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THE TRANSLATION OF the title of this book is Bertrand Russell and the
English Idealist Heritage. In the preface, the author, Roberto Pujia, states
that he is not presenting an overall examination of Russell's philosophy but
"rather, a contribution to a more correct interpretation of certain subjects
included in the area of epistemological research and the relationship between language and experience" (p. 7). Pujia's focus is on the development
of Russell's philosophy up to 1918: Russell's epistemology and reconstruction of empiricism, his theory of meaning and his views concerning
philosophical method. According to Pujia, Russell's ties to traditional
empiricism in Hume, Locke, Berkeley and Mill have been amply investigated and pointed out, but his relationship to the neo-Hegelian movement
has been neglected, obscured and misunderstood. F.H. Bradley, in particular, Pujia claims, has been characterized unjustifiably as a convenient
target of polemical abuse instead of as a positive influence on Russell's
mature thought. At the outset, therefore, this book purports to fill a gap in
the existing literature by revising a chapter of the history of philosophy. The
publisher's description on the back cover promises that this is a documented
study thanks to the opening of the Russell Archives. Although Pujia's work
is well intentioned in its attempt to dispel the prevalent myth that Russell's
philosophy was a mere outgrowth of traditional empiricism, it does not
fulfill its expectations. Not only is the case for Bradley's influence overstated, but, also, from a research point of view, there is serious cause for
complaint.
In the first chapter ("Idealism in English Culture"), the reader is introduced to background material. Russell is regarded as an innovator whose
contribution of ideal language analysis inaugurated the "linguistic turn" . In
Pujia's opinion, Russell's understanding of philosophy fluctuated between
ontology, on the one hand, and the activity of analysis, on the other.
Chapters 2 and 3 of Elizabeth Eames's book, Bertrand Russell's Theory of
Knowledge, would have proved useful here, but for some undisclosed reason
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Pujia discounts Eames's careful explanation of Russell's seemingly
conflicting assertions about the role of philosophy (pp. 14, 161-2). The
relevance of language and meaning to philosophical problem-solving raises
the question of how Russell came to advocate such an approach. There is an
uninspired paragraph, now standard in commentaries on Russell, of how he
attended Cambridge, took courses of mathematics, changed to philosophy
in his fourth year, and was influenced by his idealist teachers and friends.
Casual mention is made by Pujia of Russell's early book on geometry, his
article on number and quantity (wrongly dated as 1896 instead of 1897), and
his grand scheme of a dialectic of the sciences. There is no depth of
coverage, however. Given the topic of Pujia's book, one would have expected a thorough presentation of Russell's neo-Hegelian period. Quite to
the contrary, nothing of the sort is to be found, and at this point one
surmises that the author has simply not done his homework. The suspicion
is confirmed when Pujia claims that at the end of 1898, after having flirted
with Bradley's philosophy rather than adhered to it, Russell ventured into
pluralism (p. 46). While it is true that Russell devised his own rarified form
of neo-Hegelianism rather than espousing wholeheartedly one species of
that philosophy, it is a blunder to suggest that he only flirted with Bradley's
philosophy. How Bradley's influence on Russell's later philosophy can be
judged when the extent of Russell's idealist apprenticeship is not investigated, does not appear to concern Pujia. In haste, he states that all the
influences on Russell at this time were in the direction of German idealism,
forgetting to mention the major exception, Henry Sidgwick (pp. 17-18).
The rest of the chapter contains a description of the intellectual climate
that gave rise to the neo-Hegelian movement in England. There is also a
concluding section on Bradley's philosophy. The former makes for interesting reading, especially the discussion of Thomas Reid's opposition to
Hume. Presentation is selective, however, rather than systematic. For
example, more attention is devoted to the novelist, Thomas Love Peacock,
than to Bradley's immediate predecessor, T. H. Green. One gets the distinct
impression that Pujia's selectivity is due to his prior acquaintance with
certain writers and philosophers rather than to their proper place in the
history of English idealism. McTaggart, Bosanquet and Joachim are only
given lip service despite their prominent place in Russell's early development. Pujia's treatment of Bradley's philosophy, on the other hand, appears
greatly indebted to Richard Wollheim's F.H. Bradley. The debt to Wollheim is particularly obvious in the next chapter. While Wollheim's book is
generally reliable, it is always a dangerous practice to base one's understanding of a philosopher on one interpretation alone-especially is this the
case with a work such as Pujia's which claims to make an original contribution to the Russell-Bradley interaction. Idealistically inclined writers on
Bradley's philosophy-Ewing, Blanshard, Saxena and Vander Veer, to
name a few-should at least have been consulted.
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Chapters 2 and 3 constitute the heart of Pujia's book. In Chapter 2 ("A
Refuted Heritage"), he argues that it is a mistake to regard Bradley as a mere
opponent of Russell's; such a view, Pujia contends, does not exhaust the
richness of their relationship because Bradley's positive impact is excluded.
According to Pujia's interpretation, their philosophies are contrapositive,
not contradictory (p. 66). Russell's failure to acknowledge his intellectual
debt to Bradley is considered by Pujia to be the major source of misinterpretation. A case in point which Pujia quotes to his advantage is Bradley's
last letter to Russell (27 Sept. 1914: see Russell, no. 3). Bradley complained
that in adopting the hypothetical analysis of universal propositions, Russell
had attributed its discovery to the works of Frege and Peano even though
the first edition of Bradley's Principles of Logic had advocated it some years
before in 1883. The fact that Russell made extensive notes of the Logic when
he first read that book in 1893 is cited by Pujia as further evidence that
Russell must have borrowed such an analysis from Bradley. As in other
instances of this chapter where it is claimed that Russell obtained a certain
innovation from Bradley, Pujia's argumentation is one-sided. We are never
informed about the contents of Russell's notes on Bradley's Logic, that is,
whether or not Russell made specific comments on Bradley's discussion of
universal propositions (the notes have actually nothing to say on the topic,
but Russell's scrupulous elaboration of Bradley's theory of judgment would
suggest that he probably accepted Bradley's analysis). Quite unwarrantedly, the choice between Bradley, on the one hand, and Frege and Peano, on
the other, is viewed as an unbridgeable dichotomy. Russell, it would seem,
could not have derived something from each party. Moreover, there is no
attempt to assess the exact contributions of Frege and Peano. Peano's
symbolism, for example, is not capable of formalizing (x )Fx but a universal
proposition can be expressed as Fx :Jx Px. Russell soon transformed this
latter formula into (x )(Fx:J Px), absorbing Peano's distinction between
apparent and real (i.e. free versus bound) variables. The matter was thought
to be of such fundamental importance that, for a while, Russell believed that
there were two indefinable types of implication, material and formal, the
latter concerned exclusively with universal propositions. Bradley's analysis,
albeit persuasive, lacked this kind of technical depth. Pujia admits that
Russell acknowledged Bradley's contribution concerning universal propositions in his classic essay, "The Philosophy of Logical Atomism", reprinted in Logic and Knowledge (London, 1956). Yet he neglects to mention
two other essays in the same volume which make a similar acknowledgement ("On Denoting", p. 43, and "Mathematical Logic as Based on the
Theory of Types", p. 70). Pujia is also unaware that in An Essay.on the
Foundations of Geometry, Russell espoused Bradley's analysis.
This kind of one-sidedness and lack of thoroughness is typical of Pujia's
treatment in Chapter 2. Claims of Bradley's influence are alleged without
due argumentation. The reader is expected to believe that ,from Bradley,
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Russell procured the concept of meaning as reference, the insufficiency of
subject-predicate form and syllogistic logic, the distinction between logical
and grammatical form, the antipsychologistic attack on traditional empiricism, and the interpretation of judgments of identity as tautologous (p. 70).
With regard to some of these innovations, Bradley did influence Russell,
but generally speaking, the influence was qualified and remote. I No doubt,
Bradley's chief influence on Russell was that of antipsychologism. Even
here, however, one should be careful because other philosophers of the
period shared the same antipsychologistic bias, in particular Sidgwick.
Pujia's mistake is the assumption that if Bradley and Russell shared a
common doctrine, then Bradley must have influenced Russell to accept the
doctrine in question. Influence, however, implies more than just the assertion of X's opinion and then the later coincidental assertion of that opinion
by Y. During his early realism, for example, Russell believed that grammatical structure does not differ markedly from logical structure. When he
rejected this view in 1905, most assuredly he was not influenced by Bradley
in working out the theory of descriptions. His contempt for the heuristic
ploys of neo-Hegelian philosophizing led him to joke that its love of synthesis would require a wig to cover the bald pate of the reigning French
king. In advancing the thesis of Bradley's positive influence, Pujia's chapter, it should be pointed out, is not original. Wollheim first argued this
thesis, although in a more limited way. It was later developed with some
archival documentation by C.N. Keen. 2 Indeed, Pujia's use of Keen's
article is extensive. Despite a long footnote concerning the wealth of material in the Russell Archives, Pujia has not conducted original research there.
He is also unaware that in response to Wollheim, David Scarrow has
challenged the claim of Bradley's legacy to modern logic. 3
Pujia's third chapter ("Relations and Pluralism") concerns the RussellBradley dispute on relations. His presentation is orthodox. In other words,
he repeats the familiar line of exposition set forth with minor variations by
Wollheim, David Pears, Ronald Jager, et al. In fact, the first definition of
"internal relation" which Pujia gives (p. 98) comes without acknowlegment
from Pears's work. This orthodox interpretation follows Russell's critique,
according to which Bradley attempted to reduce relations to
properties-i.e. a relation is said to be a property ascribed to the combined
whole of referent and relatum. Russell's counterexample of asymmetrical
relations was put forward and Bradley's metaphysics refuted, quite akin to
I I say this despite Russell's admission to Bradley in a letter dated 29 Oct. 1907: "I am most
grateful to you for the trouble you have taken over my writings. Will you pardon me if! say that
I learnt more from your work than from those of any other philosopher of our time, and that in
ceasing to agree with your system I have not lost any portion of the high respect which I have
always felt for your thought?"
2 See his "The Interaction of Russell and Bradley", Russell, no. 3 (Autumn 1971),7-11.
3 "Bradley's Influence upon Modern Logic", Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 22
(March 1962),380-2.
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the collapse of a house of cards. Unfortunately, this orthodox interpretation
is insensitive to Bradley's genials and consequently attacks a straw man.
Bradley, for example, wrote to Russell on 21 October 1907: "Do you think
that 'internal relation' must mean that relations are adjectives [properties] of
their terms? I fail to see why this follows." In part, Pujia's failure to examine
the complete correspondence of Russell and Bradley has led him to fall prey
to this orthodox view.
The final two chapters ("Constructionism and Logical Atomism" and
"The Problem of Method") deal with Russell's reformation of traditional
empiricism: his substitution of the propositional character of knowledge for
Hume's model of experience, and his attempt through analysis to make
philosophy scientific. At the beginning of Chapter 4, brief mention is made
of the theory of external relations and how it implies Russell's pluralism.
From that point on, however, Pujia makes little effort to link these two
concluding chapters to previous discussion. As a result, they appear tacked
on to the rest of the book. Bradley is reintroduced only in the last several
pages (p. 174). The author also has the annoying habit of raising a particular
point and then saying that it will not be discussed in detail. In short,
although these two final chapters are competently written in part, presentation is sketchy and there is nothing new.
According to Geoffrey Warnock, metaphysical systems are rarely susceptible to frontal attack because, by character, they are only explicable or
demonstrable internally. English idealism did not die of refutation but of
ennui. 4 In dissenting from this opinion, Pujia states: "All this is true up to a
point, but the access to documents [those of the Russell Archives] hitherto
unknown, testifies to the necessity of a historical examination of this
period" (p. 57). What a pity that in writing this book, Pujia has not heeded
his own advice! If he had carried out a thorough literature search including
the resources of the Archives, he would not have been caught in so many
glaring errors and omissions.
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