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CHAPTER NINE

HISTORY AND HISTORTIANS

Yormally historians are conbent o write bistory
without raising any quesbtions about the nature of histerical

1
knowledgze . Ner is this surprising., For hisborrical knowledze
o [

g
is reached by sn adavbation of the every-day vrocedures of human
understanding and, while the adavptation itself has Yo be learat,
the underlying procsdures are too intimale, too spontaneous,

too elusive to be objectified and deserited without a pro-
tracted and, indeed, highly specialized effort.a So aven &
great innovator, such as Leopold von Ranke, expleainsd thatl his
practice arose by a sort of necessity, in its owmn way, &nd not
from gn attanny to imitate the pragbice of hie pionesring

predencssor, Bartiiold Niebubr.3

1)  The Varietles of History: From Voltaire to the Present,

Edited, selecked, and initrodused by Fritz Stern, New York

(Meyidian Ronws) 1955, p. 1.

2) On commonsenss understanding and judgment,. see Insighi

po. 173-181 and 250-297.

1) G.P. Gooch, History and Hietorians in the Hitiebsenth

Century, London (Longmans) 1952, p. 75,




At times, however, historians are impelled to do more
than just write history. They may bs teaching 1t. They‘may feel
obliged to defend their practice against encroaching error.

They may be led to state in part or in whole just what they are
doing when doing bhistory. Then, whether they wish it or not,
they are using some more or less adequate or inadecuate
cognitional theory, and sasily they become involved in some
vhiloszophic undertov that they cannof guite masier.

This dialectic can be highly instructive provided, of
course, that one is not a were logician testing the clarity of
terms, the cohsrence of statements, the rigor of inferences,

For what the historian has %o offer is not a coherent cognivionzl
theory but an awareness of the nature of his craflt and an ability
to describe it in the concrete and lively fasbion that only a

practitioner can manage.

1. Three Handonoks

Handbooks on the method of tistory have gone out of
feshion., But in the labter part of the ninefeenth century tney
were common and influential, I shall select three that represent
dgifferent tendencies, and I shall compare them on 2 single, but,
I belisve, sipnificant issue, namely the relationship between
historical facts and their intelligible interconnectiocns, their

Zusammenhanz.

For twenty-five&gohann Gustav Droysen {1808-1684)
constanbly revised bis lectbures on the encycloredia and

methodology ol hisbory. As well, hz componsed a Grundriss der

Hi storil which apueared as Mamuskrivtdruck in 1858 and 1862
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and in full-fledged editioms in 1868, 1875, 1882, Interest in
his work continues, for an edition combining both the 1882 wver-
sion of the lectures and the Grundriss with all its veriants
reached a fourth printing in ‘I%O.llr
Droysen divided the historiants task into four paris,

Heuristic uacovered the relavant remains, monuments, sccountsa

Criticism evaluated their xeliability, Interpretation drought

to light the realities of history in the {ulness of their con-—

ditions and the nrocess of their emergence. Presentailon,

finally, made an account of the vast a real influence in the
present on the fubure,

Now in oune imporiant respect Droysen's division diffexed
from that of his predecessors and his conbemporaries. Ile
limited criticism to ascertaining the reliasbility of sources.
They extended it/agydetemnining the occurrence of the fucis of
history. Their position, Droysen felt, vas due to mere inerbin.
Their model for historical criticism bhad bsen the textual

eriticism of the philologists. But textual eriticism is one

hr) T.G. Droysen, Historick; Vorlesungen uber die
ey

Enzklovadie und Methodolomie der Geschichte, hrsg. von Rudolf

b . Iy
Hubner, Munchen 11960.

L] L] + > 4
5) For an outline of Droysen's position, see P, Hunemann,

Der Durchbruch geschichtlichien Denkens in 19, Jashrhundert,

Freiburg - Basel ~ Wien (Herder) 1967, pp. 111-128,

et .-...;?,J_i,r; _r_.z_xg.;_-'*‘n_.l\“"u,y'-‘_ ‘.'?":-'.\.""’ e s i j- P T SRR e




thing and historical criticism is another. The textual cxitie
ascertains ob jective facts, namely, the original state of the
text. But the facis of history resemble, not & text, bus
the meaning of a text. They are like battles, councils,
rebellions. They are complex unities that result from manifold
actions and interactions of individuals. They extend over space
and over time. They cannot be singled out and observed in some
single act of perception. They have to be put together dy
assembling a manifold of varticular events into a single
interpretative unity.é

For Droysen, then, the historien does not first
determine the facts and then discover their interconnections.
On the contrary, facts and interconnections form a single plecse,
a garment without seam. Together they constitute historical
reality in the fulness of its conditions and the process of its
emergence. They are discovered in an interoreistive pdrocess

gulded by the watcehword, forschend verstehen, advance through

research to understanding. The research wasg directed to four
areas: Tfirst, to the course of evenis, say,in a military
campaign; secondly, to the conditiouns forming the context of
the events; thirdly, to the character ol the participante; and
fourthly, to the purposes and ideas that were being realized.?

So historical interpretation moves towards historical reality,

grasping the series of svents, firset in their inner comnections,

6) Ibid., pp. M2 £f.

7)  Ibid., vp. 18 ff.
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next in their dependence on the situation, thirdly in the light

of the character or psychology of the agents, and finally, as

a realization of purposes and idees. Only through this fourfola
grasp of meanine and significence do the evenis stand revealed
in their vroper reality.

Droysen 4id not prevall., In Ernst Bernbeim*s monumental

Lehrbuch der historischen lethode und der Geschichtsohilosovhie

there may be discerned a similar fourfold division of the
historian's task. But now criticlsm is divided into outer and
inner. Outer criticisn determines whether single sources

L] L] q ¥ [
are reliable historical witnesses. Inner eriticism has to

settle the factuality of the evenbs witnessed by several sources
taken together.10 So it would seem that the historical facts
are settled, before there begins thé work of irterpretation,
which Bernheim names the Auffassung and defines as the determina-

1
tion of the interconmections (Zusamienhang) of the events.

It remains, however, that if Bernhelwm assigned to inner
eriticism the determination of events, still e did not consider

this determination to be independent of the way in vhieh

bistorians apurehended interconmsctions. On the contrary, he

G taught explicitly that the determination of ewvents and the

8) E. Beraheim, Lebrbuch der historischen Hethode, Munich

© ! 1905: P 291}‘

J 9) hid., p. 300,
10} Ibid., p. L29.
11) Tbid., p. 522,




apprehension of their interconnectlions ére interdependent and
inseparable. He even added that, witbout an objective appre-
hension of interconnections, one cannot even ascertain in proper
fashion the sources relevant to one's inquiry.12
8t11l further removed from Droysen's vos ition 13 the
Introduction aux etudes historicues composed by (. Langlois

! 3

and C. Seignobos and published in Paris in 1898. This

manual is divided into three paris or books. Book I deals with
preliminary studies. Book II deals with analytieal operations.'
Book IJI deals with syntheftic opsrations, The analytical
operations divide into external and internal critilcism,

External c¢riticism yields eritical edifiions of Texts, ascertalns
thelir authors, and classifies historical sources, Intoernal
griticism proceeds by the anclogies of genexal paychology wo
reproduce the succesgaive mensal states of the dosunent's author.
It determines (1) what he meant, (2) whether he believed whai

he said, and (3) whether his belief was justified.

Tnis last step was considered to oring the document %o
the point where it resembled the data of the "objective” sciences.
Thereby it became the eauivalent of an observabion, and it was
to be utilized in the same manner as were the observations of

natural scientists. But in the natural sciences facts are

12)  Ibid., ». 701.
13) My reference will be to the English translation by

G.G. Berry (Wew York, Heury Holt, 1925).

1) Langlois aund Seignobos, Inbroduction, ». 67,
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asserted, not as the result of single observations, Mt only
when corroborated by several independent observations. So far
from being exempt from this principle, bistory with its
impaerfect sources of informabion must be subjected Lo it all the
more rigorously. There followed the necessity of Independent
and nutually supporbing testimonies for the det erminat ien of
historical f‘acts.15

The implications of sueh analysis were not overlooked.
For it removed the facts from their original conbtext, isolated
thew from one another, reduced them, as 1t were, to o powder.16
Accordingly, the analyiical operations of EBook II had to be
complemented by the synthetic operations of Book IIT, These
were described under such rubrics as classifying, question and
ansver, analogy, grouping, inference, working out general
formilae. But all of these risked wumerous ab=rrat ioms, against
which warnings were sounded continuously. Iwdeed, so many vere
the pitfalls that M. Langlois himself in later 1life, instead of
writing bhistory, was content to reproduce selected documents.q?

With Langlois and Seignobos, then, there energes a

clear-cub distinction and separation between the determination

of historical facts and the determinction of their interconnections.

15)  Ibid., ». 195 £,

—————— e 1

16)  Ibid., pp. 271 and 21N,

17)  H.31, Marrcu, The Meaning of History, Baltimors =« Dublin

(Hericon) 1966, p. 17.




This distinction and separstion has its ground, it would seemr,
in notions of natural sclence current in nineteenth-century
positivist and empiricist circlas.18 But in those very cireles
there were bound to arise the further question. Vhy add fo the
facts? Must not any addition that is not obviocus to sweryone

be merely subjective? VWhy not let the facts speak for theruelves?

2, Data and Facts.

At this point it may be well to insert a clarmification,
for data are one thing, and facts are another.

There are the dats of sense and the data of comsalous-
ness. Common to both is that they are or may be given. They may
or may not be attended to, investigated, understood, conce ivad,
invoksd as evidence in judgment. If they are not, then they
are werely given. Bubt in so far as they are investigated then
they are nobd merely given bul also entering into combinatian
with other components in human cognitional activity.

In contrast, histerical facts are known events, The
events that are known pertain to the historiants past. The

knowledge of the events is in the historian's present. MNore -

18)  On this wovement see Bernheim, Lebhrbuch, pp. 6LB-667
Stern, Varieties, pp. 16, 20, 120-137, 209-223, 31)-328;

P. Gardiner, Theories of History, New Yori (Free Press) 1959,

excerpts from Buckle, Mill, Comte; B. Mazlish, The Riddle of"

History, New York (Harper & Row) 1966, chapter on Combe-
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over, this knowledge is human knowleize. It is not some single
activity but a compound of activities that occur on three
different levels. So a historical fact will nave the conerete-
ness of an object of sxteornal or internal experience. It will
have the ovrecision of 2n objeect of understanding and conception,
It will have tbe stubbornness of what has been grasied as
(approximating the) virtually unconditioned and so as something
(probably) indevendent of the knowing subject.19

Now as an inwvestigation proceeds, Insights accumulate
and oversights diminish. This ongoling vrocess, while 1T does
not affect data inasmuch as they are or may be given, does
affiect enormously data inasmuch as they are sought out, attended
to, combined now this way and now that in ever larger and more
complex structures, On the other hand, it 13 only as the
structures take definite shape, as the process of asking fur-
ther questions beginsg to dry up, that tBhere ccermmence to emerge
the facts, For the facts cmerge, not before the data are under-
stood, but only after they have been understood satisfactorily
and thoroughly.

There is a Curther complication in c¢ritical history,
for there, there occur two distinct, though interdependent,
processes from data {o facts. In a Tirst vrocess, the data
are here and now perceptible monuments, remsins, accounts;
from them one endeavors to ascertain the genesis and evaluate

the reliability of The iLnformation they convey; the facts %t o

19) On data, see Insieght, vp. 73 f. 3 on fact, ibid., up. 331,

3.7, 366, 41 ofr.

276




. 277

at which the first process terminates are a series of statements
obtained from the sourcess and marked with an index of greater
or less reliability. 1In so far as they are reliable, they

yield information about the past. But the information thsy

y@%}d is, as a general rule, not bhistorical knouledge but bis- .-

torical experiernce. Tt regards the fragmwents, the bits and

pleces, thabt bhave caught the attention of diarists, letter-
-writers, chroniclers, newsmen, commentators. It 1g not the
rounded view of what was going forward at a given time and place
for, in general, conbemporaries have not at their dispesal the

means necessary for fomning such a rounded view. IP follows

that the facts ascertalred in the eritical procsss are, not
historical facts, but just data for the discovery of historicel
facts. The critical process has to be followed by an intsr..
pretative process, in which the historian pieces together the
fragments of information that he has gathered and critically
evaluated. Only vwoen this interpretative process of recon-
struction is terwminated do there emerge what may properly be

called the historical {facte.

3. Three Historians
;; ; In a celebraced address, read twice befors learned
€;% societies in 1926 but published only posthumously, Carl Becker
é | recalled that he had bheen told by an eminent and honored bis-
| torian that a historian had nothing to do bubt "present aLl the
QJ facts and let them speak for themselves". He then proceeded

to repeat what he had been teaching for twenty years "that this
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notion is preposterous; first, because.it is impossible to present
all the faects; and second, becasse even if you could present
all the facts the miserable things wouldn'i say anything, would
just say notbing at all'. 20

Becker was not content to attack what he considered
one of the fondest illusions of the nineteenth-century his-
torians.21 Sixtecn yesrs prewlously, in an article in the

Atlantia Idomthly for Qetober 19710, he had described with

considerable skill the process that has $to occur if Lhe card
cases, combtaining the results of historical ecriticism, are to
lead the bhistorian to an spprehension of the historical courss
of events.

"As he goes over his cards, some aspects of the
reality recorded there interest him mors, others less; soms are
retained, others forgotiten; some have power to start a& nev train
of thought; some sppear Lo be causally cconected; some logleally
connectoed ; some are without percestinle connection of any sort.
And the reason is simple; some facts strike the mind as

interesting or suggestive, have a meaning of some soxt, lead

to some dss irable end, because they associate themselves with

ideas already in mind;} they £it in somehow to the ordered

experience of the historian. This original synthesiz -- not

20)  Carl Becker, Detschment and the Uriting of His tory,

Bssays and Letters edited by Phil Snyder, Ithaca N.Y. (Cornell)

.-‘J 1958, o. Sl

21)  Ibid., p. S3.

(L T _ s
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to be confused with the making of a book fox the prinkter, a

very different matter -- is only half deliberate. It i=
accomplished almost automatically. The mind will select and
discriminate from the very bsginning. It is the vhole

tapperceiving mass' that does the business, selzing uwoom this

or that new impression and building it uwp into ibs ow:1gﬂowing
content., As new facts are taken in, the old ideas and concents,
it is true, are modified, distinguished, destroyed evens bub
the modified ideas become new cenbers of attraction. Aimd so

the vrocess 1s continued, for yeazrs it may be. The final

gynthesis is doubtless composed of facts unigue, causally
connected, revealing unigue change; btut the unique fact
selected because of its importance, was in every cmse

Lébba‘ selected because of its importance for someﬁalreaﬁy'in
22

possession of the [disld."

I have quoted this rather long passage because in it & his torian
reveals the activities that cceur subsequently to the tasky
of historical criticism and prior to the work of historical

composition, It cannot be claimed that Bseker wazs a suceessful

i cognitional theorist: there cannot be assembled from hig

writings an exact and coherent theory of the genesis of his-

torical knowledge.2 None the less, he was not a men to boe

taken in by current clichés, and he was sufficilently alert and
5

22)  Ibid., pp. 24 f.

23} The point is made by B.T. Wilkins, Carl Becker,

Cambridge (M.I.T. and Harvard) 1961, pp». 189-209.

Q ‘,,__r«@_‘_.,".‘.mw-_m.‘—-uv:_.--» - o H DL !
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articulate to have written a happy descoription of what I would
call the gradual accuwmvlation of insights, esach ecmmpl enenting
or qualifying or correcting those that went belors, wnbil -
perhaps years later -- the stream of further questions has
dried up and the historian's information om past historical
experience has been promoted to historicsl knowledgs.

The issues that concerned Carl Backer in thae United

States also concerned R.G. Collinguood in Hngland, Both insdsted

on the constructive activities of the historiam, DBoth attacked
what above I named the principle of the enply beamd. Bat the
epitome of the p'osition Backker attacked was the view thet tre
historian had merely to present all the facts and then let then
speak for themselves. Collingwood attacks the szme position

2Ly

under the nawe of "scissors-and-paste history". It is a naiwe
view of history in terms of wmemory, testimony, credibility.25
It gathers statements frow sources, decides wheltther Lhey are to
be regarded as 'true or false, vastes true statenonts in a
scrap-bcok later to be worked up into a narrat ive, while i

26
consigns false statements to the waste-bas ket It wvas the

type of bistory alone known in the ancient world and in the

27 28

niddle ages. It has been con the wane since the days of Vieo .
While Collingwrood would not venture to say that it has bobally
disapreared, he does assert that-@b;j history writben today on

29
such princivles is at least a cendury out of dabe,

2L)  R.G. Collingwood, The Idsa of History, Oxford [(larendon)
1046, pp. 257-263, 269 f., 271-282,

25)  1bid., p. 23L.

26)  Ibid., »n. 259.
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There has been, then, & Copernican revolution  in the

study of history inasmueh as history bas becone both critical

: Q
and constructive. This process is aserived to the historical

imaginatioﬁyand, again, to & logic in waich questions are more
fundamental than answers.gl' The two ascriptiomns are far from
incompatible. The historian starts out from statements he finds
in his sources. The attempt to represent imaginatively their
meaning gives rise to questions that lead on to further state-
ments in the sources. Eventually he will have stretched a web
of imeginative construction linking tozether the flxed points
supplied by the statements in the sources.53 Hovrever, these

so-called fixed roints are fixed not absolutely but relatively.

In his precsent inquiry the historian has decided Yo assume them

as fixed. 3But, in fact, Sheir being fixed is Jjust the fruitv of

parlier historical inquiry, If the statewents from vwhich the

27)  Ibid., ». 258,
1&Y  Ibid., p. 260,

xq)  Ibid., pp. 236, 240,
36)  Ibid., p. 2u0,

3l Jbid., op. 241 ff,
3y)  Ibid., pp. 269-27k.
33)  Ibid., ». 2h2,
@ 3¢4)  Ibid., p. 243,
3{) Toid., p. 24L,
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bistorisn proceeds are to be found in Thucyd ides, still it is

historical %nowledge that enables the biiborian to go beyond

L

mere odd marks cn vaper to a recognition of the Greek alphabet,
to meanings in the Attic dialect, to the authenticity of the
passages, to the judgment that on these oceasions Thucydides s
knew what he was talliing sbout and was trying to tell the tr*uth.g
It follous that, if history is considered nol in
this or that work but as z tobtality, then, 1t is an aubtonomeus
discivrline. It devends unon data, on the remains of the past
percepiible in the present., But it is not a matter of velieving
suthorities, and it i3 not a matter of inferring from authorities.
Critical procedurz2s decide in what nmanner and neasure sourses
will be used.af'" Constructive vrocedares srrive st results that

-{(' ma;r}got have been known by the authors of the sources. Hence

".o. 80 far from relying on an authority other than himself,

to whoese statements bis thousht must conflorm, the historian is
his own authority and his thought autonomenrs, self-authorizing,

possessed of a ceriterion to which bis so-talled authorities

_ 37

must conform and by reference to which they are criticized.”

Such is the Copernican revolubt iory Collingwood
recoznized in modern history. It is a visw that cannot be

assimilated on naive reallst or empiricist premisses., As

)
B ) Thid., p. 238,

»1 ) Tbid., p. 236; see p. 2L9; also Marrou, Meaning of Hisory,

op. 307-310.

{[ﬁwwéw e




1deslist context. But by inbtroducing a satisfactory theory of

283 =
presented by Collingweod, unfortunately it is contained in an

cojectivity and of judmment, the idealism can be removed without
dropping the substance of what Collingword taught abhout the
historical imaginatiown, historical evidence, and the logic of
question and anzwer,

Issues raised in the United Statea and in England
also were raised in France. In 1938 Ragmond Aron porirayed
the historical thought of Dilthey, Rickert, Simmel,
and Max Veber 30 and, as well, in another volume set forth his
ovn develovments of German Verstehen that in French was named

. 39
comprehension. My present concern, however, is noit with

theorists of history but with professiornl historians, and so
I turn to Henri-Irénée Marrov who was invited to occupy the

Chaire Cardinal Mercier at Touwvain in 1953, and used this

oppertunity to discuss the nature of historical knowledge.

The following year there appeared his De la connaissance
X¢)
historique. It 1s concerned, not with theoretical issues,

38) R. Aron, La vhilosopbie critiaue d¢ la histoire, Paris

{(Vrin) 1950.

39) R, Aron, Introduction 4 la vhilosovhie de 1lthistoire,

Paris (Gallimard) 198,

10) My references are to the Englisb translation, The Meaning

of History, Baltimoxre and Dublin (Helicon) 1966.




but rather with making & systematic inventory, a reasonable
and bslanced synopsis, of conclusions1that historians had
reached on the nature of their task.LL The nature of that
task, he "olt, was as well established as had been the theory
of experiment in the days of John Stuart Mill and Claude
Bernard.ua S0 it is that M. NHarrou treated all the general
issuez of historical invéstigation and did so both with a grasp
of theoretical cpinions and with all the sensitivity of a
Pieter Geyl fto the endless complexity of historical reality.uB

out of this abundance, for the voment, we ars
concerned only with the relabionship between fact and theory,
analysis and synthesis, criticiswm and constraction. M, Marrou
treats the two ir successiwe chavters. His views on criticism,
he feels, would nake his old positivist teachers turn over in
their graves. Where they urzed a relentlfssly critical snirit,
he calls for symopathy anc]understanding.LH The negative

eritical approach, concerned with the honesty, competence, and

ascuracy of authors, was vell adapted to specislist work on the

l$1}  Marrou, Meaning of History, v. 29,

1s2)  Later Marrou had to confess that agreement was less than

he had ant icipated. See the appendix to Meaning of History,

pp. 301-316,
113}  Complexity is a recurrent theme in Pieter Geyl's

Debates with Historians, Hew York (Meridian Books) 1965.

1ik)  Marron, Meaning of History, pp. 103 ff,
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political and ecclesiastical history of western Europe in the
middle ages, where there was a rash of second-band dhronicles,5
forged charters and decretals, and antedated lives of saints.u
But the historiants task is not limited to eliminating errors
and deceptions. Docunents can bs vsed in a great variety of
manners, and the historian's proper task is to understanc his
documents thoroughly, grasp exactly what theylzeveal directly
or indirectly, and so use them *'m’czssll:‘.gerﬂ:ly.-L

As M. Marrou c¢alls for a shift fron mere criticism of
documents to their comprehension, s¢ too he stresses the
continuity and interdependence of coming to understand &the
relevant documents and coming Yo understand the course of events.
The historian begins by defermining a4 topic, assembling a file
of relevant documents, annotating each on its credibility,{
Still this is a merely abstiract scheme. One advances in knoi-
ledge alonz a sviral. As knowledge of events increases, new
light is thrown on thie character of the documents. The original
question is recast. Documents, that seemed irrelevant, now
acquire relevance, New facts come to light. So the hisiorian
gradually comes to master the area under investigatvioa, to
acoulre conlidence inhig grasv of the meaning, scope, worth
of his documents, and to avorehend the course of events that

L7

the documenits once concesled and now reveal.

L.5) Ibid., pp. 172 f.

1.6) Ibid., pp. 113 . Cf, Collingwood, ldea of History,

pp. 27, 259 f.; Becker, Detackment, op. hé f,

L7)  Marrouw, Mesning of History, pn. 131 7.




TR Verstehen

Already I have mentioned Droysen's notion of historicgel

investigation as foorschend verstehen, and Raymond Aron's

Introduction of German historical reflection into the French
milieu. To that reflection we have now to revert, for it was
enplirical without bseing empiricist. It was empirical, for it
vas closely associated with the work of the German historical
school, and that school's charter iras 1ts protest against
Hogel's & priori construction of the neaning of history. It
vas not emviricist, for it was fully aware that historical
Imovledsge was not just a matter of taking a good look, that,
on the contrary, it involved sowme mysterious, divinatory process
in vhich the bhistorian came to understand.
This need for understanding eppeared in two wanners.
Flrst, there was the hermeneutic cirele, For instance, ons
grasps the meaning of a sentence by understanding the words,
but one understands the words properly only in the light of
the sentence as a whole. Sentences stand in a simila% relation-
ship to paragraphs, paragraphs to chapters, chapters to books,
books to an aulhor's situation and intentions, Now this
cumul ative network of reciproecal dependence ig not teo be
nastered by any concepbual set of procedurss. hat is needed
is fthe self-correcting process of learning, in which preconceptual
insights accumulate to complement, qualify, correct one znother.
Secondly, fthe nced for understanding appeared ajzain in
the irrelevance of the universal or general., The move orative
the artist, the more original the thinker, the greater the

genias, the less can hi¢ achievement be subcumed under universal
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principles or general rules. If anything, he is the source of

new rules and, while the new rules will be followed by others,

s$111 they are not followed In exacily the wmamsr of the master,
Even lesser lights have their originality, while servile imitabion
1s the work not of mimd but of the machine., Wow this high degree
of individuality found in artisbs, thinkers, writers, though
beyond the reach of'general rules or universal principles, ia
within easy reach of understanding. For what in the first
instanee Ls understood is what 19 glven to sense or consciousness
or, again, what is representsd in images, words, symbols, signs.
Woat 15 so given or represented is individual. What is grasped
by understanding is the intelligibility of the individual.

Apart from failures to control propexly one's use of language,

eneralization 13 o later step and, in works of interpretation
H

usualiy a superflucus stbep. There is only ons Divina commedis,

only one Hanlet by Shakespeare, only one two-part Faust by Goethe.
The scove of understanding, the range of its significance,
was gradually extended., To the grammatical interpretation of

texts, Schlelermacher (1768-183l) added a psychological inter-

pretation that aimed at wnderstanding persons, and especially at

E:. ,} 1 divining the basic moment in a creative writer's inspiration.us
| k;% August Boeckh (1785-1867) a punil of F%. Wolf's as well as of

3 F%. Schlelermacher's, extended the scope of understanding to

| the whole range of The philological sciences. In bis
® Enzyklopgdie und Hethodoloszie der vhilelogisehen Wiscenschaften
\;J the idea of vhilology was conceived as the

L8)  H.G, Gadawer, ¥abrhelt und lMethode, pp, 172-185;

R.E. Palmer, Hermencutics, Evanston {(Northwestern) 1969, nn. 8U-97.




interpretative reconstruction of the coﬂstructions of the human
spd.rit.ll'9 Wnat Boeckh did for philology, Droysen would do for
hisfory. He moved the notlon of understanding from a context
of assthetics and psychology to the broader context of
history by (1) assigninz exrression as the object of under-
standing and (2) noting that not only individuals but also sueh
groups as families, peoples, states, religions express
themselves.go
Tith Uilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911) there is a further
broadening of the horizon. He discovered that the German
historical school, while 1t appealed to historical fact agaiunst
a vriori idealist construction, nome the less in its actual
procedures was far closer to idealist than to empiricist ideas
and norms.s1 With remaricable estufeness he recognized that the
success of the bhistorical school, like the earligr succes s
off nabtural science, constituted a new datum for cognitional

theory. 0 that new datum be proposed to build. Just as Kant

had asked how a priori universal principles were possible,

Dilthey set himsell the aquestion of the possibility of historicsl

knewledge and, more generally, of the human sciences cenceived

as Gﬁistesvﬁssenscbaften.se

L9)  Hunsinan, Durchbruch, p. bl pp. 63-69 outline Boeokh's

thought.
50)  Ibid., pp. 106 £'f.: Gadamer, Vzhrheit, pp. 199-205.

51)  Gadamier, Wabrheit, p. 200,

52)  Ibid., p. 52; Palmer. Hsrmeneutles, pp. 100 ff.
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Dilthey's basic step may be conceived as a transposition

of Hegelian thought from idealist Gol st to human Leben. Hegelts

objective spirit returns, but now it is just the integral of

the objectification effected in concrete human living., Living

expresses 1iself., In the expression there is present the i;l
expressed. So the data of human stud ies are not just given! F§;5
by themselves, prior to any interpret atiomn, they are expressions, ;5
manifestations, objectifications of human living. Further, E_
when they are understood by an interpretexr, there also is Z§F

understood the living that is exnpressed , manifested, objectified.s3
Finally, just as an interprotation expresses and communicates

an interpreter's understanding, so too the objectifications of

living are living's own interpretatiom of itself’. Das Leben

1
selbst legt sich aus.54

In the concrete physical, chemical, vital reality of

humerr living, then, there also is meaming. It is at once

inward and outuward, ilnward as expressing, outward as expressed.

It manifests need and satisfaction. It responds to wvalues. It

: intends goals. It orders means to ends. It constitutes social

'US/ systemLand endows them with eultural significance. It trans-
‘6 forns environing nature.

The many expressions of iwnddividual living are 1inked
together by an intelligible web, To meach that intelligible

©

. 53) Gagawer, Uahrheit, pp. 211, 21,.
ot ’

5h) Ihid., p. 213; Palmer, pp. 103-11L,




comnectednes: is not just a matter of asgsembling all the exXpressions
of a lifetime. Rather, there is a developing hole that 1s present
in the parts, articulating under each new set of cirecumstances
the values it prizes and the goals it pursues, and thereby
achieving its own individuelity and distinctiveness. Just as
human consciousness is not confined to the moment bub rilses on
cumulative memories and proceeds in accord with preference
schodules towards itz hierarchy of goals, so too its expressions
not only together but even singly have the capsacity e reveal
the direction and momentum of a life. 55

As there is intelligibility in the life of the individuai,
so too is there intelligibility in the rommon meanings, common
values , common purpeses, common and complementary activities
ol groups. As these cau be common or complementary, so too they
can differ, be opposed, conflict. Therewith, in prineciple, the
poscibility of historical understanding is reached. For if we
cen understand singly our own lives and the lives of others, so
toc we can understand them in their interconnections and inter-

56

dependence,

Voreover, just as the historian can narrate an intelli-

gible course of events, so too human sclentists can proceed to

the analysis of recurring or developing structures and processes

55)  Gadamer, Wehrheib, pp. 212 T,

56)  Wilhelw Dilthey, Pattern and Meaning in History, Edited

and Introduced by H.P. Rickman, Hew York (Harver & Row) 1962;

London {Allea & Unwin) 1961. Chapters V and VI.
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in individusl and group living. So far from being opposed,
history and the human sciences will be interdependent., The
humar: scientist wil%ﬁgve to view his data within their appro-:-

priate historical context; and the historian can fully master

57

his materials only if he also masters the relevant human sciences.
It can be said, 1 think, that Dilthey did much to meetd

bis gpecific problem. Decisively bhe drew the distinction

between natural science and human studies. Clearly he concelved

the possibility of historical knouwledge that conformed neither

to the gmgggggg constructions of idealism nor to the prozedures

of natural sciencs. However, hie did not resolve the more basie

vroblem of getting beyond both empiricist and idealist

suppogitions. His Lebebsvhilosovhie has empiricist leanings.

His history and human sclence based on Verstehen cannot be
58

assimnilated by an ewmpiricist.

Two advances on Dilthey's vosition havé since developed
and may be treated briefly. First, Edmund Husserl (1859-19138)
by bls painstaking analysis of infentionality made it evident
that human thinking and judging are not just psyehological
event s but always and intrinsically intend, vefer to, mean
objects distinct fiom themselves.sg Secondly, where Dilthey

conce ived expression as manifestation of life, Martin Heidegger

(1889 - ) conceives all human projects to be products of

57)  Ibid., p. 123.

58)  Gadamer, Uahrheit, pv. 218-228.

59) Ibid., p. 230 .

.
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underst anding; in this fashion Versteheu is Dasein in so far as

the Latter is man's ability to be.éo There follows the univer-
sality of hermenevtic structure: just as interpretation proceeds
from the understanding of an expression, so this exvression itself
procesd 3 from an understanding of what it can be to be a maun.

A few commenis are novw in order., First, our use of
the terms, insights, understanding, both is more precise and has -
a broad ¢r range than the connotation end demotation of
Verstehen. Insight ocours in all humen knowledge, in mathe-
metics, natural science, conmmon sense, philosophy, human science,
bistory, theologr. It occurs {i) in response to inquiry, (2)

with respect to sensible presentations or representations

inelwding wordes and symbols of all kinds. It congists in a
grasp of intell igible unity or relation in the data or Image or
symbol. It is the aetive ground whence proceed conception,
definition, hypothesis, theory, system. This proceeding, which
is not werely inteliigible but intelligent, provided the human
model for Thomist and Augustinian trinitarian thsory.61 Finally,

the simple and clear-cut proof of the preconceptual character

J*E“u!kwa of insight is’ﬁ@ﬁ from the modern reformalation of Euclidean
o

@
60) Gadamer, Yabrhsit, »n. 245,
61) Thise is the thesis in wy Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas,
e London (Darton, Longnan & Todd) and Notre Dame (University Press)
1967




geometry. *2 Euclid's Elements depends_dn ingights bthat were
not acknowledged in his definitions, axioms, and postulates,
that easily oceur, that grouad the validity of his conclusiogs,
thet cannot be expressed in a strictly Euclidean vocabulary. )

Secondly, experience and understanding taken together

yisld not knowledge but only thought. To advance from thinking

to knowing there must be added a reflective grasp of the virtually
vrieonditioned and its raticnal consequent, judgment. There is
am insufficlent awareness of this third level of cognitional
activity in the authors we have been mentioning and a resultant
failure to break awsy cleanly and coherently from both

empiricism and idealism.

62)  See, for example, H.G. Forder, The Foundations of

Euelidean Geometry, Cambridge (Cambridge University Press) 1927.
63) For example, Euelid solves the problem of scnstructing

an eguilateral triangle by drawing two cireles that interseck;
but there is no Buclidean proof thet the circles must intersect.

Again, he proves the theorem that the exterior angle of a

3 triangle is greater than the interior cpposite anzle by con-

strueting within the exterior angle an angle equal ko the
interior oppositeg- but there is no Euclidean proof that this
constructed angle must lie within the exterior angle. However,

o the must can be graspad by an insight that has no Euclidesn
formulation.




Thirdly, over and above a ¢lear-headed grasp of
cognitional fack, the break firom both empiricisw and idealism
involves the elimination of cognitionﬁl‘myth. There are notions
of knovledge and of reality tbat are forwmed in c¢hildhood, that

axe in terms of seeing and of what's there to be seen, that

down the centuries have provided the manshakable foundations of
naterial ism, empiricism, positivism, sensism, phenomenalisn,
bebaviorism, pragmatism, and that at the same time constitute
the notions of knowledge and realify that idealists know to be

NoNsSense £

5 Perspectivism

In 1932 Karl Heussi published a small book with the

- bdtde, Die Krisls des Historismus. The first twenby-one pages

reviswed the various meanings of the term, Hisborismus., Qut of

nany candidates Heussi selected, as the Historismus undergoing

& cwisls, the views on history currentz amoung historians about

the year 1900, These views involved four main elements:
(1) & determinate but simple-minded stand on the nature of

objectivity; (2) the interconnectedness of all historical

objectss (3) a universal process of development; and (h) the

conTinenent of bhisforical concern io the world of e}cp\\-"s:r*ieanc:e.6]L
0f these four elements, {t was the first that occcesioned
the crisis.65 Arvound 1900, historians, while they ewmvhasized
®
\H‘J 6L)  Karl Heussi, Dis Krisis das Historismus, Tubingen 1932

p. 20

65)  Ipid., pp. 37, 903,
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the danger of subjectlive biis, assunmed that the object of history
was stably given and unequivocally structured. Men's opinions
ebout the past mey kXeep chanzing but the past itselfl remains
what it was. In contrast, Heussi himself held that the
structures were only in the minds of men, that similar struc-
tures were reached when investigations procseded from the same
standroint, that historiced reality, sc far from being un-
equivocally structured, was ratber an inexhaustiible incentive
to ever fresh hisborical imterpretations.éé

While this statement has idealist i{mplicetions, at
least Heussi did not wish it to be interpreted too strietly.
He immediately added that thers are many constants in human
living, and that uneqaivocally determined structures are not
rare, What is problematic 1s the insertion of these constants
and structures into larger wholes. The Tewer and the narrover
the contexts to which a person, a group, a movement bslongs,
the less the likelihocd that subsequent developments will
involve a revision of earl ier history.éT On the other hand,

where different world-views and valuss are involved, one can

expect agreement on single incidents and single complexes, bul
o disagreement on larger issues and broader interconnections.68
There is, hovever, & more fundamental gqualification

to be added. Heussi's basic point is that historicsal reality is

66} Ibid., pp. Sb.
W, 67)  Tbid., pp. 57 f.

[

68)  Ibid., p. 58.
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far too complicated for an exhaustively complete descrivtion
ever to occur. Yo one is ever going to relate everything

that hapvened at the battle of Leipzig from the 16th to the
19th of October, 1813. 1Inevitably the historian selects what
he thinks of moment and omits what he considers unimportant.
This selection to some extent goes forward spontanecusly in
virtue of some mysterious cavacity that can determine what is
to be expected, tnat groups and constructs, that possesses

the tact needed to evaluate and refine, that proceeds as ftough
in one's mind there were some governing and conbroelling law of
perspective so that, granted the historian’s standpoint, his
milieu, his vresucpositicons,his training, there must rasult
just the structures and the emohases and the selection that do
reault. Finally, this result cannot.be described as a mere
rehandling of old materiels; it 1s somothing new. It does not
correspond to the inexhaustitle complexity of hiétorical reslity.
But by sclecting what from a given standpoint is sigpificant

or important, it does purport to mean and portray nistorical

69

reality in some incomplete and avproximate fashion.

e

€9)  Ibid., . 47 £. The passags is an excellent description
of accumulating insighis, though Heussi bimself is of the opinion

{op. ¢it., p., 60) that Verstehen regards only the larger con-

structive steps and not the basic constitution of historical

knowledge. On selection|history see Marrou, Mesning of Hisitory,

p. 200; also Charlotte W, Smith, Carl Becker: On History and

the Climate of Oninion, Ithaca, N.Y. (Cornell University Press)

1986, pp. 125-130.

eh




It is this incomplebe and approximate character of
historical narrative that explains why bhistory is rewritten for
each new generation, Hisborical experience is promoted to
historical kmnewledge ounly if the historian 1s asking questions.
Questions can be asked only by introducing linguistic categories.
Such categories carry with them their host of vresuppositions

:}5/ and implicatioms. They are colored by a retinue of concerQé
Interests, tastes, feelingse, sugmgestions, evocations., Inevitably
the historian operates under the influence of his language, his
education, his milieu, and these with the passage of time
inevitably change7o to give rise to a demand for and supply
of reuritben history. So excellsni historiecal works, composed
in the Tinagl derades of the nineteenth century, had lost all
aovpeal by the nineteen thirties, even among readers thsat
happened Go be in full agreement with the religious, theological,
political, and social views of the older aut‘nors.?1

The reason why the hisforian cannot escape his time and
place is that the development of bhistorical understanding does
not admit systematic objectification. DMathematicians submit

to the rigor of formalizatiion to be certain that they are not

using unacknowledged insights. Scientists define their terus
systematically, formulate their hypotheses vrecisely, woxk out
rigorously the suppositions and implications of the hypotheses,

and carry out elaborate programs of observational or experi-

mental verification. Philosovhers ecan bave resort to trans-

70}  Heussi, Krisis, pp. 52-56.

7)) Ibid, p. T,

o £ £ BT
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gcendental method. But the historian finds nis way in the com-
plexity of historicsl reality by the sane typs and mode of
developing understanding, as the rest of ws enploy in day-to-day
living. The starting-»oint in not zome set of postulates ox

some generally accented theory but all that the historisn already
knows and believes. The more intelligent and the more cultivated

he is, the broader his experience, the more oren he is to all

human values, the more competent end rigorous his training,

the greater is this capacity to discover the past.?zwhen %)
investigation is succeeding, his imsights are so numerous, their
coalescence so spontaneous, the wanner in whieh they complement
or qualify or correct one anobher is so immediate and sc¢ deit,

that the historian can objectily, not every twist and turn in

the genesis of his discovery, bub only the broad lives of the

picture at which eventually he arrives,

In saying that the historian cannot escape his back-

ground, I am not suggesting that he cannot overcome indiwvidual,
7l
group, or general bies, or that he cannot undergo intellectual,

moral, or religious conversion., Again, I am not retracting in

any way what vreviocusly I said about the “ecshabtic" character

e : of developing historical insight, about the historian's abiliby
to move out of tne viewnelnt of bis place and time and comne to
understand and avpreciate the mentality and the values of

another place and time. Fipally, I am not imwplying that his-

torians with different backgrounds cannot come to understand

72)  Marrov, Meaning of History, ». 247.

73} Ibid., vv. 292 f.; cf. Smith, Carl Becher, pp. 128, 130.

74)  Oun bies, see Insighd, pp. 218-2h2,
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one another and so move on from divergihg to converging views
on the past.

The point I have been endeavoring to make is what is
called perspectivism. UWhere relativism has lost hope about the
attainment of frutbh, verspectivism stresses the aomplexity of
what the historian is writing about and, as well, the swecific
difference of historical from mathematical, scientific, and
philosophic knowledze, It does not lock historians up in their
backgrounds, confine them to their biases, deny thew accezs to
develooment and ovpenness. But it does point out that historians

L)

with different backzgrounds will rid themseclves of biases,

underge conversions, come to understand the quite different
mentalities of other places and times, and even move towards
wnderstanding one another, each in his own distinctive fashion.
They may investipaile the same area, bubt they ask different

questions. Wnere the questions are similar, the implicit,

defining contexts of suppcesitions and implications are net
identical. OSonme may taks Tfor granted what others labor to

prove. Discoveries can be equlvelent, yet approached from

different sets of previous questions, expressed in different

@1} terms, and s0 leading to different sequences of further questions.
Even wvhere results are much the same, still the revorts will be
written for different readers, and each historian has to devote
special attention to what his rsaders would easily overlook or

misesteen.

J Such Is perspectivism. TIn a broad sense the term may

be used to refer to any case in which different historians treat

75)  Marrou, Heaning of Historv, n. 236,




the same matter differently. But its vroper meaning is quite
specific. It does not refer to differences arlsing from human
fallibility, from mistaken judsments of possibility, probability,
fact or value. It does not refer to diflerences arising from
rersonal inadequacy, from obtuseness, oversights, a lack of
skill or fthoroughness. It does not refer to history as an
ongoing process, to that gradual conquest that discovers ever
new ways to make potential evidence into formal and eventually
actual evidence.76

In its prover and specific meaning, perspectiviam
results from three factors. Pirst, the historian is_finite; his
information is incomplete; his understanding does not master all
the data withlin bis reach; not all his judgments zre certain.
Were his information complete, his understanding all-couprehen~
sive, his every judgnent certain, then there would be roou
neither for selection nor for verspectivism., Then bistorical
reality would be known in its fixity and ifs unequivocal
structures.

Secondly, the historian selects. The process of

gclecting has its main element in a commonsense, spontansous

development of understanding that can be objectified in iis

results but not in ibts actual ocecurrence. In turn, this process
ig conditioned by the whole earlier process of the historian's
develepment and attainments; and this development is not an
¢ % ) object of complebe information and complete explanation. In
6 | brief, the process of selection is not kel subject to objectified
"

controls either in itsell or in its initisl conditions.

76)  Collingwood, Idea of History, ». 247; Narrou, p. 291.
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Thirdly, we can expect processes of selection and thelr
initial conditions to be variables., For historisns are historieal
beings, immersed in the ongoipg process in whiech s ituations
change and meanings shift and different individuaals respond
each 1in his own uay.

In brief, the historical drocess itmell and, within iE,
the personal development of the historian give rise to a series
of different standpoints. The different standpoints give rise
to different gselective processes. The different selzsctive
processes give rise to different histories that are (1) not
contradictory, (2) not complets information and not complete
explanation, but (3) incomplete and approximate portrayals of
an enormously conplex realitfy.

Is then bhistory not a science but an art? C(Collinguood
has pointed out three differences between historical narrative
and literaxy fiction. The historical marrative regards events
located in space and dated in time; in a novel places and dates
may be and largely are fictitious. Secondly, a2l historical

narratives have to be compatible with one another and tend to

form a single visw. Thirdly, the historical maxrrative at every
@ € stev is justified by evidence; the novel oither nakes no appeanl
to evidence or, if it does, the appeal normally is vart of the
fictien, [

On the other bhand, history differs from natural zciznce,

for its object is in part constituted by meaning and vzlue,

77) Collingwood , Xdea, p. 2)6.
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while the objects of the natural sciences are mot. Again, it
differs from both the natural and the human sciences, for its
results are deseriptions and narratives about partiecular persons,
actions, things, while theixr results aim at being universally
valid. Finalily, while it can be said that history is a science
in the sense that 1t is guided by a method, that that method
yields univocal answers when ident ical questions are put, and
that the regsults of historical investigations are cumulative,
g€ill it has to be acknowrledged that these pronerties of method
are not realized in the same manver in history and in the natural
and the human sciences.

A11 discovery i3 a cunulab iom of insights. But
in the sciences this cumilation is expressed in some vwell-defined
systewm, while in history it is expressed in a deseription and
narrative about particulars. The scientific sysbem can be
checked in endless different manvers , but the desceription and
narrative, while it can come under suspicion in various ways,
is really checked only by repeating the initial investigation.
Scientific advance is constructing a better system, but
historical advance is a ['uller and more penetrating understanding
of more particulars. TFinally, the scientist can aiwm st a full
explanation of all phenowena, becruse his explanations are laws
and structures that can cover countless instances; but the
historian that aimed at 2 full explanation of all history would
need more information than is available and then countless
explanations.

Let us now revert, for =2 monent, to the view of

history commonly entertained at the beginning of this century.
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Frow what has just been said it is Dlain et its error was not
precisely where Xarl Heussi placed it. The past is fixed and
its dntelligible strustures sare unequivocal; bub the past that
is so fixed and uneaulvocal iz the enormomsly complex past that
historians know only incompletely end approiinately. It is
incomplete and avvroximate kuowledre of tlze vast that gives
rise to perspectivism.

Finally., to affirm perspect ivism ie once more to
reject the view that the historian has onkly to narrate all the
factbs and let them sveak for themselves.. 15 i8 once mores %o
deplors the sciscors-and-paste concerntion of history. It is

once more to lament with M.Marrou the havoe wrought by

(s

' But it also

positivist theories of 'selentif ic " nistory.
adds s new moment. It reveals that history speaks not only of
the past bub also of the present, HIstorians go out of fashion
only to be rediscevered. The rediacovery finds them, I any-
thiqi nore out of date than ever. Bub the significance of the
rediscovery lies, not in the past that ihe historian wrote
about, but in the historian'é ovmn sell-revelaticn. Now his
account is prized because it incarns 23 so much of its autlhnrts
mmanity, because it offers a First-rate witness on the

79

historian, his milien, nis times.

7Y  Marrou, Mesnina of History, vo. 10 f., 23, Sk, 138, 161 1.,

231,

79)  Ibid., o, 296.
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6, Horizons

Sir Lewis Nemier has described a historical sense as
"an fntuitive understanding of how things do not havpen.”
He was referring, of course, to the case in which sueh intuitive.
understanding is the fruit of historical study, bubt our present
concern with horizons directs our abtention to the prior under-
standing that the historian derives not from wistorical study
but from other sources.

On this mather Carl Becker dwelt in a psaver read at
Cornell in 1937 and at Princeton in 1938. His toplc was
Bernheim’s rule that a fact can be established by the testi-
mony of ab least two independent witnesses not sell-deceived.
Vhile he woent over each ferm in the.rule, his interest centered
on the cquest ion whether historians considered witnesses to be
self-deceived, not because they were known to be excited or
emobionally involved or of poor memory, but siwmply becauss of
the historian's own view on what was possible and what was
impossible. His ansver was affirmabive, Uhen the historian
is canvinced thet an event is impossible, he will always say
that the witnesses wvere self-deceived, vhether there were just
two or as many as two hundred., In other words, historians
have their vreconceptions, if not about what must have happened,
at least aboubt what could not have hapmened. Such preconceptions

are derived, not from the study of history, but from the ciimate

80) See Sterm, Varieties, p., 375.




of opinion in which the historian lives and from which he
unconsciously acquires certain fixed convictions about the
nature of man and of the world. 0Once such zonviet3ons are
established , it is easier for him to believe that any number
of witnesses are self -decelved than for him %o admit that ths
inpossibl e has .actually occurred.81

This open acknowledgement -- that historiasns have
preconcel ved ddeas and that these ideas modify their writing
of bistory -- is quite in accord, not only with what ve have

already recounted of Becker's views, but alsc with wsat we

ourselves have said about borizons and about meanimg. Each of us

lives in & woxrld mediated by meaning, a wvorld comstracted over
the years by the sun total of ocur consec ious, intentional
activities, Svuch a world is o matter not merely of debails budb
also of basic options. Once such options are taksm and built
upon, they have to be maintained, or else one wust go back,
tear down, reconstruct. So radical a procedure i3 not easily
undertaken; it is nob comfortably performed; it is not auickly

corpleted . I¥ can be comparable to major surgery, and most of

;ﬂ us grasp the knife gingerly and wield it clumsily,

0 How the historian iz engaged in extending his world
mediated by meaning, in enriching it with regard to the human,
the past, the particular., His historical questions, in great

e part, regard matters of detail. But even they can involve

81) Smith, Carl Becker, pp. 89-90.
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questions of principle, issues that set basic options. C(an
miracles happren? If the bistorian ha&as constructed his world
on the view that niracles are impossible, what is he going
to do about witnesses testifying to miracles as mabters of fact?
Obviously, either he has to go back and reconstruct his world
on new lines, or else has to find these witnesses either
incompetent or dishonest or self-deseived. Becker was quife
right in saying that the latter is the easier course. He vas
quite right in saying thabt the numbex of wibtnesses is not ithe
issue. The real point is that the witnesses, wuether few ox many,
can exist in that historian's world only if they arse »ronounced
incompetent or dishonest or at least self-decelved.

More than a quarter of a2 century earlier in his gsgay
on "Detachment and the Writing of History" Becker was fully
avare that whatever detachment historians exhibited, ther wers
not detached from the dowinant ideas of thelir oun age.ﬂa They
knev quite well that no amount of testbimony can establish aboub
the past what is not found in the present.83 Fume's argume ut
did not really prove that no miracles had ever occurred. Its
real thrust was that the historian cannot deal intelligently witgl
the past when the past is veruitied to be unintelligible to him. !

Mirscles are excludad because they ere contrary to the laws of

82) Becker, Detachment and the Writine of Historwy, p. 25.

83) Ibid., p. 12,

&) Ibid., o. 13.




nature that in his generation are regarded as o3 tabliched; bub

if scientists cowme to find a place for them in experience, there

will be historians to restors thewm ko history.a

What holds for guestions of fact, alse holds for ques-
tions of Interpretation. Religion remains In the twentieth
century, but if no longer explaina medieval asceticisn. Se
monasteries are associsted less with the salvation of souls
and more with sheliering travellers and reciaiming marsh land.
St. Simeon Stylities 1s not a physical imvessiblility; he can
fit, along with one-eyed monsters ard knights~errant, into a
child's world; bub his motives 1ie ocutside current adult
experience and so, most conveniently, they are pronounced
pathologica1.86

Becker's contention that historisns operate in the
light of preconceived ideas implies & rejection of the
Enlighterment and Romantic ideal ¢of presuppositionless histur};'.a7
That ideal, of course, has the advamtage of exeluding frow the
start all the orrors that the histoxian has picked up from his
parents and teschers and, as well, a1l that he has generated
by bis own lack of attention, his obbuseness, hia poor judgments,

But the fact remains thal, while wathemat icians, scientists,

and philosophers all operate on presupposibtions that they can

85) Ibid., p. 13 .
86)  Ibid., p. 22 f.

87) Cl' . Gademer, Wahrneit, vp, 256 £Ff,
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explicitly acknowledge, the bistorian operates in the light

of his whole versonal development, and that development does not
adnit complete and explicit fowmnulabtion and acknowledgement.aa
To say that the historian should overate without presuppositions
ia to assert Yh % the principle of the empty head, to urge that

the historian should be uneducated, to claim that he should be

exempbed from the process variously named soclalization and

89

acculturation, to strip him of historicity. For the historian’'s

presunpositions are not just his bub also the living on in him
of develovments that human soclety aund culiure have slovly

90
aac unulated over the centuriss.

It was Newman who remarked, a proovos of Descartes’
mebhodic doubt, that it would be better to believe everything
than to doubt everything. For uwniversel doubb leaves one with
no basis for advance, while universal heliefl may contain some
truth that in time may gradually drive out the errcrs. In
somewhat similar vein, I think, we rmust te content te allow
historians to be educated, socialized, acculfurated, historical
beings, even though this will iwvolwve them in some error. e
must allow them to write Thelr histories in the light of all

they happen to know or think they know and of all they

unconsciously take for granted: they cannct do otherwise

88) See Insigh:t, p. 175.

89) See P. Berger and T. Luckwane, The Social fenstrustion

of Realitv, Garden City, N.Y. {Doubleday) 1966,

90) Gadamer, Habrheit, p. 261.
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and a plural ist soclety lets them do whét they can. But we need
not proclain that they are writing presuppositionsless history,
whén that is scmething no one can do. e have to recognize
that the adrission of history written in the light of ore-
conceived ideas may result in diflerent notions of history,
dif'ferent methods of historical investigation, incompetible
stendpoints, and irreconcilable h]‘.stories.91 vinall:r, we

have to seek mathods that will bely historians frow the start
to avoid iucohersat assunpbtions and procsdures, and we have to
develop furthex mebthods that will sexrve to iron out diflserences
once incompatible histcries have been written.

But the mere ac¥nowledgement of these needs is zll
that can be achieved in the present section. To meet thenm
perrtains, not to the functional specialtyuk}stor*, but to the
later smecialbies, dialectic and foundations. For any notable
change of horlizon is done, not on the basis of that torizon,
but by envisaging a quite diflferent and, at first sight,

incomprehens ible alternative and then undergoing a convers ion,

7. Heurist ie Struebures

Hes the historian philosorhic commitments? Does he
enploy analogies, use 1deal types, Fcollow some theory of history?
Does he exyiain, investizate causes, determine lews? Is he

dewobed to ceecilal and cultural goals, subject to blas, deteached

n contrast, perspectivism (as we underziand the ternm
1 I ntrast, persoschivigm ( d Land the t )

aczounts forr different but not for inconmpatible histories.

S TER e e
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from blag? Is history value-free, or is it concerned with

values? Do historians know or do they believe?

Such questions are asked. They not merely regard the
historian's notion of history but also have a bearing on his
practice of historical investigation and historical wrriting.

Different answers, accordingly, would modify this ox that
2

heuristic structure, that is, this or that elemen® in his-
torical method.

First, then, the historian need not concern himself”
at all with philosophy in a common but excessively genersl sens ¢
that denotes thel contents of all books and sourses purporting
to be philosophic. Through that labyrinth there is no reasin
why a historian should try to find his way.

There is, hovever, a very real connection between Thes

t

bistorian and philosophy, vwhen "philosoohy" is understood in

an extremely restricted sence, namely, the set of read con-

ditions of the possibility of historical inguiry. Those resld

conditions are the humen racs, remains and traces from its pasis,
ﬂ the community of historians with thelr traditions and instrumenis ,

their consclous and intentional operations especially in so far

as they occur in historical investigation. It is to be noted
1 that the relevant conditions are conditions of poss ibility and
nobt the far larger and quite determinate set that in each
® ._

9R?) 0n heuristic sbructures, see Insight, Index s .v. Heurisiie,

Nobe that heuristic has the sams root as Eureka,
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instance condi tion historiecal investigation.

In briel, then, history is related to philosophy, as
bistorical mebhod is related to transcendental method or, again,
as theological method is related to transcendental method.

The historian my or may net know of this reletionshin. If hs
does, that is all to the gond. If nhe does nobt, then, he still
gan be an excell ent historian, just as M. Jourdain might speak é?'
exnellent Frrennch without knowing that his talk was prose. But
while he can be an excellent historian, 1t is not likely that

he will be able to svpeak about ith2 preoper nrocedures in his- i

torical investigation without falling into the trans that in

this chapter- v7e have been illustrating.

Seocond 1y, it 1s mlain that the historian has to employ
something like analogy when he proceeds from the present to the
vasti, The Grouble is that the term covers quite different
procecdures ron the extremely reliable to the fallacious.
Distinctions acc ordingly wust be drawn.

In general, the present and the past are said to bhe

ﬁﬂa anelogonas whnera they are partly similar and wertly dissimilar.

preseni, eicernt inso far as there is evidence of dissimilarity.

/ Again, in general, the past is to be assumed similar to the
| 2

Finally, 10 so [ar as evidence is produced for dissimilarity,
the historian Is talking history; but in s¢ far as he asseris
() that there ruz=t be similarity or that there cannot be dis-
similarity, then he 1l& drawing upon the c¢limate of copinion
in whicth ke lives or else he is representing some philosophic

position,
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Next, it is not to be maszumed thet the present 1is
known completely and in 1ts entirefiy. On the contréry, we have
been arguing all along that the rounded view o a histerical
veriod {s te be expected not frem contemnporaries but from his-

n
i

torians, UMoreover, while the historian has to construet his
analogies in the first instance by dérawing on his knowledge

of the present, still he can learn history in this fashion and
then construct further history onm the goaleoxy oi the known past.

Farther, nacure is uniform, bub social arrangementis

and cultural internretations are subject to change. There

i

exist at the present btime exiremely different societiez and
cultures., There i3 available evidernce for 3till more differences
to be brought o light by historical mnethods., Ons hears at times
that the psst has to conform to Dresent experience, but on

that opinion Collingwood commented cuite tartly. The ancient
Greeks and Romans controlled the size of their populaticas by
exposing new-born infants. The fact is not rendered doubtful
because it lies outside the current exverience of the econ-

93

tributors to the Clambrides Ancient Eistory,

Apain, while the vossibility and the ocreurrence of
miracles are voplcs, not for the methodologist, but for the
theologian, I may rewmark thai the uniformity of nature is con-
ceived differently at diflferent times, In the nineteenth
century natural laws were thought Vo express necessity, and

Leplace's view on the possibility in theory of deducing the

931}  Collingwood, Jdea of History, p. 2L0.
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whole course of events from some given stage of the process
was baken seriously. Now laws of the classical type are con-
sidered not necesszary bubt just verified possibilities; they are
general ized on the principle that similars are similarly under-
stood ; they are a basis for prediction or deduction, not bty
themselves, but only when combined into schemes of recurrence;
such schemes function coneretely, not =bsolutely, bub only

if other things are eaual; and whether other things are equal,

» L] ) I-‘l' L] L) L]
is a matter of statistical frequ6001es.9' Evidently the scientifie

cass concerning miracles has weakened,

Finally, while each hislorisn has to work on the
snalogy of what he unows of the nresent and has learnt oI the
past, still the dlalectical confrontation of contradictory
histories needs a basis that is generally accessible. The basis
ve would offer would he transcendental method extended into
the methods of theology and history vy constructs derived Lrom
transcendental method it=elfl. In other words, it would be the
sort of thing we have been working out in thesze chapters. Ho
doubt, those with different philosorhic woesitions would vropose
al ternatives., But such alternatives would only serve %o
elarify further the dialectic of diverging research, inter-

pretation, and history.

9 ) For this notion of science, See Insight, chapters two,
20S1g 0t

three and four,
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Thirdly, do historians use ideal-types? I may note
at once that the notion and use of the ideal-type commonly are :!
associated with the name of the Gorman sociologist, Max Veber,
but they have been discussed in a strictly historical context,
among others, by . Marrou.

The ideal-type, then, is not a description of realitzw
or a nypothesis about reality. It iz a theoretical construct In

which possible events are intelligibly related to constitute

an internally coberent system. Its utility is both heuristic
and exmos itory, that is, it cian be useful inasmuch as it
suggests and helps formulate byrotheses and, again, when a
conerete situation approximates to the theoret ical constuct,
it can guide an analysis of the situation and »rowcte a clear
95

understanding of it.

M. MHarrou took Fustel de Coulanges' 1a ¢cité antigue

28 an ideal type, The cily state is conceived =25 a confederation
of the great patriarchal fanilies, assembled in phratries and

then in tribes, consolidated by cults regarding ancestors cr

-Fﬁ§ heroes and vractised around a comuon center. Tow such a
;% structure is based, not by selecting what is corien to 21l
a_ﬁ instances of the ancient c¢ity, not by taking what is common
4
f to moet instances, but by concentrating on the most favorable
instances, namely, those offerinz more intelligibility and
e exvlangtory nower. The use of such an ideal-tyve is bwofold.

95) Max VWeber, The Methodolozy of the Social Sciences,

New York (Free Press) 19419, pp. B¢ ff.




In so far as the historieal situation satisfies the conditions

of the ideasl.tyve, the situztion is illuminated. In so far as

the historical siftuation does not satisfy the conditioms of the

ideal.type, 1t brings o 1light precise differences that other-

wise would go unnoticed, and 1t setis quasiions that otherwise
96

might not be asked,

M. Marrou avhroves the use of ideal-types in historical
investigation, but he issues two warnings. Pirst, they are
jﬁgf theoretical construcks: one must resist the temmbation
of the enthusiast that mistzkes them for descrivtions of
reality; even when they do hit off waiu features of a his-
torical reality, one must not easily be conbent with then,
gloss over inadeguacies, reduce history to what essentially is
an zbstiract scheme. 3econdly, there is the difficulty of
working oub apnrcepriste idez=l-types: the richer and the more
I1Tuninating the construct, the zreater the difficulty of

applying it; the thinner and Looser the construct, the less
is it able to contribute nmuch to history.QT
Finally, T would lilke %o suggest that Arnold Toynbes’s

Study of History might be rezarded az a source-book of ideal-types.
X ! g : J

Toynbeos himsell has granted that bis work was not quite as
empirical as he once thought ii. At the same time so resolute

» 4 - 98 A X ] - - L3
a critic as Pieter Geyl has found the work immersely stinmuiabing

96 Marrou, Meaning or Historr, po. 1867 If.
o3 -

97) Ibid., pv. 170 7.

98) See his critvicisms in bis Debates with Historians.
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eénd has confessed that asuch daring and imaginative spirits as
Toyubee have an essential function to fulf‘i].l.99 That function
is; I suggest, to provide the materials froh which carefully
formulated ideal-tzpes wmight be deriwed.

Fourthly, doss the bistorian follow some theory of
history? By a theory of history I do not mean the application
to history of a theory established scientifieally, philosophically,
or theologically. 3Such thecries have their prover mode of
validation; they are to be judged on their own merits; they
broadep the historian’s %nouwledze and make his apprehenzions
more precise; they do not constitute historieal knowledms but
facilitate its development.

By a theory of bhistory I understand a theory that
goes beyond its scientific, philosophic, or theologiceal basis
to make statements about the actual course of human events.
Sueh theories are set forth, for instarnce, by Bruce Hazlish
in his discussion of the great speculabors from Vico to Freud.100
They have to be criticized in the light of their scientifie,

philosophic, or theological basis. In so far as they survive

i such eriticism, they possess the utiltity of grand-scale

@ :'u!.eal-~1;ypes,101 and may be employed under the precautions
)
; 99} P. Gardiner, Theories of Historrs, n. 319.

100) In bis The Riddle of Kistory, ¥ew York (Harper & Row) 1966.

101) See B. Mazlish, ov.cit., p. lh?
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already indicated for the use of ideal-bypes. But they nsver
grasp the full compleoxity of bistorical reality, and conseauvently
they tend te throw in high relief certain asvects and connscbtions
and to disrezard others thatl may be of egual or gréater

inportance. In M. Harrou's phrase "

.. the mogt ingenious
hypothesis ... underlines in red pencil certain lines lost in
a dlagram whose thousand curves cross omne another in svery
direction." 192 General hypotheses, though ther have their

",.. big anti-comorehension machines." 103

uses, easily become
Fifthly, does the historian exrlain? On the Geraan

distinction between gxggéggg and ver:tehen, natural scientists

explain but historians only understand., However, this dis-

Cincetion is somewhat artificial., Bolh =cientists and historians

understand; both communicabe the intelligibility that they grasp.

The difference lies in the kind of intelligibility prasped azod in

the manner in which it develons. Scientific intelligibility

aims ab being an internally coherent systew or structure valid

in any of a =necified sebt or series of instances. It is

expressed in a technical vocadulary, constantly uestaed tr

confronting its every implication with data, and adjusted o

supsersedad when it fails to meet the tests. In contrasi,

historical intellizibility is like the intelligibility reached

by common sensa. It is the content of a habitual accumulation

of insights that, by thenselves, are fncomplete; they are never

applied in any situation without the pause that grasps how

102) Marrou, Meaning of Histcry, p. 200,

103) Ibid., p. 201,
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relevant they are and, il need be, adds a few more insights
derived from the situation in hand. Such commonsensse under-
standing is like a many purpose adjustable tool, where the
numbar of purnoses is ecormous, end the adjustaent is based on
the precise task in hand, Hence, common sense thinks and
apeaks, proposes and acts, with respect, not to the general,
but to the particular and concrete, Its genseralities are nob
principles, relavant to every possible instance, but proverbs
saying what may be useful to bear in wind, and commonly rounded
out by a contrﬁdictory riece of advice. Look bdeflore you leap!
He who hesitates is lost! 104

Historical explanation is a sonhisticated extension of
commonsense understanding., Its aim is an intelligent recon-
struction of the past, not in its roubtines, but ln eachh of its
departures from the previous routine, in the interlocked
consecuences of each departure, in the unfolding of a »rocess
that theoretically might but in 21l probability never will be
repeated.

Sixthly, does the historian investigate causes and
determine laws? The bhistorian does not defermine laws, for the
determinat ion of laws is the work of the natural o human
geientist., Agein, the historian does not investigate causes,

"eause" is taken in a technical sense developed through

waere
the advance of the sciences. However, if "cause" is under-

stood in the ordinary language meaning of "Recause", then the

10L)  See Insight, pp. 173-181.
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historian does Investigate causes; for ordinary language is
just the language of common sense, and historical explanaticn
ls the expression of the comronsense type of develeping under-
standing. Finally, the problems c¢oncerning historical explanation
that cuverently are discussed seem to arise from a failure to
grasp the differences between scientiflic and commonsense develop-
ments of human iqtelligence.1
Seventhhly, is the historian devoted to social and
cultural goels, igs he subject tec bias, is he detached from bias?
Toe historian may well be devoted to social and eul-
tural goals, but in so far as he is practising the funetional
specialty, bistory, his devotion 1s not proximate but renote.
His immediate vurpose is to settle what was going forward in
the past. If he does his job proverly, he will suoply the
materials which may be employed for promoting social and
cultural goals. But he is not likely to do hisz Jjob proverly,
if in performing his tasks he is influenced not only by their
immanent exigences hut also by ulterior motives and purcoses.
Accordingly, we are sebting up = distinetion,
parallel in some fashion fto Max Weber's distinction betueen
social scierce and social poliey. ° Social science is an

empirical discipline organizing the evidence on group behavior.

105}  Mathematical and seientific growth in insight is treated
in Incieht, chapters one to five; common sense growth in chap-
ters six and seven.

106)  ifax Weber, Methodoloay of the Social Sciences, pn, 51 f£f.
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It has to be pursued in the first instance for its own saks.
Only when it has reachad its proper term, can it uséfully be
embloyed in the construction of effeckive policies for the
attainment of social ends. In somewhat similar fashion our tw
Phases of theolozy keevp apart our encounter with the religious
a3t and, on the other hand, sur action in the vresent on the
future,

Next, all men are subject to bias, for a bias is a
block or distortion of intellectual develooment, and such blo<cks
or distortions occur in Tfour vrincipsl manners. There is the
bias ol unconsc¢lous motivation brought to ligni by depth
psychology. There 1s the bias of individual egoism, and the
more nowerful and blinder bilas of group egoism. Finally, thexe
is the genersal bias of comnon sense, which is a specializacvion
of intelligence in the particular and conereie, buit usuelly
considers itsell owmnicompetent. 0u all of these I bave expanded

107
elsevhere, anc I may not reveat mysell here.

Further, the bhistorian should be detached from all
bias. Indeed, he has greater need of such detachment than the
scientist, for scientific work is adeguately cbjectified and
publicly conirollad, but the hiztorian®s discoverles accumulate
in the manner of the development of cormon sense, and the only
adequate positive conlrel is to have smother historian go osver
the same eviderce.

Just how ons conceives the schievement of suech debach—-

ment derends on one's theory of krowledge and of morsls. Our

107}  Insighi, pn. 191-206; pp. 218-2h,
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formula is a continuous and ever more exacting application of
the transcendental precepts, Bs attentive, Be 1ntelligent, Be
reasonable, Be responsible. However, nineteenth-century
enpiricists conceived objectivity as a matter of seeing all
that 's there to be seen and seolng nothing that's not there.
Accord ingly, they demanded of the historian & pure receptivity
that admitted imoresssions from phemnomena but excluded any
subjective activity, This i1s the view that Becker was attacking
in his "Detactment and the Writing of History" and again in his
"What are Historical Facts?" 1% Later in life, when he had sesn
relativism at work in its ecrudect forms, he abtacked it and
insisted on the pursuit of truth as the primary value.109 But,
ags 1 have noted already, Becker did nol work oui a comnlete
theory.

Eighthly, is bhistory value-free? History, as a
functional specialty, is wvalue-free iv the sense already out-
lined: 1t is not directly concered to promote social and
ceultural goals. It pertains to the first phase of theology
vhich aims ab an encounter with the past; the more adequate
that enmcounter, the more {ruitriul it can prove to be; but one

is nol pursuing a specialty, when one attempts to do it 3nd

something quite different at the same tiwme. Furbther, social

and cultural goals are incernated values; they are subject to
the distortions of hias; and so concern for social and cultural
goals can eXercise uot only a disturbing bubt even a distorting

influence on historical invest igation.

108}  Becker, Dstachment, pn. 3-28; op. L1-6l.

109) Smith, €arl Beecker, ». M7,

D
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Further, history is value-free in the further sense
that 1t is a functional specislty that alms at settling matters
of fact by apvealing to empirical evidence. ¥Yow value-judgments
nelther settle matters of fact nor constitute empirical evidence,
In that respect, then, history cnice more is value-lrse.

Finally, history is not wvelue-free in the sense that
the historian refrains from all wvalue-judgments. For the
functional specialties, while they concentrate on the end
proper to one of the four levels of conscicus and intentional
activity, none the less are the achievement of operations on
all four levels. The historian ascertains matters of fasct,
not by iznoring data, by failing fo understand, by onitting
judgnent s of value, but by doing 21l of these for the purpose
of sotiling matters of fact. 'O

In fact, the bhistorian's value-judgments are precisely
the means that make his work a selection of things that are
worth knowing, that, in Meinecke's phrase, enables history
to be "the content, the wisdom, and the signposts of our
lives.'" " Nor is this influence of value-judgments an intru-
sion of subjectivity. There are true and there are false
value- judgments. The Tormer are objective in the sense that
they result from a moral self-transcendence. The latter are
subjective in the sense that they represent a failure to effect
moral self-transcendence. False value-judgments are an
intrusion of subjectivity. True value-judgnents are the

achievenent of a moral objectivity, of an objectivity that,

—

110) Sec Meineckes's essay in Stern, Varieties, pp. 267-288.

111)  Ibid., p. 272.
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so far [rom being opposed to the objectivity of ftrue judgments
of fact, presupposes them and completes them by adding to mere
cognitional self-transcendence a moral self-transcendence,

However, if the hisTor=ian makes value- judgments, astill
that is not his specialty., The task of pvassing judzments on
the values and disvalues offered us by the past pertains to
the further specialties of dialectic and foundations.

Finally, do historians believe? They do not helieve
in the senso that critical history is not a compilation »f
testimon fes regarded as credible. 3ut they believe in the
sense fhat fthey canmnot experig%pt Wwitn the rast as natural

scientists ¢an experiment on natural objects. They believe

in the s ense that they cannot have before their eves the
_ vy

realitile s of which they spezk. They believe in the sense
that they depend on one another's critically evalvated work
and participate in an ongoing collaboration for the advance

of knovledge.

8. Seience and Scholarship

I wish to provose a convention. Lebt the term, science,
be reserved for knowledge that 15 contzined in principles and
Laws and either is verified universelly or else is revised.

Let the term, scholarchip, ve emvloyed to denote the learning
that consists 1In a commonsense grasp of the commonsense thought,
speech, action of distent pleces and/or times. Men of letters,
linguists, excgetes, bistorians gensrally would be nawed, not

scient ists, bubt scholars. It would be understoocd, however,
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that & wman might be bollh & scientist and scholar. He might
apPly conSenporary sg¢ iernice to an understanding of ancient
histeory, or he might draw on historical knowl edge bo

enrich contemuorary theory.
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