simultaneous to his publication of bookswaes writing leaders for newspapers
and articles for journals, many of which he wroteler pseudonyms. This leaves a
difficult task for those who would take up RobedxG call to continue analysis of
Carr into the present. For example, Peter Wilsmsirioted that it is not unusual for a
student to encounter three Carrs: the ‘Realist’C&oviet Carr’, and ‘Carr the
philosopher of history®. This perception of ‘three Carr’s’ is one thatéinforced in
the structure (if not necessarily the individuahtdutions) of theCritical Appraisal

Of course, Carr was one man, and perhaps one rstepntinuing to reappraise him
lies in questioning ways in which the themes in diigerse writings overlap. This
does not mean claiming that Carr had one cohehetry or grand theory. On the
contrary, it means accepting Carr’'s complexity whalso questioning what overlap
may lie within his broad and interdisciplinary irdgsts, for example, how the
ontological outlook in both his political and higtal writings both reflect his
philosophy of history.

As such, this study unfolds in three sections. Tits section identifies and
elaborates two specific themes from previous IRlisgion Carr that offer room for
further consideration of his work with regard te ghilosophy of history. These
themes consider philosophical rather than polenmplications: first is the
consideration of a critique @f priori rationalism and empiricism offered by Carr, and
second is the study of Carr’s recurrent use okediatal logic as a critical tool. Tim

! Amelia Heath, Politics, 40-42 Great North Roadwiastle University, Newcastle Upon Tyne, NE1
7RU, United Kingdom. Email: m.a.heath@ncl.ac.uk.

2 Michael Cox (ed)E.H. Carr A Critical Appraisal Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2000 (See editorial pyaise
% Peter Wilson, ‘Radicalism for a Conservative Pegdhe Peculiar Realism of EH CaMillennium,
30(1), 2001, 123-136 (see 123-124).

“ This is a point emphasized by Randall Germainisrchntribution to theCritical Appraisal See
Randall Germain, ‘Carr and the Historical Mode bdbuight’, in in E.H. Carr a critical appraisal, edit
by Michael Cox, New York: Palgrave, 2000, pp. &Zb (see 331-334).
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Dunne, Andrew Linklater, Peter Wilson, Sean Mollagd Vendulka Kubalkova form
the core of the contributors considered.

Drawing from literature on these two themes contebs to the argument of
this paper: Carr’s critical examination of the oatilist and empiricist theories of
knowledge and his use of critical dialectic arealvitot only to understanding his
historical approach to experience (as is studiedgtnoften in IR), but also to his
epistemological philosophy of history, which wasaWity influenced by R.G.
Collingwood.  Taking the contrary position to werg who have framed Carr as
having radical shifts in thought between his camegolitics and his career in history,
this paper takes the position that Carr’s view d@ftjes is informed by his philosophy
of history.

In order to unpack the argument, the second sedfothe paper further
considers Carr’s ‘critique of reason’ and use @fatitics with regard to his historical
approach as a mode of understanding historical reeqge. His methodological
reflections inFrom Napoleon to StalifWhat is History? and The New Societgire
discussed. Carr's use of the sociology of knowdedgd dialectics as a part of his
critical project to expose values and logic behind historical development of the
western world are further considered. The secatdlects on Carr’s use of dialectical
logic in disambiguating the overlap of and recimaafluences between thought and
action in social reality.

The final section then focuses on the way in whdrr's thoughts on the
overlap between thought and action in social neaie related to his philosophy of
history. The philosophy of history, in particuls R.G. Collingwood expounded it, is
argued to elucidate Carr’s categorical theory advdedge. That is, Collingwood’s
philosophy of history is seen to influence Carrstfy, in that it contributes to an
epistemological idealism that underlies Carr's apph to understanding historical
experience. Secondly, the philosophy of historgeen as a project by which the
critique of the notion of a ‘rational developmenf civilization exposes heuristic
presuppositions underlying that notion.

The ‘Critique of Reason’ and Critical Dialectic

Within IR, there are a growing number of studiesuked on the philosophical
implications of Carr’s critique of the rationalispistemology. There are also many
studies of which the focus is on Carr’s use ofeditits as a logical, rhetorical, and/or
critical tool. Charles Jones’s and Timothy Dunnetark provides examples of Carr
studies that exhibit both them®sSince 1997 and 1998 when Charles Jones published
two pieces on Carr including his bo#kDuty to Liescholars have not been able to
study Carr without understanding the influencesnuipion of the works of Karl

® There are varied uses and understandings of tire'déalectics.’ Here the term is used to define a
multi-causal and dynamic understanding of changfhowt implying a Hegelian or Marxist
teleological historical process.

® Charles Jones. ‘Carr, Mannheim, and a Post-pisicience of International Relations,’
Political StudiesXLV, 1997, 232-246

Jones, Charle&.H. Carr and International Relations: A Duty tcelLCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998.

Timothy Dunnelnventing International Society A History of theglish Schoal Oxford: Macmillan,
1998, pp. 23-46.

Timothy Dunne. ‘Theories as Weapons: E.H. Carrlatelnational Relations,’ i.H. Carr A Critical
Appraisal edited by Michael Cox, New York: Palgrave, 2000, 217-233.
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Mannheim and the importance of the ‘sociology obwiedge' to his approach.
Jones notes influences Mannheim seems to have hadCasr's thought: the
malleability of human nature; the social constructiof formal classifications of
knowledge; the historically relative character bé tdivision between domestic and
international politics; the necessity of domestianping; and the means by which
relativism might be overcome and public policy fiymteground’ The corollaries
reinforce important aspects about Carr’s thoughmely his commitment to dynamic
change rather than synchronic structures and tkisomdedgement that both factual
and value knowledge have bases in social realtpwever, Jones argues that Carr
uses the sociology of knowledge and dialectics dsetorical device to establish his
own political positions as a ‘third way’. He exisia that in theTwenty Years’ Crisfs
Carr twists the structure of Mannheimteology and Utopido persuade the reader
toward the realist perspective. Similarly Timotbynne has explored the rhetoric
behind Carr's work, but Dunne notes that “the emsilogy of utopianism is
‘rationalism’, the belief that reason can delivatarnished truth In counter to this,
argues Dunne, Carr uses realism as an epistemimtoeeapon to “relativise all
claims to a universal good in order to reveal thgigl interests which underlie those
claims.”™® Dunne, like Jones, focuses on the dialecticalineabf the analysis in
Twenty Years’ Crisisbut does so in order to undermine “three errorg’the
paradigmatic representation of Carr, one of whighthe misunderstanding of the
“antinomial relationship between realism and utojsie.™*

Andrew Linklater has done much to advance the Bggmce of critique in
Carr's work. He acknowledges that theventy Years’ Crisiss as much a ‘critique
from the left’ of realism as it is a critique ofdalism™® Put differently, Carr’s is a
project that explores the ‘dark side of modernityith its ‘logics of power and
control’, as well as the ‘other side of modernityith its ‘capacity for regenerating
resistance to dominant exclusidf. He explains that Carr adopted a Marxist method
of ‘immanent critique’ by which the process of cgann society is driven by ideals
linked with sociological accounts of historical risfiormation** He has studied the
idea of immanent critique to illuminate the dynanmt transformation in Carr's
writings on nationalism, especialNationalism and AfteandThe Future of Nations.
He argues that Carr's portrayal of the dynamic eatthan static boundaries of
political community are more in line with theoristsich as Rousseau, Marx, and
Foucault, whose writings deal with possibilitiesebiminating forms of exclusion in
social formations?®

" Jones, 1997: 240-246.

8 From here on some of Carr’s works are often abated after their first mention. For example the
Twenty Years’ Crisiss referred to as TYCThe New Societig referred to as TNS; alhat is
History?is referred to as WIH.

° Dunne, 1998: 28. He is quoting Carr's own wordthigiTwenty Years’ Crisis.

' Dunne, 1998: 30 and Dunne, 2000: 218.

' Dunne, 1998: 32.

12 Andrew Linklater, ‘Nationalism and the Future af@reign Nations’, in E.H. Carr a critical
appraisal, edited by Michael Cox, New York: Palgr,a2000, pp. 234-257 (see 239).

¥ Andrew Linklater, ‘The transformation of the paél community: EH Carr, critical theory, and
international relationdReview of International Studie®3, 1997: 321-338 (see 338).

See also Andrew Linklate€ritical Theory and World Politics Citizenship, Sogignty, and Humanity
London: Routledge, 1997: 43; 66; and 100-104.

“ Linklater, 2000: 240.

' Linklater, 1997: 324-325.
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Peter Wilson has put forward the argument thagréhare few references to
his (Carr's) critique of reason implicit in his elopment of the ‘sociology of
knowledge.”® While some of Wilson's work focuses on the reieptof and
responses to CarrBwenty Years’' Crisigncluding scrutiny of the ‘myth’ of the First
Great Debate of IR, other studies emphasize the reflective rathen thalemic
character of Carr's work. His own analyses takepsttoward considering the
philosophical implications of Carr's use the soogy of knowledge and of
dialectics*® Wilson notes that the dialectical logic is insejde from the critique of
rationalism in Carr’s sociology of knowledge, emgiaang that the point Carr returns
to over again is the failure of political leadesscomprehend the circumstances that
had led to the ‘crises’ of the twentieth centuryl 4o adapt to those circumstané@s.
As such, Carr’s ‘radicalism’ serves at least botohtical and philosophical function
in his work.

Sean Molloy also scrutinizes philosophical topinshis analyses of Carr’s
works.?® Molloy’s work raises the important point regamifCarr's theory of
knowledge that his (Carr’s) project is one of coaxpbhilosophical critique. Molloy,
drawing from previous theses by, for example, Dudoaes, and Wilson, argues that
Carr’s use of the Marxist analytic (dialecticsyedlective of rhetorical and ideological
criticism of modern liberalisn?* Both Molloy and Wilson expand on the
philosophical critique of reason used by Carr inC[Ybeyond the political or
rhetorical purposes of the work, in acknowledging importance of Carr’s rejection
of a priori rationalism, which Carr saw as the philosophiaai$ for individual, self-
interest driven ethics of utilitarianism as heavityiticized in Conditions of
Peace” A theme of Molloy’s work lies in unpacking Carrtgitique of reason
specifically as it relates to moral values. Foareple, he considers Carr’s moral
philosophy of international politics as driven hetdialectic of Realism, “the view
that no moral obligations are binding on statest] bBltopianism, “the view that states
are subject to the same moral obligations as iddals.””®> For Molloy, an
explanation of the ‘whole range of projects undertain theTwenty Years’ Crisiss
his commitment to pragmatism, where the “politietilics of reality are unfixed®

'® peter Wilson, ‘EH Carr: the revolutionist’s regli§irst Press, The Global Sit8p00a: 11, available
at: http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/012wilson.pdf

" peter Wilson, ‘The myth of the First Great DebaReview of International Studie®4, 1998, 1-16.
Peter Wilson, ‘Responses to the Twenty Years’ €rigi in E.H. Carr a critical appraisal, edited by
Michael Cox, 217-233. New York: Palgrave, 2000.

'8 Wilson, 2001.

¥ This is an underlying theme in several of Carrtgks, such a¥he Twenty Years’ Crisis
Nationalism Nationalism and afterConditions of PeageandThe New Societgnd is noted in Wilson,
2000: 9.

2 Sean Molloy, ‘Dialectics and Transformations: Expig the International Theory of E.H.

Carr’, International Journal of Politics, Culture, and Sety, 17(2), 2003, 279-306.

Sean Molloy A Genealogy of Power Politics The Hidden Historyreklism New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006, pp. 51-74.

Seén Molloy, ‘Hans J. Morgenthau vs. EH Carr: Ciotifig Conceptions of Ethical Realism’, In
Duncan Bell (edPolitical Thought and International Relations Vai@ns on a Realist Them@xford:
Oxford University Press, 2009, pp. 83-104.

See also: Sean Molloy, ‘Realism: A Problematic Bigna’, Security Dialogue34(1), 2003, pp. 79-81.
I Molloy, 2003: 283

22 See Wilson, 2000: 6, 11; and Molloy, 2003: 281

% Molloy, 2009: 86 quoting Caffwenty Years’ Crisis

4 Molloy, 2009: 88
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In this conclusion he does not differ from argunsesivanced in much earlier Carr
studies. One such example is an article by Whittlenstorf> Johnston explains that
Carr uses the sociology of knowledge in works sasionditions of Peact expose
the breakdown of the harmony of interests, and tiafwenty Years’ Crisiss the
synthesis of Carr's Marxist project with his intst® in international relatiorfS.
Johnston furthermore argues that Carr’'s lack ofndiad theory of international
relations helps to explain the dilemma of his dedar objective history (and his
moral relativism) as an issue which he returned uesatisfactorily, inWhat is
History?

In Conditions of Peacand theTwenty Years’ Crisibe offers a strong value
critique, not of morality in general (as is oftentarpreted), but of the very specific
utilitarian principles of morality.  Moreover, TYG@Gffers Carr's most scrutinized
criticism of a priori rationalism as it underlies the assumptions of dbetrine of
harmony of interests. Wilson notes that therdtisnoa failure to distinguish that what
Carr objects to in his critique of the doctrinehafrmony of interests is the nineteenth
century liberal assumption in a natutermony of interests, referring to a hidden
hand that ensures the greatest possible welfaseepand security for humanity as a
whole?’ The belief in an unforeseen force, or hidden hisé faith in absolute truth
and reason. As Carr explains, it is the manifestabf a progressive or teleological
philosophy of history by which “the firm belief thaman (in pursuing his own
businest8 and interests) was thereby contributingarnds some ‘far-off divine
event.”

It is the complex critique of reason rightly noteedunderlie Carr's work — a
critique not only of morals and values but of pihes of logic — that requires further
consideration with regard to Carr's approach toeusthnding historical experience.
Two things should be noted. First, Carr is doingrenthan attacking a straw man
with his concept of utopianism; he is rejecting gositional logic of statements
claiming to reflect absolute truth. Propositiomsstatements founded on the logic of
a priori, absolute truth are Carr’s true target. This alldws, as Dunne notes, to
“assign the category (utopianism) to a multitudeedérents.®® While Carr does use
several of his works (not onlwenty Years’ Crisiand Conditions of Peacbut also,
among othersNationalism and Afterand The New Societyjo criticize modern
liberalism, he does so by criticizing very speciWelue and logic assumptions upon
which those institutions were founded rather tham an abstract ‘modern
liberalism’. His criticism accounts for an assesestnof both logic and value
underlying the political institutions of liberalisrand their perceived reasons and
purposes within society. In this way ‘modern lélesm’ is not just a rhetorical target
but something Carr sees as a culmination of raigtnand empiricist theories of
knowledge, each claiming (through different meatws)reflect absolute truths.
Likewise ‘utopianism’, far from being a construcar€ simply invented, criticizes an
unbending search for the objective facts of regditgriori rationalism, and a faith in

5 Whittle Johnston, ‘EH Carr’s theory of internai@melations: a critiqueJournal of Politics29(4),
1967, 861-884.

?% Johnston, 1967, 867-868

2" Wilson 2000: 11; Emphasis in original

8 EH Carr,Conditions for Peage_ondon: Macmillan, 1942: 103.

% Dunne, 1998: 29.
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providential or teleological progred%.Carr gives consideration to the value and logic
assumptions underlying the institutions of laiste® economics, liberal democracy,
and national sovereignty back to their foundationEnlightenment individualist and
rationalistic thought. In a method not unlike eamporary genealogy, after exposing
the foundations of thought behind the institutibess criticizing, he then proceeds to
unpack ways in which these institutions are unbietdor and thus unstable in the
conditions of the twentieth century world.

Second, he is not only targeting the epistemolofjyationalism with his
criticisms of utopianism, but also that of empsiai with his criticisms of realism.
TYC is a warning against the extremes of epistegiodd empiricism in the form of
naturalism and positivism, where naturalism is medi as the belief that a single
scientific method can analyze both the natural soclal worlds and positivism is
defined as a commitment to the search for objeckmewledge through solely
empirical methods. Linklater has also made thistpgtating that, “there are parallels
here (in TYC) with Marx’s critique of utopian sokigan, but no ringing endorsement
of scientific socialism®* This is an important point because Carr, havirfgretl a
criticism of rationalism, does not then simply agh& an empiricist epistemology
himself. In fact, contrary to Wilson’s thesis tl@drr, perhaps uncritically, adopted a
position of Marxist materialism, in thelimitations of realism’ Carr rejects
materialism as a ‘scientific’ thesis committed taturalism and an inflexible
predictability of the future; moreover, he rejegthopenhauer’s philosophy of history
for the “passive contemplation” it forces on thectitical observer? Carr criticizes
the materialist conception of history advanced bgrMand Engels as it is based on
the philosophical derivative of Feuerbach’s objexiterialism>> Michael Joseph
Smith’s and Sean Molloy’s considerations of Casoalote his supposed adherence to
materialism*

Molloy claims that “Carr’s belief that internatidnelations was the product
of underlying social and economic forces manifestthemselves in the political
sphere leaves no autonomy for the realm of thotijtBut Carr cannot so simply be
labeled a materialist. He credited thought wite gfower of change. As Vendulka
Kubalkova has shown, Carr makes the meaningfuésiant that “in the process of
analyzing the facts Marx altered thefi.”In TYC he explains that the economic
philosophy of history substitutes material conditoas having the power of
cause/effect in society; however, the mistake f thove by Marx is that economics
becomes the drive of the whole ‘historical procés€arr believed logic and moral
values to be reflective of thought processes amduah, also susceptible to changing

% These criticisms, as discussed by Carr in TNSWitd, are considered in further detail in a later
section.

%! Linklater, 2000: 240.

32 EH Carr,The Twenty Years’ Crisis 1919-1939: an introductiorthe study of international relations
New York: Palgrave, 2001: 86-87

%3 Carr, 2001: 64.

% Michael Joseph SmitiRealist Thought From Weber to Kissingeouisiana State University Press,
1986, pp. 68-98.

% Molloy, 2003: 298.

% vendulka Kubalkova , 1998, ‘The Twenty Years’ CGatlis: EH Carr and IR’ in Vendulka
Kubalkova, Nicholas Greenwood Onuf, and Paul Koyeds.) International Relations in a
Constructed World,.ondon, M.E. Sharpe: 25-57. See page 31; Fogtio¢e in context see Carr,
2001: 5.

%" carr, 2001: 64.



Amelia Heath

A Developmental Joumnal of Research in Polics
and Infemational Relations

social and historical circumstances. As Kubalkpwints out, Carr hints at Marx’s
insight in theEleventh Thesis on Feuerbaatontrasting the position where theory
and practice merge to the naturalist position thaory merely mirrors practical
experiencé® Contrary to Molloy’s claims that “the only const feature of Carr’s
international relations career is an attachmenth#o principle of empiricism and a
rejection of a priori rationalisn®°Carr’s warning against the positivist, objectivist,
and naturalist extremes of empiricism are as cterdisa feature of his work as his
warnings against the extremes afpriori rationalism. Carr further elaborates his
stance on theory and practice in his essays on Mammand on Marxism ifrrom
Napoleon to Stalin It is the dialectical relationship between thyeand practice that
drives Carr to use the sociology of knowledge. eidplains that the study of historical
circumstances is merely a short step from the smgyoof knowledge, which aims to
create a history of ideas from a social conféx@hat is more, he emphasizes that the
reciprocal interaction between the base and supetste, envisioned by Mar, is not
static and is not necessarily driven by economias by thought'* His critical
attitude toward empiricism is also present in Wéld,Dunne notes: “Even if Carr does
not elaborate a full-blown pragmatist epistemolothe anti-empiricism evident in
What is History? sets him apart from the dominant strand of pasitiv in
International Relations®?

Kubélkova furthermore argues that Carr was a ctergisdialectician.
Drawing from Hayward Alker, he is very clear abuiitat dialectical logic is and how
Carr uses it: “the choice of dialectics simply wates a rejection of the monocausal
approach and the notion of unilinear developmentfamor of the dynamic,
multicausal, and multidirectional.”43 With relatieo Carr's approach, it reflects his
decision to use the ‘sociology of knowledge’ and@u® on the social context of
‘reality’ rather than to analyze or test the absohluuth or falsity of facts. Kubalkova
goes on to explain that dialectical thought focusesonflict and contradiction and
“seeks to understand change through a study ofpdmt and the present that
establishes a connection between future develomaent the present.”44 This means
dialecticians study history for change over timee shings as interdependent; and
view society holistically.45 The importance ofglproject for international politics,
as in the ‘post’ movement, lies in the target o driticism, or the philosophical
foundations of how knowledge is put together.46

It is now considered how Carr’'s use of dialecticglic and the sociology of
knowledge are intertwined with his critique of thieeories of rationalism and
empiricism underlying Western liberal societies.

The Historical Approach and Dialectical Logic in Urderstanding Experience

% Kubalkova, 1998: 31.

% Molloy, 2003: 281

“EH Carr,From Napoleon to Stalin and Other Essayiew York: St. Martins Press, 1980, pp. 79-80;
he clarifies his own definition of historicism afé conditioned nature of our judgments in all scés
relating to human behaviour” (1980: 179) and déferates his definition from Popper’s definition of
historicism.

*L Carr, 1980: 180.

“2Dunne, 2000: 281 (see note 5).

* Kubalkova, 1998: 30.

* Kubélkova, 1998: 30.

* Ibid.

*® Ibid, 34.
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It is Carr’s dual criticism of empiricism ara priori rationalism that helps him to
expand upon his own approach to understanding rloato experience. An
epistemologicaphilosophy of history (discussed in the followirgcgon) bolsters his
commitments to the sociology of knowledge as aotifle, critical tool. However, it
is first necessary to discuss Carr’s historicalrapph to understanding ontological
experience, which utilizes dialectical logic as eams of understanding and exposing
the interrelation between theory and practice itiefg. Carr notes, the sociology of
thought is rooted in the Marxist doctrine of basd auperstructur&. Although, Carr
distinguishes that thEommunist Manifesttook the intellectual ‘current coin’ as its
own model for history. From Babeuf and Blanqui kaook the notion of class
struggle and the class interpretation of hisfrffrom Ludwig Von Stein, Proudhon,
Pecquer and others he took economic materialisrtheoconnectedness of the ‘laws
of history’ with the ‘laws of economics® But what became the static and
deterministic prediction of dialectical materialishd not undermine the great social
insight Marx originally drew from Hegel — the remjpal interaction between base
and superstructure or the importance of actionghapes thought and vice verSa.

A commitment to the dynamism of human nature ansloofety helps Carr in
his project to expose the relativity of facts aradues underlying social institutions.
This is what Carr referred to as the “short anduratstep” from ‘historicism,’
defined as “the conditioned nature of our judgmemtsll sciences relating to human
behaviour,? to Mannheim’s sociology of knowledgeé. The sociology of knowledge,
unlike dialectical materialism, “refuses to atttuany specifically economic
character to the base; and rejects as narrow askbading the hypothesis that ‘an
intellectual attitude is dictated by a materialeiesst™.>®> Nor does it “relate an
intellectual standpoint directly to a social clag$” In other words, Mannheim’s
sociology takes Hegelian and Marxist insights ohalyism, change, the conditioned
nature of thought, and the importance of humaroaaiihile leaving behind economic
materialism and the class interpretation of histofius Mannheim’s approach stands
as a ‘middle ground’ between a ‘no longer tenabisobutism’ fettered by naturalism,
and an ‘intolerably negative relativisriv.

An emphasis on understanding the relationship batieeory and practice, as
it is manifest in society, through the historicgpeoach closely ties together Carr’s
earlier and later writings. The purpose of thedrisal approach, or being history
conscious, is to provide a mode of understandistphcal experience that exposes
ideas behind facts and values and shows that siosttutions and human actions
form a dialectical relationship with the ideas ahdughts behind those institutions
and actions. This dialectics of experience, whamight and action are mutually
causally related, is a theme that reverberatesugimaut Carr’'s career. Carr
acknowledges that there is a human ‘will’ behindwtedge productioi® This

" Carr, 1980: 180

“8 EH Carr, ‘The Communist Manifestdfjmes Literary Supplemeribecember 13, 1947b: 637; and
EH Carr, ‘Marxism and Social Theory[imes Literary SupplemenSeptember 21, 1956: 553.
9 Carr, 1947b: 637

*0 Carr, 1980: 180

*bid., 179

*2bid., 179

>3 |bid., 180

** Ibid., 180

%5 |bid., 181; and EH CarkiVhat is History?|.ondon: Penguin, 1990: 29.

% Carr, 1990: 27
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notion he draws from both Nietzsche and Marx, alt aeSorel. The ‘will' changes
throughout history, however, whether religious dag(Neitzsche) or the economic
motivation of a bourgeois culture (Marx) Carr sufises to Sorel's conception of the
socialist mytR’ considered a necessity for the mobilization ofritesses® For Carr,
behind mass social actions and the establishmesbahl institutions throughout
history have been myths of reason and myths of litoraAccording to the myth of
reason, human rationality is a reflection, not abjsctive character, but of an
objective or transcendental reality. This feeds the myth of morality that, if human
rationality is capable of discerning absolute tsudf reality, so too is it capable of
discerning absolute moral values.  Carr is conaaitboth to stripping human
rationality its ‘false reasofr as well as to exposing the ‘moral bankruptcyaggriori
values and the morality myffi.

His writings such as th&wenty Years' Crisis, Conditions of Peace, and
Nationalism and Aftefollow the thesis that subjective interests oftigafar historical
parties or groups (he focuses on liberal partiegroups in these listed works) have
become manifest in the social collective conscieasrand have therefore shaped the
development and institutionalization of liberal imties. He conducts a political
commentary on the failings of liberal democracytioral self-determination, and
laissez faireeconomics using his historical approach. The @ggr also utilizes a
particular logical move, the dialectical relatioipsbf theory and practice, to strip the
claim that liberal institutions refleet priori values. Notably, the use of the dialectical
relationship as a binary dichotomy is a logical m@arr makes often. The purpose
of Carr using this type logic has been controvérdat the move has also been
argued to be the reasoning of a dynamic procedsistdry that differs from the
Western-Marxist interpretatiof. This argument seems sound when considering
Carr’s prolific and diverse use of the technique.

Carr shows that social reality and human actiomfardialectical relationship
with ideas and thoughts of the popular consciousdemestic and international
societies. As Linklater notes, a valuable pariCaiir's project is in exploring the
transcendence of the false antith&8ig hroughout Carr’s political writings there is a
focus on binary dichotomies as the key to undedstanthe relationship between
theory and practice and change. For example, diegpto Molloy, Carr uses partly
Hegelian Marxist and partly Jamesian binary typglogsetting up his discussion of
realism/utopianisni> In theoretical terms, it is the constant tensimtween these
two categories that acts as a catalyst for sodiahge and allows for action to
perpetuate itself. As Molloy further points out, TYC the dialectical relation
between realism and utopianism is mirrored in thpositions presented throughout
the book that characterize the development of mat&wnal politics: ‘coercion and
conscience’, ‘enmity and good will’, ‘self-assertiand self-subordination’, ‘the ideal
and the institution’, and ‘morality and powé&?'. In Nationalism and Aftehe

" EH Carr, ‘The Adventure of Syndicalisni,imes Literary Supplemertovember 1, 1947a: 558; On
Sorel see also Carr, 2001: 85.

8 EH Carr,The New Sociefy.ondon: Macmillan, 1951:105; and Carr, 2001: 85.

> Carr, 1951: 104-106

® Carr, 1942: 106

® Kubalkova, 1998: 28.

®2 | inklater, 1997: 324.

% Molloy, 2003: 284

% Molloy, 2003: 285 quotingwenty Years’ Crisis
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describes the development of nationalism as basea dyad when he explains it as
“fissiparous,” or reproducing itself as a compliekeology from an original division of
two equal parts by which the nation-state was @effion the one hand, culturally, and
on the other legalistically’. In WIH we also find sets of antithetical dyadscls as
‘the particular and the general’, ‘the empiricatiahe theoretical’, and ‘the objective
and the subjective’, framing his discussion of “tBeylla of untenable theory of
history as an objective compilation of facts...an@ t@harybdis of an equally
untenable theory of history as the subjective pcodfi the mind of the historian who
establishes the facts of history and masters thémough the process of
interpretation®® Also in WIH is a discussion of the ‘false antifgof society and
the individual’ used to explain Carr’s own conceptof the role of the individual in
society®” The notion of two antithetical theoretical categs perpetuating action
through necessary change is present in Carr’s egudin revolution as well. He
explains that revolution is a form of dynamic sbeietion reflecting this process. As
he explains in hiStudies on Revolution

History never stands still — least of all in thedallie of a revolution. What
Lenin created and what Stalin inherited from himsveaconstantly changing
entity, not a static system, but a process of dgweént. It was a process in
which, to borrow the Hegelian idiom, thesis was toarally begetting
antithesis [...] Put less abstractly, the truth seeam$e that every revolution
is succeeded by its own reaction [%].

The constant dynamic of revolution is also discdsseConditions of Peaceyhere
he explains that the First and Second World Wagsrewolutionary reactions against
outdated nineteenth century liberal id€dlsAs revolutionary projects these wars will
“break up and sweep away the half-rotted struadfisn old social and political order,
and lay the foundations of a neW”.

If a dynamic understanding of historical experieigeavhy Carr repetitively
uses the seemingly sloppy false antithesis, furthrietence lies in his 1951 woilkhe
New Society He opens the book with a chapter dedicated pagxng the historical
approach, which serves to highlight how he usesalpigroach as a vehicle for
understanding the interconnection of theory andcctpra in historical experience.
What makes the work stand out is thatTine New SocietZarr gives an explicit
discussion of the historical approach (more simitathe theoretical detail given in
WIH) followed by an analysis of certain politicaldheconomic transitions in history.
In each transition a practice is described as dgvwad from a theoretical permutation.
Again dyads form the structure of Carr's chapteysva follow his discussion of the
transitions of society through history: for example the transition ‘From
Competition to Planned Economy’, where he expl#iesdemand for ‘socialism’ as a
response to laissez faire capitalism, which crea@sopolistic capitalism, and the

%5 EH Carr,Nationalism and After_ondon: Macmillan, 1965: 37 and footnote 1 pda 1-
% Carr, 1990: 29

®7 |bid., 32.

8 EH Carr,Studies in Revolutiofondon: Frank Cass, 1962: 213.

%9 Carr, 1942: 3; 10.

0 Ibid, 3.
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opposite extreme of communisth.Or in the transition ‘From Economic Whip to
Welfare State’, where he explains that the systeémages as the price of labour is a
response “tempered by the principle of a minimunyewadjusted to ne€d? Or in
the transition from ‘Individualism to Mass Democyacwhere it is elaborated that
both political rights of the individual characteiis of eighteenth and nineteenth
century democracy, as well as the political phifgso of individualism, have
succumbed in the twentieth century to the dynanaéhistorical change because of a
perceived need to broaden liberal democratic etipmlbeyond individual elites.

The conception of democracy as a select societseefindividuals, enjoying
equal rights and periodically electing to manage #ifairs of the society” has
passed to “a vast society of individuals stratifladwidely different social and
economic backgrounds into a series of groups ossda, enjoying equal
political rights the exercise of which is organizédough two or more closely
integrated political machines called partiés.

In other words as the beliefs or ideologies undeglypolitical systems expose
particular problems within a society, the dynamiabange is that, rather than in a
linear progression from one form of society inthigher or more ‘advanced’ form of
society, the system is constantly being reactedni acted upon. Carr’'s approach
understands a dialectic of experience, or wayshithvthese thought-action reactions
swing in pendulum-like shifts between often extrearal antithetical theoretical
positions. His historical portrayal of the devetognt of society is not in a state of
‘progression’ per se, but in a constant state @nge or mutation dependent upon
action and based upon perceived need. In thisefrahreference Carr makes his
famous statement about Marx as both the theoretena the actor; in perceiving the
facts a certain way and acting upon them Marx hiimglayed a crucial role in
shaping social reality of the nineteenth centdry.

What is History?, the influences of RG Collingwood, and the Philogy of
History as Epistemology

Carr's understanding of historical experience igheory of ontology — a theory of
how the world is (being) and how relations occurtha it. However, his

understanding of historical experience is direattyated to an epistemic theory
present inThe New Societgnd even more so What is History?> The argument is

that, in addition to the influences of Mannheim'scislogy of knowledge, an
important influence on Carr’s understanding ofititerconnection of thought and

"t Carr, 1951: 33; 38.

2 |bid., 59 (emphasis added).

" 1bid., 74.

" Carr, 2001: 5.

"5 Notably, within the chapter on the ‘Historical Appch’ in TNS there are earlier iterations of the
criticisms of conservative empiricism’s fetishisffacts and the liberal Whig tradition’s doctrink o
progress that he would later expand upon in WIHWIH Carr gives an analogy that compares his
dialectical understanding of experience with hesotty of knowledge when he says, “the relation of
man to his environment is the relation of the hiatoto his theme” (see Carr, 1990: 29).
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action was R.G. Collingwood’s philosophy of histd?yln many ways this argument
has parallels with Robert Cox’s explanation of thietorical mode of thought’ as a
means of comprehending the social wdflcHere two areas are explored in which the
influence of Collingwood’s philosophy of history @arr is unmistakable. First is the
Historical Imagination, which encompasses aspett@noepistemological idealism.
Second is a consideration of the problem of objégtin history, whereby it is also
considered how Collingwood and Carr use historg agtique of reason that exposes
heuristic principles of modes of inquiry. Collingad’s thought is argued to have
more implicit influence on the structure, inquignd analysis of WIH than might be
assumed upon first glance. Rather than differnognfthe sociology of knowledge
characteristic of works in which Carr focuses on warderstanding of historical
experience, the insights Carr drew from Collingwoodn be seen as further
presenting a categorical theory of knowledge tinaleulies his historical approach.

a) Fact and Historical Imagination

Because Carr credits Collingwood as “the only Bhitthinker in the present century
who has made a serious contribution to the philogayd history” it is important to
consider him carefully® It is not so simple as to label either Collingwaar Carr as
epistemologically ‘idealist’. Collingwood made @efions of the prevalent realist
empirical tradition and was against the ahistoriggiroach of philosophical realisth.
In truth he considered himself neither philosoplycarealist nor idealist,
differentiating his theory from these positions dnese neither of them take into
account the interdependence of thought and objeat make up experiend8.
However, it is necessary to note that the ideal@wtingwood distinguishes himself
from the idealism of Berkeley as well as thé"X@®ntury idealism characteristic of
Oxford historians such as T.H. Green. Time Idea of HistoryCollingwood explains
the idealistic character of his thought, statireyéery act of thought, as it actually

"% It must be noted though that to say that Carrf@g@ch to understanding historical experience and
his theory of knowledge are influenced by Collingaasnotto argue that Carr accepted all facets of
Collingwood’s thought or that Carr was merely aifile carrying on Collingwood'’s project. This is
as untrue as to imply that Carr was merely a dis@pMarx, carrying on the Marxist project.

Although Carr admitted in his autobiography thatrkaas one of the most influential thinkers on him,
he maintained throughout his career staunch disaggats with aspects of Marx’s theories. Likewise,
thoughWhat is Historyxshows the unmistakable influence of Collingwood3arr, there are points on
which Carr disagreed avidly with Collingwood. Fotample, Carr does not consider his project a
‘philosophical’ one in the sense of disciplinanylpiophy (see 1990: 10). Nor does he go to the
extremes of Collingwood in painstakingly elaborgthis own conception of aesthetic modes of
thought. He also defends, to some extent, theulrsefs of generalization in history as long as iiot
seen to undermine the primary importance of chamgeciety (see 1990: 64-66).

""Robert CoxApproaches to World Orde€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996,1p. 9

See also Robert Cox, ‘Social Forces, States, anddV@yders Beyond International Relations Theory’,
in Robert O. Keohane (et}eorealism and its CriticdNew York: Columbia University Press, 1986, pp.
204-254.

® carr, 1990: 21.

" Collingwood discusses the epistemological positiofrealism and idealism in RG Collingwodkh
AutobiographyOxford: Oxford University Press, 1978; as welim&G Collingwood,The Idea of
History, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994: 300-30&; further discussion see Louis O. Mink,
Mind, History, Dialecti¢ Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1969, ppl-113 and John
PassmoreA Hundred Years of PhilosopHypndon: Gerald Duckworth, 1957: 397.

8 Louis O. Mink,Mind, History, Dialecti¢c Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1969, ppl-113.
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happens, happens in context out of which it argesin which it lives, like any other
experience, as an organic part of the thinkeresfit

In his philosophy of history, Collingwood refineddge’s ‘science of spirit’
by recasting it into a philosophical form of histpa methodology for historical
criticism that does not take for granted an ‘ab®ol(as with Croce and Hegel), but
combines the reflective and the historical as BneCollingwood’s philosophy of
history and likewise Carr's use of the philosopHyhcstory is a reconstruction of
concepts and categories of thought, skeptical gabilve claims of fact, reminiscent
of Kantian and post-Kantian German ideali&m.An explanation of the German
idealism that underlies Collingwood’s philosophy luftory is present in Kant's
discussion of the receptive capacity of the humardrm terms of the ‘categories’ of
sensibility understandingandreason It is especially in regard t@lation within the
category ofunderstandinghat Collingwood’s writings reflect idealist tendzes of
thought on human receptive capacity; most notablyere sensibility (time-space)
combine with understandingin rationalizing causal relations. Judgment and
knowledge about the world become possible only wiseatial and temporal
experience are assimilated into the categoriesunfam understandinty.Experience
is filtered through the categories of the humandniproducing a rational chain of
causality by means of subjective relation to thadegience. All empirical facts exist
in relation to the point at which they are linkedeimpirical sense experience.

Collingwood'’s Historical Imagination is from thecsand of the Epilegomena
in the Idea of History encompasses two idealistic aspects of his hisjoaphy?”
First, he displays a skepticism toward objectivetitfal knowledge; rather, historical
facts represent the choices and values of therlasto Second, he holds that the ‘re-
enactment’ of thought from a first person (insigeyspective is the only way to
produce historical studies. As he explains, intia®t to the positivistic third person
(outside) perspective, which is concerned with ety observable human actions,
the historian ought to be concerned with the théaigimd reasons behind historical
actions®®

Not only in IH but in a number of Collingwood’s w (includingSpeculum
Mentis, The Principles of Historygnd An Essay on Metaphysic§)ollingwood’s
analysis is dedicated to explaining history asimista mode of thought. He sees a
relationship between history and philosophy — toh@ktory is to do philosophy and
vice-versa, as history is more a reflective exertin a gathering and interpreting of
sense data. He explains that to understand hisspiphy of history it is first
necessary to understand that he defines philosaplayreflective exercise combining
the thought about objects with thleought aboutthe thought about objects, or the
‘thought about thoughf’ In one of his earlier work§peculum Mentje

81 RG Collingwood, 1994: 300.

82W.J. Van der Dussenhlistory as SciengeBoston: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1981: 60.

8 For a full and detailed account of the Kantiauiehces of Collingwood’s thought see Giuseppina
D’Oro, Collingwood and the Metaphysics of Experierigendon: Routledge, 2002.

8 |mmanuel KantCritique of Pure Reasoiiranslated by Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998, 214-21

8 Collingwood, The Idea of HistoryOxford: Oxford University Press, 1946: 232-349.

For a more elaborate discussion of Collingwood&driography and the problems with his re-
enactment doctrine see Dale Jacquette, ‘CollingwaoHlistorical Authority and Historical
Imagination’,Jounral of the Philosophy of HistoB; 2009, 59-78 (see 59-64).

8 Collingwood, 1994: 213.

87 Collingwood, 1946: 1
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differentiates art, religion, science, history apkilosophy as different forms of
experiencé® This is the departure point for his argument thiatory has its own,
distinct method and subject matter that differsrirthat of the natural sciences. In
later works Collingwood revised his earlier reflens from Speculum Mentjs
according historical inquiry with a special prigritin fact, he arguably subsumes the
understanding of all human experience under th®rital mode™ His positions on
history are further laid out in the fourth Epilegeima of The Idea of Historywhich
discusses the conditions of possibility of knowkedd past experienc®. He believed
that knowing is a process of questioning and undeding; no absolute truth or
reality exists independently of the set of circemses and presuppositions that frame
historical events. This should not be confusechviderkeley’s proposition oEst
Esse Percip(to be is to be perceived). Berkeley’s propositimplies that ontology
is dependenion perception, while Collingwood’s understandinfghestory focuses
only on what can be known about ontolagythe pastgiven the limits of human
perception. As such historical events must be rstded dually as actions that
happened in the past but also as reflections ojestibe thought® The fact that
historical interpretation is necessarily groundpimoblems of the present creates a
pragmatic aspect to his argument. Every historaetion was a response to a
particular problem. As he explains, an historiaaymead and translate an edict of an
emperor made within the Theodosian Code; howevemrder to understand the
historical significance of the edict as a philosapbf history, one must first

[...] see what the philosophical problem was, of Whids author is here
stating his solution. He must think that problenot éor himself, see what
possible solutions of it might be offered, and seey this particular

philosopher chose that solution instead of anotfer.

When discussing the facts of history Carr displagsmilar skeptical consideration of
facts characteristic of German idealism and atentio history as a mode of

conceptual and categorical thought as CollingwoGdnsider Carr’'s epistemological

reflections on the objectivity of factual knowledg8imilar to the position expressed
by Collingwood, for Carr the ‘objectivity debatedy the debate regarding absolute
truth and objective and unbiased facts of knowledgéramed by the consideration
that the historian is not working with transcendéikihowledge of the real, but with

subjective concepts and categories of thoughtebtiserver.

The reconstitution of the past in the historian’sndnis dependent on
empirical evidence. But it is not in itself an engal process, and cannot
consist in a mere recital of facts. On the congrdhe process of

8 RG Collingwood Speculum Mentis or The Map of Knowled@eford: Clarendon Press, 1924.

8 This is a matter of some speculation in Collingdstudies. See T.M. Knox, ‘Editor’s Introduction’
in RG Collingwood, The Idea of HistoryOxford: Oxford University Press, 1946, pp. ixili

Lionel Rubinoff, ‘History and Human Nature Reflenis on R.G. Collingwoodinternational Studies
in PhilosophyXXIl1(3), 1991: 75-89.

Louis O. Mink,Mind, History, Dialecti¢ Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1969.

% See Collingwood, 1946: 282-302 (especially 284).

*!Ipid., 292.

%2 Ibid., 263
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reconstitution governs the selection and interpiieta of the facts: this,
indeed, is what makes them historical f&ct.

He also says, “our picture of the facts of our emwvnent is moulded by our values,
i.e. by the categories through which we approaetfahts.®* Carr, like Collingwood,
seems to be approaching the question, ‘How is fhistioknowledge possible?’ in the
same way Kant approaches the question of ‘How amkedge of objects possible?’
in his Critique of Pure ReasonBoth seem to be asking, ultimately, to what eixte
‘truth’ is a process afinderstandingn knowledge?® As Kant states,

What is Truth? The nominal definition of truth, namely that it ke
agreement of cognition with its object, is herergeal and presupposed; but
one demands to know what is the general and ceddterion of the truth of
any cognitior™?

For both Collingwood and Carr, the question is #patly applied to historical
knowledge. Thinking historically is a process aflarstanding that cannot be entirely
objective and unbiased, as absolute truth of hestbrexperience is beyond the
capability of human rational function. What is HistoryCarr attempts to determine
to what extent cognition in the study of historyultiishould be reconciled with
notions of truth, and to what extent that cogniti®@meconciled with *history’ that can
be methodologically and empirically executed. Tiesme and preoccupation with the
subject underlies the entire structureVdiat is History?Case in point, in WIH Carr
describes the historian him/herself as suspended dialectical relationship with
‘facts’. As it is explained in WIH, the historias between two positions of a binary
dichotomy, that of absolutism of the empirical theof knowledge in which the facts
make the man, and that of relative skepticism inctviman makes the facts. It is
here that TNS and WIH find common ground: the hiatds project is to use the
sociology of knowledge as categorical inquiry ithe context and character of ideas
and thought behind the ‘facts’. This means takifagts’ from the past and
reconciling them with his/her own present-tensejestitve perception, or historical
consciousness. The historian’s interpretation leg facts makes an impact on
perceived history. Or, to emphasize a point mad€dilingwood, history becomes a
product of its own historical process. The historis not outside history looking in,
but is an active participant in constructing thetdriical process, as Carr describes,

The historian is like an observer watching a movpr@cession from an
aeroplane; since there is no constant or ascertai@aelation between the
speed, height, and direction of the aircraft and thovement of the procession,
changing and unfamiliar perspectives are juxtaposedapid succession, as
in a cubist picture, none of them wholly false, @avholly true. Any static
view of history purporting to be recorded from =efi point by a stationary
observer is fallaciou®

% Carr, 1990: 22

% Ibid., 131.

% See Kant'Critique of Pure Reasofi1998, A 58)
% Kant ,1998: 197.

% Carr, 1990: 29.

% Carr, 1951: 13.

15



E. H. Carr: Approaches to Understanding... wOOCTRpUse

and Infemational Relations

A further example of the ‘idealistic’ tone of Cartonsideration of facts can be seen
in a comparison of Collingwood’s and Carr's discoss of Caesar crossing the
Rubicon. In thddea of HistoryCollingwood describes the necessity of differama
between the ‘outside’ of an event and the ‘insidiean evenf® The outside of an
event can be seen to reflect ontology, or “evenghbelonging to it which can be
described in terms of bodies and their movemeni¢hsas the passage of Caesar
across the Rubicol?® The inside of an event can be seen to reflestepiology, “or
that in it which can only be described in termgdhafught,” such as Caesar's defense
of Republican law® The historian is interested in both of these tioge for instance,
“the crossing of the Rubicon only in its relatiom Republican law*** Carr also
makes use of the Caesar example in his explanafibistorical ‘facts’. He explains
that Caesar crossing the Rubicon is a ‘fact’ in saee order as the fact that there
might be a table in the middle of the room. To @alingwood’s terms, they
represent the outside of the event, or as Carr 9agth have the same objective
character in relation to the person who knows th&th.Carr goes on to make clear,
like Collingwood, that “the facts speak only whée thistorian calls on them: it is he
who decides to which facts to give the floor, andvhich order and context® It is
the inside of the event (the historian’s thoughtet attaches to it a ‘standard of
significance®®

While Carr does express his own reservations of ‘@alingwood view of
history,” namely that it could be logically pressedan “infinity of meanings°® he
nevertheless accepts the main idealistic propaositiof Collingwood’s Historical
Imagination:

* Facts are influenced by the values and logic of hietorian (or, more
generally, the person conducting the study)

* Understanding the practical and context specifmugits of the historical
actor is the only successful means by which to sscé@owledge about past
events and actions

In Carr's own words it is,
[...] the historian’s need of imaginative understaigdior the minds of the
people with whom he is dealing, for the thoughtibéhtheir acts: | say
‘imaginative understanding’, not sympathy, lest pathy should be supposed
to imply agreement’’

b) Objectivity vs. Categorical Reflection

% Collingwood, 1994: 213
190 | pid.

101 | pid.

192 |pid.

193 carr, 1990: 10.

194 |pid., 11.

195 pid., 123.

198 pid., 26-27.

197 bid., 24.
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On this reading, Carr’s project is not a searcHdbjectivity’ in history. Rather itis a
type of epistemological inquiry into the categors#scognition. To further explain it
is necessary to briefly consider some critics ofrGahistory, which have focused
specifically on his treatment of objectivity in tosy. First, Keith Jenkins, who has
argued that Carr’s final appeal to objectivity istbry combined with his ideological
‘victorianism’ render him unhelpful in contemporatyeorizing about history, points
to Collingwood’s influence on Catf® He notes that Carr seems to be placing himself
between empiricism and the relativism of Collingwpdurther arguing that in WIH
Carr asserts a relativist (Collingwoodian) epistegg, then spends the remainder of
the book “clawing back” from that relativismt®® For Jenkins, the question of
objectivity in history is the point at which Carranalysis fails to provide any
substantial contribution to historical theorizingenkins argues that Carr, failing to
reconcile his desired belief in a process of histaith his skeptical belief that
subjective limitations keep human intellect fromeeknowing transcendent reality,
turned toward ideological explanations for histaricnowledge.

Anders Stephanson makes a similar study of CdnrsiriThe Lessons dfVhat
is History?’ *° While he claims that Carr's theory of history haentinuing
significance for contemporary historical theory, &gues Carr fails to solve the
‘problem of objectivity’ in history. He outlinesat Carr, while rejecting parts of both
the British school of empiricism and the extremiatreéism of the ‘Collingwoodian’
school in historical inquiry, has become trappedhini the polarity of the two
positions.

The ensuing antinomies derive from the original jsctisobject distinction
which governs his (Carr's) argument. Once the sabpbject polarity is
accepted, knowledge becomes a question of the quoee by which the
subject can abstract inherent qualities from somxter@ally given object with
proper guarantees of certainty. But no grounds dertainty can ever be
found which do not require other conditions of plodisy. An infinite regress
sets in. Carr, who dismisses any sharp separdigiween subject and object,
nevertheless remains locked inside the polaritpale to find secure footing,
he is forced into an argument that typically osti#ls between the two

polest*

Accordingly, Stephanson suggests that Carr undestakn attempt to redefine
objectivity through the criteria of significance daigausation, which amounts to a
pragmatic logic driven by purpos#

Jenkins’ and Stephanson’s studies on Carr morae¥lect the overwhelming
perception of him as a moral relativist within tbescipline of IR. To return to
Whittle Johnson’s 1967 study on Carr, Johnston ne@daconvinced that Carr had
failed in his earlier writings and in his later tmgs to resolve his ‘dilemma’ with

108 K eith Jenkins, ‘An English Myth? Rethinking the i@emporary Value of EH Carr\/hat

is History in E.H. Carr a critical appraisal edited by Michael Cox, New York: Palgrave, 2000,
304-320.

199 yenkins, 2000: 313.

110 Anders Stephanson, ‘The Lessons\tfat is History?in EH Carr a critical appraisakdited by
Michael Cox, New York: Palgrave, 2000, pp.283-303.

111 stephanson, 2000: 287.

"2 bid., 288.
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objectivity in history. His relativism consequeaity manifested in an inability to take
seriously a normative vision of international sogid he problem with IR readings on
Carr's moral relativism is the same problem withadi@egs on his failure to
demonstrate a convincing objectivity in historye tharameters of his inquiry are
assumed for him by assuming that he is seekingctgestandards. Focusing solely
on the prescriptive aspect does not do justicbdomay Carr treats the complexity of
the ‘problem of objectivity’ in WIH.

Alternatively Carr's project can be read, like li@gwood’'s, as
philosophically categorical. Carr, taking Collinged’s stance, explains, “The
philosophy of history is concerned neither withe‘tpast by itself’ nor with ‘the
historian’s thought about it by itself’, but withthe two things in their mutual
relations’**® This statement has important implications for hGerr perceives the
process of conceiving subjects and objects of expee. Put in more accurate terms,
ontological inquiry is separated from epistemolagimquiry and knowledge of the
subject is not conflated with real existing objectSince it is here argued that
Collingwood’s ‘anti-realism*** underlies Carr's WIH, it is necessary to offer a
discussion of Collingwood’s attack on the corresfmnte theory of truth. The
correspondence theory of truth states that trutiwhen objects as cognized are the
same as objects in themselves (or when we havelkdges of objects in themselves).
Collingwood’s attack is opposed to this theory aifth because it implies that
knowledge of things in themselves can exist. D’bas explained that the nine
maxims listed in Collingwood’#An Autobiographyserve to clarify Collingwood’s
stance'® Speaking of objects in terms of knowledge meafsgbrg descriptionof
those objects into the epistemic realm — a negedsit textual or linguistic
representation. To say that objeetgstindependently of the mind is a safe enough
assumption. It is however very different to theyn and attach predicates to those
objects and to put them into logical comparisbfisObjects that simply exist cannot
be described, understood, or logically cognizedrig way because this presupposes
knowledge of things in themselves. Therefore thimgthemselves cannot be known.
This separates the questions of the existence jetisb(an ontological inquiry) from
the question of what can be known about objects dpistemological inquiry).
Furthermore, Collingwood describes HEssay on Metaphysicghat History and
Science differ as modes of inquitlf. He defines both as having methods, subject
matters, and heuristic principles, but emphasibed the heuristic principles that
govern the two types of inquiry are fundamentailyedent. In history, he explains,
there is a focus on the conceptual understandirtigeo$ubject (rather than a focus on
the polarity between the perceiving subject andothject of perception). Importantly,
this leaves out the question of the obj&hg An Sich,focusing rather on the
perception of the subject as the basis for actmmuwbjects.Action, he says, is “the
unity of the outside (ontological) and the insigmistemological) of an event®
The important relationship of focus is the phenoah@me in which subjects’ actions
effect and interact with objects. Carr presentsralar thesis in his rejection of the

3 Carr, 1990: 21.

14 For a detailed discussion on the debates surrogr@llingwood’s ‘anti-realism’ see D’oro, 2002:
37-52.

*Droro, 2002: 42-43.

118 Collingwood, 1978, Ch. 6 as reconstructed in D;@@02: 42-43.

7RG Collingwood An Essay on Metaphysjd@xford: Clarendon, 1940.

118 Collingwood, 1946: 213
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subject-object polarity in WIH, stating that “it it surprising that in the last fifty
years philosophers have begun to call them (clalssieories of knowledge) in
question and to recognize that the process of keagd, far from setting subject and
object sharply apart, involves a measure of inkatie and interdependence between
them.”® The ‘continuous process between the historian idfacts’ that Carr
refers to is reflected by the specific conceptwdégories of thought of the subjétt.
An understanding of the relationship is dependg@onuan understanding of the mode
of thought of the acting subject. It is not motegtby ontological questions of being
or questions about the nature of the object.

Carr’s project of the critique of reason can deolinked with Collingwood.
With Collingwood there is a tendency to use hist@y philosophical reflection) to
critique that which is taken for granted agriori reason itself?* Likewise, Carr’s
work demonstrates the use of critical reflectionnéad against reason itself. As
discussed previously, his works offer a critiquetlod theories of knowledge @f
priori rationalism and empiricism. He rejedtsee extreme claims that, on the one
hand, reason, rationality and value are inheremh&am and, on the other hand, that
reason, rationality and value must be derived fram objective compilation of
facts’?> As Tim Dunne has argued, to understand Carr'®ogbphy of history it is
necessary to understand “the movement of histod; soence through dialectical
stages where the line between truth and falseheoblurred rather than sharply
defined opposites according to conventional lodf.”

Both authors put their critique to use against fha@adigmatic’ English
traditions of history. Two considerations mustrbade regarding the similarities of
Collingwood’s and Carr’s reflective critique of #eeparadigmatic traditions. Firstly,
a large portion of the text is dedicated to exppsind ‘debunking,” as it were, the
fallacies of paradigmatic history. Carr’s critiwis, much like Collingwood’s work as
part of the reflective exercise of history in th&torical inquiry is a larger part of the
rational critique of reason. He takes much of tinecsure and content of his criticism
of paradigmatic history in WIH directly from Coltjvood, building his own
positions from the criticisms of the English traolits of history that echo
Collingwood’s critiques of ‘psuedo-history’ and esplly the empirical theory of
knowledge and the rational conception of progress.

In his analysis of the concepts of reason undeglyire English traditions of
history, Carr’'s writings show his objection to, tdme one hand, the dominance of
‘conservative empiricism’ and, on the other harge tlominance of ‘liberal Whig
historicism’ in the English speaking historical ditton.  British conservative
empiricism, what he also calls the “common sens&\of history”, is a reflection of
the empirical theory of knowledge:

"9See 1990: 9; 72-73

2% See ibid., 131.

121 He does this iAn Essay on Metaphysiby exploring ‘absolute presuppositions’ (or heligist
principles) behind historical and scientific formfsinquiry. He also turns toward analysis of ladic
and value assumptions underlying political comniesiinThe New Leviathan See RG Collingwood,
The New Leviathan or Man, Society, Civilization &atbarism Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1942.

22 Carr, 1990,

'**Dunne, 1998: 32
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The empirical theory of knowledge presupposes apl@ie separation
between subject and object. Facts, like sensedsgwns, impinge on the
observer from outside and are independent of hisciousness. The process
of reception is passive: having received the dagsthen acts on theth’

Carr objects to the “fetishism of facts” of cons@ive empiricism, which he states
has arisen to distract the historian from his t&3kin the fetishism of facts Carr saw
nothing more than the resurfacing of remnants dfdead tradition” empiricism
descended from Leopold Von Ranke and Reinhold Neilf§ What is more, Carr
viewed the “fashionable empiricism” of Lewis Namietugh Trevor-Roper, Michael
Oakshott, Karl Popper and others as “the loss efpirvading sense of a world in
perpetual motion’ Like the positivist view that history-is-sciencegnservative
empiricism gives no concession to the dynamic amahging nature of history, nor
does it account for the role of human will and haraation in shaping historical and
social circumstance.

Carr's words echo Collingwood’'s treatment of ‘soisand-paste history’
(what Collingwood calls the ‘common sense view istdry’ and the ‘scientific view
of history’), which is also a rejection of the empal theory of knowledge.
According to Collingwood as the discipline of hist@dvances, it becomes necessary
for historians to draw from the work of previousuthoritative’ historians who had
already written on particular time periotf&. The work of these authoritative writers
cannot be checked on ‘Heroditean princples’ bec#usdistorians themselves are no
longer living?° The layers of history build one story upon angtheaving the
earlier layers completely covered and thus freenfagitical scrutiny. Collingwood
explains that scissor-and-paste history furtherettged in a manner of scrutinizing
‘the facts of history’ for truth or falsity rathénan for understanding of meaning and
context. The difference is that former over empdess a logic of inductive
generalizations based on experience to determaértith’ about historical accounts
(eg empiricism), while the latter is based on 'igtal inference’ based on
understanding categories of thought (eg the philbgmf history)**° Collingwood’s
assessment is not unlike Carr’s criticism of Erglk®nservative empiricism with its
‘fetishism with facts’ and the empirical theorylofowledge behind it.

It should also be considered that Carr’'s definitodrihe concept of progress,
upon which he builds his criticism of liberal Whgstoricism, is strikingly similar to
that of Collingwood. Collingwood’s purpose in adssing the idea of progress is to
do away with the notion of the rational ‘law of gress.” Specifically this means de-
conflating naturalism and assumptions about thelevaf progress. Collingwood
explains that the nineteenth century view of pregrn@as governed by the notion that
man had in him a natural tendency to realize albsolalue, and that this was taken to
mean that ‘progress is a law of natur®.Contrarily he argues that ‘man has in him
nothing of absolute value,” and that,

24 Carr, 1990: 9

'**|bid., 16.

126 EH Carr, ‘Progress in HistoryTimes Literary Supplemeniuly 18, 1952: 469.
2 Carr 1990, 155

128 Collingwood, 1946: 33

*%1bid., 33

%1bid., 261

131 Collingwood, 1946: 322
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His rationality, it may be said, only serves to mdkm the most maleficent
and destructive of the animals, and is rather andler or cruel joke of nature
than her noblest work; his morality is only (as th@dern jargon goes) a
rationalization or ideology which he has devisedcemceal from himself the
crude fact of his bestialit}*>

However he does concede that the phrase ‘histqrogiress’ still has som@actical
meaning and therefore a dependence upon experi&g€ollingwood states, it (the
historical process) “progresses in so far as oagesof its development solves the
problems which defeated it in the last, withouirigsts hold on the solutions already
achieved.”™® Collingwood offers a critique of reason and thdeology of
rationalism’, but not a blanket rejection of humaason as a tool for overcoming
problems of the past. Collingwood reintroducesdvis notion of historical process,
which “happens only in one way: by the retentioriha mind, at one phase, of what
was achieved in the preceding phasé.”

Carr gives his similar definition of progress bgstidiscussing the concept of
historicism, which he differentiates from the cqptcef historicism given by Karl
Popper. That is, he separates his ‘historicisofideterminism, which is a necessary
product of the unwavering belief apriori reason. In his essay on Karl Mannheim
he clarifies that on his reading, historicism is tetudy of the ‘conditioned’ nature of
our judgments in all the sciences relating to hum@haviour.**® In his reflections
on the Marxist credo he further identifies two stta of historicism — the theological
and the historical. While the theologian is canee with absolute truth or falsehood
and “seeks to validate his belief by an appeal wthaity, or in terms of its
consistency with other accepted items of beliebfats own inherent rationality”, the
historian is not interested in truth or falsehoodt In “ideologies of powerful
movements as instruments in a struggle for powevéen conflicting factions™° In
contrast to the theologian, the historian denigs daims to objective truth through
the validity of reason, which Carr states, over-kagize the determinist elements in
Marxian theory and are the reason that the thecdbgapproach to any form of
Marxism is unsatisfactor}’’

As such, in WIH Carr rejects the eschatologica¢ction attached to the idea
of progress within liberal Whig histori€8, be it the belief in positive ‘providential
progress of Macaulay or the negative portrayalemfay used by Arnold Toynbee and
Oswald Spengler®® Nor is Carr's notion of progressive history, asoften argued,
the same teleological historical process of Hegdllarx!*° Again Carr differentiates
his approach from determinism. His notion of pesgris, to a certain extent, reliant
on human reason. But it is a subjective and cardp&cific reason rather than an
priori one. It is the practical application of thoudlihe reality and efficacy,” and
the “this-sidedness of thinking” that drive humaason** He states that it is not a

1321phid., 323

133 |pid., 332

1341bid., 333

135 carr, 1980: 179.

138 hid., 234

137 bid., 236; 237

138 carr, 1951: 3-5

139pid., 13

1490 Carr outlines his own definition of progress (€ser, 1990: 113-118).
141 carr, 1980: 236
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reliance on human reason in the “outdated” sensertimeteenth century empiricists
believed in “secular and scientifically establishad/is of progress valid in social
relations as in the physical worl&*?

Carr draws an interesting comparison of his ownonst of progress and
progressive history to those of sociologist andgsiopher Morris Ginsberg in his
work Idea of Progress In the work Ginsberg puts forward the thesis{ir to the
notion expressed by Collingwood that thought isditbtoned to certain purposes) that
the liberal notion of the unseen force should lgaeed with a belief in human logic.
Carr, in agreement with the thesis, states thiat riecessary to “extricate the idea of
progress from its nineteenth century setting asceéaklaw and reinstate it as a belief
in the possibility and opportunity of our facultipsabove all, the idea of progress is
linked with a belief in the validity — though, oburse, not an exclusive validity — of
reason.**® In WIH we get a clear sense of his criticism aianalism, ironically, as
the subordination of reason to assumptions of #istieg order:** He rejects the
appeal to reason as a validation of absolute fachjes, or to the teleological
progress of history, but he does not issue a btamlection of all human reason.

Reasoning and logic remain fundamental to Carr'sonoof the historical
consciousness, which furthermore rings familiar hwi€ollingwood’s Historical
Imagination, and especially his argument that gagisent, and future are connected
as “it is the knowledge of the past that conditions creation of the futuré® In
other words, human beings haveaegoricalperception that the present and future
are inextricably linked to the past. This dynarperception is what creates the
illusion of the ‘absolute’ process of histol{f However, according to Carr, the
historical consciousness is a type of practicaboaa or the individual’s ability to
consciously and rationally place him/herself withire cycle of events of a given
environment*’ It is this conscious and rational subjective pption of circumstance
and context that conditions action.

Conclusions

Some may argue that the study of Carr’s intelldalelts has been exhausted. Others
may argue further that the study of Carr as a méarsxpose the inadequacy of
certain claims to a realist theory of internatiopalitics has likewise been exhausted.
Here the alternative view has been taken, thafutiber study of Carr merely brings
about new and linguistically diverse interpretaidn an ongoing and informative
dialogue about his contributions to IR thought. bB® Cox’s summons to bring
further analysis of Carr into the present has baden up here. Specifically, the
reason Carr is viewed and pursued as an importamttiloutor to political thought
within this article has mostly to do with the conting importance of issues of
epistemology and ontology in theorizing internasibpolitics. This is not to take a
side on the debate over which has priority wittha theorizing process, but to claim
that both aspects of theorizing, and how they may ifterrelated in various
approaches to understanding politics, are relewaen offering an interpretation of a

12 EH Carr, ‘Reason in Progres3jmes Literary Supplemerarch 13, 1953: 169.
143 |1;
Ibid., 169.
Y4 Carr, 1990: 155.
145 Collingwood, 1946: 334
“® Carr, 1990: 121-122.
Y bid., 134.
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contributor to any discourse. Therefore, in fongson issues of epistemology and
ontology related to Carr’s theories, this articlsoaimplicitly builds upon previous
debates regarding Carr’s intellectual debts as ashis complexity beyond a realist
thinker.

This article has expanded upon discussions of €aghtribution to political
thought by focusing on the two themes of his augiqof reason and his use of
dialectical logic as related to his philosophy a$tbry. It has been argued that
dialectical logic is consistently present in mangrks throughout Carr’s career as an
intellectual. While dialectical logic is frequentused in his writing, he does not
combine his dialectics with naturalism or matesialj rejecting the materialist
conception of history as putting too much emphasigeconomics as the base of the
base-superstructure dynamic. As such, his work da#sonly criticizea priori
rationalism but also empiricism. Moreover, Carhisstorical approach uses the
sociology of knowledge as a methodological andentive tool to understand the
interconnections of thought and action in sociagcpices and institutions. The
implications have been considered that the socyotddknowledge is compatible with
the epistemological philosophy of history Carr athed in WIH. His philosophy of
history as a categorical mode of understandingceflthe influences of philosopher
R.G. Collingwood. This article has also left rodor further investigation, in
particular with respect to how Carr’s analyseshef dynamic and changing nature of
society, a focus of many studies on him done inciy be reappraised in relation to
his categorical understanding of the Historical gimation and the problem of
objectivity as discussed Mhat is History?
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