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The Tasks of Theology

In. chapter two there were distingulshed and related
some elght functional speclalties, namely, research, inter-
‘pretation, history, dialectic, foundations, doctrines, systematics,
and communications. Something more needs to be said on each
of these though, perforce, I must be brlef on the first and
the last, research and communications, because thelr extreme

concreteness does not lend 1tself to general treatment.

1. Research

I have little to add to what I remarked about research
~in chapter two. It 1s a maﬁégr of discovering and making available
the relevant data. It differs from one field to another, and
indeed from one project to another. It 1s learnt in laboratorles
and fleld Work, in semlnars and doctoral dlssertations. It 1s
carried out by a thorough grasp of issues, a lively eye for
possibilities, a carefully planned strategy, and good luck.

The area of theological research 1s the religion on which
the theology reflects. The general purpose of the research is
flxed by the two phases of theology, namely, so to listen to the
past as to speak"to the presént for the good of the future.
Specific purposes .come to light within each contemporary
on-going process, and the significaqt theologian 1s the man
- that reads aright the signs of the times to carry out the
operations that overcome evils and promote the g004.

The openne;s of the forego}ng position is to be noted.
Theology 1is concelved, not as something intrinsically different
from religious studles, but rather as mm&m@immsmmmmmmmm

a type of religious study that mddm is not content with
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research, interpretatlon, and history but- goes on to add
dialectic; foundations? doctrines, systematics; and é@?
communications, Again, while theology can be content to be

simply the theology of a single religious group, the exlstence

of thé specialty, dialectic, enables:it~to/be more comprehensive,
to be the theology of a dialectical%éy ;elated~set of distinct
religious groups. Moreover, such comprehensiveness need not '

be restricted, say, to the Christlan religlons;-for it is dﬁristian
doctrine that God gives all men sufficient grace for salyation, |
and so it should seem possible, especlally as religlious studles
advance 1n penetration and profundgity;~to-find-common as well

as divergent elements among all the religions of mankind.

In this connectlon see Friedrich Heiler, "The History of
Religions as a Preparation for the Co-operation of Religions,"

in The History of Rellgions, Essays in Methodology, edited

by M. Ellade and J. Kitagawa, Univ. of Chicago Press 1959,
Though
pp. 137-155. \Hwble Heller stresses the common element in all-

religlon, the technique of dialectic enabﬁds the theologlan
" while
-to recognize the differences as welliaaé\tbe decision of

foundations enables him to determline which are acceptable and
are to be ‘
which rejected.
A

The possibility of the foregoing openness and compre-
the 1deals set by
hensiveness arises from the transitlon from deductive logic
the ideals set by A
tdﬁmethod. Religions are empirical facts that ==zx offer

data for investigation and method guldes the course of the

——

£
investigation. 1In contrast a deducivist approach has to have

i AN
at the very outset the premisses from which all concluslons

can‘gg be reached and so, from the outset, there are bound to
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: sets of .
be as many distlnct and 1rreconcilableﬂ?remisses as there

are differing religlons and even differing theologles.

2, Interpretation’

Our concern is with interpretation as a functional
speclalty. It 1ls related to research, history, dialectic,
foundatlons, doctrines, systematics,tand cpﬁpun;cations;

It depends on them and thej depend on }f. None the less,
it has 1ts own proper end and its quqiflc'mode of operating.

It can be treated separately.

—— . ——

One of the advantages of the.notion of functional N
specialty is precisely this possiblility of separate treatment
of issues that otherwise become enormously complex. Sée, for
example:such monumental works as Emilio Betti's Teoria

generale della interpretazione ‘'[Milano (Giuffrd) 1955]

-and Hans-Georg Gadamer's Wahrhelt und Methode tTﬁbingen (Mohr)
1960]. Or see my.own discussion of the'truth.of an inter-
pretation in Insight, pp. 562-594, and observe how ildeas
presented there recur here in quite different functional

ek

viewpolint, here 1s reallzed by afz advocating aﬁ?unctional‘

specialties. For instance, what there is termed a universal
' Aol

specialty named dlalectlc.
On the historical background of contemporary hermeneutical

thought see H. G. Gadamer, op. cit., pp. 162-250.
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I shall follow a common enough terminology and
understand by "hermeneutics" principles of interpretation
and by é@& "exegeosis" the applicatioﬂ”of“the'pfincipigs‘to
s given task. The task to be %nvisaige‘d Wil ‘be the 1‘n‘cer'pretation
of a text, but the presentation will be so general that it _can
be applied to any exegetlcal task. " ™
First, then, not every text stands in need of exegesis.
In general, the more a text 1s systematic in cqn;eption'énd
executlon, the less does it stand in need of any exegesis.
So Euclid}s Elehents were‘éoﬁposed about  twenty-three
centuries ago. One has to study to come to undepstand then,
| and that labor may be greatly reduc?d:by a competent teacher.
But while there 1s a task of coming to uﬁderstand Euclid,
there 1s no task of interpreti%ng Euclid.: The correct understanding
is unique; incorrect understaﬁgang can be shown to be mistaken;
and so, while there have been endless commentators on the

little or
clear and simple gospels, there exlsts,no exegetical literature

A\
on Euclid.

However, besldes the systematic mode of cognitional
.Operationé, there is also the commonsense mode. Moreover,
there are very many brandsAof common sense. Commgﬁ sense
is comaon, not to all men of all placeé and times, but to the
gembers of a éommﬁnity successfully in communication ﬁith
one another. Among them one's commonsgense statements

have a perfectly obvious meanling and
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stand in no.need of any exegesis. But statements may be
transported to é ether communities distant in place or in tilme.
Horlzons, ix values, Pnterests, intellectual development, experlence
may differ. Expression may haye intersubjective, artistic,
;ymbolic gogponents that appeaf strange. Then there arises
the question, What is meant by the sentence, the paragraph, the
chapter, the book? Many answers seem possible, and none seems
qulte satisfgctory.

Such in general is the problem of interpretation. But
at" the present time four facfors have combined to helghten it
enormously. The first is the emergence of world consclousness and
historical consciousness: we‘ere aware of many very different
eultures exlsting at the present time, and we are aware of the
great differences that separate present from past cultures. The
second 1s the pursult of the human sciences, in whlch meanlng is
a fundamental category and, consequently, interpretetion a
Tundarental task. The third is the confusion that relgns in
cognitional theory and epistemology: inferpretation is Just a
perticular case of knowing, namely, knowing what 1ls meant; it-
follows that confusion . about knowing leads to confusion about
interpreting. The fourth factor, finally, is modernity: modern
man has been bus& creating his modern world, freeing himself
from reliance on tradition end authority, working out his own
world-view, and so re-interpreting the views held in the past.
So the Greek and Latin classical authors have been removed from
. the context of Christian humanism and revealed as @&@é pagane;
So the Law has been removed from the context of Christian

the context of ‘

morality and theology to be placeﬁd inﬁeome post-Christian

pnilosophy and avtitude to 1ife. So the Scriptures have been
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removed from the context of Christian doctrinal development
and $3&esq restored to the pre-dogmatic context of the history
of religions.
Embedded 1in the problemlof hermeneutics, then, there
are qdite different and far profounder problems. They are to
be met neither by a &M WY¥Ye wholesale rejection axtm of modernity
ng;?by a wholesale acbeptance of modernity. In my opinion they
can be met only by the develqpment and application of theologicai
method. Only in that fashion can’one distinguish and keep
separate problems of hermeneutlics and problems in history,
dlalectic, foundations, doctrines, systematics, and communications.
) _ oo

/

In fact the most striking feature o?Acontemporary discusslon of

hermeneutics 1s that it attempts to treat all these lssues as

1f they were hermeneutlical. They are not.

2.1 Basic. Exegetical Operatlons

There are three baslc exegetical operations: (1) under-
standing the text; (2) judging how correct one's understanding
of the text 1s; and (3) stating what one Judges to be the
correct understanding of the text.

Understanding the text has four main aspects. One under-
stands the object to which the text refers. One understands the
words employed in the text. One understands the authof that
employed the words. One arrives at such understanding through
a processqof learning and even at times asga result of a converéion.
Needless to sayﬂzgggr aspects are aspects of a single coming to
understand. Further, one may understand the object independently
or

of the text, one may come t0 understand the object through the
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To judge the correctness of one's understanding of a
text raises the problem of context, of the hermeneutic circle,
of the relativity of the totality of relevant data, of the
possible relevance of more remote 1nqd1ries;'bfkthé limitations
to be placed on the scope of b4 one's interpretation.

To state what one Jjudges to be the correct understanding
of.the text.ralses the questlon of the precise task of the
exegete, of the cateéories he 1s to émploy; of the language

he is to speak.

B}

2.2 Understanding the Object

A distinction has to be drawn between the exegete and
the student. Both learn, but what they learn is different.
The student reads a text.to learn about ob'jects that aé yet
he does not know. He 18 required to have learnt thé meanings
of words and tb know about similar or analogous objects that
he can use aé starting-points in constrﬁctiﬁg’thé'bbjects he 1s
to learn about. On the other hand, the“eﬁégéte“hay already
know all about the objects treated in a téxt, yet his whole
task remains to be performed; for that task is not to know
about objects; 1t is not to know whether or not the text
reveals ddeo==dd adequate knowledge of the objects; 1t 1s &

, real or imaglnary,
simply to know what happened to be the object%A}ntended by
the author of the text. |

In practice, of course, the foregoing distinction
will & imply not é rigid separation of the roles of student
and of exegete but rather a difference of emphasis. The
student also 1is something of an interpreter of texts, and the

exegete also learns (something\from texts|that otherwise he

would not know. However, though the distinction ¥§ho£‘emphasisj
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in practice is only of emphasis, 1t remalns that our present
concern is theory and, indeed, not the general learning theory

that regards students but the speclal learning theory that

regards exegesis.

firl yed 1in

I have sald that the whole exegetical,task remains to be
performed even though the exegete alre#dyﬁgnowgfall about the
objects treated in a text. I now‘must add that the more the
ekegete does know about such objects, the. better. For he cannot
begin&o interpret the text unless he knows the: language in
which it is written and, it he knows that language, then he also
knows the objects to which éhe wordg in that. language refer.
Such knowledge, of course, is general and .potential. Reading
the text, when its meaning is obvious,. makes: that general knowledge
more particular and that potential knowledge actual. On the
other hand, when the meaning of the text is not obvious Rmx
because of this or that defect, stlll the greater the exegete's
resources, the greater the likelihood that he will be able to
enumerate all possible interpretations and assign to each its’
proper measure of probability.

Now the foregoing amounts to a rejection of.what may

be named the Principle of the Empty Head. According to this

principle, if one is not to "read into" the text what is

not there, 1f one 1s not to settle in a priorl fashion what

the é,text must mean no matter what it says, 1f one is not

to drag in one's own notlions and opinions, then one must just
drop all preconceptions of every kind, attend simply to‘the text,
see all that is there.and'nothing that 1s not tpere, let the

‘author speak e%/for himself, let the kuthey anthor interpret himselfs
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In brief, the less one knows, the bettér an exegete one will be.
These contentions, I should say, are‘both right and wrong.
They are right in decrying a well-known evil::intérpreters
tend to impute to authors opinions that the authors did not
express. They are wrong in the remedy they propose, for they
take 1t for granted that all an interpreter has to do is to
look at a text and see what is there. That 1s quite mistaken.
The principle of the empty head rests on a nalve
‘ , 8irst,
intultionism. ©So far from tackling the complex task of/\
understanding the object, the words, the author,'onegelf,
secondly, of judging just how correct one's understgnding
is and, thirdly,‘éf adverting to the probiems in expressing

—_—

one's understanding and judgement, the principie of the
empﬁy heéd bids the interpreter forget his ow;igggéyﬁﬁd AR
look at what is out there, let the author interpret himself.

In fact, what 1s out there? There 1s Jjust a serles of signs.
Anything over and above a re-lissue of the same Bigh\ signs in
the same order will be medlated by the experience, intelligence,
.and.judgement of the interpreter. The less that experience,

the less cﬁltlvated that intelligence, the less formed that
judgement, the greater the likellhood that the interpreter .
will impute to the author an opinion that the é author never
entertained. On the other(hand, the wider the interpreter's
experlence, the deeper and fuller the development of ‘his g
"understanding, the better balanced hls judgement, the greater
the likelihood that he wlll discover just what the author

meant. Interpretation 1is not jJjust a matter of looking at

signs. XR=r That is lmperative. But it 1s no less imperative
thet—ore—procveed~fromhabitual —general-lknowledge-
th&1T_guld3d_b¥—ihB_ﬂl&m9rdhKT1Kﬁ%eed:frﬁm7ﬁﬁ§+§£ﬁ§5¥t3&l?
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that, guided by the signs, oné proceed from one's habitual,
general knowledge to actual and more particular knowledge;
and the greater the habiﬁual‘knowledge one possesses, the
greater the 1ikellhood that one will be gulded by the signs

.themselves and not by personal preferences and by guess-work.

In this comnection, Rudolph Bultmann has written:
"Nothing is sillier than the requirement that an interpeter
must silence his subjectivity, éxtinguish his individuality,
1f he 1s to attaln objective knowledge. That requirement

- makes good sense only 1is so far as it it is taken to meah
that the Interpreter has to silence his personal wishes
with regard to the outcome of the 1nterpretation... For the
rest, unfortunately, the requirement overlooks the very
essence of genuilne understanding. Such understanding
presupposes preclsely the utmost %&ﬁg&ﬁﬁ&%&d 11véliness
of the understanding subject and the richest possible
development of his individuality." From an article
entitled "Das Problem der Hermeneutik," Zschr. f. Theol.

u. Kirche, 47(1950), 64. Reprinted in Glauben und Verstehen, IL

With this view I agree as far as it goes. However,

I sharply distinguish between diqgsbandzaﬁd understanding
and judgement, between the development 'of the one and tde ‘

development of the other.
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2.3 . Understanding the Words

Understanding the objJect accounts for the plain meaning
of the text, the meaning that is obvious because both author
and .interpreter undeystand the same thing in the same way.
However, as in conversation so too in réading the author may
be speaking of P and the reader may be thinking of Q. In that
case, sooner or later, there will arlse difficulty. Not everything
true of P will also bé true of Q, and 80 the author will appear
to the interpreter to be saying what 1s false and even absurd.
At this point the controversialist has all that he wants.
On his mistaken assumption that the author is speéking of Q,
he sets about his triumphéht demonstration of the guthpr's
errors and absurditles. But the interpreter}thWEverj conslders
the possibllity that he himself is at fault. He reads furthgr.
He rereads. Eventually he stumbles oﬂ the possiblllity thatﬂ
the author was thinking, not of Q, but of P, and with that

1
g

correction the meaning of the text becomes plain. ,

Now this process can occur any number of times. It 1is
the self-correcting process of learning. It 1s the manner in
which we acquire and develop common sense. It heads towards
a limit in which we possess a habitual core of insights that
enables us to deal with any situation, or.any text of a group,
by addlng one or two more 1nsighté relevant to the situatlon,
or text, in hand.

commonsense : R

Suchaunderstanding is preconceptual. ;t 1s not to be
confused with one's formulation of the meaning of the text Zhal
one has come to understand. And this formulatilon ltself 1s

not to be confused with the Judgements onebmakes on the

truth of the understanding and formulation. One has to
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1f one is to
understand peﬁeneﬁene—eanbermulate what one has understood.

One has to understand and formula%é&gggeé:-gge—caﬂ pass Judgement
Mdg¥ in any explieit fashion.

Moreover, 1t is understanding that surmounts the
bermeneutic circle. The meaning of a text 15 an 1ntentional
entity%.’ It is a unity that is unfolded through parts, sectlions,
chapt;?s, paragraphs, sentences, worde. |We cen grasp the '
unity, the whole, only through the. perts. At the same time
the parts are. determined in thelr meaning by the whole which
.each part partially reveals. Such is the hermeneutic circle.

o

Logically 1t 1is a circle. But coming t? understand 18 not
a logical deduction. It is a self-cerrecting process of
learning that spirals into the meaning of the whole by
using each new part to fill out and qualify and correct
the understanding reached in reading the earlier parts.

Rules of hermeneutics or exegesis 1list the polnts worth
consldering in one's efforts to arrive at an understanding
of the text. Such are an analysis of the composition of the
@ text, the determination of the author's purpose, knowledge
of the people for‘whom he wrote, of the occasion on which he
" wrote, of the nature of the linguistlic, grammatical, stylistic
means he employed. However, the main point abont all such
rules 1s that one does not understand the“text because one
has observed the rules but, on the contrary, one observes the
rules in order to arrive at an understanding of the text.
-Observing the rules can be no more than mere hedsmtey pedantry
" that leads to an understanding of nothing of any moment,
to missing the point entirely. The essential observance is to

note one's enery fallure to understand clearly and exactly

and to sustain one's reading and rereading until my-invemtiveEinesT
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one's inventiveness or ipcﬁ' '
good i luck haye eliminated one s

fallures in comprehension.

2.4 Understanding the Author

When the meaning of a text 1s plain, then with the author
by his Egﬁgg we understand the object to which his‘wordé refer.
When a simple misunderstandiné arises, as when the author
thought of P but thé reader_of Q, then 1its correctiop is
the relatively simple matter of sustained rereading and inventive-
ness. But there can arise the need for a long and arduous use
of the self-correcting process of learning.' Then a first reading
yield&s a little understanding and a host of puzzles, and a |
second reading ylelds only slightly ﬁgrehunderstqnding but
far more puzzles. The problem, now, is a matter not of
understanding the object or the words,bup:of understanding'
the author himself, his natidn, language, time, culture, way of
life, and caét of mind.

Now the self-cbfrecting process of learning 1s, not 6nly
the way in which we acqulre our own common senge,,but_also the
way in which we acquire an understanding of other people's
common sense. Even ﬁith our contemporarles ¥ with the same
language, culture, and statlon in life, we not only understgpdl
things with them but also understand things in our own way.and,
at the same time, their different way of understanding the same
things. We can remark that a phrase or an action:is “just‘liké
you." By that we mean that the Ee%%on*aﬁ phrase or action‘fits
in with the wa& we understand your way of understanding and
going about things. But Just as we can come1to an understanding
of our fellows' understanding, a commbnsense grasp of the ways

in which we understand not with them but them, so the same process

{
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can be pushed to a far fuller development, and then the
self-correcting process of learning will bring us to an
understanding of the common sense of ‘another place, time, culture,

and cast of mind. This 1is, however,'tde'enormous‘labor of

o

»becomingia scholar.
The phrase, understanding another's COmmon?sense; must

not be misuﬁderstood. It 1s.not a matter. of understanding what

common sense 1s: that 1s the task of the cognitional theorist.

It is not making another's common sense 6ne's own, so that one

would go abo&t 5p2 speaking and acting like a‘fifth-century'

Ateégnian or a first-century Cnristian. 'But, Just as commoqi/ P

sense ltself 1s a matter of understanding what to say and what

to do in any of a series of situations that commonly éwusef .-

arise, so0 understanding another's commoh senfe is a matter of

understanding what he would say and’ what He would do in any of

the situations that commonly arose 1ﬁ'hisé‘ﬁlécé and time.
: e

2.5 Understanding Oneself

The majar texts, the classicé,‘in‘pqligion, letters,
philosophy, theology, not only are_ngéq@\tbe Eﬁ%& initial
horizon of thelr interpreteres but also demand an intellectual,
moral, religious converslon of the interpreter over and above
the broadening of his horizon. |

" In this case the interpereter's initial knowledée of
the object is jJust 1nadequaté. He ﬁill come to know it only
in so far as he pushes the self-correcting process‘of learning
to a revolution in his own outlook.: He can succeed in
acquiring that habltual understanding of an author that

spontaneously finds hls wave-length and locks on to it,

1)
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only after he has effected & radical'dhaﬁge in himself.

This is the existential dimension of the problem of
hermeneutlcs. It lles at the very root ‘of the perennial
divisions of mankind in thelr views on reality, morality,
and religion. Moreover, in so far as conversion is only'fhe
basic step, in so far aiﬂbhe&% remains the labor of thinkling -
out everything from the new and profounder viewpoin t there
results the characterlstic qf the classic set forth by
Friedrich Schegel: "A"classic is a writing that is never
fully understood. But those that are educated and educate g@L

more =

themselves must always want to learnAfrthigﬂ

Quoted by H. G. Gaddamer, Wahrheit und Methode,
A\ A
Tubingen (Mohr) 1960, p. 274, n. 2.

From this existential dimension there follows another
basic component in the taék of hermeneutlcs. The classics
ground a tradition. They create the mllieu in which they are
studied and 1nterprgted. They produce in the reader through

the cultural tradition the mentallty, the Vorverstandnis,

from which they will be read, studled, ;pterpretgd: Now

such a tradition may be genulne, authentlc, a long agqumulation
of 1insights, adjustments, re:lnterpretations, that réggats

the original message afregh fof each age. In that case

the reader will exclaim, as did the disciples on the way to
Emmaus: "Did not our hearts'burn within us, when he spoke on
the @@ way and opened to us the scriptures?" (Lk 24, 6??.

On the other hand, the tradition may be unauthentic. It.may
conslst in a watering-down ofvthe originai wee messg&ge, in

recasting it Into terms and meanings that fit into the assumptlons

and convictions of those that have dodged the issue of radical
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conversion. In that case a genulne 1nterpreta£ion will_be met-
with incredulity and ridicule, aslwas_sp. Paul when heipreached
in Rome and was led to quote Isalah: “6q\po this people and say:
you will hear and heéq:;;@ﬂ& never unﬁgrgpanq;'ypq will look
and look, but never see"(Acts 28, 26). =

At this point one'motes from the functlonal specialty,‘
interpretation, to the functional spgcig}?v}es, history,éné

and foundations. re
dialectic,hgf the interpﬁter 1s to know, not merely what his

]

author meant, but also what is so, then he has to be eritical
e .

not merely of hls author but also of the tradition that has

formed his own mind. With that step he 1s propelled beyond

the-writing £ history to ‘te making of history.

2.6 Judging the Correctness of one'g Interpretation.

Such a Judgement ﬁas‘thevsame'briteiion as any Jjudgement
onAthe correctness of commonsense insights. Thé\criterion is
whether or not one's insights are lnvulnerable, whether or
not they hit the bull's eye, whether or not they meet all
relevant questions so'that there are no further queséions
lthat can ng lead to further insights and so complemen’t:.,~
qualify, correct the insights already possessed.

The relevant questions usually are not the quesglons
that inspire the investigation. One begins from one's own

Fragestellung, from the viewpoint, lnterests, concerns one

had prior to stuﬂ&ying the text. But the study of the text
is a process of lgarning. As one learns, one discovers. *
more and mqre thelﬁjquestions that concerned the author,
the issues'that confronted him, the problems he was trying

to solve, the material and methodical resources at his disposal



MIiT VII 16
//
\ 1
" for solving them. So one comes to set aslde one's own initial
interests and concerns, to share those of the author, to __

reconstruct the context of his thought and speech. - \

—_— 3.
On commonsense Judgements, see Insight, pp. 2%&-299.
My own experlence of this chanéé was in writing my doctoral

dissertation. I had been brought up a Mollnist. I was studying

St. Thomas' Thought on Gratia Opérans, g“study,later'published
in Theological Studies, 1941-42. Within a month or so 1t was -

completely evident to me that Molie&}sm had no contributlion

to make to an'understahding of Aquinas.

But what preqésely;ig meant by thézword, context? There
are two meanings. There is the heuristic meaning the word has
at the beginning of an investigation, and it télls one where to
look to find the context. There is the actudl.meaning the word
keqa&res—aS‘nnawdevgggpsmone%s«&mﬁb&a&Mhbr&ﬁﬁnzgygmgomesmt&
acqulres as gwe one 5 mdves_out of bﬁe’s'ihitihl‘%orizon and
moves to a fuller horlzon that includes a significant part of
the author's.
| Heuristically, then, the context of the word is the
‘sentence. The context of the sentence 'is’ the paragraph. The

context of the paragraph 1s the chapter. The context of thé
chapter 1s the book. The context of the book is the author's

opera omnia, his 1life and tlmes, the state of the question in
his day, his problems, prospective readers, scope and aim.

| Actually, context 1s the ilnterweaving of questlons and
answers in limited groups. To answer any one question will
give rise to further questions. To answer them will give rise
to still more. But, w%ile this process can recur & number of

fimes, while 1t might go on indefinitely if one keeps changlng
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the topic, still it does not go on indefinitely on one and the
same topic. So context is a nest'pf interlocked or interwoven
questions and answers; it is 1imited ihasmﬁch as all the questions
and answers have a bearing, direct or inﬁirecﬂi on a slngle
topic; and because it is limited, there‘comes'a boint in an
investigatlon when no further,relevani quéétions arise, zggithe:
poesibility of Judgement has.emerged.‘ When there are no further
relevant questions, there ére no further ihsights'to comﬁlement,
correct, quallfy those phat have beenﬂreachéd;.

Sti11l1, what i1s this single topic that limits the set
of relevant questions and answers? As the dlstinctlion between
the heurlstic and the actual meanings of the word, context, -
makes plain, the single topic is somefhing to‘be discovered
in the'course‘of the 1nvestigationQ éy befsis%ence or good luck
or both one hits upon some element 1h”tﬁe 1ﬁtérwoven s;t of
questions and answers. One followé up‘dﬁe's discovery by
further‘@@)questi5ns. Sooner or later one &éé%§ hits upon
another element, then several more. Th;felis a périod in
which insights multiply at a great rafé}.wﬁen one's perspectives
are constantly belng reviewed, enlargéd; éha}ified, refined.
One reaches a point when the e%emaddvé;aii view gmerges,
when ~&x¥ other components fit into the plcture in a subordinate
- manner, when further questions #&® yleld ever diminishing
returns, when one can say stt what was going forward and back
it up with the convérgence of multitudinous evidence.

The single tépic, then, 1s something that can be 1indicated

often

generally in a phrase or two yet unfolded in an ,enormously

».-
complex set of subordinate and interconnected questions and

answers. One reaches that set by striving persistently to
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understand the object, understand the words, understand the

" author and, if need be, understand oneself. The key to success
is to keep adverting to what has not yet been dndérstood, |
for that 1s the source of further quésfidﬁs; and to hit upon
the queetion%d;reets attention to the garts 05 aspects ofbthe
text where answers may be found. vSO R.bé; CQilingwood has
praised "... the famous advice of Lord Acton, 'stﬁdy problems;
not periods.'" Fo H. G. Gadamer has bréised Colliﬁgwood's
insistence that knowledge consists, no£ jﬁst in propositions,
but in answers to‘questions, 80 tha£ t6 undérstand the answers.
one has to know the gquestions as weil.\A'But ﬁ; ﬁrésent point
i1s not merely the significance of queéiidﬁé as well as answers =-
though, of course, that is in full aécoré'ﬁith my cognitional
theory =-- &@w@@wﬁ but also regards thé‘iﬁferloéking of questions
and answers ahd the Q&oeaaé eventual enclosure of that
1nterre§@%ea multiplicity within a higher limited unity.
For 1t 187?;ergence of that-enclosurelﬁﬁét'enaﬁles one to
recognize the task as completed and to;bfdndﬁnde one's

v

interpretation of és problable, hlghiy 'Eobéble, in some

respects% perhaps, certain,
—_— v

R. G. Collingwood, Autobiography, London (Oxford U. P.)

11939, 51967, p. 130. See also The Idea of History, Oxford

Clarendon) 1946, p. 281.

H. G. Gadamer, Op. Qﬁ& cit., p. 352.

ove positioh with CollingwSod's. First, ey,

s cohstityuftive

¥visws on
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2.7 A Clarification

A-few contrasts may add clarity to what I have been

saying. Collingwood has concelved history as re-enacting

the past. Schleiermachar has contended that the interpreter
wlll understand the text better than the author did. There 1is
something in these statéments but they are inaccurate and

80 may be misleading. To clear things up let me take a
concrete example. ThomasKAduinas effected a remarkable
development in the theoloéy of grace. He did so not atla
single stroke but mmex in a series ofzﬁritingé ovér a périodv

X Ajgﬁ%ad&ZﬁﬁﬁyearsﬁﬁrﬁﬁbfgﬁﬁfﬂﬁfggF%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁﬂibnsw®h§g>

@:QgpaswchangﬁﬁxHiggggfgzbnswan&ﬁfﬁﬁhhismmaftéﬁﬁﬁgggﬁﬁotél

e TR S I

= __.,&_’_,._.,-:;:.r::_"““f‘},ﬂ gy ottt _,??W" O30y e jees i .
providevhe=ofil et oW U56a 8l onson WA L6 N~ ne T doed =I5 goubt

of a dozen years or more. Now, while\ff)there is no doubt
that Aquinas was quite conscious of what he was doing on
each of the occasiohs on which he returned to the tople,
st1ll on none of the earlier occasions was he % aware of
what he would be doing on the later occasions, and there
1s Just no evidence that after the last occasion he went back
over all his writings on the matter, <gsf observed each

' of the long and complicated serles of steps in which the .
development was effected, grasped their interrelatlons,
saw Just what moved him forward and, perhaps, whéﬁ held-
him;§§¥;ach of the steps. But such a reconstruction of
fhe whole pr&cess is precisely what the interpreter does.
His'oveﬁé?ll view, his nest of questlons and answers,

is precisely a 5raép of thls array of interconnectlons

and interdependences constitutive of a single development.
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What I find true, then, in Sch}gigrmacber's contention
is that the interpreter may underétapg very fglly gnd accurately
someth@ing that the author knew abqgtlpqu in a very vague and
gener;I’fashion. Moreover, thils prec}ge;kpowledge will be of
enormous value in interpreting the tgx@. ”But 1t does not follow
that the interpreter will understand the tgxt better than the
author did for, while the_interpfeter c§n have a firm grasi:r i
of all that was goihg forward, it is.rare ;ndeed @hat he will
have access to sources and circumstances}thét'haVe‘to bé_kggyn
it the many.acéidentals in the text g?au§o‘bg accounted for. |
Again, with respect to Collingwood, ?t is true‘that the interpreter
or hlistorilan reconstﬁhcﬁs'but it 18\??t true ﬁﬁat in thought he
reproduces the past. In our example,. whgt gqgingg was doing,
was developing phe doctrine of grace. Whgtlphe’;pterpreter
was doing, was bullding up the évidénée fof an element 1in the
history of the theology of grace and, while he can arrive at
a grasp of the main movement and an understanding of many details;
he rarely achleves and igever needs an understanding of every
detall. Judgement rests on the absence of further relevant questlons.
The reader may feel, however, thagim@ have Eeen arguing
from a very special case, from which genera} conclusiongvshould
not be drawn. Certainly, I have not been arguing about a caée
that is universal, for é{I have already affirmed that there
are cases in which the hermeneutical problem 1s sllg?t or
non-existent. The question, accordingly; is how geaepal iz
£ are the main lines of the instance from which I have
argued. f rﬂbhen?mﬁnem@&ggﬁalwggmeMEmdismknct&bﬁ%beﬁw
. Qr XN\

whhors-esconsclousngsE~and~hls=knowtedgesthezautt
(Iw

ays~Writesseonsdious 1y Butstoconsclousnesg.bhereshe



MiT VII 21

ergusdn
First, then, my instance was from yhe‘higtory of ideas.
It is quite a broad field and of majog‘interesp to theological -
method. But it is uncluttered by the cquleiities_involved
in interpreting instances of 1ntersubqec§;ve, értistié;—symboliéyf
or incarnate meaning. In these'cases‘unQergtapd;ng the author 1is
Yo~ imoompleteninle seEt IS aTE patited: yiths foelingmtild
ég&%. inadequate unless the 1nterpret?r'§as some capacity to
feel %ha&ha what thé author felt and to pespect'tpe values
that the authoq respected. But this 1is re-enaqtment, not in
understanding and'thought, but in feeling and value-judgements.
Secondly, even within the history’gfxideas, thg selected
instance was exéeptionallyﬁblear-cut.‘ Bet while the/Jame clarity
1s not to be had in other types of 1nstaﬁée,'the poi;té that
here are clear elther recﬁr in othef instances or enjoy
possess different features that compegsate..ln the first place~\\
there is always the distinction betweeni?hg g author's ‘conscious~
ness of his activitles and hls knowledge of them. Authbés
are always consclous of thelr Iintentlonal operatlons butlto
reach knowledge of them there must be added 1lntrospective
attention, inquiry and understanding, reflection and judgement.
Further, thls process from consciousness to knowledge, if more
than general and vague, 1s arduous and time-consuming; 1t leads
into the impasse of Scrutiqéing the self-scrutinizing self
and into the oddity_of the author who writes about himself
writing; such authors are exceptional. Finally, the selected
\example was a slow development that can be documented. But
any notable development ¥ occurs siowly. The 1insight that
provokes the cry, Eureka, is just the last insight in a long

series of slowly accumulating insights. Thls process can
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be documented 1f the author writes steadily whi}e it 1é'going
forward. On the other hand, 1if he does nop write untll the;
deve10pmen§ 1s completed, his presentat?on.wil; approxi?ﬁte
logical or'‘even systematic form, and thls will reveal the
nest of‘reievant questions and answers.

So much for Jjudging the correctne?s of an lnterpretation.
We have concentrated on the possibllity of this judgement.
On actual judgement little can be said. It depends on many
factors and, in a general diséussion, they can be no more than
hypothetical. .Let us suppose that an exegeta has graéped with
great accuracy Just what was going fogdggrd.anq ;pat'his under-
standing of the text can be conflrmed by multitudiqpus detalls.
Now, if really there are no furtber questipns,.p;s interpretation
will be certain. But there may be further‘reiefﬁnt questions
that he has overlooked and, on this aCc?unt; he will Epeak
hodestly. Agein, there may be further rgieyant quegtions
to which he adverts, but he 1s unable to uncover the evidence
that would lead to a solution. Such furthef questiSns may
be many or few, of major or minor importance. It is this.
range of possibllitles that leads exegetes to speak with
5feater or less confldence or diffi&?ence and with many careful
distiwnctions between the more.probable and the less probable

elements in their interpretations.
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2.8 sStating the Meaning of the Text:

Our concern is with the statement to be made by the
exegete gqua exegete. As 1n the other functional speclaltlies,
80 too in interpretation the exegete experienées; understands,
Judges, and dqcides. But he does so for a specific purpose.
His princlpéi concern 1s 1o understand, and the ﬁnderstanding
he seeks 1is, not the understanding of objects,‘whiqh pertains
to the systematics of the second phasg, put Fhe uqderstanding
of &extdy texts, which pertains to thelfirat phgse of theology,
to theology not as speaking to the prgsent.buf a8 listening,
as coming to listen to the past.:® : |

It 18 true of course that texts‘ére underétood in the
seven oiher functional speclalties. fhey are'ﬁnderstood in
research but, then, the alm of the textﬁ;l critié'ggyis to

settle, &oW not what was meant, but Jﬁst whap was written,.
They are understood in history but, t?eﬁ, the §1ﬁ of the
historian is to settle, not what one éuthor was inténding,
but what was golng forward in a grouﬁ or commﬁnity. Tpey

are understood In dlalectlc but, then, the'aim 15 im
rconfrontation: 1nterpret§rsAand.historians disagree; thelr
disagreement will not be eliminated by further study of the
data because 1t arises from the personal stance and horizon
of the 1nt%§;preters_and historians; the purpose of dlalectic
is to invite the reader to an encounter, a personal encounter,
with the ofiginating and traditional and interpreting and
history-wfiting persons of the past in thelir divergences.

As understanding texts is relevant to the‘diglectic that
invites or challenges the theologlan to conversion, so too Z

1s relevant to the foundatlons that objectify the conversion\
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though, of course, objectifylng a conversion ls one thing and
'understanding a text is quite another.'  No less, understanding
texts has its importance for the speclalty, ﬁ doctrines, but

there the theologian's concern is the relation between the
c@ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%&@@ﬁéﬁﬁmmunféraq comnunity's origins and the decislons

it reached in‘its successlve 1dentity-crises. -In llke manner,

a systematic'understanding of objects 1= something quite different
from dm--undsrEts a commonsense understanding of texté, even though
one learns about the objects from the texts. Finally, all this
listeg%}ng to the past and transposing it into the present have

no purpose unless one is ready to tell people of today Just

what it implies for them; and so we have the eighth functional
specialty, communications,0?oncerned with the effective presentation
to every individual in every class and cultufe through all media ==
of the message deciphered by the exegete. |

Now I have not the slightest objection to the exlstence

of highly gifted indisuéeds individuals that can perform and
\ﬁ& do so0 superbly in al} elght of these functional speclalties.

My only concern 1s that there be recognlized that the elght
performances consist of elight different sets of operatlons

. This concern 1is,
directed to eight 1nterd\§}ependent but distinet ends. Ttiks

of course, a concern for method, a concern to obstruct the

blind imperialism that selectg some of the ends, insiéts on

thelr impozé}ance, and neglects the rest.

Accordingly, when I ask about the expression of the

meaning of a te#t by an exegete gua exegete, I am in no wise
impugning or depregating the occurrence or the importance of

many other modes. of expression. H. G. Gadamer has contended
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that one really grasps the meaning of a teit dnly when one
brings 1ts implicatlons to bear upon contemporary living.
This, of course,
4%518 paralleled by Rheinhold Niebuhr's insistence that
history 1s understood in the effort to change it. I have no
intentlon of disputlng such views,_for they seem to me stralght-
fgrward applicatlons ofté)Newman's distihction between notional .
and feal apprehension. All I’wish to say 1s that there are
distinct theological tasks performed in quite.different manners,
that the kind of work outlined in the preceding sections only
leads to an undefstandins of the meaning of a text, and that qulte
distinct operatlons are to be perforﬁed‘before Sedling=eopie

entering upon the speclalty, communicatlons, and telling people
Just what the meaning of the text implies in thelr lives.

H. G. Gadamer, op. cit., pp. 290-324,
I am relying on C. R. Stinnette, Jr., "Reflection and
ﬁTransformation," The Dialogue YPewebwuir. between Theology and

Psychology, Studies in Divinity No. 3, The University of
« Chicagj%?re@s WED 1968, p. 100. ' A -

Again, Rudolf Bultmann has employéd categories derived
from the philosophy of Martin Héidegger to express his o
appréhension of the theology of the New Testatment. His
procedure imitates\ﬁ/that of St. Thomas Aquinas who used .
Aristotelian categorlies in hls scripture commentarles. I
have not the slightest doubt about the propriety of a systematic
theology, but the procedures.to be employed in developing one
are not outlined in an account of hermeneuticq%,as a functional
specialty. Similarly, I hold for a doctrinal theology, buf
I refuss to\conclude that the language of the exegete gqua

5T
exegete 1s to be that of Denzinger's EnchiridlpnA?f é&

theological textbooks. Finally, I believe in a theology o=
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of encounter, but I refuse to confusettheologyAsnd religion.
Theology reflects on the religion; i£ promotes the religion}
but 1t does not constitute religlous events. I consider
religious conversion a presupposition of moving from the

I hold that
first phase to the second bui}@hat .conversion occurs, not
in the context of doing theology, but in the context of becoming
religious. I point out to the exegete that eemm coming to '
understand himself may be the condition of his understanding b

the author, his words, and what the author meant. ‘None the

as of a higher order, event
of his Job as an exegete, butAan event Aln his own persondl

[ .

development. -

-1

The exegete gus exegete expresses ‘his interpretafiohsmto . i
his colleagues technically in notes, articles, monographs, i
The expresslon
commentaries. $§\is technical in the sense that it puts to -
full use the instruments for investigation provided vy
comparative lingulstics,
research: grammars, lekicons,fmaps, chronologles, handbooks,
blbli ographies, encyclopedias, etc.‘ The expressioﬁp, again,
is technical inasmuch as it is functionally related to

previous work in the fleld, summarizing what has been_done . .-..- ..

- -~

and 1s accepted, bringing to light the grounds for raising

further questions, integrating_results'with previous achlevement.
The exegete-also speaks to his puplls, and he must speak

to them in a different manner. For notes; articles, monographs,

commentaries fall to reveal the kind of work and the amount

of work that went into writing them, That revelapion only

comes in the seminar. It‘cah come to a greap deéree.by working

bﬁﬁfﬁgﬁﬁart with %he director gg some project of his’still

in process. . But I~think there 1s much to be said for the

TS S AT

1‘f.ﬁﬁ%tudent&do*oﬁewseminar*f"*whrch'the'tepic

RPN
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value of a seminar that repeats previous discovery. This-‘
1s done by selecting some complex and‘basicallydconvincing
monograph, finding in the original sources the clues khm. .
and trails that led the author to his‘discoveries, assigning
one's students tasks based on these clues and trails# go that
they may repeat hils discoven%es. Enen though‘it is only
~redliscovery, it 1is an exhqq @eting experience for students
and also it 1s well for themﬂin one of their seminars to have

been confronted with a finlshed piece of work and to have

understood why and: in what sense 1t was finished.

) . -

However, the exegete has to speak not only to his colleagues
in his own field and to his pupils but also to the theological
community, to exegetes in other ﬁﬁs:& fields.and to those
engaged principally in other functional %gctaﬁﬁ%ésk specialties.
Here there are, I suggest, two procedures, one basic and the -
other supplementary. N

The baslc procedure I derilve fromlavdescription by
Albert'Descamps of the biblical theologian gﬁa exegete.

He argued that biblical theology must be as‘nultipl% and

., diverse as are,theminummh for the alert exegete; the

“Bimm. innumerable biblical authors. . So there will be as

many biblical theologles as there were inspired'authons, AY
and the exegete will aim above all to respect the oriéinality
of each of themn.

He will appear %o be happy to proceed slowly, and
often he will follow the ways of beglinners. His descriptions
will convey a feeling for things long past; they will give
the reader an impression of the forelgn, the strange, the
archalc; his care for genulneness wlll appear in the cholce

of a vocabulary as biblical as possible; and he will be careful
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to avold any premature transposition to6 later language,
~ that language 1s

even NMiMM thougEAapproved by a theological tradition.

Any general presentation will have. to flohlnwmtha
be based on the chronology.and the literary hiétofy of the
biblical books. ifim If possible, it will be genetic in
structure; and for this reasoﬁ questions of déteAand authentlcity,
which might be)th0pght secondary in biblical theology, really
have a declsive 1mportance;

Further, general'presentations will not be vefy general.
If they regard the whole bible, they wlill be limited to
some very precise toplc. If thelr objlect is more comple%,
they will be confined to-some single g;writing or group of
writings. If a biblical theolOgy were to alm at presenting
the whole or a very largg part of the -bible, it % could dq
80 only by being éontent to be as manifold and internglly

differentlated as some t?;“general nistory" of EurOpﬁ‘or of the

world.
It 1s true, Bisﬂhop Descamps admits, that there are those
that dream of some sort of short-cut, of a presentatiéﬁ of AY

the divine plan running through the history of the two _,

‘ many

testaments; and mmep of them would claim that this is &&® '
A ) himself

almost the proper function of biblical theology.. But hq\is

of a contrary opinion. A sketch of the divine. plan pertains
to biblical theology only in the measure that a historlan

can feel at'home with.it; not even the believer reaches the
divine plan except through the manifold intentions of the many

inspired writers.

Albert Descamps, "Réflexions sur la méthode en thé%OIOgie

biblique," Sacra Pagina, I, 142 f., BerisSGembloog

Paris (Gabalda) and Gembloux (Ducuiot) 1959.
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The foregolng account of the expression proper to an
exegete epeaking to the theological community seems to me
‘emin%ently relevant, sane, and solid.. Many perhaps;will
hesitate to agree with the rejection of,general|presentations
of the divine plan running through scriptural history. But
they too will come round, I think, when a distinction is ™
drawn: such genenal expositione are highly important ih the "\
functional speclalty, communications; but they are noeithe
vehicle by which the exegete communicates his results to the
theolegieal community. |

It remalins, however, that the basic sxprs mode‘of-
expression, Jjust described, has to.be_supplemented. While
every theoiogian has to'néﬁe gsome tralining in‘eneges;s, trh
themmananhhabnheanoan he cannot bevgome a specialist in all
'fields; and while the exegete of anclent texts very pnOperly
gives an lmpresslon of the foreign, the strange,\the arebalc,
- his e readers. cannot be content todleeveiit at that. Thils
need would seem to be at the root of efforts to portray
the Hebrew mind, Hellenlsm, the spirit of Scholasticisnm,
and 80 on. But these portraltes too easily lead to the
" emergence of mere occult entities. Unless one oneself is’
a specialist in the fleld, one does not know how to guadift
qualify thelr generalities, to correct their simplifications,
to avoid mistaken Lnferences. What 1s needed, is not mere
deagriphlgn;hut“explanation?”and‘by*thath ‘mean~ain. intelligent

g/-
onstruction T stages oﬁ”meaning in human development
f’f Ay o o

- sich as attemptegfin chapter fivﬁf.and further deve opment
* / /F' ,,-".v" .w" "
and rrectxionéjoi,that constructionyby exegg}ee that -
<b P

v - ﬂ‘ .
both unq/rstand the mephod we arey%ropoq;ngyend can’implemen[
e

s
.....

still further by a awfngmonﬁphe,mneasures33£w$heinmextens

an&”bnecreemknomleaze.
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description but exblanation. If people were shown how to
find in their own experience elements of meaning, how Ehgse
elements can be assembled into anclent modes of meaning, why
in antiquity the eléments were assembled in that manner,
then they would find themseives in possesslon of a very
precise téol, they would know it in all .its suppositions

and impl%cétions, they could form for themselves an exact
notion and they could check Just how well 1t éccounted for
the forelgn, strange, grchaic’things presented by the exegetes.

Is thlé a possible project? Might I .suggest that

the sectlon on stages of meaning 1n chapter flve offers a
beginning? . If transcendental metho@ coupled with a few books
by Casslrer and Snell could make this .beginning, why might

not transcendental methdd-%mpiaga&ﬁbg coupled with the
: ‘ in many flelds

at once egtensive and precise knowledge of many emegetes/\

not yleld far more? The beneflits would be enormous: not only '
would the achlevements of exegetes be.better known and appreciated
but also theology as a whole would.be rid of the occult entlties
generated by an lnadequately pethodical.type of 1nvestigat%oh

and thought.
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3. History

The word, history, is employed in two senses. There 1s

history (1) that is written about, and there is history (2)
at expressling

that is written. History (2) aims bo«ax@na&skknowledge of
hisfory (1). If need be, I shall resolve any ambiguity that
might arise by writing not just history but either history (1)
or history (2). | | |

The prebise object of historical Inguiry and the precise
nature of historical investigation are matters of hot a little
obscurity. Thls 1is not because there are no good historians.

good by and large

It 1s _not because, historians have not\}earnt what to do. It
mainly /
1sﬂpecause historical knowledge is an instance of knowledge,
and few people are in possession of a sgtisfactory cognitional

theorj.

A simlilar view has been expressed by Gerhard Ebeling.
He considers it unquestionable that modern historical science
is sti1ll a long way from being able to offer a theoretically
unobjectionable account of the critical historical method,

and that it needs the cooperatlion of philosophy to reach that

goal. Word and Faith, London (SCM) 195%6, Pe 49. Originally,
"Die Bedeutung der historisch-kritischen Methode," Zschr.
f. Theol. u. Kirche, 47(1950), 34.

A'more concrete illustration of the matter may be had

by reading the Epllegomena in R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of

History, Oxford (Clarendon) 1946. The first,three sections
on Nature and History, The Historical Imagination, and Historical
Evidence, are right on the point. 'The fourth on History

as Re-enactment 1s hopelessly convoluted.
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3.1 Nature and History

A" first step will be to.set forth the basic differences
between history and natural science;/ and we shall begin from
a Tew reflections on time.

One can taink of Btime@ in connection with such questlons

what 1s the dafe

as what is the time,ﬁ\ow soon, how long.ago. On that basils
one ErmizFE2~ arrives at the Aristotelian«defin@ion that time
is the numper~or measure determined by the succesive equa} stages
of a local movement. It is a number when one answers three
o'clock or January 26, 1969. It is & measure.wnen one answers
three hours or 1969 years.. One can push tnis 1ine of thought
further by asking whether there is just one time for the
universe or, on the other hand, there are as many distinct tZfmes
as there are dlstinct local movements. Now on the Ptolemalc
system there did exist'a single standard time for the un£verse,

gince
ﬁn@Athe outmoet of the celestial spheres, the primum moblle,

contaiqed the material universe and was the first source of

all ¥ local movement. With the acceptance of the COpernican

L

theory, there vanished the primum mobile, but there remained

a single standard time, a survival Newton explained by
... concelving
distinguishing true and apparent motion and byA defbmdng true
motion as relative to absolute space and absolute time.
@&mallyafmgtnmEmnste1?;3absolutemmmmeﬂawvan1shad
Finally, with Einstein, Newton's absolute time vanished,

and there emerged as many standard times as there are

reference frames that are IS in relative motion.
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On the foregolng approach one 1s concerned not so

much with time 1itself as with counting, measuring, and relating

possible such

to one another in & compirehensive view all,linstances of acounting

and measuring. Further, while the movement of a watch or of

the earth involves a continuous thrust forward, so that the

successive parts are related to one another, stilll attention

to counting and measuring does tend to meke each successive
appear

momenomas extrinsic to the others as successive points in a line.

Finally, if one were to make these observations in the presence

of a natural scilentist and if one then were to go on to

complain that this approach to time says nothing about time

itself, one probably would be told that natural sclence is

not 1nterested in such occult entities as time itself.

Now the foregoing notlion of time certalnly 1s of great
1mportance to the historian: he has to date his events. ~But
another & notlon 1s also needed and 1t emerges when one reflects
not on questions about "time" but on questions about ' "now. "
Aristotle asked whether there a succession of "now's" or
Just one, and he answered with a distinction.; In so far as
there 1is successlon, there 1s difference' but 1ts substratum

| 1s an identity. Again, he remarékeq that as time is the
now

measure of the movement 80 theAnow correspounds to the

body that 1s moving. dauiras—carriedsthe-matter~funther.

More on the topic, Insight, pp. 155-158.
Aristotle, Physics, V, 11, 215b 12,
Ibid., 220a 3.

Eor*Apistotlef“if‘there“were ‘nostimestheré would be fo.. “no?:”

co e T »u"
Butquuinas “Teededvalstinetions betwearn the continuous time’

LTI e —a

ofﬁhingQ"material thlpgs,mthe”ordinal time-of angelic ‘reality,
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Now this advertence to the identity of the substratum,
to the body that 1s moving, removes from one's notion of time
the total extrinsicism of each moment from the next. No doubt,
each succéssive moment 1s diffqpent,'but in the difference there
is also an identity./ |

WLtﬁ this clue we may advance to our experience of time. ,
There 1s ééy succession in the flow of conscléus and 1ntentionai
acts; theré is 4hke 1dentity in the conscious subject of the
acts; there may be elther ldentity or suécessloh'in the object
intended by the acts. Analysis&'may reveal that what actually
is visible 1s a succession of different profiles; but experience
reveals that what 1s perceived is the synthesis (Gestalt)
of the profilles iﬁto a sinéle object.> Analysis may reveal
that the sounds produced are a succession of notes and chords;
but experlence reveals that what 1s heard 1s theilr eynthesis
into a meloédy. There results what 1is called the i,psychologicalb
present, which 18 not an lnstant, a mathematical polnt, but
& tilme-span, so that our experience of time 1is, nﬁt of a

nz-aftenilelsured;

receway 0TI 'antsvmbub"ﬂnsucoessmn*qj;r venlapp}ng%time~spans.
raceway of instants, but a now lelsurely, a now rapld succession
;of overlapping time-spans. The time of expérience ls slow
and dull, when the objects 6f experlence change slowly and
in expected ways. But tlme becomes a whirligig, when the
objJects of experlence change rapidly and in novel % and |
unexpected ways.

IRV

auehmiam;hewzemporal.e&rucbureﬁof,our experiethididg

JMVRUN ot
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Whether slow &% and broad or rapid and short, the psychological
present reaches into its past by memonieo'ond into its future
by anticipatlons. Anticipatlions are not nereingho prospective
objJects of our fears and our desilres but also the shrewd
estimate of the man of experience axd or the rigorously calculated
forecast of applied science. Again, besides ﬁhe\memories of
each individual, ﬁhere ere the pooled memories of the group,
thelr celebration in song and story, their'preservation in
written narrativés, in coins and monuments and e#ery.other
tnace of the groups's words and deeds left to nosterity.
Such 1s the field of historical investigation. | |

Now the peculliarity of this fiéid'fesides in the natore
of individual and group action. It has both a conscious and
an unconscioos slde. Hepssmidgo Apartufnom.neofoéis and

psychosls the consclous slde is in control. Now‘the conscious

on

side congists in the flow of conscious and intcntial acts )
A

that we have been speaking of since our first chapter.

P
iat '
What differenges each of these acts from the others lies

in the manifold meanings of meaning set forth in chapter
five. Meaning, then, 1s a constitutine element in the conscious
' normally

flow that 1is thoAfontrolling side of human action. Common ‘ - -

meaning 1s a constitutive element in human community. It .

is this constitutive role of meanlng 1in the controlling . '!
side of human actlon that grounds the pecullarity of the |
historical field of investigation.

Now meaning may regard the general or the unlversal,

but most human thought and speech and action are concerned
with the particular and the concrete. Agaln, there are
structural and material invariants to meaning, but there aloo”

~——

- are changes that affect the manner in which the carriers of
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meant. He wants to grasp what was golng forward in particular; ‘l
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meaning are employed, the elements of meaning are combined,
the functlions of meaning are distinguished and developed,
the realms of meanlng are extended, the stages of meaning

blossom forth, meet resistence, compromise, collapse. Finally,

' there are the further vicissitudes of meaning as common meaning.

For meaning is common in the measure that community giste

exlsts and functions, in the measure that there 1s a common

field of experience, common and complementary understanding,

common Jjudgements or at 1esst an agreement to dlsagree,

common and eomplementary commitments. But people can get out of

touch, misunderstand one another, hold radically Opposed views,

comnit themselves t0 conflicting goals. Then common meanins

contracts, becomes confined to banalities, moves ﬁowards : ;w

igeological warfare. S C |
It 1s in this fleld of meaningful speech and,action

that the historlian is engaged. It is not, of course, the

historian's but the %*egetes~exege%e§ exegete's task to

determine what was meant. The historlan envisages a qulte -

cf

different object. He is not content to understand what™ people

groups at particular places and times. By "going forward" .
I mean to exclude the mere repes%pion of a routine. I mean
the change that origlinated the routine and its dissemination.

I mean process and development but, no less, decline and

plous
collapse. When things turn out unexpectedly,ﬁpeople say,

¥Man proposes but God disposes." The historian is concerned

Tm— _ = - -

to see how God disposed the matter, not by theological speculation,
particular

not by some world-historical dialectic, but througnAhuman

agents. In literary terms history is concerned with the drama

of 1life, with what results through the characters, their
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declisions, theilr actlons, and not only because of them but
also because of thelr defects, thelr oversights, thelr fallures !
to act. In military terms history ls concerned, not just

e .
whtIT—tHe plan ol The batble.noy. is the time for.gdd—good— '

with the opposing commanders' plans of the batfle, not juét

with the expeglences of the battle had by each soldier and

officer, but with the actual course of the battie as the S j
resultant of conflicting plans now successfully and now |
unsuccessfully executed;/ In brief, where exegesis 1s concerned
to determine what a particular person'méant, history is

concerned to determine what, 1n most bases, contemporaries

do not know. For, in most cases, contedporaries:do not

know what is going forward, first, because experience is
individual while the data for history 1ie 1n’the'experien068"”:t
of many, secondly, because the actual course of'evqnts results
not only from what people intend but also from thelr oversights,' -
mistakes, fallures to act, thirdly, because history does

not predict what will happen but reaches its ¢onclusilons from

what has happened% and, fourthly, because history is not

merely a matter of gathering and testing all avallable evldence

but also involves a number of interlocking discoveries that
‘1ssues and :
bring to light the significant ﬁmAPperative ﬁsaueﬂﬁlfgctors.
S0 the study of history differs from the study of
physical, chemical, hfI’Biological nature. There 1s a difference
in thelr objects, for the objects of phéysics, chemistry, \
blology are not in part constituted by‘zggs of meaning.
There is mmdbfifenmmomsthe similarlity inasmuch as both ﬁ&pes
of study consist in an on-going process of cumulative discoverles,

that 1s, of original 1nslghts, of original acts of understanding,

where by "insight," "act of understanding" is meant a
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prepropositional, preverbal, preconceptual event, in the sense
that propositions, words, concepts express the content of the
—_ |

event and so £® do not precede 1t but follow from it.
R ; |

There 15% however, a difference in the expression of the
respecti?e sets of dlscoveries. The discoveries of physics,
~ chemistry, blology are expressed in universal systems and are '
refuted 1f they are found to be incompatible with a relevant
perticular instance. But the discoverles of the historian

expressed
are -expresedon, in narratives that regard banbﬁu& particular
persons, places, and times%. They have no claim to unlversallty:

s

they could, of course, be relevant to the ebir understanding
of other persons, places, times; but whether in fact they

, and Just how relevant they are,
are relevantAcan be settled only by a historical investigation
of the other persons, places, and times. Finally, because
they have no claim to universality, the discoverles of the
b} historian are not verifiable in the fashion proper to the
natnral sciences\; in history verification is parallel to

M2 _

the procedures by which an ilunterpretation 1s Jjudged correct.

Let us now turn to such human sciences as psychology '
~and soclology. Two cases arlse. These sclences may be modelled
on the procedures of the natural sclences. In so far as
this approach is carrled out rigorously, meaning in human
speech and action is lgnored, and the science regards only -
the unconsclous side of human process. In thls case the
relations between history and human science are much the same
as the relations between history and natural sclence.

. and soclology /
However, there 1ls much psychologyathat does recognize ’
and normally controlling

meaning as a constltutiviﬁelement JAn human action. To thelr
study the historlan leaves all that 1s the repetition of routine

in human speech and action and all that 1s universal in the
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genesls, development, breakdown of routines. Moreover,‘tbe
more psychiology and sociology the historian knows, the more
he will increase his interpretative powers. Conversely, the
greater the achievements of historians, the broader will be
the field of evidencelon,human speech and action that has

been opened up for psychologlcal and socliologlcal investigation.

For an extensive anthology and a twenty-page biblio-
graphy on the foregolng and related toples, see Patrick

Gardiner, editor, Theories of History, New York (Free Press)

Where authors there
and London (Collier Macmillan) 1959. F—@o=not~disouss-
diverge from the present approach, I think the reader will find
dd-vergences.fromsmif-myvrieway~Lfirst, becausé#itmwonldsbe,,

-,

the root difference pg lie in cognitional theory.

awlengthy-busnéss  and +seéond 1y because ‘it .would.be

aboutmdifferencesin-cogndtiongl=theory-and «not-about:hls Loy

— ’

3.2 Historical Experience and Historlical Knowledge

-~

I concelve human knowing to be, not Just experiencing,
but a compound of experiencing, understanding, and Judging.
Hence if there 1s historical knowledge, there must be

" historical experience, historical understanding, and historical
Jjudging. Our.present aim is to say something about histor}ical
experlence and then something‘about the th*ought process ~

from historical experience to written hiétory. |
Alrgady-there has been described the subject in time.

He is 1dentic§l, ever himself. But his conscious and

intentional acts keep shifting 1n.one way or another to{
make his "now" slip out of the past and into the future,
while the fleld of objects that engage his attention may

change greatly or slightly, rapidly or slowly. Not only is
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the subject's psychologlical present not an instant but a
time-span but in it the subject may be reaching into the
past by memories, stories, history épd into the future by
anticipations, estimates, forecasts.

, Nog it is sometimes sald that man 1s a historical
being. %ﬁe‘ﬁ§§ﬁ¥ﬁ§ The meaning of the statement may be grasped
most vividly byla thought experiment. Suppose a man suffers total
amnesla. He no longer knows who he is, falls to recognize
relatives and friendé, does not recall his commitments
or his lawful expectations, does not know where he works@ of
how he makes his living, and has lost even the information
" needdd’ to perform his once customary tasks. Obviously,l
if he is to live, elther tﬁe amnesia hes to be cured, or else
he must start all over. & For our pasts have made us whatever
we are and on that capital we have to live or else we must
begin { g afresh. Not only is the individual an historical
entlty, llving off his past, but the same holds for the |
group. For, if we suppose that all mem%bers in the group
guffer total amneslia, there will be as total a collapse of
all group functlioning as there is in each individual in the
'group. Groups too live on their past, and their past so
to speak lives on 1n them. The present functioning of the

' mostly

good of order 1s what it iiAPecause of past functioning and
only sllghtly because { of the mlnor eiforts now needed to
keep things goling énd, when possible, improve them.
. To start completely afresh would be to revert to a very

distant age.
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Now I am not offering a medical account of amnesia.
I am simply-attempting to portray the significancé of the
past in the present and, thereby, to communicate what 1is
weany" meant by saying that man is a historical being.
But being historical. is the history that is written about.
It may be named, 1f considered interilorly, an exlstential

history -~ the living tradltion which formed us and

;med:nnﬁﬂﬁﬁiw@ﬁﬁﬁﬁrndW?

thereby brought us to the polint where we-began»fbrming ourselves.

For a contemporary reaction against the destructive
aspects of the Enlightenment and a rehabllitation of tradltiong
as the condition of the pbssibility of an interpretation, see

H. G. Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode, pp. 250-290.

tradition at least :
Thisﬁincludesﬁhndividual and group memories of the past, storles

of explolts and legends about heroes, ih Bfief'enough of history
for the group to have an identity as a éroup and £m for individuals
to make thelr several contributlons towards maint%?ng and

promoting the common good of order. But“from this rudimentary
“history, contained in any exlstentlial history, ahy living
traditign, we must now preceed attempt tb'indicate the kind
OfprocesE-thatmlend srnow-ts=tHFt THE™f o+-alls g0 04" MIon - £Ox

serles of steps by which one may, in”tHSanﬁ, hove towards the

notion of scientific history.

In general 1t is a process of objectification, and we

A v, t' '
It 1s from the Xécu to thei@pematiaue, from the exlstenziell

to the existenzlal, from exercite to signate, from the

- & fragmentarlly experienced to the methodically known.
F
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shall begin from the slmpler instances of autoblography
and blography before going on to the more complex matter of.
history which regards groups.

Téyards an autoblography, a first step 1s a diary.
Day’by d;y one records, not every event that occurred --
one has othervthings io do --_but what[§aemed seems important,
significant, exceptional, new. So ohé'selecté, abbrqiviates,
sketches, alludes. One omits most of what is too familiar
to be noticed, too obvious to beAmenfioned, t00 recurrent
to be thought worth recording.

Now as the years pass and the diafjféWells,.retrospect
lengthens. What once were merely remote possibilities, now
have been realized. Earller events, thought insignificant,
prove to have been quite important, while others, thought
important, turn out to have been quite minor. Earller events
have to be recalled and inserted both to supply the.omitted
context of the earlier period and to make later events more
intelligible. Earller Jjudgements, finally, have to be
complemented, qualified, corrected. But if all this is
~ attempted, one has shifted from keeplng a dlary to writing.
one's memoirs. One enlarges one's sources from the diary
to add to the diary all the letters and other materlal one
can acqulire. One ransacks one's memory. One asks questlons
and to meet them one starts reconstructing one's past

now this now that former
in one's imagination, deplcting to oneself oneds~fUrmer

Sitz im Ileben, to find answers and then ask the further questions

|
that arlse from these answers. As in interpretation, so here
are

too there graduall{APuilt up contexts, limited nests of

) o f
questions and answers, each'beariné on some multi-faceted

but determinate -topic. 1In this fashion the old, day-by-day,
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organization of the dlary becomes qulte. irrelevant. Much that

had been overlooked now has been restored. What had merely been

Juxtaposed now 1is connected. What had been dimly felt and
perhaps

remembered now stands in sharp relief within hitherto unsuspected

perspectives. There has emerged a new organization that

g e oA

i Lst&nguishes«pen&ods*wthat*ﬁﬁf”sews”ofainterreiité&wcontext’»
itere“eachmcontext ‘1s+ a‘limited nest oﬁ questions*and”answers. ' i
distingulshes perlods by broad differences in one's mode ST
of living, in one's dominant concern, in one's tasks and
problems, and in each period distinguishes contexts, that is,
nests of questions and answers bearing on distinct but related
topics. The periods determine the sections, the toplcs deteramlne
the chapters of one's autobiography.
much ' - e

Biography alms atﬁthe same goal but has to follow a T —
different route. Wherso ographer recounts—what-
hethought—and IeItamididarmit—fariea—to 4o, the—biegrapher
3 Lferent~route.  1n the autoblography we read;—tf toagre

"I saw, heard, remembered, anticlpated, imagined, felt,

gathered, Jjudged, decided, dild...." In the blography

‘ statements shift to the third person. Instead of statling

what 1s remembered or has been recealled, the biographer
do )

has tohresearch, gather evidence, mndmommoinda recoostruct

in imaglnatlion each successive gitz im Leben, ask% determinate
concrete guestions, and so build up his set of periods each
contained a set larger or smaller set of related contexts. ‘\\
In the mainAthere are three main differences between autobiography
and biography. " The blographer 1s free from the embarrassment

that may trouble an autoblographer in his self-revelation.

had more

" ife%and""tfm‘é"s"'mto make his”gubject 1ntelligible~~'tos:a~»la‘t"er

QEe_bésgr&pﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁfto*wr&té@*notﬁé&kmuch“ Cb S 8 Gl v
N
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I AQi:

The blographer may appeal to later events that fiin a new
light the Jjudgements, decisions, deeds of his subject to-
reveal him to be more or less profound, wise, far-sighted
astute than one otherwise would have thought. Finally,
since the biographer has to make his subject 1nte111g1ble to
a later genmeration, he has to write not qust a‘"life"teut
rather a "1life and times."

While in blography the "times" are a subordinate clari-
fication of the flife," in history this ferspective i1s' reversed.
Attentlion 1s centered en the common fleld that, in part, is
explored 1n each of the blographiles thaﬁ are or might be
written. Still this common fleld 1s not‘juet an area in
which blographles might overlap. There 1s soclal ehd cultural
process. It 1s not Jjust a sum of iIndividual words and deeds.
There exists a developling andfor deteriorating unity constituted
by cooperations, by institutlions, by personal reiations, -

andm anddor
by & functioning er malfunctioning good of order, by a

communal realizatiéz of originating and terminal values and
disvalues. Within such processes we live out our lives.
~About them each of us ordlnarily is content te learn enough
to attend to his own affairs and perform his publ&c duties.
To seek & view of the actual functioning of the whole or
of a notable part over a significant period of time is the
task of the historian.
),
ks~xheuhgggreggen*;§3ntepm%henhistqrianuproceede-from

the™gate~nadevavallebleby-resesroh -



As tne Dblogrenher, so too the hisgtorian proceeds fron

(1) fﬁoﬁ the date made 9111ab1e by resea”ch (2) through

A
*mag*natﬂvb reconstruction and cumulative gquestioning and
answerinz, (3) towards related sets of limited contexts.
But now the materiél basis.is’far larger in extent, far more
complex, more:roundabout in relefanceu The center of ipterest
has shifted from the indivldualvﬁo the group, from orivate
to public 1life, Trom the coUrse of a single 1ife ito the

3,

courge 0I the aifairs of a community. The range o
.y On many, ,
opics has *Dcreased enownously and AOTSIenR specialized

1

relevans

ot

owledge'may be e necessary prerequisite to undertakin ng
nistorical *ﬁV@SuiEat*O"a Finally, nistory itself becomes
a gpecialty; hLStO*ﬁans become a professional class; the
fileld of historical 1nvestigétion is divided and subdivided;
and the resulis of icvestigations arve commuhicated inlcongresses
and accumulated 1in perioéicals and books.

3.3 Crivical History

A1ngady»E*have“300kéﬁf6f?ﬁh:wexistentiél»historYf
SRR T s,

ocgzhe“meories &euor*es, 1egends Qecessa“y for-a group.iv ’

M&« D . :

wO'gsess, anv*dv" -¢y“ana”‘ f jafonvh §o¥a asﬁawgrour.

A Tirst sten towards underSuand*ng cvﬁtica1 history

, L - , , tnen,
lies in an account of precritical history. For 1t/§he
community is the conspicuous community, one's own. Its
vehicle is narrative, an ordered recital of events. It

recounte wao &

IJ.

d wnat, when, where, under what circumstances,
from what motives, with what results. Its function is
practlcals a group can functlon as a group only by possessing

an identity, knowlng itself.and devoting itself to the vcousdy
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cause, at worst, of 1its survival, at best, of its betterment.

The functlon of precritical history 1s to‘pfomote such knowledge
and devotlion. So it is never just a narrative of bald facis.

it is artiéstic: it selecté, orders, describes; it would awaken
the reader's interest and sustain it; it would persuade and
convince. Agaln,.it 1is ethlpal: it not'only narrates but also
‘apportione pralse-and blame. It_isiexgl%ggﬁggy: it accounts

‘for existing institutions by telling of their origins and
development and bJ oonuﬂasuing them with alternative 1nstiuutions
found in other lands. It 1s apologetlc, correcting fa‘se or
. R a I L L L A .
tendentious accounts of the oeople s past, and refuting the
calumnies of nelghboring veoples. Finally, 1t is prophetic:.
Rases T
to hindsignt about the past there is joined foresight on the future
_trce are added
and toere*“ﬁfﬁdﬁeﬂ,the recommendations of a man of wide reading

and modest wilsdom,

Now such precritical history, even purged of its defects,

W’t%vaﬁfﬁmﬁemaﬁepec&mymm leasty.edtts~not—~t h!e
Yy

N,

N

Tunct*ona&»specia’ty,ﬂhisﬁory Lhougn~itTmightcel 1™ mee7'ver
real.needg~in™ the functional soeo‘alty;*communicationSu
tnougq it migant weTl)meeu very real needs in the functionaT
specialty, communications, at %= least does not qualify as
the functional specilalty, his@ofy. For that specialty,
while‘it operates on. the four levels of experiencing, understanding,
judging,% and deciding, still operates on the other{} three .
with a principal concern for Jjudging, for settling matters of

Tact. It is not concerned with the highly Important educational

taek~w»aropeﬁﬂ€oowec"a&ﬁonumnﬁmﬁmmnmﬁmnvox tEﬁi'*heritage

-

o

task of communicaelng to fellow citizens or fellow churchmen

a proper appreclation of thelr heritage and a proper devotion
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its ' :
to tts p”eservation, development dissemination. It is con-

cerned to set forth what really happened or, in Ranke's
'pero%etually ouo&ted phrase, wle es eigentlich gewesen.

\_/ \_/
Plnally, unless this work is done 1un det%achment, guite
' is attempting to serve two masters and

.apart ffom political or apologetic aims, it,usually suffers* tne*"“
evangelica.'I consequences. f\ :

See, for example, G. P. Gooch, Higtory and Historians

in the Nineteegfcentury, Iondon (Longmans) 11913, 21952,
. . AN - :

'

chapter VIII on the Prussian School.

——

Next, this work is not just a matter of finding
testimonies, checking them for'credibility, and stringing
together what has been found credible. It is not jgst that,
because'historieal experience 1s one thing era andfhietorciel
knowledge 1s gulte another. The string of credible testimonles

re-edits _ It does 7
; merelxkneﬁec o historical experience. Tbeyaég\not advance
to h*storicallknowledge'which grasps what was golng forward;\\

fa

- : ded. |
what\contemporaries%for the most wx part.ée not know. ~Many

early Christlans may have had a fragmentary experience of
the mammer in which the elements in the synoptic gOSpele
were formedl bui?udolf'Bultmann was concerned to set forth

the process as a whole and, whlle he found hils evidence in
4&4«L4Au st
the synoptic gospels,. still that evidence_did not‘%gﬂoﬂv A

am7 belief in the truth of the evangelists' statements.

. R, Bultmann, Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition,'”

Gattipgen (Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht) 41958. The first edition
vas about'192l.A On the same toplc, see—L-dowlmda

I. de la Potterie, (ed.), De Jésus aux Evangiles, Gembloux

(Duculot) 1967; Where Formgeschichte plays an intermediate

role between Treditiqﬂggesqhiehte and Redaktlonsgeschichte.
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series discoveries
Thirdly, only eyéﬁﬁmmees‘ofndﬁecseve?y can advance the

historian ?§ from the fragmentary experiences, that are the
.souwce of his date, to>knowledge'of a proéess as a whole.

Like a detective confronted with a’ set of clues that at first
1eave him baffled, the historian has to dlccoéggﬁggitgégisiiece_-
by plece, the evidence that will yield a convinecing account
of what habpened.

S‘nce the evidence has to be dlscovered, a distinction ,
has to be drawn between potential, formal, and actual evidenee.
Potentlial evidence 1s any datum, here and 6 now percectibile.
Formal.evidence is such a datdm 4%8 in so Tar as it is/used
in asking’ew ensweW1ng 2 ouesition for historical intelligence.
Actual eviaence is formal evidence invoked in arriving at
a historical judgement. In other words, data as perceptible

proximatel
are notentiaW evidence; data as perceptible and»interigio

as undersitoo
are .formal evidence' data as perceot*ble, unte%;igﬁb%%

and gg
grounding a reasonable judgement are actual evidence.

What starte the process is the questian for historical
idtelligence. With regard to some defined situa tion in the’
vast one wants to'!understand what was going forward.. Clearly,

S Sy e :
any 'such question presupposesApistorical knowledge. Without
it, one would not know of the situation in guestion, nor
would one know what was meant by 2%6‘ "goiﬁg forward.
Higtory, then, grows out of history. Critical n*stovy was
. & Xgi2 leap forward from precviticaT history. frecr*ticaW

v

hﬁstOfy was a 1eap forward from stories and legends. Inver%sely,
. <

the more hsé;ory one knows, the more data. lie in one's purview,

the more questlons one can ask, and the more intelligently

ome:n&ﬁrqs?ltﬁe
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one can ask them.

The question for historical intelligence is pﬁt in_ﬁhe

‘

light of ‘previous knowledge and with respect to some particular

\{ N\
datum. It may 143/ or may not lead to an insight into that
- datum. If it does not, one moves on to a different queéstion.
If 1t does, the insight is expressed Ywtotd in a surmise, ou#

ct
fay
O

surmise 1is reg%;esentéd imeginatively, and the image leads to
o or may not ’
a further related guestion. Thls process mayAbe recurrent.
If it is not, one has comé a degd end and nust try another
approach., ¥k 1f it 1s recurrent, and 21l one attqins is a
series of surmises, then one is following a faise tréil and
once more must try another approach. But if one's surmiges
are coincident with furiher data or approximate to them,
one 1ls on the right track. The'dafa are ceasing L0 be merely
potential evidence; they are becoming formal evidence; one is
discovering what the evidence ﬁﬁﬁﬁmight be.

Now 1f one is on the’right traék long enough, there
occurs a shitt in the/mahner of one's questioning fbr, more’ and
rmore, the further quesﬂions§ cbme ffom the data raﬁher than
fron images based on surmises. One still has to do the questioning.
One WY st111 has to be alert. But one has moved out of the
éssumptions and perspectives one hi's haé prior to one's
iovestigation. One hes attained sufficlent &m*3 insight
into the object of one's inquiry to grasp something of(
the assumvtlons and verspectives proper to that object. L
'Andvthis grasp makeé one's approach to further data so much.
more congenial that the mmmmm&mmmuajfurther dafa suggeét

the further questiocns to be put. hehvosnsaypvhizeny

To describe thils feature of historical investigaétion, =g
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let us say that the cumulative process of datum, question,'
insight, surmise, image; formal‘evidence, isvecstatic° It
takes one out of oneself. It sets aside earller assumptions
and pevsoeCuives to=hrin by bringing to light the assumptions
and perspectives proper to the object under investigation.
The ‘same process 1s selective, oonstructive, anqwcritical.
It is selective: not all data are promoted from the status
"of potential evidence to the status of formal evidence. IR
It is coostnuouive° 'or the selected data are related to one
an interconnected - .
another tnrough a::a&*trﬂ qet of questions and answers or,
?f%ﬁ&g%dtﬁgﬁ expressed alternatively, by a serles of insights
eventually
that_complement one another, correct one‘another, andkooalesce
into e single view of a whole. Finally, it is critical,
for insights not only are direct but also inverse._KBy‘diféétliau--
insight one grasps how wxks things fit together, and one murmurs
one's "Eureka." By *wo inverse insight one is promoted to
exclaim, How could I have been so stupld as to take for
. granted.... .One sees that thinés are not going to fit and;
eventually, by a direct insight one grasps that some ltem

fits not in this context but 1in some other.

So a text is discovered

to have b rpols '
een interpolated or mutilated. So the pseudo=-Dionysiusg
oeTrva L .[1 L TTEN il ¥ s o
o_coinshcan om,translerfed‘from.moce ovo*nary history o

pide ,.\

tain coins can be found to oertain not to mone ordinary

“eragy, ., ot

: 2 — i
hﬁstory Bt Pather 1o the history ot Dropaganda. 56 wniters
a 4'/ t' A’f -""
ife found*valuable”“not“fgrethemhisto”ywoﬂmshe~obéects Jdhey\~
it & v L a AL J—
wrote~ about “butfor, the evidence provided by,their intent 5vs,

/4’* Dt e e ..,.w

1-......». AN

tth ™ metboas ‘tbei?“omrssionsj“their mistakes{f

v Am s o CTmee

e
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one can ask them.

The question for historicel intelligence is put in the
lightiof previous knowledge and with respect to some particular
;'~datum;"1t'may ﬁEQdﬂﬁ or may not lead to an insignt into that
datum. If it does not, one moves on to a different guestion.

If 1t does, the»insigh* is exbressed tord in a surmise; zx® the
surmise 1s reeireseﬂted 1maginatively, and the irage leads to
~or may not
a further related question. This process mayAbe recurrent.
If_it is pot,'one hasg dome'a dead end and must try another
‘approach. Ik I i is recurrent, and all one attains is a
series ef surmises, thenvope.is_gollowing a false trail and
once more nmust try anothef appfoach."But if one's surmises
are coinéidenﬁ with further data or approximate to them,
one is on the right track. The Qata are ceasing to be merely
potential evidenoe;‘ﬁhey-are becoming formal evidence; one is
discovering what the evidence th# might be.

Now if one is on the right track long enough, there
occurs e shift in the manner of one's questioning for, more and
more, the fuﬂther auestionsﬂ come from the data rather than
fron images based on surmises. - One stlll has to do ehe uectioniné:
One HH still hés to be alert. But one has moved out of the -
assumptiens and'pePSDectives one h&e‘had prior'to one's
investigation. One has attained sufficlent itﬁs 1nsighu .
into ube object of one 8 inquiry to grasp something of
the assumptlons and perspectives proper to that-opjec§:_>” B
And thils grasp makes one's approach.to further data so much vj‘
more congenlal that the mmﬁmmﬁammme further data suggest : 'ij

the further questions to be put. hehvasnsaypvhizeny

To describe this feature of historical investigaétion; =%
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is@ extradited from the E”$-fi”st century and relocated at the

end of uhe fifth: he ouoted Proclus. S0 an esteemed writer

comes under susp*cion‘ the source of his information has been\\
dﬁscovered 5n wnole or in nart without *ndependent g confirmation,

7

‘he 1s used not asﬁ evidence for what he narrates but in the
roundebout fashion that rests on his narrating -- his intentions,

readers, methods, omlssions, mistaskes.

Note ‘thet the word, critical, has two quite different
meanings. In precritical«hgttgng history it means that one
has tested the c:edibility of one's anthorlties before believing
them., In critical history it means that one has shifted data -
from one field of relevence to another. On this tople
R. G. Collingwood is brilliant and convincing. See his two

stvdies, "The Historical Imagination" and "Historical Evidence,"

in The Idea of History, Oxford (Clarendon) 1946, pp. 251-282.

———

Now I have been attributing to a single process of
develOping understanding a whole seriles of different functions.
It 1is heurietic, for it brings to light'tne rele&ant evidence.

It is ecstaticd for it leads the Inguirer out of\his c igina al '
perspectives and into the perspectives proper 1o hig%,object.

It is selective, for out of a totality of data it selects those
relevant to.the understanding achieved. It is critical,'for

it removeslfrom one use or context to another the data that
migh otherwise be'thought relevant to present tasks. | It 1
constructive, for the data that are selected are knotted together

by the vast and intricate web of interconnecting links that

cunulatively came to light as one's understanding'progreseed.



MiT VII B . | 52
Now it 1s the dlstinguishing mark of critical history that
Tils-to=pa-novedytnowever;--that=inferitidaihattory

thls process occurs twice. In the first instance one 1is

coming tO understand_one's sourées. In the second instance

one 1is uéing one‘s'understood sources intelligently to come

to understand the object 1o which they are relevent. fdmmthe

fitmsa  In both cases the development of understanding 1s

heuristic, "ecstatic, selective, critical, construetive. But

in the first case one is identifying authors, locating them and

thelir work 1n‘place and‘time, studying the&ﬁ& milieu, ascertalning

bﬁéﬁauthC?%i;iiposes in Writing and ﬁheir prospedtive readers,

investigating thelr sources of information and the use they nade

of them. In a previous section on Interpretation we apoke of
1.0

understanding the author, but there theﬂ§§m ulterior aim

was ©To understand what he meant. In history we also seek to

understand the authors of sources, but now the ulterior aim

is to undeystand what;they were up to and hoﬂ%hey did 1it.

Y&+ 18 this understanding that grounds the critical use of - i
saurcesqﬁtheufiﬁefdéscrimination~§?%57enableswana@gvestigatﬁég
éﬂ%&@p}gxiiggfgggg;ﬁbnrngﬂin“severalmquitefq;ffefgﬁglm&nners
sources, tne fine discrimination that diéﬁinguishes an author's
strehgtb and weaknesses and uses him accordingly. Once this

i3 is.aéhieved, one is able to shift one's attenpion tor T T

‘ main . nanely,.
one's obﬂecttxeﬁggggfﬁa%\ijective,hFOﬁendeavor to understanding

the prccess‘i referred to in one's sources. Waere before
one's developing unéerstanding was héuristic, ecsﬁatic,'
selective, critical, constructive in detérmining what authors
: ' selective, and
were up to, now it is heuristic, ecstatic,hfritical,hponstructive

In determlining what was going forward in the community.
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Needless to say; the two developments ane interdependent.
Not only does understanding the authors contribute to understand*ng
v in coming to understand
the histOWical events, bu%/Pﬁéeystﬁnﬂing/Gbe events there arise
questions that may lead to a revision of one's underspanding
of . the authors and, consequently, to a revision of one's use
of them. |

Again, while each new 1nsight uncovers ev*dence, moves

away from

one awkxm¥ previous perspectives, selects or rejects data as

relevant or irrelevant, and adds constructdively to the plcture

beingrconsiruckeds et 11l-the émphasis-ghifts*from one~of.

Ee”fﬁnctinnsw@o»ano%heF*Eﬁtthei&ﬁﬁéstigation“pfbééédgo
that is being constructééd still what galns attention 1is,

each
not each single lusight, but the final insight in & cumulative

N
series. It 1is such finzal insights_that are called discoveries.
With them the full force of the ‘cumulative serles breaks forth
and, as the cumulation has a specific direction and meaning,

discoveries now are of new evidence, now of a newlx&ewpcfnﬁb'

'perspective, now of a different selectlion or critical rejection

I—h

n the data, now of ever more cpmplicated structures.

éo far we have been thinking of structuring as the
intelligible pattern grasped in the data and relating the data
| to one another. But there is a further aspect to the matter.
Forvwhat 1s grasped by undersﬁanding in data,‘also‘is expng%gsed~
by understanding in concepts and words. So from the intelligible
pattern grasped in the data, one moves to the intelligiblé'
pattern expregsed in the narrative. At first, the narrétive
1s simply the inquirer mumnling his surmises to himself.
As sufmises'léss and less are nmere surmlses, aé more and more
they lead to the uncovening of funther evidence, there‘beﬁmg begin

to emerge trails, lin%kages, interconnected wholes. As the
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spiriv of 1 inquiry catches every failure to understand, as it
» 88 & result,Axu
. brings to attent*on what is not yet understood andAso easily

overlooked, one of the interconnected wholes will advance
to the role of a dominant theme running through other

—_—

interconnected wholes that thereby beeome subordinate themes.

) o NN
fathimSthex. .1 sinvestigatd ongorogre sse e O Tasthetime.
oy ia_m_mﬁtﬂexminyem.mrme\sf Ygatdonmprogre ssesmoiT Iasthentine.

As the investlgation progresses and the field of deta!coming
under control broadens, not only will the organization ’in |
terms‘of dominantvand subordinate themes keepnextending,

but also there will emerge evef higher levele of organization.
So among dominant themes(thene will emerge dominant topics
to leave other dominant themes Just subordinate toples;

and the fate of dominant themeeé;awaite most of the dominant
topics, as the proceses of organization keeps moving, not
only over ﬁone territory,‘but up to ever higher levels of
organiiation° | |

It is not to be thought that this process‘of omng
advancing organization is a single uniform progress. There
occur diseoveries that‘eonnlement and correct previous dis-
coveries and so, as understanaing chenges, the organization
‘also must change. Themesvand topies become more exactl
concelved and more % happlly expressed. The range of their
dominance may be extended or curtalled. Items once tnought'

| .
of ma jor interest can slip backﬁggﬁgAless p_amgnwew&

prominent roles and, inversely, other 1ltems can mount from

/

relative. ochunity to notable significance. ;
The exact conceptlon and happy expression'of themes and
_ tonics are matters of no small moment. For tney'shene the
furthen guestions that one will ask and it is those further

auestions that lead to it further discoveries. Nor 1s this all.
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Part by part, historical investigatlonsc come to a term. They
do so when there have beec reeched the eet of insights that hit
all nails squarely on the head. They are known to'do 80 waen
the stream of fufthér guestions onda determinate tneme or toplc
gradually diminishes and finally dries up. The danger of
inaccurate or unheppy concept;cn and fcrmulation is that elther
the stream of questlons may dry up prematurely or else that 1t
may keep flowing”when really there are no further relevant
guestions. | ’

It_followé that the cumulative process of developing
underscanding not only 1is heuriétic, ecstatic, selective,
critical, and constructiye but also is fﬁ? reflective end judicial.
® The understanding that has been achleved on a determinate
polnt can ce complemented, corrected, revised, only if Turther
discoveries on that very point cen be mede. Such discoveries
'can be ?adevonly 1f further relevant qguestions ariee. IT,
in fact, there are no furthef relevant questions then, in fact;
a certaic judgement wodld be true. Ifi, in the lighﬁ of the |
gﬁsﬁef*zﬁe historlan 8 knowledge, there are no further relevant
questions, then the hﬁstorian can say that, as far as be kdcws,
the queScionézinabe closed. |

There 1s, then, a criterion for cistorical Judgement,
and so there is a point where formal evidence becomes actual
evidence. Such Judgements occur repeétedly throughout an
lovestigation, as each minor and then each ma jor portion of

v=th:e-“wcnl«t«—-’*s~>cOf'*IJ,.,,e’c(ed As “long: aswtnemwork*is«*n D“OCGSS““

I -

,/
1 //;scomewles‘may/Torc a correcti6; add;;evisiocfgf‘;p
,.na"’" ....... ' AN
earlié f6neé4ix/gain, oncez/éfo*k is completed the discovery
/ e /«"""% “““ i’

,.:

AN LD

'anceeduent—eveﬁiﬁiﬁﬁyrmake o new*invesﬁﬁ%“tion.necessary

of further sources oc/ﬁﬁe emengence Of //;wfberspectives rom
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the work.is’completed. But as 1n natural science, so too in
critical history the positive content of Judgenent aspireé to
be no mofé tnan the bést‘available opinion. This 1s evident as
long ao an historlcal Investigation 1s in process, for later
discoveries may foroe'a correction and revision of =z earlier
ones. But what is true of investigations in process, has to
be extendeo to *nvestigations that to all intents and% purposes
are completed. - C

For, 1in the first'place, one oannot_éxblude the »ossibilty
possibllity that new'souroes of information will be uncovered
and that they wlll affect subsequent .judgement understanding
and judgement. So'archeologioal investigatlons of the ancient
Near East oomplement 2% 014 Testament study, the caves of
Qumran'have yielded documents with a bearing on New Testament
studlies, ¢its» while the wnp: unpublished writlngs found at

restrain

Kenoboskioquoaoofa*n»pronouncements on Gnosticisn.

But there 1is, as well, another source of revisiona It
is the occurrence of later events that place earller events
in e new oerspectlve. The outcome of a battle fixes the per-
qpeotive in which the successive stages of the battle are

military victory in

viewed; thewontcomewo*Ag war'reveals the significance of the

successive battles that were fought the social and cultural
are the of :

conseauences of the victory and'the defeatAmeasureﬁ;he effects
of the war. 8o, 1ln general, hiutory is an on—going pvooess.
As the process advances, the context within which evests: at@
are to be understood keeps enlarging As the context enlarges,
pefspectives Sbilt | - |

However, neither of these sources of‘reﬁision will
simply involidate'eafl%ér work competently done. New documents

. . A v
fi1l out the plcture; they 1lluminate what before was obscure;
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.they shift perspectives; tney refute only what was venturesgone:

or speculative; thedeagggt gimply dissolve the whole network

of questions and answers that made the original set of data
massive evidence for the earlier account. Again, history is

an on~going process, and so the historica1 context keeps enlarging.
But the effects of this enlargement are mohvmnmﬁmvm neither
universal nor uniform. For persons and events have their place

in history through one or more contexts, and these contexts

may be narrow and brief or broad and enduring with any varlety

of intermediates. Only.inasmuch as a context is still open,
wiﬂiﬂiﬁter“events;throughfﬁgﬁfiiéhtzon~earlierLpersoﬁsﬁéndEGVentsa
or can oe openel or extended, do later events throw new lignﬁ\

on earlier persons, events, processes. As Karl Heussi'put it,

it is'easier to.@ﬁ:understand Frederick Willliam III of!Prussia

than to understand Schleiermacher and, while Nero will alwsysv

" be Nero, we cannoi as yet say =z the same for Luther.

Karl Heussi, Die Krisls des Historismus, Tubingen (Mohr)

1932, p. 58.

Besides the Jjudgements reacned by‘a historian in his
investigation, there'are.the judgements passed upon his work
by his peers and his sncoessors. Such Jjudgements constitute
critical h;storj atAthe second aegree. For they are not
mere wholesale jJudgements of belief or disbelief. They afe

ed~on??n?ﬁﬁaéfs tand ing«0f=how L Re“Work -was:done’ *how'we 1'
relevant.quest;onsxwereiansﬂ@redwmngywtsetgegmime?foﬁ"alf/}
based onwan understanding of how the work”was done. Just as
the historlan, first, with respect to his sonrces and; then,
with reSpect to the object of'his inquiry, undergoes a

development of understanding that at once 1s heuristic,
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A and, \
ecstatic, selective, critical, constructiveﬁa&néAin the 1limit,

judicial, sq.the.critics of a historicalkwork-undergo a similar
Ade&elopment with respect to the work itself. They do so all
the more easily and all the morevcompéfently, the more the |
historian has been at painsvnqﬁ to conceal his tracks but to
lay all his_cérds on the ﬁable, and the more the critics alréady
are familiar with the Tield or, at least, with nelghboring
flelds. O I N
| The result of such critical understanding of a cfitical
,histor& ig, of course, that one can make an intelligent and
discriminatiné use of the criticized historlan. One learns where
he has worked well. One has spotted his liﬁitations and‘his
weaknasses;- One can say wnere, to the best of present knowledge,
hé can be relied 6h, where he must bé revised, where he may nave
to be revised. ’Just.as historians make an intelligent and.
discriminating use of their gsources, SO foé%he professional
historical cbmmunity mékes a discriminating uée of the works
of its'owh historians. |

Tarly in this section we noted that asking historical
qqestidns presupposed historical knowledge and, the greéﬂér
that knowledge, th;‘more the data iq% one's purviéw, Epe_ggpe
auestions one could ésk, and the more intellligently one could
ask them. Our ;onsideration has now-come full'circlé, for - -
we have arrived at an account of that presupposed historigal
knowledge. It is critical history of the second degree. it
conslists basdcally in the cumulative ﬁorks of historiéns, But
it consists actuaily, not in mere belief in those works, but
in a critical appreclation of them. Such critical appreciation
is generated by critical book reviews, by the critiqies that

professorS'communicaﬁe(tb their students and Justify dmmgiheir
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by their explanations and arguments, by informal discussions

in common rooms and. more formal discussions at congresses.
Critical history of the seéend degree is a compound. .

Au its oase are historical articles and books.. On a second

level there are critﬁcal writings that conpare and eualuate

the historical writings: these may vary from brilef reuiews

to long studies right up to such‘a history of the historilography -

.of an issue as Hevbert Butterfield's Georgexégf/llI & the

Historians. .Finally, the"e are the considered opinions of
' ~on historians and thelr critics
professional historiansf(~ opinions that influence their

teaching, thelr remarks in diséuSsiQns, their procedures in

writing on related tepics.

Iondon (Collins) 1957. For a variety of views on the
history of historiography, see Carl Becker, "What’iSfﬁistﬁrtugpaphy

Historiography?" The American Historical Review, 44(1958), 20-28;

(ed.),
orinted in Phil L, Snyder,, Detachment and the § Writing of

=

'History,'Essays'and Letters of‘Carl é L. Becker, Cornell
Univefsity\Press 1958. ‘ \“/, |

- Before concluding this section.it will be well to recall
what precisely has been our aim and concern. Explicitly, it
has been limited to-the functionel'specialty, history; There
has been excluded all that pertaius to the functional suecialty,
communicauions, AI have no doubt that historical knowledge '
hag to be communieated, not merely to professional hisbor;ans;
but in some measure to all members of the historicalfcommunity.
Bu% before that need can be met, hisforical knowledge has to
be acaoulred and kept up to date. The present sect;on has been

concerned with the prior task. It has been concerned to
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indicate what set ang sequence of operations secure the fulfil-
ment of that task, If it.is‘commonly'thought that such a task
is all the more likely'to_be_performed well if one comes to it
without anraxe to grind, at least that_has not been my main
reason for distipguishing betﬁeen the functiohal specialtiles,
history and comﬂunications. My main reason has been that they

name
h'ne different tasks performed in quite different manners and,

- thelr
unless thkig, distinetlon 1s. acknowledged and maintained there
is just mno possibility %b%ap%»of arriving at an exact understahding
of either task.
| Again, 1t is = a commonplace for theorists of history
to stwuggle with the problems of historical relativism,

/k to note the influence exerted on historical writing by the .

histOMiang s views on possibility, by his value- Judgements,

by his Weltanschauung or Fragestellung or Standounkt. I have'

omitted any considefation of this matter, not because it is not

extremely iﬁportant but because it is mmiwmd brought under

control, not by the technicues of cvitical history, but oy the

technigues of &¥aFewtd®s our fourth functional specialty, dialectic.
,@% The concern,‘uhen,'of tne present section has been

strictly limited. It presupposed the historlan knew"ﬁaw to

do his research and how to‘interpret the meaning of documents.

It left to later specialties certain aspects of the orobleme

0

L]

elativism and the great task of revealing the b= bearing
on

of historical knowledge,&or cootemoorary policy and action.

It'was confined to formulating the set of procedures that,

caeteris paribus, yleld historical knowledge, to exolaining

how that knowledge arises, in what it consists, what are its
inherent ’
arrerert limitations.
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If I have been led to adopt the view that the technigues
of critical history are uneaual to the task of eliminating
historical relatlvism totally, I affirm all the more Strongly
that they can and do effect a partial elimination. I have contended
that critical history is not a matter of belleving credible
testimonles but of discovering wnat hitherto had been eXperienced
but not properly known. In that process of discovery I_have
recognized not only its'heuristic, selective, critical, constroctive,
and judicgial aspects, bnt.also‘an ecstatic aspect that eliminates
previouslp.entertained perspectives and opinions to replace them
| with the oersnectives and views that emerge from the cumulative
interplay of data, inouiry, insigh surmise, image, evidence.

: of itself

It is in thls manmer taat critical history/@oves to objectlive
knowledge of the past, though it may be lmpeded by such factors
as v&ewsgon-nistaken views b on possibility, by‘ﬁlmistaken '
or misleading valuenjudgements, by e iwinadapate an 1nadeguate
world-view or standpoint or state Q; tne question.

In brief, this sectlon has been attempting to bring to
light the’ set of procedures that lead historians inL various
manners to affirm the possibility of objective historical

knowledge. Carl Becker, for instance, agreed he was a relativist

in the sense that Weltanschauung influences the historian s work,

but at the same time maintained that a considerable and indeed

increasing body of knowledge was objectively ascertainable.f“'
h

Erich Rothacker correlated Wahrhelt with Weltanscauung, 6ranted

N
that they influenced historical thought, but at the same tinme

affirmed th%existence of a correctness (Richtigkeit) attac%ned

to critical oprocedures and proper inferences. In a similar veln
Karl Heussi held that phil% osophic ‘views would not affect

critical procedures though they might well have an influence
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on the way'the hisyofy was dom?osea; and he advanced that
while the relatively simélevform, in which the historian
organizes his materials,'resides notnin the enormously complex
course of events but only in the historianz's mind, still
different_historiané operating from the same standpoint

arrive at the same organization. In 1ike manner Rudoif

Bultmann held that, granted a Fragestellung, critical method

led to univocal results. - These writers are speaking inx various
) manners of the same reality. They mean, I believe, thnat there

exist procedures that, caeteris paribus, lead to historical

knowledge. Our aim and concern in this section has been to

indicate the nature of those procedures.

/
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