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Chapter Nine

HISTORY AND HISTORIANS

Normally historians are content to write history without

ralsing any questlons about the* nature of historical knowledge.
reached by
Nor is this surprising. For historlcal Xnowledge 15»Ptmpﬁy
an adaptation of the every-day procedures of human understanding
and, while the adaptatlon itself has to be learnt, the underlylng
procedures are too intimate, too spontanecus, too elusive to be
objectified and described without a protractbed and, indeed,
highly speclalized effort, Sc even a great innovator, such asg
explalned

Leopold von Ranke,’rﬂi&maupiuam that his practice arose by a

sort of necesslty, in its own way, and not from an attempt to
his ploneering predecessor, Barthold Nlebuhr.

Imitate the practice of -cliitemel "sueimirpbonos

At times, however, hlstoriane are impelled to do more

ettt T
ey

than Just sde write hlstory. They may be teaching 1t. They
mayzggéﬂ obliged to defend thelr practlce agalnst encroaching
error, They may be led to state in part or in whole Just what
they are dolng when doing history., Then, whether they wish it
or not, they are uslng some more or less adequate or inadequate
oo, cognitional theory, and easlly they become 1nvolved in
some philosophic undertow that they cannot quite master.
;ph&s~d&alectte'can he hdghly. - laamrnctlvevpromiéodq*

oumqé “that- one-te~endeavoring to '‘understand and not - Justia

oglclan testing the-elarity of terms, the coherence of stabememds,
the rigor of 1nferences. For one 1s not t9.expect mmmmy tie'
historian to bea cognitional”ttmorisff’/

B
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instructive provided, of course,

This dlalectlc can be highly instrorvtiva—providei—of reurve
that =8 one 18 not a mere losician§ testing the clarlty of terms,

the coherence of statements, the rigor of inferences. For what
the hlstorlan has to offer is not a coherent cognitional theory
but an awareness of the nature of hls craft and an ablility to
descrlbe 1t in the concrete and lively fashlon that only a

practitlioner can manage.

1. Three Handbooks

Handbooks on the method of hlstory have gone out of fashlon.
But in the latter part of the nineteenth cent ry they were common
and 1nfluentlal. I shall select three that represent different
tendencles, and I shall compare them on a slngle but, I believe,
slgnificant lassue, namely, the relationship bvetween historical

facts and their intelliglble interconnectlons, thelr Zusammenhang.

For twenty-flve years Johann Gustav Droysen (1808 - 1884)
constantly revised hls lectures on the encyclopedia and methodology

of history. As well, he composed a Grundrlss der Historlik which

appeared as Manuskriptdruck in 1858 and 1862 ard in full-fledged

editions 1in 1868, 1875, 1882. Interest in his work contlnues,
combﬁining both

for an editioakuc the 1882 version of the lectures and dP the

Grundriss with all its variaq!ps reached & fourth printing 1n 1960,
Droysen divided the historian's task inte four parts.

flourlstiec uncovered the relevant remalns, monumente, accounts.

Criticism evaluated thelr reliabllity. QEEEEEEEEELLQn_brought

to light the realitles of history in the fulness of thelr conditions

and the procese of thelr emergence. fgggentatxgg, finally, made

L s el

an account of the past a real Influence in the present on the

5
futuigf.
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Now in ane Amportant respect Droysen's dlvision differed
from that of his predecessors and hls contemporaries. He limilted
crlticlsm to ascertalning the rellability of sources. They
extended 1t to determlnlng the occurrence of the facts of history.
Their position, Droysen felt, was due to mere inertla. Their
model for historical crlticiamﬁgﬁg been the textual criticlsm of
the philq&logiats. But textual eriticism is one thing and
historical criticism 1s another. The textual critic seeest
ascertains objective facts, namely, the original state of the
text, But the facts of hlstory axe resemble, not a text, but
the meaning of a text. They are like battles, counclils, rebellions.
They are complex unities that result from manifold actions and
interactions of individuala., They extend over epace and over tine.
They cannot be singled out and observed in some single act of
perception, They have to be put together by assembling a L
manifold of particular events into a single interpretative unity.

For Droysen, then, the hilstorlan does not flrst determlne
the facts and then discover thelr intercomnections. On the
contrary, facts and lnterconnections form a single plece,

a garment without seam. Together they constlitute hlatorleal
reality in the fulness of 1ts conditions and the process of 1its

emergence. They are discovered In an Interpretative process

gulded by the waﬂchword, forschend verstehen, advance through

research to understanding. The research was dlrected to four
mpe-tgry BEUNCA Ty BEEOTATY, to-the condit long, that. form-the
the

otita Bt "of the avents and 86 revesl them ag -dstermined=

ow*i;"ﬁé#—cmmurﬂmwmmwpamu‘f -
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areag; first, to the course of events, =say, in a military
campalgn; secondly, to the conditions forming the context

of the events; thirdlyEKthe charecter of the participants;

and, fourthly, to the purposes and ldeas that were being
realized. 8o hlstorical Interpretation moves towards historical
reallty, grasping the serles of events, first 1in their inner
connections, next in thelr dependence on the sltuation, thlrdly
1n the light of the character or psychology of the agents,

and £lnally as & reallzatlon of purposes and ldeas. Only
through thls fourfold grasp of meaning and elgnificance do the
events stand revealed in thelr proper reallty.

Droysen did not prevall. In Ernst Bernheim's monumental

Lehrbuch der hlstorlschen Methode und der Geschichtesphllosophie

there may be dlscerned a similar fourfold divislon of the
hiatorialzt's task, But now critlclsm 1s divided into fmmmm
outer and inner. Outer criticism determines whether single
sources are rellable historlical witnesses. Inner criticlsm
hag to ssttle the factuallity of the events wltnessed by
geveral sources taken together?JSo it would seem that the
historicel facts are settled, before there begins the work
of interpretation, which Bernhelm names the Auffassung

and deflnes as the determination of the interconnections

(Zusammenhang) of the eventsj

It remaelins, however, that if Bernhelm assigned to inner
criticism the determination of events, still he did not consider
this determination to be independent of the way in which historlans
apprehended s lnterconnections. On the contrary, he taught
explicitly that the determinatlon of events and the ap;meheqifion
of their lnterconnectlons are lnterdepaendent and inseparable.

He even added that, without an objectlve apprehension of inter-
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connections, one cannot even ascertain in proper fashion the

\%
sources relevant to one's inguiry.

St111 further removed from Droysen's position is the

Introduction aux études historiques composed by C. langlois

and C., Se%ignobOB and published 1pn Paris in 189?&:L3Th13 nanual
is divided into three parts gfsor books, Book I deals with
preliminary studlea. Book II deals with analytical operations.
Book III deals wilth synthetic operatlons. The analytical
operations divide into t#& external and internal critlicism.
External criticism ylelds critical editions of texts, ascertains
thelr authors, and classifies historical sources. Internal
eritlcism proceeds by the analogles of general paychology to
reproduce the successive mental atates of the document's author.
It determines (1) what he meant, (2) whether he believed what
he sald, and (3) whether his belief was justified.

This last step was consldered to bring the document to the
polnt where 1t resembled the data of the "objective™ aclences.
Thereby 1t became the eouivalsnt of an observatlon, and 1t was

utilized

to bse &ﬁvﬂhln the same manner as were the obaservations of

natural sclentists. But 1ln the natural eclences facts are

/hsaerted, not as the result of single observations, but only

when corroborated by several imdependent observatlons.

ol Lanslthat. i story. wbbh  He-inperfocte-nodes-of AcTutring

Informetivbn has less right than any oihser. science to™ 3141

it imperfect modea of acquiring information must bs s:/)e
'ofit all the mone rigorously. So therse fol&ﬁf; the cesgity
nt*&eaﬁ&mentew—ﬁhﬁtweerrob’paﬁemememannihar.

o 3
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30 far from belng exempt from this principle, history with 1lts
imperfect sources of Information must be subjected to it all the
more rigorously. There followed the necessity of independent and
mutually supporting testimonles for the determination of
historical facts.l

The implications of such analyels were not overlooked.
For 1t removed the facts from thelr origlnal context, lsclated
them from one another, redﬁ‘ced them as 1t were to a powder.\b
Accordinglyf:;nalytical op;:;tions of Book II had to be
complemented by the synthetic operatlons of Book III, These
weré described under such rubrics as classifylng, ouestion and
answer, analogy, grouping, inference, working out general forrulas.
But all of these risked sl numerous aberrations, agaln st
whieh warnings were sounded continuocusly. Indeed, so many were
the pltfalls that M. langlols hlmself in later life, 1nstead of
wrlting history, was content to reproduce selected documenta.‘T

With Langlols and Sei‘gnobﬁp, then, there emer‘ges a

- -
clear-cut distinctlon and separation between the determination
of historlical facts and the determination of thelr intercomnectlona.
This distinctlon and separation has its ground, it would seem,
in notlone of natural sclence current in nineteenth-century
positivist and emplrlelst clrcles. But in those very clrclss
there was bognd to arise the further question. Why add to the
no

facta? Mustbany additlon that is not obvious to everyone

be merely subjective? Why not let the facts speak for themselwes?
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2. Data and Facts

At thils point it may he well to insert a clarificatlon,
for data are one thing, and facts are another.

There are the data of sense and the data of consclousness.
Common to both 1g that they are or may be given. They may or
may not be attended to, lnvestigated, understood, concelved,
invoked as evidence in judgement. If they are not, then they

investigated,
are merely given. But 1n so far as they are'\then they are not
merely given but also entering into combinatlon with other components
in human cognitional activity.

In contrast, historlcal facts are known events. The events
that are known pertaln to the historian's past., The knowledge of
the events 1s in the hiatorian:s present. Moreover, thls
knowledge is human knowledge. It 1ls not some single activity but
& compound of activities that occur on three\ty different levels.

80 a hlstorieal fact wlll have the concreteneas of an object of
external or internal experience. It willl have the preclsion

of an object of understanding and conception. It wlll have

the stubbormness of what has been grasped as (approximating the)
virtually unconditioned and so as something (probably) independent
of the knowlng subject.‘q

Now as an investigation proceeds, insights accunulate and
oversights diminish. This on}golng process, while it does not
affect data inasmuch as thsy\;re or may be glven, does affect
enormous ly égg data lnasmuch as they are sought out, attended to,
combined now this wga way and now that in ever larger and more
complex structures. On the other hand, it la only as the structures

take definlte shape, as the process of asking further questlons

begins to dry up, that there commence to emerge the facts.
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For the facts emerge, not before the data are understood, but only
after they have been % understood satisfactorily and igms.
thovoughlky. N

-

There 1s a further complicatlon in critical hlstory, for
there there occur two distinct, though interdependent, processes
from data to facts. In a first procesa, the data are here and
novw perceptible monuments, remalns, accounts; from them one
endeavors to ascertaln the genesls and evaluate the reliabllity
of the information they convey; the facts at which thls first
process terminates are a serles of statements obtained from the
L_sources end marked with an lndex of greater or less rellabllity.
In g0 far as they are rellable, they yleld informatlon about the
past. But the information they yleld 1s, as a general ruls,
not historical knowledge but historical experlence. It regards
the fragments, the blts andi} pleces, that have caught the
attentlon of diarista, letter-writers, chronlclers, newsmen,
commentators, It is not the rounded view of what was going forward
at a given time and place for, in general, contemporarles have
not at their disposal the means necessary for forming such a
rounded view. It follows that the facts ascertalned in the
critical process are, not historical factas, but just data for
the dlscovery of hlstorical facts, The critical process has
to be followed by an Interpretative procees, ln which the
historian pleces together the fragments of information that
he has gathered and critically &b evaluated. Only when thls
interpretative process of reconstruction is termlnated do there

emerge what may properly be called the historleal facts.
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e Three Hlstorlans

In a celebrated address, read twilce before learned socletles
in 1926 but published only posthumously, Carl Becker recalled
that he had been told by an eminent and honored historian that
& historian had nothing to do but "present all the facts and let
them speak for themselves." He then proceeded to repeat
what he had been teaching for twenty years "that this mnotion
1s preposterous; first, because 1t is impossible to present
81l the facts; and second, because even 1f you could present
all the facts the mlserable things wouldn‘gzgnything,'would
just say nothing at all.,"
Becker was not content to attack what he consldered one
of the fondest 1lluslons of nineteenth-century historlans,
3ixteen years previously, 1in an article in the At.la_.ntictmmy
Monthly for October 1910, he had described with considerable skill
the process that has to occur 1f the card cases, contalning
the results of hiatorical criticlism, are to lead the historian
to an apprehension of the historical course of events. X
"As he goes over his cards, some aspects of the reality
recorded there interest him more, others less; some are retained,
others forgotten; some have power to start a ne train of
thought; some appear to be causally connected; some loglcally
connected; some are without perceptible connection of any sort.
And the mae reason is simple; % some facte strike the mind
as Ilnteresting or suggestive, have a meaning of some sort, lead
to some desirable end, bec%se they assoclate themselves wlth
1deas already in the mind; they fit in somehow to the ordered
experience of the historlian. Thils original synthesls -— not
to be confused with the maklng of a book for the printer,

S S A,
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a very dlfferent matter -~ 1s only half Jdeliberate. It
is accomplished almost automatlcally. The mind wlll select
and sd discriminate from the very beginning. It 1s the

whole “ﬁnmluu-bubnt 'appercelving mass? that doeaL the business,

e

selzing upon thils or that new lmpression and building 1t up
into 1te own growlng content. As new facts are taken in, the
0ld ideas and concepts, it is true, are modified, distinguiilend,
destroyed even; but the modified ideas become new centers of
attraction. And so the process ls continued, for years it
may be. The final synthesis 1s doubtless conposed of facts
unlaue, causally connected, reveallng unigue change; but the
unique fact, selected because of its lmportance, was in every
case selected because of 1tg importance for some ildea already
Sn 24 T in possession of the rield.l}'
I have quoted thls rather 1bng passage because in it a historlan
raveals the actlvities that occur subsequently to the tasks
of historical criticism and prior to the work of historlcal
composition. It canaot be clalmed that Becker was a Buccessful
ﬁéi cognitional theorlst: there camnot be assembled from hias writings %
o an exact and coherent theory of the genesls of historlical knowledge.

None the less, he was not a man t6 be taken in by current
sufficlently:

clichés, and he wagﬂfuﬁﬂtefﬁuﬁir alert and artlculapte to have
\.

written a happy description of what wecowieeidy I would call

the gradua;i accumulation of insights, each wSitxag
complement Ing or qualifying or correcting those that went before,
until =~ perhaps years later -- the stream of further questlons
has dried up and the hiatoriania information on past historlcal

experlence has Deen promoted to historlesl knowledge.
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The issues that concerned Carl Becker in the Unlted Stateai
8lsgo concerned R. G. Collingwood in England. Both inslsted on {
the constructive activitles of the historian. Both attacked
what above ‘ I named the principle of the empty head. But the
epltome of the positlon Becker attacked was the vlew that the
historian } had merely to present all the facts and then let them
speak for themselves. Collingwood attacke the same poslilon
under the name of "aclssora-:énd-paste history.™ It 1s & naive
view of history in terms of memory, testimony, credibllity£l4
It gathers statements from sources, decldes whether they are to
be regarded as true or false, pastes true statements in & scrap-book
later to be worked up into a nar;gtive, while it conslgns false
statements to the waste-baaket;l It was the type of history alone
known in the ancilent world and ln the middle agea:LbIt has
besn-on the wane elnce-the days of Vico. -It. has not- yet-totally

ddeappeared;- Bt ATy hlatory wilitentodsy on sich-jrinciples-

. 1
. been on the wane since the days of Vico.v'While Collingwood

has
wonld not venture to say that lth?i.totally dlsappeared, he

does assert that any history wrltten today on such prinelples
19
There has been, then, a Copernican revolution in the

study of history inasmuch as history has become both critlcal

Al 30
and conhﬁyctive. This process 1s ascribed to the hlstorlical
8 -y
imaglnation and, agaln, tofloglc in which questlons are more
3% ascriptions o !
fundamental than snswers. The twojare far from incompatlble.

The historian starts cut from statements he finds in hls sources.
The attempt to represent lsaginatively thelr meaning glves rlse

to questione that lead on to further statemente in the sources,
Eventually he will have stretched a web of imaginative constructlion

linking together the fixed points supplied by the statements in

B ._.UMWMfwmwiyglﬁgl% ;é
“j LA 7




Notes to chapter nine: History and Historians QF,Z%Q

/30) Ibid., p. 240,
| ;31) Ibid,, pp. 241 If,
f'mé-. R32) Ibid., pp. 269-274.
j!nauﬁiﬁ ¢c§H33) Ibid., p. 242.°
534) Ibid., p. 243.

j 35} Ibid., p. 244.

36)  Ibid., p. 238.

37) Ibid., p. 236; see p. 249; also Marrou, Meaning of History,

pp. 307-310.

'38) k. Aron, La philosophie critique de la histoire, Paris

EAXIXHEAXAYXXFHEYX  (Vrin) 1950,

39) R. Aron, Introduction 3 la philosophie de l'histoire,

Paris {Gallimard) 1948}.
§¥0) My refe{fences are to the English translation, The

Meaning of History, Balt#imore and Dublin {Helicon) 1966,
&

41) Marrou, Meaning of HH History, p. 25.
L

42) Later Marrou had to confess that agreement was less

than he had anticipated. See the appendix to Meaning of

History, pp. 301-316.
4%3)  Complexity is a recurrent theme in Pieter Geyl's

‘Debates with Historians, New York (Meridian Books) 1965,

44} Marrou, Meaning of History, pp. 103 ff.

45)  Ibid., pp. 112 f,
46)  Ibid., pp. 113 f£. Cf. Collingwood, Idea of History,

pp. 247, 259 f.; Becker, Detachment, pp. 46 f.

47) Marrou, Meaning of History, pp. 131 f.

48) H. G. Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode, pp. 172-185;

I. E. Palmer, Hermeneutics, Evansgton (Northwestern) 1969, ypp.

84-97.




242
243
244
238
.
236 249
M307-10
o)

MiT ¥ 1IX 2

the sourcea.s3 However, these so-called flxed points are flxed
not &#0 absolutely but r-exlxa.tj.vely.:')J‘at In:ti; present inguiry
the historlan has decided to assume them as flxed. But, in
fact, their being fixed i1s just the frult of earlier historlcal
ingulry. If the statements from which the historilan proceed;~
are to be found ln Thucydidea,* still it is hlastorical knowledge
that enables the hlstorian to go beyond mere od4d marks on paper
t0 & recongltion of the Greek alphabet, to meanings in the Attle
dialect, to the authenticity of the passages, to the jJuwigement
that on these occaslons Thucydidealgnew what he was talklng about
and was trylng to tell the truth.ah
It follows that, if history 1s consldered not in vhes
this or that work but as a totalitg, then it 1s an autonomous
discipline. It depends upon data,;:he remains of the past
perceptible in the present. But it is not a matter of belleving
authorities, and it is not a matter of inferring from authorities.
Critical procedures declde ln what manner and measure sources
will be used?bconatructive procedures arrive at results

may not have been
that’yano-nut known by the authors of the sourcea. 3w

Hence ".. s;&far from relying on an authority other than himeelf,
to whose statements nis thought must conform, the historlan is his
own authority and his thought autonomous, self-authorizing,
possessed of a criterlion to which EE his so-called authoritles
must conform and by reference to which they are criticized.™

Such is the Copernican revolutilon Collingwood recognized
in modern history. Jt is & view that cannot be assimilated on
naive realist or emplrlicist premlsses. As presented by
Collingwood, unfortunately it 1ls contalned in an 1deallst
context, But by introducing a satlsfactory theory of objectivaity
and of Judgement, the idealism can be removed wlthout droppinéﬁ

e L e,
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the substance of what Collingwood taught about the hlstorlcal
imaegination, historical evidence, and the logle of questlon and
answer.

Issues ralsed 1n the United States and in England also
were raised in France. In 1938 Raymond Aron suwsosefaily
portrayed the historical thought of Dilthey, Rlckert, Simmel,
and Max weberi3 and, as well, in another volume set forth
his own deve%ﬁppments of German Verstehen that in French was

named compréhension. My present concern, however, Ia not

with theorists of history bant wilth professional historlans,
and so I turn to Henri-Irénée Marraou who was invited to occupy

the Chaire Cardinal Mercier at Louvaln in 1953, and used thile

pporbunity-to-bring to frudtion -an 1dea that. jmvion <

Sk ~had: concerned him—now. is" thetime Por-all’

opportunity to dlscuss the nature of historical knowledge.

The ifllowing year there appeared his De la connalsgarice
{2
historicue. It is concerned, not wlth theoretlcal lssues, .-

but rather with making a systematlc invantory;z:hoT::::;::QG
that-histoptalts had-reached onthe matursd of-their: g
a reasonable and balanced synopsis, of concluslons that hlstorlans

reached 4
hed ocomewg®ion the nature of thelr task. The nature of that

task, he felt, was as well establlished as had been the theory 41
of experiment 1n the days of John Stuart M11ll and Claude Bernard.

g0 it 1s that M. Marrou treated all the general issues of
historical investigation and did so both with a grasp of
theoretlcal opinions and with all the sensitivity of a Pleter

43
Geyl to the endless complexity of historical reallty.
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Out of thie abundance, for the moment, we are concerned |
only with the relationship between fact and theory, analysis

and synthesla, criticism and construction. M, Marrou treats the

tvo in successive chapters, His vliews on criticism, he feels,
would make his old positivist teachers turn over in thelr graves.
Where they urged a relentlessly critical splrit, he calls for
aympathy and undertandingHThe negative crltical approach,

accuracy
concerned with the honesty, competence, and\pnao#-bon of authors,

eccleslastical history of western Europe in the middle ages,
was
where therenjﬂia rash of second-hand chronicles, forged chari?ers

and decretals, and antedated lives of saints, But the hilstorian's
errors and
task is not limited to eliminmating, deceptlons. Documents

can be used in a great variety ofﬁ:;nners, and the historian's
proper task 1s to understand his documents thoroughly, grasp
exactly what they reveal directly or indirectly, and so mmpiay
use them intelligently. .
Bhiaﬂsﬁfftm@auw"memewcriagﬁggmwgigﬁaouw&m&suteﬁﬁhebr

Ap M. Marrou calls for a shift from mere criticism of
documents to their comprehension, s0 tooc he stresses the
continuity and interdependence of comlng to underetand the
relevant documents and coming to understand the coiree of events.
The historian beglns by determining a toplc, assembling a file
of relevant documents, annotating each on its credibllity.
5t1l11 thl%ﬁg merely abstract scheme. One sdvances in knowledge
along a spiral. As knowledge of events increases, new light
1a thrown on the character of the documents. The original

question 18 recast. Documents, that seemed Irrelevant, now

acquire relevance. New facts come to light. 80 the hiastorilan
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gradually comes to master the area under lnvestigation, to
acquire conflidence in his grasp of the meaning, scope, worth
of hls documents, and to apprehend the course of events that

4T

the documents once concealed and now reveal.,

4, Verstehen

Already 1 have mentioned Droysen's notion of historical

investigation as forschend verstehen, and Raymond Aron's

introductlion of German hlstorlcal reflectlon into the French
milleu., To that reflectlcn we have now to revert, for it

was emplrical without belng empiriceist. It was empirical,

for 9= 1t was closely assocliated with the work of the German
hlstorical sch%ool, and that school's charter was its protest
agalnat H9591;;,§ priori construction of the meaning of history.
It was not empiriclst, for it was fu11y+ aware that hlstorical
knowledge was not Just a matter of tak;;g a good look, that, on
the contrary, it involved some mysterious, divinatory process
in which the hlstorian came to undsrstand.

This need for understandlng appeared in two mannera.
Firsgt, there was! the hermeneutic c¢lrcle. For lnstance, one
grasps the maanigg 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 ln a simlilar relationship
to paragraphs, paragraphs to chapters, chapters to books,
books to an author's situatlon and intentions. Now this
cumulative network of reclprocal dependence is ngz 3gatered
by any conceptual set of procedures. What ie needed 1s the

self-correcting process of learning, in whlch preconceptual

inslghts accumulate to complement, qualify, correct one another.
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Secondly, the need for understanding appeared again in
the irrelevance of the universsl or general, The more creative
the artist, the more 8% origlnal the thinker, the greater the
genius, the less can hils achievement be subsumed under unlversal
principles or general rules. If anythlng, he is the source of

by others,
new rules and, whlle the new rules will be followed, atlll they
are not followed 1n exactly the manner of the master. Even
lesser lights have their originality, while servile lmltatlon
1s the work not of mind but of the machine. Now this hlgh degree
of individuality found in artista, thinkers, writers, though
beyond the reach of general rules or universal principles, 1s
within easy reach of understanding. For what in the first instance
is understood 1s what ls given to sense or consclousness or, again,
what 18 represented in lmages, words, symbols, signs. What is
80 glven or represented 1ls indlvidual. What is grasped by

understanding is the intelligibility of the indlvidual. Apart
from failures to control properly one's use of language,
generalization 1s a later step and, iln works of Interpretation,
usually
oy o superfluous step. There ls only one Divina commedia,

only one HsmiwbpvosdyeewenPavetbm Hamlet by Shakespeare, only

one two-part Faust by Goethe.
, the range of its signiflcance,
The scope of understanding,vas geeegradually ewbesswd=ecxtended.
(1768-1834)
To the grammatical interpretatlon of texts, Schlaiermacherﬁgdded

s pasychological interpretation that almed at understanding
persons, and espsclally at dlvining the baslc moment in a
creative writer's inspiratlon. August Boeckhﬂ a pupll of

Fr. Wolf's as well as of Fr. Schlelermacher's, extended the

scope of understanding to # the whole range of the philologleal
sciences. In hls Enzyklopadie und Methodologle der philologischen

Ay
Wissenachaften the ldea of philology $ concelved as the

I ;:). ..“Tﬂﬁ¢Wfi§?,




o

Footnotes to chapter nine: History and Historians

54
2.4

49)  Yunermann, Durchbruch, p. 64; pp. 63-69 outline Boeckh's

thought.
50)Y Ibid., pp. 106 ff.; Gadamer, Wahrheit, pp., 199-205.
51)  ihkimxyx Gadamer, Wahrheit, p. 205.

52) Ibvid., p. 52; Palmer, Hermeneutics, pp. 100 ff,

53%)  Gadamer, Wahrheit, pp. 211, 214,
54)  Ibid., p. 213; Palmer, pp. 103-11%,
55)  Gadamer, Wahrheit, pp. 212 f.

56) ® Wilhelm D&ilthey, Pattern and Meaning in History,

Edited and Introduced by H. P. Rickman, New Ygrk (Harper & Row)
1962: London (Allen & Unwin) 1961, Chapters V and VI.

57)  Ibid., p. 123,

58) Gadamer, Wahrheit, pp. 218-228,

59)  Ibid., p. 230 f. [Fusseriis-peimi=isTpresemtot—ruiinf
. _

60} Gadamer, Wahrheit, p. 245.

61) This is the thesis in my Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas,

Londen (Darton, Longman & Todd) and Notre Dame (University Press)
1967.

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

Fuclidean Geometry, Cambridge {Cambridge University Press) 1927.

63) For example, Euclid solves thq# # problem of constructing
an equilateral trianRle by drawing two circles that intersect,
& but there is no waEyxsEfXEEASXXEERXXINK Kuclidean proof that the
circles must intersect. Again, he proves the theorem that

the exterior angle of a triangle is greater than the interior
opposite IMERIxyxBEixiBNEEXXK angle by constructing within the

exterior angle an angle equal to the interior opposite;
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the interpretative recona*truction of the constructlions of the
human spirit. What Boeckh did for philology, Droysen would

do for hlstory. He moved the notion of understsndlng from

a context of aesthetles and psychology to the broader context
of history by (1) assigning expression as the object of under-
standing and (2) noting that not only individuals but also

such groups as familles, peoples, states, rellgions express

themselves.ﬁ"“"f

With Wilhelm Lilthsy (1833=-1911) there is a further -
broadening of the horizon. He discovered that the German
historical school, whlle 1t appealed to historical fact agalnst
a priori ldealist s construction, none the less in its
actual procedures was far closer to ldealilst hat}}p enmplriclst
ideas and norms.Q;W1th.remarkable astuteness ﬁgh;;cognized
that the success of the hlistorical school, like the earlier
success of natural sclence, constituted a ney datum for
cognitional theory., On that new datum he proposed to bulld.
Just as Kant had asked how a priori unlversal principles were
possible, Dilthey set himeelf the questlon of the poasibility

knowledge

of hlatorlcalfgmaindgc and, more generally, of the human

Ly B
sclences concelved as Gelsteswlssenschaften.

Dilthey'a basic step may be conceived as a transposition
of Hegelian thought from 1dealist Gelst to human Lebsn. Hegel's
objective spirlt resturns, but now 1t lg Just the&fintegral of
the objectificationas effected in concrete human living. Living
expresses itself., In the expression there 1s Xkm present
the expressed. 5o the data of hunan sfﬁaiaa are not just glven;
by‘ig themselves, prior to any interpretation, they are

gxpresslons, manifestations, objectificatlons of human lliving.

;..O." :) ..m&mfﬁ?T ;i% J.u
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Further, when they are understood by an interpreter, there

also 18 understood wkx the living that is expressed, manifested,
o’::.]ec:t;f!.fi.ed.:T3 Finally, juat as an 1nterparetation exXpresses

and communlcates an interpreter's undera:;nding, 80 too

the objlectiflications of living are living's own interpretatlion

of itself. Das Leben selbst Jegt slch aus.

In the concrete physical, chemical, vital reallity of
human living, then, there also 1s meaning. ft is at once inward
and outward, inward as expressing, outward as expressed. It
mnanifests need and eatisfactlon. It responds to values. It
intends goals. It orders means to ends. It constitutes
soclal systems and endows them with cultural significance. It
transforme environing nature.

The many expressions of Iindividual living are linked
together by an intelligible web., To reach that intelligible
connectedness 1s not Just a matter of assembling all the expresgions
of a lifetime. Rather, there ls a developing whole that is
present in the parts, artlculating under each new set of circum-
stances the valuea it prizes and the goals 1t pursues, and
Vrebd thereby achieving its own 4 individuality and distinctive-
ness, Just as human consciousness is not confined to the
moment but rises on cumulative memorles and proceeds in accord
with preference schedules towards its A hlerarchy of goals, so
too lts Wp expreasions not only together but even singly have
the capacity to reveal the directlon and momentum of a 1life. es

As there is intelligibllity in the life of the individual,

80 too is there lntelllglbility in the common meanings, common
values, common purposes, common and complementary activitiles
of groups. 4B these can be common ¢ or complementary, so too they

can differ,; be opposed, conflict. Therewlth, in principle, the
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posaibility& of historical understanding is reached. For 1f we can
understand slngly our own llves and thei lives of others, B0
too we can understand them in thelr 1nt;;connectiona and inter-
dependencea.s6

Moreqﬂver, just as the historlan can narrate an lntelligible
course of events, g0 too human &4 sclentlsts can proceed to
the analysls of recurrlng or developing structures and processes
in individual and grouyp living. So far from belng opposed,
history and the human sclences wlll be interdependent. The human
gclentist will have to view hls data within thelr appropriate
historical context; and the historian can fully master his
materials only 1f he also masters the relevant human sclsunces.

It can be said, I think, that Dilthey did much to meet
i E Do CEEYe PO Iem v He-mmmetradabhanpnaadbhddbynowsts—tre™

his specific problem. Declslvely he drew the distinctlon between
natural sclence and human atudlea. Clearly he concelved the
possibillty of historleal knowladge that conformed nelther to
the a priorl constructions of 1dealism nor to the procedures

of natural aclence. However, he did not resolve the more

baglic problem of getting beyond both empirlcist and ldealist

suppositions. His Lebeénsphilosophls has empiriclst leanings.

His history and human sclence besed on Verstehen cannoi be
asslmilated by an empiricist,

serl (1859%1938) by aie.pal HETET Y -ar1Y,
penttonelity,. made Jt-evident-that humsn-thought-and

gt dFEHOL T UEt pEy chidToglcal  evanty by -always-and/
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Two advances on Dilthey's position have since developed
and may be treated briefly. First, Edmund Husserl (1859-1938)
by his painstaking analysls of intentionallty made 1t evident
that % human thinking and judgling are not jJust psychologlcal
events but always and Aintrinsically intend, refer to, mean
objects distinet from themaelves:quecondly, where Dilthey
conceived expresslion as manifestation of 1life, dartin Heldegger
(1889~ ) concelves all human projects to be products of
wr® understanding; in thls fashion Verstehen 1s Dasein

Y]
in so far as the latter is man's abllity to be. Se-fuddmyea-

There follows the universallity of hermeneutlfe structure:
Just as interpretation proceeds from the understanding of
an expression, so thls expression 1tself proceeds from an
understanding of what it can be to bhe a man,

A few comments are now in order. Flirast, our use of the
terms, insight, understanding, M bot%;gore precise and
has & broader range than the conmotatlon and denotatlion of
Verstehen. Inslght occurs in all human knowledge, in mathematlics,
natiral sclence, common sense, philosophy, humen sclence, hilstory,
theology. It ocecurs (1) in response to inaquiry, (2} with
respect t0 sensible precentatlons or representations includlng
words and symbols of eall kinds. It conslsats in a grasp of
intelliglble unity or relation in the data or lmage or symbol.
It 18 the active ground whence proceed conception, definitlion,
hypothesis, theory, system. Thls proceedlng, which is not
merely intelliglble but intelligent, provided the human model
for Thomlist and Augustlinlan trinitarlan theory?{ Finally,

the simple and clear-cut proof of the preconceptual character
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6% ocontinued

but there is no Buclidean prooef that this constructed angle
nust lie within the exterior angle. However, the must can be
gras¥ped by an insight that has no Euclidean formulation.

64) Karl leussi, Die Krisis f des Historismus, Titbingen 1932,
]

p. 20,

65) Ibid., pp. 37, 103.

66) Ibid., p. 56.

67) Ibid., pp. 57 f.

68) Ibid., p. 58.

69) Ibid., p. 47 f. The passage is an excellent description
of accumulating insights, though Heussi himself is of the opinion
(oE. ¢it., p. 60} that Verstehen regards only the larger
constructive steps and not the basic constitution eof

historical knowledge., On %i= selection $8 in history see

o
Marrou, Meaning inm Hjstory, p. 200; alse Charlotte W. Smith,

Carl Becker: On History & the Climate of Opinion {Ithaca, N, Y.,

Cornell Univ. Press, 1956) pp. 125-130.
70)  Heussi, Krisis, pp. EF 52-56.
71)  Ibid., p. 71.

3]

72) Marrou, Meaning im History, p. 247.

e
73) Ibid., pp 292 f.; ef, Smith, Carl BEcker, pp. 128, 130,
=t 4.l

74}  On bias, see Insight, pp. 218-242,

75} Marrou, Meaning in History, p. 235.

76)  Cellingwood, Idea of History, p. 247; Marrou, p. 291.

77)  Collingwood, Idea, p. 246.
TEYAER R AN AN XN XK HXHIK AN KR X

78)  Marrou, Meaning 4n History, pp. 10 f., 23, 54, 138, 161 f.,

231.
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of insight 1s had from the moderm reformulation of Eucllidean
geometry.b'l Euclid's Elements depsnds on insights that were
not acknowledged in his definitions, axliome, and pm postulates,
that easily occur, that ground the valldity of his conclusions,
that cannot be expressed in & strictly Euclidaea.nd‘f'w;rcac:a.lmlaa.m}r_..g3
econdly, experience and understanding taken together
yleld not knowledge but only thought. To advance from thinking
to know#ing there must be added a reflectlve grasp of the virtually
uncond;{ioned and 1tes ratlonal consequent, Judgement. There 1s
an insuffliclent awareness of this wamt third level of cognitlonal
activity in the authors we have been mentloning and a resultant
failure to break away cleanly and coherently from both emplricism
and 1deallsm.
Thirdly, over and above a ¢lear-headed grasp of cognitlonal
fact, the break from both emplric¢ism and idealism involves
the eliminatlion of cognltional myth. There are notlons of
knowledge and of reallty that are formed in chlldhood, that
are in terms of seelng and of what's there to be seen, that down
the centurles have provlided the unshakable foundatlions of
materialism, empirlcism, positlivism, sensism, phenomsnallsm,
behaviorism, pragmatism, and that at the same time constltute
the notions of knowledge and reallty that ldealists know toO

ha nonsense.
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5 Perspectliviam

In 1932 Ker Karl Heussl published a small book with the

title, Dle Krisls t des Hiatbrismgg. The first twanty-one pages
N’

revliewed the various meanings of the term, Historlsmus. Out of

many candldates Heussl selected, as the Historismus undergoin&g
& crisis, the views on hilstory current among hlstorlians abough
the g year 1900. These views involved four main elements:
(1) a determinate but simple-minded stand on the nature of
objectivity; (2) the interconnectednsss of all historical objects;
(3) & universal process of develorment; and (4) the confinement
of historical concern to the world of experience.64

of thege four elements, 1t was the first that occasloned
the crisiaf Around 1900, historlans, while they emphasized
the danger of subjective bias, assumed that the object of history
was stably glven and unequivocally structured. Men's opinions
abont the past may keep changing but the past ltself remalns
what it was. In contrast, Heussl himself held that the structures

were only in the minds of men, that simllar structures were

reached when investigations proceeded from the same standpolngt,

that hlstorical reality, so far from being unequivocally structuredy

was rather an lnexhaustlble 1ncent1*ﬁve t0 ever fresh historical
(™

b
intefrpretationa. b
s

While this statement has ldealist implicatlons, at leasst Heussl

dld not wilsh 1t to be interpreted too strictly. He lmmedlately
added%hat there are many constante in human living, and that
unequivocally determined structures *ﬂ are not rare. What ls
problematic 1s the insertion of these constaqﬂp and structures

into larger wholes. The fewer and the narrower the contexts to

which a person, a group, & mov&ement belongs, the less the
\V
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Jpeet 1llkelihood that subsequ??t developments will involve a 75
& 1
revision of earllier history. On the other hand, where dlfferent

world-views and values are lnvolved, one can expect agreement
on single incidents and single complexes, but dlsagreement on
Jarger lssues and broader interconnectlons.

There is, however, a more fundamental qualiflcation to
be added. Heussl's basic poilnt 1s that historical reality 1s
far too complicated for an exhaustlvely complete descriptlon
ever to occur. NoO one is ever going to relate everything
that happened at the battle of fmrwl Leipzlg from the 16th to
the 19th of October, 1813. Inevitably the historian selects
what he thinks of moment and omits what he conalders unimportant.
Thls aei;tion to some extent goes forward spontaneously in
virtue of_sfaome mysterlous capacity that can determine what ls
to be expected, that groups and constructs, that possesses
the tact nesded to evaluate and refine, that proceeds as though in
one's mind there were some governing amd controlling law of
perspective so0 ﬁi.that, granted the hlstorlan's standpoint,
his milleu, his presuppositions, hls training, there must
result Just the structures and the emphases and the selectlon

that do result. Pinally, thls result cannot be described as

a mere rehandling of old materials; 1t 1ls somethlng new. It does
not correspond 10 the inexhaustible complexity of hlstorical
reallty. But by selectlng what from a glven standpoint

1s signiflcant or important, it does purport to smm mean and
portray historlical reality in some Ilncomplete and approximate

]
fashion,




It 18 this incomplete and approximate character of - .
hlstorical narrative that explaina why history is rewritten for
each new generatlon. Historlcal experlence 1s promoted to hiatoripal
knowledge only 1f the nistorlan is asking questions. Questions caﬂ}
be asked only by Introducling lingiistlc categories. Such categorieéa
carry wlth them thelr host of presuppositions and implications. :
They are colored by a retlnue of concerns, lnterests, tastes,
feelings, suggestions, evocatlons., Inevitably the hilstorian f
operatlea under the influence of hils language, his educatlion, hia;f

52-56 milleu, and these with the passage of time inevitsbly changq&‘24

o
to give rise to a demaﬂg and supply of rewritfen history.

g excellent nistoriceal works, composed 1n the
final decades of the nineteenth ¢mesburn century, had lost all
by the ninet§een thirtlea, even among readers
appeaﬁh that happened to be in full agreement

M
and
wlth the relligious, theological, political o goclal views

Y A
51 of the older authors.

The reason why the hist.orisn camnot escape his tlme and
place is that the development of historical understandling does
not admlt systematlc objectificailon. Mathematlclans submit
to the rigor of formelization to be certaln that they are not
&ﬁ using unacknovwledged 1lnsights. Sclentlsts deflne thelr
terme systematically, formulate their hypotheses precleely,
work out rigorously the suppositions and imrlications of the
hypotheses, and carry out elaborate programs of observatlonal
or experimental verification, Phllosophers can have resort {o
transcendental method. But the hilstorlan finds hls way in
the complexity of historical reallty by the same type and
mode of developlng understanding, #ﬂﬂ a8 the rest of us employ in

day~to-day living. The starting-point 1s not some set of

postulates or some generally accepted theory but all that the
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historlan already knows and belleves. The more Intellligent and

the more cultivated he 1is, the broader hls experlence, the more

open he 1s to all humsn valunes, the more competent and rigorous
7
his training, the greater 1s his capaclfy to discover the past,
his
When an investlgation ia succeedlng,.ﬁinhénsighta are 808

numerous, thelr coalescence so spontaneocus, the manner in which
they complement or qualié&_or correct one another 1s so lmmedlste
and so deft, that the historlan can objectlfy, not every twist
and turn In the geneslis of his discovery, but only the broad
lines of the plcture at which eventually he arrivee.73

In saying that the histori}an cannot escape his background,

I am not suggesting that he can£;£ overcome individual,

group, Or general biagt4or that he cannot undergo intellectual,
moral, or rellglous conversion, Agaln, I am not retracting in

any way what previcusly I sald about the "ecstatle" character

of developing historlcal inslght, about the historian's ability

to move out of the viewpolint of hls own place and time and come to
understand and appreciate the mentality and the values of

another place and time. Finally, I am not implylng that historians
with different backgrounds cannot come to understand one another
and 80 move from diverging to converging views on the past.

The point I have been endeavoring to make is what 1ls called
perspectiviem, Where relativism has lost ‘ hope about thae
attalnment of truth, perspectiviem stresses the #we complexity
of what the historlan is writing about and, as well, the specific
difference of historiical from mathematical, sclentiflc, and
philosophlc knowledge., It does not lock historians up in
thelr bvackgrounds, confine them to thelr ﬁﬁ blases, deny them

access to development and opennees. But it does polnt out

that historians with different backgrounds will rid themselves of

° )
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blases, undergo conversions, come t0 understand the qulte
different mentalities of other places and times, and even move
towards understandling one another, each 1n hia own distinctive
fashlion. They may investligate the same area, but they ask
dlfferent questiona. Where the questlons are simllar, the
implicit, deflning contexts of suppositiona and implicationa
are not identical. BSome may take for granted what others labor
to prove. Dlscoverlea can be squlvalent, yet approached from
different sete of previous questions, expressed in dlfferent
terms, and 80 leading to different sequences of further questlons.
Even where resulta are much the same, stlll the reports will be
written for different readers, and each historlan has to devote
speclal attention to what hils readers wonld easlly overlook or
miseatsenm.

Such is perspectlvism. In a broad sense the term may be
used to refer to any case in which different historians treat
the same matter differently. But its proper meanlng 1s qulte
specific., It does not refer to differences arising from human
fallibllity, from mistsken judgements of possibility, probability,
fact, or value. It does not refer to differences arising from
personal inadequacy, from &% obtueeness, oversightas, a lack of
sklll or thoroughness. It does not refer to hlstory as an
oqtgolng process, to that gradual conquest that dlscovers ever
new ways to make potentlal evidence into formal and eventually

7

actual evidence.
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In 1ts proper and specific meaning perspectivism results
from three factors. First, the hilstorian is finite: his 1nformation
1s Incomplete; hls understanding doee not master all the data
wlthin hls reach; not all hls judgement‘s are certaln. Were
his informatlon complete, hls understanding all-comprehensive,
hls every Judgement certaln, then there would be room neither for
selectiog:;! for perepectlvism. Then hlstorical reality would
bei& known in ite fixity and its unegulvocal structures.

Secondly, the historian selects. The process of selecting
has 1ts maln element in & commonsense, spontaneous development
of understanding that can be objectified in lts reqﬂ@ts but
not in its actual occurrence. In turn, thls process la condltloned
by the whole earlier process cof the historian's development
and attainnents; and this development 1s not an object of
complete lnformatlion and comnplete explanatlon. In brief, the
process of selection ls not subject to objectlflied controls

elther in lteelf or in ltes Initial conditions.

T tanswafE”hTsf“?rnEi"ﬁ@ingﬁ““tﬁﬁtr“%tven‘ﬁ"e
a—by ﬂeanlng, but such meanings vary. 3 /ihij:/igﬁ man

y :" (,a
bl cultﬂres, and each cultuve haa 1ts own gtory t wasg

Eo e particular culture that vas abs firat aaaimilated b
hi storl _g,n_;han_madg_by-—h&m-ﬂm 1nto.the~ ba«stsw'rra‘mﬁfhic'
adentisell

Thirdly, we can expect processes =8 of selectlon and
their initlal conditions to be varlables, For historlans
are histofical belngs, lmmersed In the oqtgoing processg 1in
which situations change and meanings shift and different

individuals respond sach in his own way.
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/VMEppubﬁvtﬁ The historical narratlve regards events located

In brief, the historical process itself and, within it, Ji?
the personal development of the historlan glve rise to a serles e
of different standpoints. The different standpoints give rise é E
to different selective processes. The different selectlve B

processes glve rige to different hlstories that are (1) not -fi

contradictory, (2} not complete information and not complete

explanation, but (3} =x incoumplete and approximate peNC Wt

portrayals of an enormously complex reallty.

Is then history not a sclence but an art? Collingwood 5

narrative ‘

has pointed out three differences between historical and literary
fiction. N

e T

T il

e

in space and dated in time; in & novel places and* dates may be

R

and largely are fictitious, Secondly, all historical narratlives

have to be compatlble with one another and tend to form a slingle
vlew; novels need not be compatible and do not form a slngle
view. Thirdly, the historical narrative at every step is justlfied
by evidence; the novel either makes no appeal to evidence or, if
normally
1t does, the appealﬂis part of the fictlon.
On the other hand, history differs from natural sclence,
for its object is in part constltuted by meaning and value,
while the objecte of the natural sclences arei not. Agaln,

the the ~

it differs from bothppatural andﬁhuman sclences, for 1lts resultes

are descriptions and narratives about particular persons, actions,
ailm at belng
things, while thelr results sme universally valld. Finally,

h
while it can be said that history 1s a sclence in the sense
that 1t 1s gulded by a method, that that method yields univocal
answers when identlcal guestions are put, and that the results
of historical investigations are cumulative, still it has to
be acknowledged that these propertles of method are not realised

in the same manner ln hlstory and in the éedsxnessi natural and the

human sclences.

RPN ——_



All dlscovery is a cumulation of insights. But
*3-eﬂﬁﬂ*awwwanmnhgﬁ@gﬁﬁnﬁm&nsﬁgqu*%aﬂauv

et in the sclences this cumulation 1s expressed in some

well-defined system, whlle in history 1t 1is expressed in a
description and narratlive about particulara. The sclentific
system can be checked in endless different mamners, but the
only wal.lo chesdrthe dsEerIptIsH and-nerratl¥e toto-EEpeet
thewerigimd T 1livertigation. now-18-the time for--all good-men-
description and rarrative, whlle 1t cen come under susplclon
in varlous ways, ls okeeled really checked only by repeating
the 1initlal ilnvestigatlon. Sclentific advance is constructing
8 better system, but historlcal advance is a fuller and more
penetrating understanding of more particulars. Finally, the
sclentlst can alm at a full explanation of all phenomena,
because hls explanations are 3mee laws and structures that

can cover'm&ﬂgsgigiézfinstances; but the historlan that almed
at a full explanation of all history would need more information

countless
than is available and then mickiseme-ef oxplanatlons.

Fa
Let us now revert, for a moment, to the vliew of history
commonly entertained at the beginning of thls century. From
what {la/has Just been sald 1t 1s plaln that its error wae not

~the past that /
its intelligible structures are unequiv00a1,{ Bui 1s so fixed ;7 v

and unequivoca].;:; the enormonsly complex pas; té:; historians
know only lncompletely and approximately. It 1s #ﬂﬁhe incomplete
and approximate knowledge of the past that glves rise to
perspectivism,

Finally, to affirm psrspectivlism 1s once more to reject
the
the view thaq&‘historian has only to narrate all the facts and
let them speak for themselveas., It i1s once more to deplore

the sclssore-and-paste conception of history. It is once more

| B . . o s - ] e e et e L B At E TRt CEUR TR T’;
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precisely where Karl Heussl placed it. The past 1l fixed and C@ﬂ;Y“
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to lament with M. Marrou the havocawrought by lpoaitivist

theories of "scientific" history. But it also adds a new

moment., It reveals that hlstory speaks not only of the past H

but also of the present., Historlans go out of fashion only

to be rediscovered. The rediscovery finds them, if anything, i

more oyt of date than ever. But the slgnificance of the
redlscovery lles, not in the past that the hlstorian wrote about,
but in the hlstorian's own self-revelation. Now hls account

is prized because itpincarnates so much of t;:iauthor'a huianity, _% B

because 1t offers a first-rate witness on the hilstorian, his

milleu, hls timea:z%

AP
oo HO XL 2 OB

165 paper read 5t €5Fel1 "1 1957 annut-Preneston-irr
%38 (arl Becker dlscusse@fﬁernheim'a rule that a fact can

be established hy the T te stimony of at'laastvﬂwo independent
wltnessea not self-de9éi;ed Hia méin interest wag whymhLaZa:iaﬂ!
; to deternine the gDOunds on. which historians
debide'that honegt and compgtent witnesses nonetheless are
aeaf-deceived. fhpart fromythe ordihary reagons such as thi

excltement emotional 1nvolvement defective ‘memory, Becker

pointed out that theré was a further reagon that resided

in the hintorian 8 views on posaibility. When tne historila
1a‘con}1need that of the impossibility of an event, then he
will always gay that the witnesses were self-decelved, whether
thené were two or two hundred. In other words, historians

have their preconceptions, if not about wh%y'must have happened,
at least about what could not have ‘happned. Such preconcepéions

~arswderrvndntnqmmtnemslima$ewaf*opdniun“1n*which the hisf??fﬁh“~
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6. Horizone

Sir Lewls Namler has described a historical sense as "an
80
375 ' intuitive understanding of xk= how things do not happen,"

Aoy st g e e

He was referring, of course, to the case 1n which such intuitive

understanding is the frult of historical study, but our preselnt
L

i
i
)

concern wlth horizons directs our attentlon to the prior
understanding that the historian derives not from historical
study but from other sources.

On this matter Carl Becker dwelt in a paper read at
Cornell 1n 1937 and at Princeton in 1938. His toplc was
Bernheim's rule that a fact can be establlshed by the testimony
of at least two independent wltnesses not self-deglglved.

While he went over each term ln the rule, hls interest centered
on the question whether hlstorlans conslidered witnesses to be
self-adeceived, not because they were known to be excited or
emotignally Involved or of poor memory, but esimply because of
the historian's own view on what was possible and what was
impossible. His answer was affirmatlve. When the hlstorlan

1s convinced that an event ls impossible, he will always say
that the wltnesses were self-decelved, whether there were jJust
two or as many aé two hundred. In other words, historians

have theilr preconceptlons, if not about what must have happened,
at least about what could not have happened. Such preconceptlions
are derived, not from the atudy of history, but from the climate
of opinion In which the historlan llves and from which he
uncons¢iously acqulres certaln fixed convictions about the
nature of man and of the world. ¥ww Once such convictlons

are established, it 1s easler for him to belleve that any
number of wltneases are self-deceived than for him{ to admit

31

Sm 88~90 that the 1lmpoesible has actually occurred.
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This open acknowledgement — that historlane have ?i
preconcelved 1ldeas and that these ldeas modify thelr writing
of hlstory == 18 quite in accord, not only with what we have
already recounted of Becker's views, but also with what we
oursclves have aaigi;:thorizons and about meaning. Each of us
lives in a world mees medlated by meaning, a world constructed

over the years by the sum total of our conscious, intentional

actlivities, Such a world 1s a matter not merely of detalls but

also of baslc optlons. Once such options are taken and bullt
upon, they have to be malntained, or else one muat go back,
tear down, reconstruct. 8o radical a procedure is not easlly

undertaken; it 1ls not comfortably performed; it 1s not qulckly

completed. It can be comparable to ma jor surgery, and most of us
grasp the knife glngerly and wleld it clumsily.

Now the historlan ls engaged in extending his world
medlated by meaning, in enriching it with regard to the human,
the past, the particular. His historical questions, 1ln great
part, regard matters of detall. But even they can involve
questions of princlple, lssues that set basic optlons. C;;
miracles happen? If the historian has constructed his world
on the view that miracles are lmpossible, what is he golng
to do about wltnesses testlfyling to miracles as matters of fact?
shskbewed Obviously, either he has to go back and reconstruct
his world on new lines, or else he has to find these witnesses
either incompetent or dishonest or self-deceived. Becker was
quite right in saying that the latter 1ls the essler courss,

He was quite right in saying that the number of the witnesses
is not the lssue. The real point tjizstth&t the witnesses,
a

whether few or many, can exlst 1nA?he historian's world only

A1fz0eceivedy,
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1f they are pronounced incompetent or dishonest or at least
pelf-decelved.

More than a quarter of a century earlier in hls essay on
® "Detachment and the Writing of History" Becker was fully
aware that whatever detachment hlstorians exhlbited, they were
not detached from the dominant ldeas of thelr own age.nghey knew
guite well that no amount of testimony can establish about the
past what is not found in the preaent.gaHume'a argument did not
really prove that no miracles had ever occurred. its resl thrust
was that the hilstorian cannot deal intelligently with the past
when the past 1s permltted to be unintelliglible to him?4.Miraclea
are excluded hecause they are contrary to the laws of nature that
In ipis ééeration are regarded as establlshed; but 1f aclsentlists
come to find a place for them 1in experlence, there will be hlatorlans
to restore them to history.gs

What holde foqhneationa of fact, also holds for questlons
of interpretatlor. Relliglon remalns in the twentleth century,
but it no longer explains medieval ascetlclam. 50 monasteries
are assoclated less with the salvatlon of s>uls and more wilth
sheltering travellers and reclalmling wme® nmarsh land., 8t., Simeon
Stylitles is not a physical inpossibiliity; he can fit, along with
one-eyed monsters and knighte-errant, into a chilq;g world;

cutaide current
but hls motives lieAsﬁﬁﬁtifﬂadult gxperlence and so, most con-
venlently, they are pronounced pathc:olmg;ice;.l.'ah
/eekerls"&ckncwi“edsemt'tﬁét’“ﬁfﬁtbﬂ'ﬁ“ﬁ%%‘é“”breccncﬂ%'
iFa@gwﬁmyaefﬂﬁf”cuurae, a rejartion-of the presuppo8itionlaess

i

kgltory. history that, from the Enlightpent Enllghlenment -o by
d <

d become pretty much of a watchwor

..........
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Beckers's contention that historians operate in the light
of preconceived ideas lmplies a rejection of the Enlightenment
and Romantic 1dea1’ of presuppositionless hiatmrvnE7That 1deal,
of course, has th;H;dvantage of excluding from the start all the
errors that the historian has plcked up from his parents and teachers
and, as well, all that he has generated by hls own lack of attentlon,

obtuseness,
his se@sedgbiesy his poor Judgements. But the fact remalns that,
while mathematlclans, sclentists, and phllosophera all operate
on presupposltions that they can explicltly acknowledge, the
hist‘orian operates 1n the light of his whole previous personal
develovment, and that development does not admit expbiibwerm.
complete and explicit formulatlon and acknowledgementqa To
say that the hlstorian snould operate wlthout presuppositlons ls
to assert the principle of the empty head, to urge that the
historian should be uneducated, to clalm that he should be exempted
from the process varlously named sociallzation or acculturatlon,E?
to strlp him of historiclty. For the historian's presuppositions
are not just hls but also the living on 1n him of developments
that human soclety and culture have slowly accumulated over the'
centurle§s.
who

It was Newman ek remarked, a progipa of Descartes'
methodic doubt, that it would be better to believe ev’erything
than to doubt everything. For unlversal doubt lea?eaxgne with
no basis for advance, whlle universal bellef may contain some truth
that in time may graduslly & drive out the errors. In somewhat
similar vein, I think, we must be content to allow hlstorlane
to be educated, soclallzed, accultnrated, historical belngs,
even though this will involve them in some error. We must

allow them to write their historles In the light of all they

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

e e i —
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take for granted: they cannot do otherwise and a pluralist
we need not
goclety lets them do what they can. Buﬁhyharvﬁﬂi’ha-nivaﬂto

proiclaim that they are wrltlng presupposlitlonless hlstory,
when that ls something no one can do. We have 10 sdads-
recognize that the admission of history written 1n the light §5  
of preconcelved 1ldeas may result in different notlions of ”f

nistory, dlfferent methode of hlstorlcal investigation,

/4

Finally, we have to seek methods that wlll help hlstorlans

incompatible stand points, and irreconcllable hlstorles.

from the start to avoid incoherent assumptions and procedures,
and we have to develop further methods that will serve to iron

out differences once Incompatlible hilstories have been written.

But the mere acknowledgement of these needs ls all that
can be achleved in the present section. To mee} them pertalns,

not to the functlonal specialty, history, but to the later
speclaltles, notable
Asowtmitdme, dialectic and foundatlone. For any sendess chenge

A
of horizon 1s done, not on the basis of that horizon, but by
envisaging a quite different and, at flrst sight, incomprehenslble

alternative and then undergoling a conversion.
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T. Heurlestic Structures

Has the historian philosophic commlitments? Does he
enploy analogles, use ideal types, follow some theory of
o hlstory? Does he explaln, lnvestigate causes, determlne
lawg? Is he devoted to social and cnltural goals, subject to

blas, detached from blas? Is history value-free, or is 1t

concerned with values? Do historlans know or do they belleve?

e

Such questlons are asked. They&regaréiggt merelyEthe
historian's notion of history but also have a bgg;g;gm;h his
practlice of historical investigation and hlstorical writing.
Different answers, accordingly, would modlfy thia or that
heurlstic structure,zihat is, this or that elemsnt in historical
method.

First, then, the historlan need not concern himself at
gll.with.phitosophy-4f-by. "philosophy" le meant the content
¢£..booke--onr-philogophy-or of .courses on philoaopﬂz

‘ in a
all with phi%ﬁ&osophxﬁ!l

fFiﬁ common but excessively general

gsense that denotes the contents of all books and courses purporting

to be philosophiec. Through that labyrinth there is no reason
why a historian should try to find his way.

There 1s, however, a very real connectlon between the
historian and philosophy, when "philosophy™ 1s understood in
an extremely restricted sense, namely, the set of real conditlons
of the possibility of nistorical inquiry. Those real condltions
are the human race, * remalns and traces from its past, the
comnunlty of historlans wlth thelr tradltions and instruments,
thelr conscigous and intentional operatlons eepeclally in so far
as they occur in historical investlgatlon. It fglggged that

the relevant conditlons are condltlons of possibility and not

."‘ o)
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b1
the far larger and qulte determinate set that in each lnstance
condition actual historlcal investlgation.

In brief, then, nlstory is related to phllosophy, as
historical method 1s related to transcendental method or, again,
as theological method is related ic transcendental method.

The hlstorlan may or may not know of this relationship.

If he does, that 1s all to the good. If he does not, then

he stlll can be an excellent hlstorlan, just as M. Jourdain
might speak excellent French without knowlng that his talk
was prose. But whlle he can be an excellent historilan, 1t 1s
not llkely that he will be adle to apeak about the proper
procedures in historical investigation without falllng into
the traps that ln tuls chapter we have been 1llustratling.

Secondly, miah it is plaln that the historian has to
employ something like analogy when he proceeds from the present
to the past. The trouble is that the term covers gquite different
procedures from the extremely reliable to the fallaclous.
Distinctionsp accordingly muast be drawn.

In general, the present and the past e are sald to be
analogous when they are partly similar and partly dlssimilar,
Again, in general, the past is to be assumed simllar to the
present, except in so far as there is evidence for dissimilarity.
Finally, ln so far as evlidence is preduced for dissimilarity,
the hbadbewy historlan 1ls talklng hlstory; but in so far as
he asserts that there must be slmilarity or that tieepy thers
cannot be dlssimlilarity, then he ls asdkdogvphdiczmpnya
drawing upon the climate of opinion in which he llves SRR

he is
or elaahn representing some philosophlc positlon.
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Next, it 1s not to be assumed that the present le known
completely and in 1lts entirety. On the contrary, we have been : -

arguing all along that the rounded view of a historlcal perlsd

1s to be expected not from contemporarles but from historians.
Moreover, whlle the historian has to construct hls analogles

in the first instance by drawing on hils knowledge of the present,

8t11ll he can learn history in this fashion and then construct

further history on the analogy of the known past.
Further, nature is uniform, but soclal arrangements and

AR R A T i, K AT R

cultural Interpretatlons are subject to change., There exlist

socletlies El
(\) at the present time extremely differenthssciggﬁﬁan and cultures. ﬂ

S
There ls avalilable evidence for still more dAlfferences to dbe

rought. Lo-tight. by-historieal-methaods,. Becker-was—speaiting
mclima&eﬂeﬁm&wep&nieﬂwwhen.he..nquml&mbhahtimé

brought to light by hlstorical methods, One hears at tlmes
that the past hag to conform to present experience, but on
that oplinlon Collingwood commented onlite tartly. The anclent
Greeks and Romane controlled the 4 slze of thelr populations

by exposing new-horn infanias. The fact is not rendered LE:

current
doubtful becauvse 1t 1lles outslde thﬁA?xperience of the contributors
to the Cambrldge Ancient Hj.aea,'t.m-yr.fB

Again
F#nﬁ&iyq while the possibllity and the occurrence of

{{ ) !.El A

miracles are toplcs, not for the methodologist, but for the
theologian, I may remark that the uniformlty of nature ls
concelived differently at different times, In the nineteenth
century matural laws were thought to express necessity, and
lLaplace's view on the possibllity in theory of deducling the
whole course of events from some glven stage of the procese
was taken serlously. Now laws of the classlcal tyre are

empd consldered not necessary but just verified possibilitles)

and -the total course of evenis ls concelved-as-evolutlongry
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they are generallzed on the princlple that similars are similarly
understood; they are a basis for predictlon or deduction, not

by themselves, but only when comblined into schemes of recurrence;
such schemea functlon concretely, not absolutely, but only

1f other things are equal; and whether other things are equal,

is & matter of statistilcal frequenciea:k¥Evidently the sclentific
case concernlng miracles has weakened.

Finally, while each historian has to work on the =w@oEy
analogy of what he %rows of the present and nas learnt of the
past, 8t1l1l the dlalectical confrontation of contradictory
historles needs a baslis that ls generally accessible, The basls
we would offer would be transcendﬁent&l method extended into
the methods of theology and hist;;y by xughk constructs
derived from transcendental method ltself. In other words,
1t would be the sort of thlng we have been #zx working out in
these chapters. No doubt, thoee with different rphllosophie
mpoas poeitions would propose alternatlves. But such alternatives

would only serve to clarify further the dlalectlc of dlverglng

research, interpretation, and history.
Thirdly, do historians use ldeal -types? 1 may note

at once that the notlon and use of the ideal-type commonly are
asaociated with the name of the German soclologist, Max Weber,

but they have been discussed 1in & strictly historical context,

among othesrs, by M. Marrou.

The ideal-type, then, is not a GesesdSH¥on description
of reality or a hypothesis about reality. It is a theoretical
construct 1n which poseible eventa are 1nte11151b1y* related
to consgpﬁuta an internally coherent system. Its utllity is
both hewe heuristiec and exposltory, that is, 1t éan be useful

inasmuch as 1t suggeste and helps formulate hypotheses and, agaln,

—
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when a conerete situation approximates to the theoretlesal

construct, 1t can guide an analysis of the situatlon and promofte

\

& clear understanding of 1t.

M. Marrou took Fustel de Coulanges' la cité antigque

as an ideal type. The cityystate is concelved as a confederation

of the great patrlarchal famllles, assembled 1ln phratrles and

then in tribes, consolidated by cults of-=NTEECOFe<—or-relflys::
heroes
regarding an’cestora orwhaem&!! and practised around a comnon
‘ﬁ@nter. fik “Now such a structure ls based, not by selectlng
of the anclent clty,
what 1s common to all 1nstance%A not by taking what ls common
to most instances, but by bewcedses concentrating on the most
favorable instances, nanmely, those offering more Intelligibllity
and explanatory power. <The use of such an ldeal-type 1s
twofold.*iun In so far as the historical situatlon satisfles
the conditions of the ideal type, the sltuation 1s 1lluminated.
In 8o far as the hlsiorical sltuation doea&ot not satlsfy the
aewe conditlions of the 1deal type, 1t brings to light preclae
differences that otherwise would go unnotliced, and 1t sets
%
questions that otnherwise might not be asked.

M., Marrou approves the use of ldeal-types in historlcal
investigation, but he 1ssues two warnings. First, they are
just theoretical constructs: one must resist the temptatlon

mistakes them for descriptlona
of the enthusiast that ketssthem-bevomdewtfiprben-of reallty;

onsnmombmnnh even when they do hit off maln features of

a historical reality, one muat not easlly be content wilth them,
gloss over inadequacles, reduce hlstory to what essentlally is
an abstract scheme. Secondly, there is the dlfficulty of
working out appropriate ldeal-types: the rlcher and the more
illuminating the construct, the greater the AEEPEEYIRY
difficulty of applying lt; the thiner and looser the conatruct,

K7
the lesa 18 1t able to contribute much to history.
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Finally, I wonld like to suggest that Arnmold Toynbee's

Study of History might be regarded as a source-book of ldeal-types.

Toynbee himself has granted that hls work was not gqulte as

empirical as he once thought § 1t. At the same tlme s¢ resolute

78 |

¥ debates a critic as Pleter Geyl has found the work immensely stlmulating i
and has confessed that such daring and lmaglnatlve spirlts as ﬂ

9

a 519 Toynbee have an essential function to £wed®i fulfil. that !

function is, I suggest,

to provide the materlals from whilch caref:lly foramulated f?
1deal~types might be derived.

Fourthly, does the historlan follow some theory of hlatory?

stdistinguishrBetyaeii theorlesthat-are-egtEhY

1y~ pHTIOSGEITER11Y, or theoloBlTETiy, and W tHEories

yhose basis is--simply-historica ;
One -must- dist Lng+ish- betwelan-theories-of-history and
bheortea‘GE?IVedwfrwm“other*Eﬁﬁggggmgﬁa1dpp11§a“towhis$ami.
By a theory of history I do not mean the application
to history of a theory established scientifically, philosophlcally,

or theologlcally. Such theories have thelr proper mode of

e e ot it i i e P BT N ¢ T L e

™ validation; they are to be judged on thelr own merits; they
o - broaden the historian's knowledge and make his apprehensions
more precise; they do not constitute historical knowledge but
facllitate ite development.
| By a theory of history I understand a theory that goes
© beyond awkewiiPie lts sclentific, %Pl%?ﬁophic, or theological
S baals to make statements about tsqﬁggﬁrae of hunman events.

Such theories are sset forth, for instance, by Bruce Mazlish

Maz in his discusslon of the great apeculators from Vico to Freud.
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They have to be critlcized 1n the light of thelr sclentifle,
philosophic, or theologlcal basis. In so far as they survive

such criticlem, they possess the utllity of idexisEppen
(Ol
grand-scale ideal-types, and may be employed ¥xkk under the

'precautions already indicated for the use of ideal-types.
But they full
ﬁily;never grasp the gomplexity of hlstorical reallty, and
consequently they tend to throw 1n high rellef certaln aspects

and connectlons and to dlsregard others that xmay be of equal

*.. the most

or greater importance. In M, Marrou's phrase
ingenlous hypothesls... underlines in red pencll certaln lines
lost in & diagram whose thousand curves cross one another in

D%
avery directlon." General hypotheses, tuough they‘ have their

uses, easlly become “§ ".., big antl-comprehension machime‘."l >

PSS~ rbetbontan

Fifthly, does the hlstorlan explain? On the German

natural

distinction between erklaren and verstehen,aa$pientiats explalin
but historians only understand. However, thls distinetlon 1s
gomewhat artificfial. Both scleotlists and historlians understand;
both communicate the lntelligibility that they grasp. The
difference lies 1n the kind of lntelligiblility grasped and in
the manner in whleh it develops. Sclentific Intelligibility

aims at being an internally coherent system or structure valid

in any of a speclfied set or serles of lnstances. A
iﬁaﬂéThthewiﬂ¢eiligihilitxmgngsggg bg“commen~aenaawi§whbf g;}"
mhole, it 18 1ike @ha-en-ad-justable; -many<purpose-tool;. %

t 1s not used without .the addition of -a-few.more- inslghts
awerlved.from:the-aituablonminmhand:w-Nowmeéffﬁg*time*rurva 1




)

Footnotes to chapter nine; History and Historians T
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Ibid., p. 201,
See Insight, pp. 173-181..

Mathematical and scientific growth in insight is treated

in Insight, chapters 1 to 5; commonsense growth in chapters

EXXHE 6 and &exBnL7i

it 106)

107)
108)
109)
110)

111)

Max Weber, MethedeXegy of the Social Sciences, pp. 51 f££.

Insight, pp. 191-kB&206; 218-244.

Becker, Detachment, pp. 3-28; 41-064,

Smith, Carl Becker, p. 117,

See Meinecke's essay in Stern, Vgrieties, pp. 267~288.

Ibid., p. 272.
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It ls expressed in a technlical vocabulary, constantly tested
by confronting its every implicatlon with data, and adjusted
or superseded when 1t falls to meet the tests. In contrast,
historlcal 1ntelliglbillty le 3@ like the intelllglbllity
reached by common sense. It ls the content of a habltual
accunmulation of insighte that, by themeelves, are lncomplete;
they are never applied in any sltuatlon without the pause that
grasps how relevant they are and, if need be, adds a few more
insights derived from the sltuatlon in hand. Such commonsense
understand lng i1s 1like a many-purpose adjustable tocl, where the
namber of purposes 1s enormous, and the ad Justment ls based on
the preclse tesk 1ln hand. Hence, common sense thlnks and speaks,
with respect, not to the general, but to Zhw
proposes and acts, inﬁparticular and concrets . sekespeibe.. lts
generalitlies are not principles, relevant to every possible
lnstance, but ymss proverbs saylng what may be useful to m#
bear in mind, and commonly rounded out by a contradictory
plece of advice. Look before you leap! He who hesitates is
1ost1bo¢
Historilcal explanation is a sophistlicated extension of
commonsense understanding., Its alm 1s an intelllgent
reconstruction of the past, not in its routines, but in each
of its departures from m previous routine, in the interlocked
consequences of each departure, in the unfolding of a process
that wawmewe theoretlcally might but 1n all probability never
will be repeated.
Sixthly, does the historlan investigate causes and &
determine laws? The historian does not determine laws, for
the determination of lawe 1s the work of the natural or

human sclentist. Agalun, the historlan does not deturmixesbews™

investigats # causes, whers t "oause" 18 taken in a technical
L)

» N

I
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sense developed through the advance of the sciences. However,

if "cause"

1s understood in the ordinary langusge meaning
of "because," then the hlstorian X does lnvestigate ewe causes;
for ordinary language 1s just the language of common sense,

the

and hlstorlcal explanation is the expression oﬁkcommonsensa

AR R Ty e T Tt =185
that.-causes MVE-to-Be ™ the -problems* Bl FTen L1y nou. .18 Lhsstdn
type of developing understanding. inally, the probleas

Qiaoue&edwcﬂrranb&ﬁ concerning hlstorlcal explanation that

currently are dlscussed se=mn to arise from a falilure to grasp
sclentlifle

the differences between E&a&aﬁ&ﬁtn and commonsense developments

of human intellligance,

Seventhly, & 1s thz historlan devoted to soclal and
cultural goals, 1s he subject to blas, 1s he detached from bias?

The historlan may well be devoted to soclal and cultural
goals, but in so far as he is practléplng the funectional
apeclalty, history, 4@ hls devotion 1s not proximate but
remote. His lmmedliate purpose is to settle what was golug
forward 1n the past. If he does his Job properly, he will
supply the nmaterlals which nay be employed for promoting

is not llkely to
soclal and cultural goals, But he widd=~#6% do his job properly,
1f in performing hls tasks he ia influenced not ky only by
Bhi thelr immanent exigences but also by ulterior motives and
purposes.

Accorldingly, we are azs#t settlng up a distinction parallel
in some fashlon to Max webez'a distinctinon between social
sclence and soclal policyja S8oclal sclence 1s an emplrical
diseipline srganizing the evidence on group behaviour. It has

to be pursued in the flrst instance for lts own sake. Only

when it has reached its propsr term, can 1t usefully be employed
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in the constructiéon of effective policles for the attainment

of soclal ends. In somewhat similar fashion set our two

phasea of theology keep ##® apart our encounter with the

religious past and, on W the other hand, our actlon 1in the

present on the future.

Next, all men are subject to blas, for a blas 1s a block
or distortion of intellectual development, and such blocks or
disttortiona occur 1ln four principal mernners. There is the
blas- of unconsclious motlvatlon brought to light by depth
psychiology. There 1s the ¥ blas of individual egolsm, and

and blinder
the mors powerfu%hbiaa of group egolsm. Filnally, there 1s
the general blas of common sense, which 1s a specializatlon
of intelligence in the partlcular and concrete, but usually
considers ltself omnicompetent. On all of these I have -
expanded elsewhere, and I may not repeat s myself helr'e.fo

Further, the hlstorian should be detached from all blas.
&0-ﬂhnu&ﬂ“ﬁ?‘ﬂﬂ?e*%:@&uh@J Indeed, he has greater need of
such detachment thﬂh the sclentlst, for sclentiflc work is
ade adequately oblectifled and publicly controlled, but the
historian's discoveries sccumulate in the manner of seamwen
the development of common sense, and the only adequ%iPe
positive control 1s to have another historian go over the same
evidence.

Just. how..sushodetashment-ia~aahiPred- deparids-

Just how one cangﬂgvea the achievement of such detachment

depends on one's theory of knowledge and of morals., OQur

formula is a contlnuous and ever more exeeddy exacting applicatlon

of the transcendental precepts, Be attentive, Be intelligent,
Be reasonable, Be responsible. However, nineteenth-century

emplricists concelved objectivity as a matter of seelng weebds
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all that's there to be seen and seeing nothing that's not
thsre. Accordingly, they demanded of the historian*a purs
receptivity that admitted lmpressions from phenomena but
excluded any subjective activity. Thls is the visw that
Becker was attacklng in his "Detachment and the Writing of
History" and again in his "What are Historieal Facts?"lolater
in 1ife, when he had seen relativia;iizoigs crudeat forms,

he attacked 1t and inslsted on the pursuit of truth as

the primary valueJO?But, ag I have noted already, Becker

did not work ocut a complete theory.

Eighthly, is history value-free? History, as a functlonal
specialty, 1s value-free 1n the sense already outlined: it 1ls
not directly concerned to promote soclal and cultural goals.

It pertains to the first phase of theoleogy whlch aims at an
encounter wlth the past; the more adeguate that encounter,

the more frultful 1t can prove to be;'but one 1s not pursuing
.8 pecinllyywhemr-one=is.mintngedliffenent-taelty

8 epeclalty, when one attempts to do it and something e

ouite different at the same time. Further, scclal and cultural
goals are lvncarnated values; they are subject to the dl:-tortizns
of blas; and 80 kke concern for soclial and cultural goals can
eme oxerclse not only a dlsturbing but even a distortlng
inflience on historle=l investlgation,

Further, hlstory is value-free in the further aense}

that 1t is a functlonal speclalty that alms at settling matters

of fact by appeallng to empirical evlidence. Now value~judgements

nelther gettle matters of fact nor constlitute empirical evidence.
In that respect, then, history once more 1ls value=free.
Finally, history 1s not value-free in the ssnse that

the historian refralns from all value-judgements. For the
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functlonal speclalties, while they concentrate on the end
proper to one of the four levels of consclous and intentional
actlvity, none the less are the achievement of operations on
all four levels. The historian ascertains matters of fact,
not by ignorlng data, by falling to understand, by omittling
Judgements of value, but by dolng all of these for the purpose
of settling matters of fact?o
In fact, the hlstorian's value- judgements are preclsely
the means that make his work a selectlion of things that are
worth knowlng, that, in Meinecke's phrase, enablea history
to be "the content, the wisdom, and the signposts of our lives.“lu
Nor 1s this influence of 3 value~judgements an intrusion of
subjectivity., There are true ahd there are false value-jJudgements.,
The fsfmer are objective in the sense that they result from

mora
& real self-transcendence. The latter are subjectlive in the sense

that they represent a fallure to effecgn;;:; gelf=-transcendence.
False value- Judgements are an luotrusion of sublectivity.
True value-judgements are the achlevement of a rzgiagbjactivity,
of an objectivlty& that, so far from belng opposed to the
ob Jectivity of tf;e Judgemente of fact, presupposes ix then
and completes twh them by adding to mere cognitional self-—
transcendence a ﬁg;ﬁﬁﬁhihtranscendence.
However, 1f the hilatorlan makes value-judgements, still
: pasaing
that 18 not hls speclalty. The task ofhnétﬁﬁng-&n Judgement on
the values and dlsvalues offered ¥ us by the past pertains
to the further specialtles ¢f dialectic and foundatisns.
Finally, do historians believe? They Go not belleve in
the sense that critical hlstory 1s not a compllatlon of testimonies
regarded as credible. But they believe in the sense that

they cannot experiment with the past as natursl sclsentists
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can experiment on natural objects. They believe in the sense
that they cannot have before their eyes the realixties of
they speak. They believe in the sense that £f they depend on
one another's critically evaluated work and participate in an

BERNE ongoing collaboration for the advance of ®m knowled ge.

8. Science and Scholarship

I wish to propose a convention., Let the term, science,
be reserved for knowledge that is contained in principles and
laws and either is verified universally or else is revised.
Let the term xEhmXaxxhgmscholarship be employed to denote
the learning that consists in a commonsenese grasp of the
commonsense thought, speech, action of distant places and/or
times. Men mx of letters, linguists, exegetes, historians

gEenerally
would be named not scientists but scholars. It would be
understood, however, that a man might be both scientist
and scholar. He might apply contemporary science to an

understanding of ancient history, or he might draw on historical

knowledge to enrich contemporary theory.
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