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| intend here to condder the
character of higtorica
experience from the standpoint
of the totaity of experience,
that is, to consder the truth or
vaidity of hisory as a form of
experience. And this purpose,
as | have dready indicated,
does not include the attempt to
determine the exact degree of
truth which beongs to history
(as compared with other forms
of experience); it does not
include the attempt to place
higory in a hierarcchy—ether
genetic or logica—of forms of
experience. On the one dde, it
may be the case that, in the
development of a dcivilization,
an interest in higory has been
more  primitive  than  (for
exanple) an interet  in
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science. But that beongs to the history
of higory, which is not what |
wish to discuss. It is no part of
my plan to indicate the place
occupied by higory in ‘the
devdopment of human ex-
perience. Nor, on the other
Sde, am | able to discover the
means by which the exact
logicd datus of higory as a
form of experience might be
determined. And consequently
tha dso mug lie outdde my
plan. My intention, precisdy,
is to consder the character of
higory in order to determine
whether it be experience itsdf
in its concrete totdity or an
aret in expeience, an
abstract mode of experience;
and further, to determine the
generd  character of the
relationship between history as
a world of expeience and
other worlds of experience.

Now, it will be seen a once
tha what | am offering is a
view of higory from the
outsde. It is a view of higtory,
not from the standpoint of the
historian, but as it appears to
one whose interest lies to one
gde of tha of the higorian.
For,
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while my plan is to consder the truth of

higory, the vdidity of higory
as a world of experience, the
higorian is engaged in the
attempt to edtablish truth or
coherence in the world of
higory itsdf. And it will be
sad that, whatever ese there is
in favour of such a discusson,
it cannot be contended that it
will give us an adequate view
of hisory. A view of the world
of higory from the outsde
may be an execise which
affords interesx  for  the
otherwise idle, but it can result
in no extenson of our
knowledge of the character of
higory. And this suggesion
must be noticed because it will
be encountered wherever the
character of any form of
experience is discussed.
Rdigion, it is sad, can be
understood only by the
religious man; science by the
scientist, art by the artist and
history by the historian. It is,
nevertheless, wholly
misleading. The character of
any world of experience is its
place in the totaity of
experience and depends upon
its capacity to provide what is
ultimately  satisfactory  in
experience. Consequently, if
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the world of higtoricd experience be
itsedf the world of concrete
experience, the attempt to get
outsde it will be futile, but it
will adso be unnecessary; for
there is no outsde to the
totality of experience, and
experience as a whole is Hf-
conscious and sdf-critica—is,
in short, its own criterion. And
if the world of higoricd
experience disclosss itsdf as a
mode of experience, its
character  (because it is
condituted by the place it
holds in the totdity of
experience) can be determined
only 0 long as we reman
outsde the posulaes and
presuppositions in terms  of
which it is congructed and
maintained, world of
experience, except it be the
coherent world of concrete
experience itsdf, cannot he
seen as a whole and as a world
from within, and until it is
judged as a whole its character
must eude us. We may leave
religious questions to rdigious
men, the problems of science
to the scientigt, higtory itsdf to
the higtorian; it is the business
of each of these to organize
and make coherent his own
world of experience but to
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suppose that the nature of history is an
historical question, or that the
character of rdigion is a
guestion upon which a
rdigious man, as such, is
specidly qudified to advise
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us, would involve (to say the least)
unwarranted assumptions
about the character of these
worlds. Our business, then, is
to discuss dl that the historian
merely assumes, to condder
what he medy posulates.
And if there is anything merdy
postulated in higtory, that, at
leest, is a symptom of unsdf-
consciousness, a symptom of
moddlity.

It should be expected, then,
that the view of higory | have
in mind may differ
consderably from the
higorian's view of higory, or
(which is the same thing)
higory's view of its own
character. The view which the
higorian, as such, mugt take of
higory is an higoricd view;
ad if (and in 0 far as) the
higory of a thing fdls short of
its definition, his view of the
character of higory mugt fall
to be satisfactory in
experience. If higory be not
the concrete totdity  of
experience, of which dl forms
of experience ae mee
modifications, wherever  the
hisgorian is found congdering
the character of higtory, the
fact that he is an higorian, 0
fa  from gving specid
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authority to his gpeculations,  will
render them suspect. It should
not be assumed, then, tha all
views of the chaacter of
history must be confined to the
higorian's  view  of its
character. And it should not ke
supposed that any view of the
character of higory which
differs from higory’s own
view of its chaacter, must
therefore be fdse or
inadequate.  Indeed,  unless
higory be itsdf the concrete
totdity of experience, it is the
higorian s view of its character
which will be inadequate—as
indequate as history itsdf.
The higorian's view of higory
cannot, it is true, be replaced
by any other view; within the
relm of higory itsdf his view
is cetanly the only rdevant
view. Hut it is a view which
mus be set on one sde when
we come to condder the
vaidity of higtorical
experience itsdf.

Wha | have to offer, then,
is neither a description of how
higory has been written, nor
advice as to how it ought to be
written. | am not concerned
with the higorian’s ‘psycho-
logy’, his methods of research
or his speculations about
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higory, but with higory itsdf—to
determine its character from
the standpoint of the totdity of
experience.  Consequently it
must be my fird busness to
establish history
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within the readm of experience, to
edablish it as a form of
experience, for what is not
itsdf experience can scarcey
be expected either to meet or
to fal to meet the demands of
experiencee.  And we ae
dready well enough
acquainted with the generd
character of experience to
know that if higory is to be
edablished a a form of
experience, it must be shown
to he a foom of thought, a
world, a world of ideas; and be
shown to recognize coherence
as the sole criterion of achieve-
ment. But sSnce, on more than
one occasion, each of these
characteristics has been denied
to higory, it will be necessary
for me, in order to establish
my view, to condder briefly
the vdidity of these denids.

The view tha hidory is
experience but not thought,
that it condsts of experiences
but not of idesss may be
dismissed a once. For not only
has it never, s0 fa as | am
aware, been asserted, but aso,
were it asserted, we have
dready in  our possession
aguments enough to refute it.
History does not consigt of the
sensdions or intuitions of the
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higorian; it is not a world of
sensations, intuitions or
immediate experiences and if
it were, it would, for that
reeson, be unable to mantan
its independence of thought.

Higory, if it be a form of
experience, cannot avoid the
character of thought.

But further, if higory is to
he edablished as a form of
experience it must be shown to
be a world. And on this point
we are met, a once, with a
denid. Higory, we dhdl be
told, is not a world (of ideas or
events—for the present it does
not metter how we concelve
it), but a series it is not a
world, but “a tissue of mere
conjunctions’;! it gives us
“co—ordination” without
“subordination or  system’?.
Higory is not a whole or a
world, but a sum; it
enumerates, hut cannot
integrate.  And, should it he
possble to edablish this view,
the consequences for history
would be important. If history
be a mere series, a tissue of
mere conjunctions, then it is

! Bosanquet, The Principle of Individuality and Value, p. 78.
2 Schopenhauer, Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, B. 11, Kap. 38.
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something other than experience, it is
something less than
knowledge, and outsde the
world of thought. For
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we have seen dready that there can be

no experience which is not a
world. Here, then, is a precise
view, an explict denid of
hisoy as a form of
experience. Higory is con
cerned, not with what is ‘co-
exigent’, with what belongs to
a world, hut with wha is

‘successive, with what
belongs to a Series.
Nevethdess, it will, | think,

be found impossble to
edablish this view. | take it,
firg, tha history is concerned
only with that which gppears
in or is condructed from
record of some kind. ‘Events
may have happened (if we
choose this way of spesking)
of which dl record or
suggestion has been logt, and
these are certanly no part of
the so-cdled ‘higoricd series.
The ‘higoricd series, that is,
is not the same as what is
spoken of as the ‘time series.
Moreover, history does not
conds in a hae uncriticd
account of whaever has
survived in record. Because an
event is (in some senx)
recorded, it does not imply that
it is higoricd. ‘Higory’ has,
indeed, been written in
defiance or ncglect of this

97
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principle, hut it affords dl the evidence
we require to demongrate the
absurdities  involved.?  Much
so-cdled ‘religious  higory,
working  with  the  non
higoricd concept of miracle,
accepts  without criticism  and
a its face vaue whatever is
given, and for this resson fdls
ot of the character of
higory. The migteke here is
not mere credulity, but a
falure to redize tha the so-
cdled  ‘authorities (better
cdled ‘sources) of history are
frequently not themsdves the
product of higoricad thought
and require to be trandated
into the caegories of higtory
before they are used. What is a
miracle for the writer of any
of the gospels cannot remain a
mirecle for the higorian.
Higory, like every other form
of experience, must make its
materid as wel as determine
its method, for the two are
inssparable.  If, then, we
conceive

L“Osiander (s498~-x 552), in his Harmony of the Gospels, maintained
the principle that if an event is recorded more than once the Gospels, in
different connexions, it happened more than once and in different
connexions. The daughter of Jairus was therefore raised from the dead
severa times,.. there were two cleansings of the Temple, and so forth.”
Schweitzer, Quest of the Historical Jesus, p. 13.
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hisory as a ‘seies, we ae
nevertheless obliged to admit
that in this so-caled higtorica
series the terms are not merdy
successive, they offer critidsm
of one another. They do not
dand isolated and sdf-evident,
but ae guaranteed by the
series as a whole. What comes
later in the series is part of the
ground upon which the
higorian  edtablishes  what
comes earlier, and vice versa.
In ghort, it is impossble to
exclude criticism from higory,
and where there is criticiam
there is judgment. Before a
‘recorded” event becomes an
‘higoricd’ event, a judgment
must have been interposed.
But judgment involves more
than a series it involves a
world. And the view tha
higory is concerned with what
IS medy successve breaks
down. What was taken for a
mere series has turned, in our
hands, into a world. For,
wherever the tems of a
‘sries 0 far lose ther
isolation and come to depend
upon the citidsm  and
guarantee of other, perhaps
ubsequent, terms, and of the
‘sries as a whole, there is no
longer a mere series of what is
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successive, but a world of what is co-
exigent. Nor is it possible to
mantan tha, dthough the
world of higtory is congructed
by means of this process of
mutud criticdism of what haes
been recorded (which implies a
world), nevertheless, when it is
completed, its character is that
of a series and not of a world.
This mutud criticdsm is not
medy a dage in the
condruction of higory, it is a
permanent character of
hisory—like the tensons and
dresses dways present in a
building, mantaining its
dability. Higory, then, must
choose between remaning a
mere series, an
undiscriminating  account  of
whatever appears in any record
in the order in which it is
recorded, or becoming a world
of co-exident facts and by this
means edablishing itsdf as a
form of experience. And there
is no doubt which will be its
choice. Whatever the higtorian
may think, hisory is never a
mere series, is never concerned
with what is merdy
successve. It is a world
because it is unable to
mantan itef & anything
s And because, and in 0



HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE 101
fa as it is a world, it is a form of
experience. It is true tha the
notion of a series, the notion of
uccessve events, is, as we
shdl *e, one
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of the notions which determine the
character of the world of
higory; hut what | wish to
edablish here is that higory
itself is not a series, but a
world.

And it may be remarked,
adso, that the view that history
iS not experience, is not
knowledge, because it is
concerned with a series, with
what is merely successve, and
not with wha is co-exigent,
aies from an dementay
misunderstanding. It is due to
the assumption that the
abdractions of the higtorian
must be accepted without
citicdsm or modification by
any view of the character of
higsory which expects a
hearing. The world of higtory
may appear to the unreflective
higorian a a saies of
successve events, but  that
affords no reason whatever for
supposing that it is of this
character. For the higtorian (as
we shdl see it is dangerous
enough to regard higtory in this
manner; for anyone who
desres a cler view of the
charecter of higory it is
dissstrous. The  ‘higtoricd
series is a bogy, and we must
rid oursdves of its influence if
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we are to achieve a coherent view of
the character of history. There
iss then, no ground for
supposng  that  higory is
nothing more than a tissue of
mere conjunctions. And if no
more relevant objection than
this can he raised, higory will
have no difficulty in
edablishing itdf within  the
realm of experience.

Neverthedless higory, if it is
to be a form of experience,
must he, not only a world, but
aworld of ideas. And here dso
we shdl be met by doubt and
denid. Higory, it will be
asserted, is an  ‘objective
world, a world of past events
to he discovered, unearthed,
recaptured; it condsts of what
actualy happened, and that (at
leest) is independent of what
we think; it is a world, not of
ideas, but of events. Higtory, in
ghort, is the course of events.
Or again, the busness of the
higorian, it is sad, is to recdl,
not to think; he is a receptive,
not a condructive agent; he is
a memory, not a mind. This
seems to have been Bacon's
view of the chaacter of
higory; and Hege appears to
have thought that there was at
least one kind of higtory which
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was not “reflective. Higorians such
as Herodotus and Thucydides
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“merdy  trandormed  what
passing in the world around
them into the redm of re
presentative thought (in  das
Reich der gedigen
Vorgdlung)”. These higorians
“bind together the fleding
elements of story and treasure
them up for immortdity in the
temple of Mnemosyne’.! And
other less judicious writers
have believed this to be the
universal character of written
higory. Written higory, for
them, is not a rebirth, not even
a resurrection; it is a mere
exhumation of the past course
of events. But objections to
this view are ready to hand.
And the most comprehensive
is that history cannot he ‘the
course o events independent
of our experience of it, because
there is nothing independent of
our experience—neither event
nor fact, neither past nor
future. What is independent of
experience is certainly not fact;
there are no facts which are not
ideas. And equally certainly it
is not event or happening. An
event independent of

105
was

! Hegel, Vorlesungen (iber die Philosophie der Weltgeschichte, Lasson,

I, 167.
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experience, ‘objective’ in the sense of
being untouched by thought or
judgment, would be an
unknowable; it would be
neither fact nor true nor fase
but a nonentity. And, in S0 far
& history is a world of facts
(which  will scacdy be
denied), it is a world of idess,
and a world which is true or
fdse according to the degree
of its coherence.  The
diginction between hidory as
it happened (the course of
events) and hisory as it is
thought, the digtinction
between higory itsdf and
merely  experienced  higory,
must go; it is not merdy fase,
it is memingless  The
higorian’'s busness is not to
discover, to recapture, or even
to interpret; it is to create and
to congruct. Interpretation and
discovery  imply  something
independent of experience, and
there is nothing independent of
experience. There is no history
independent of experience; the
course of events, as such, is
not hisgory because it is
nothing a 4dl. Hidory is
experience, the  hidorian's
world of experience; it is a
world of idess the higtorian’'s
world of idess. And further,
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even if the task of the higorian is
concelved as recdling wha
has happened, nevertheless it
is a gross fdlacy to suppose
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that recdling is something less than a
form of experience, to suppose
that we can recdl anything but
idess. To recdl is not merey
to lay sde by dde in present
consciousness rigid particles of
past evert, it is to organize our
present consciousness, it is to
think, to judge to construct.
But even were it posshle to
find a world of medy
recdled, exhumed events it
woud not be a world
stisfactory to the higorian.
For it is impossible to suppose
that it would be free from
interndl  contradictions, and if
the higorian were merdy to
recdl, there would he no
means by which he could
overcome the dishamony of
what he discovered. His world
would he a chaos
masquerading as a world, and
its principle  would  be
‘Everything is true exactly as it
is presented. In short,
discovery without judgment is
impossble and a course of
events independent of
experience,  untouched by
thought and judgment, is a
contradiction.
And here, dso, it maybe
remarked that this view of
hisory as an ‘objective world
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is derived from the prgudices and
assumptions of the hidtorian as
such, and comes to us hacked
merely by the fact that some
higorians sem to have
beieved it. The hidorian
sometimes sets before  himsdlf
the task of condructing an
unbiassed account of the
course of events, er will blos
zeigen wie es egentlich
gewesen. But often lie con
fuses this adosence of bias with
the achievement of a world of
fects uninfluenced by
experience. He supposes that
what is independent of the
particular ideas and pregudices
of his own place and time must
be wha is  dtogether
independent of experience. His
criterion  of  objectivity is
freedom from experience; and
this, we have seen, is absurd.
And moreover, this notion is
in the cae of higory,
peculiarly vicious, because it
involves us in a divison of the
world of higory so radicd as
to amount to its totd
digntegration: | mean, of
course, the separation of ‘what
has come to us from our
interpretation  of  it’, the
separation of ‘the course of
events from the recollection
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of it in the mind, of higory from
historiography, of Geschichte
from historic. Written history
appears to some historians as
the attempt to build
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up in the present a world of idess to
correspond with a past and
buried course of events. But
snce, in that case, the course
of events must lie for ever
outside experience, and
consequently  he  unknowable,
there is little to recommend the
view. And further, written or
experienced higory itsdf is
involved in the fdl of the
course of events, because it
must dways be impossible to
ascertan the correspondence
between the historian’'s world
of idess and the course of
events which, ex hypothes, is
outsde his experience. This
‘course of events, this ‘what
has come to us separated from
‘our interpretation of it' is in
fact, a contradiction. It is wha
is experienced sundered from
the experience of it and offered
an  indepedent  existence
which, nevethdess, it is
powerless to sustain. When the
course of events has been
separated from the experience
of it, it will be found
impossible ever to bring them
together again, and apart they
are void of meaning. Or again,
from a fresh sandpoint, for the
historian there appears to stand
on one dde the course of
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events, and on the other, the hisorica

method, which he thinks of as
oecialy adgpted to the
discovery of wha actudly
happened. But the truth is that
this course of events does not
and cannot exist independently
of the higoricd method. The
method is correlative to the
matter; when we consder the
one we ae conddering the
other dso. There is, then, to be
found among some writers on
higsory a pont of view,
corresponding closdly to the
Naturdism of the last century,
which  atributes to the
presupposditions of history a
universal relevance and
mistakes the abstractions of the
higorian for independent
entities. It may be convenient
for the hisorian to think of his
work as the discovery and
interpretation of a past course
of events to think of historica
truth as the correspondence of
his ideas with a past fact, but it
is the fird busness of anyone
who undertakes to consder the
character of higtory as a form
of experience to criticize these
notions. They are not presup-
pogtions which lie is obliged
to accept on the authority of
the historian. And it is safe to
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sy that he will find none of them
satisfactory. History is a world
aridisaworld of idess.
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And consequently it is not a world of
mere idess. We have seen
dready that mere ideas ae
abdractions and  nowhere
found in experience. And in
assating that higory is the
experience of the higtorian, |
mean nether that it congds of
his experience as such, merely
as his experience, nor that it is
aworld of mereidess.
In s far, then, as hidory is
a world and a world of dessit
is a form of experience. But
beyond these there are other
characteristics to be looked for
in experience. The datum in dl
experience is, we have seen, a
world of ideas, and the process
in dl experience is to make a
given world more of a world,
to make it coherent. The given
world in experience is given
dways to be transformed,
nothing in  experience is
satisfactory merdly because it
is given. And if higory is to be
edablisned as a form of
experience, it must he shown
to begin with a homogeneous
world of ideas and to end with
that world made coherent. But
here again we are met with the
prgudices of the higorian.
History, he says, knows very
well where to begin and it is



HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE 115
not with a homogeneous world of
idess. Higory begins with the
collection  of data, o,
dterndively, it begins with the
collection of maerid. “The
search for and the collection of
documents is a part, logicdly
the firs and most important
pat, of the higorian's craft.”
After “isolated facts’ have
been collected, the higtorian
proceeds to criticism and
gynthess. “After the collection
of facts comes the search for
causes”? ‘The data in history
are fixed, they are given to he
incorporated, not to be trans-
formed. And they are isolated
hisoricadl facts, and not a
world of idess. But there are
many difficulties which gand
in the way of our accepting
this naive theory of higoricad
knowledge. Fird, there is the
difficulty that, if it were taken
serioudy, this view would at
once place higory outsde
knowledge. No knowledge
whatever, we have seen, can
he supposed to begin  with
mere unrelated particles  of
data, isolated facts, for these

! Langlois and Seignobos, | ntroduction to the Study of History pp. 18,
211, 214.
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are contradictions and lie in the region
of the unknowable. The mind
can entertain only that
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which has a meaning, tha which

belongs to a world. But
further, if we condgder what is
in the mind of the higorian as
he collects his maerid, we
dhdl find, in place of this sup-
posed miscellaneous
asortment of ‘facts, fird, a
homogeneous system of idess
or podulates, in terms of
which he is conscious of
whatever comes before him.
The collection of materids is
cetanly not the fird sep in
hisory. And the data of the
higorian ae cetanly not
facts. Indeed higtory, like
every other form of thought,
ends and does not begin with
facts. What is given in higory,
what is origind from the
dandpoint of logic, is a sysem
of postulates. But secondly, the
mind of the hidorian, even
where it is free from mere
prgudice and preconception
about the course of events
(even where it is free from the
most crippling of al
assumptions in higory, that the
past is like the present), con
tans not only a sysem of
postulates, but adso a genera
view of the course of events,
an hypothess, governed by
these posgtulates. No historian
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ever began with a blank conscous-

ness, an isolated idea or a
genuinely universd  doubt, for
none of these is a possble sate
of mind. He begins aways
with a sysem of podulates
(largdy  unexamined)  which
define the limits of his thought,
and with a specific view of the
course of events a view
consonant with his postulates.
And whenever the higtorian
imagines himsdf actudly to
begin with the collection of
maerids, he is suffering from
an illuson which nat only
hinders him from achieving a
true view of the character of
hisory itsdf, but may dso
hinder him from the
achievement of his own
explicit end. The so-cdled
‘sentific  higorians of the
lat  century placed ther
emphass upon accuracy and
the necessty of acquanting
themsdves with the ‘origind
authorities, the necessty of
‘research’; and the notion
aose that the chief source
from which the modification or
correction of an  higtoricad
writer should proceed was “the
discoveries which have been
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made since he wrote “.* And 0 far

they were right. But ther view
of the

character of higory suffered
from a radica defect. It
neglected to urge the necessty
of examining the hypotheses of
the higorian, the given world
of idess in terms of which the
materias were understood, and
into which new discoveries
were incorporated. And it
faled to recognize the
necessity of trandorming the
hypotheses of the historian to
meet new demands. But, not to
have examined its initid
sysem of hypotheses is as
ruinous to history as to be
without knowledge of the so-
cdled ‘authorities. Higorica
research camot take the place
of historica experiment;
higorical experiment is barren
without hypothess, and
hypothess apat from a
homogeneous world of idess is
imposshle My view is then,
that the theory of knowledge a
the back of the notion that
higory  begins with  the
collection of materiad and thet

L Bury, Introduction to Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman

Empire.
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the data in history are ‘isolated facts,

is eroneous, .and that the
notion itsedf is preposterous.
We know nothing of a course
of historicd events apart from
some system of postulates; and
it is the fird budnes of
anyone who is conddering the
character of history to discover
the nature of those postulates.
And further, no line can be
drawvn  between wha is
presupposed and what is
known. What is known is
dways in tems of wha is
presupposed. The  historian
begins with a homogeneous
world of ideas, and his task is
to transform (though not
wholly to transform) wha is
given into whet is stisfactory.
Higory, then, begins not
with the collection of isolated
paticles of data, nor with a
universal  doubt, nor with a
blank and empty
constiousness, but  with a
homogeneous world of idess.
No other garting place is to he
found, none other is possble.
And the work of the historian
condds in the transformetion
of this world as a whale, in the
pursuit of coherence. The
problem of higorica thinking
is to detect what modification
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a new discovery, a new experience
produces in the world of
higory as a whole. And the
weekness of many higorians is
due to thar inddlity to
undergtand, first, that a new
discovery cannot be appeased
by beng fitted into an old
world, but only by beng
dlowed to transform the whole
of that world;
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and secondly, that the character of a
new discovery is not given and
fixed, but is determined by its
place in the world of higory as
a whole. The genera scheme,
the initid world of idess, they
imagine to have been given
and to lie beyond the reach of
citicdsm;, and each new
discovery is, for them, equdly
fixed, solid ad independent.
New knowledge may be used
to illugtrate or to extend the old
world, but never to modify or
trandorm it. Hut the fact is
that this generd scheme, with
which the higtorian begins, is a
world of idess given only in
oder that it may be
superseded. And to see the
bearing of a new detal upon
the world of higory as a whole
is a once the task and the
difficulty of higoricd thought.
For each new discovery,
whatever it may appear to be,
is, indeed, not the discovery of
a fresh detal, but of a new
world. Every experience is, by
implicetion, a complete world
of experience. And each new
discovery must be seen in its
place in tha \4orld, its effect
must have been fet upon that
world, before its meaning can
be sad to have been
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apprehended, before it is ‘discovered'.
The process in higoricd
thinking is never a process of
incorporation; it is dways a
process by which a gven
world of idess is transformed
into a world that is more of a
world.

| teke it, then, that history is
experience, and not a course of
events independent of
experience. There is, indeed,
no course of events
independent of  experience.
Higtory 5 not the
correspondence of an idea with
an event, for there is no event
which is not an idea. Higory is
the historian's experience. It is
‘made’ by nobody save the
higorian; to write higory is the
only way of meking it. It is a
world, and a world of ideas. It
begins with a world of idess,
nothing can come to the
higorian which is isolated,
meaningless or merely
‘materid’.  And the expliat
end in higory is to meke a
given world more of a world,
to make it coherent. The
course of events is, then, the
result, not the maerid of
higory; or rather, it is a once
materid and result. And the
course of events is not a mere
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series of successve events, but a
world of co-exigent events—
eventswhich co-exis
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in the mind of the higorian. And

snce, as we have seen, truth
belongs only to a world of
ideas as a world and as a
whole, truth in history beongs
only to the world of higoricd
idess as a whole. No detall is
true in isolation: to be true is to
belong to a coherent world.
And further, snce no world of
idess is merdy true, hut is
adways true of redity, history
adso, in 0 fa as it is true is
true of redity. Higory is
nothing but experience, the
course of events is nothing but
thought, and it is objective not
because it is free, or com
padivdy free from the
‘interference of thought, but
because it is what the hitorian
as such is obliged to think.
Nevertheless, there remans
the prgudice that higory,
though it cannot throw off the
character of experience,
though it canot avoid the
necessty of judgment and is
itsdf the product of inference,
is not primaily reflective
experience. Higtory, it is fdt, is
likdy to be fagfied as often
on account of too much
thought, as on account of too
litle. To desat fact for
inference, to interpose
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judgment too readily are temptaions
from which the higorian must
turn away. Higory, it has been
sd, is “the leest atificid
extenson of common
knowledge “. And this appears
to mean tha it is knowledge
least compromised by
experience, tha it is fact
merely upplemented by
thought, that in history there is
a daum of raw materid and
that the historian contributes
only a binding or co-ordinaing
edement. And wherever the
contribution of the mind' is in
excess of some  undefined
Quantity, the rexult is ether
fdse higory or not history At
dl. But we mugt not give way
to this compromise, this
vesige of moderation which,
in philosophy, is dways the
ggn  of  makeshift. No
diginction whatever can be
dlowed between the raw
materia of higory and history
itdf, save a didinction of
relaive coherence. There is no
fact in hisgory which is not a
judgment, no event which is
not an inference. There is
nothing whatever outsde the
higorian’'s experience. And we
must discard absolutedly  and
dtogether this notion of a
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course of events which the thought of
the higtorian may represent but
which too much thinking will
digtort. Either
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history IS  expeience  without
compromise, a world of idess
without qudification, or it is
not experience in ay sense
and if it is not experience (T
have contended) it is nothing
a dl. Higooy may be a
limited, deficent mode of
experience (tha we mugt
congider in amoment), but it is
certanly nothing but
experience.

§2

My conclusons 0 far ae
meegre, neverthdess | take
them to be not unimportant.
Higory is experience and
nothing but experience; and
the attempt, implict in the
passng remaks of many
higorians and explicit in the
theories of some philosophers,
to place higory outsde
experience must be consdered
to have faled. Higory,
whatever d<e it is is not “the
doubtful gory of successve
events’; it is a world of idess,
a form of experience. And,
because it is experience, it is
the whole of redity; the whole,
perhgps  from a  limited
dandpoint, but dill, never a
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separable and independent part  of
redity. Here, then, is the genus
of what we are consdering; we
ae thus far towards
determining its character. And
our busness now is to
ascertain  the differentia  of
hisory. Higtorica  experience,
we have seen, begins with a
sysem of podulates; and,
dnce it is in these podtulates
that the differentia of this form
of experience lies, it is to this
sydem tha we mug turn in
oder to fill out and make
precise our view of the
character of higory. ‘The
character and status of history
as a form of experience is
determined by the character of
its postulates. Nevertheless, to
atempt an exhaudtive account
of the sysem of posulaes
implicit in higtoricd
experience would lead me too
fa afidd, and | must be
content to congder it briefly
and tinder five heads—the
ideas of the past, of fact, of
truth, of redity and of
explanation which bedong to
higory and ae explict in
hisgory. These ideas ae, of
course, closdy interconnected,
and it will be both impossble
and undesirable to keep them
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entirdly separate. They belong to a
world and must be seen
together in and as that world.
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() Now, whatever
higorian may suppose, the
higoricd past is not the only
pas. Higtory is cetanly a
form of experience in which
what is experienced is, in some
sense, past. But the past in
history is not the only past, and
a clear view of the character of
the past in higory involves the
diginction of this past from
thaa in other forms of
experience.

Cetan pasts may be
dismissed a once as dien to
higory. The past in higory is
not the remembered past. The
remembered past may be
higoricd, hut it is not
higoricd  because it is
remembered. For memory is
aways persond; we can
remember only what has come
within our persond
experience. And if Thucydides
wrote &bout wha he re
membered, it is not on tha
account that he wrote history.
Higory is the hidorian's
experience, but it is not the
historian’s  autobiography, and
it is not his experience merey
as his. And further, the pagt in
higory is not a merdy fancied
past; the historical past is not a
past which merdy might have

131
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been. Nor is it a past which merdy
must have been. The higtorical
past, whatever dse it is, is
caegoricd and not merey
gpodeictic. And again, the
redision tha to dam for
higory the whole past would
he to dam more than history
is capable of magtering, has led
some writers to make a verticd
divison, and others to make a
horizontd divison of the pad,
in order to dake out a
moderate clam for higtory.
Thus, the padt in higory is sad
to be the ‘human’ past or the
‘politicd’  past. But these,
whatever  their  convenience,
are didinctions without a
principle,  there is nothing in
the humen to didinguish it
abolutely from the non
human padt, nothing in politics
to ddinguish it findly from
what is non-politica, what is
economic or religious. There is
nothing more than a makeshift
here. And, on the other side,
the more recent past has been
sdected as the pagt in higory,
the less recent past being made
over to pre-higory. And it has
been suggested that the
higoricd past is confined to a
certan  geogrephicd  aea
Hege consdered Africa to be
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no pat of the world of history. But
these dso ae didinctions
without reason or judtificetion,
diginctions merdy of
convenience.
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The higoricd past is not to be
determined merdy by leaving
out this kind of event or that
period or locdity; some more
rationd disincion must he
found to didinguish the
higtorica past.

Setting aside these, the past
which | take to be the most
important for us to diginguish
from tha in higory is what |
will cdl the practicd pest.
Wherever the past is merdy
that which preceded the
present, tha from which the
present has grown, wherever
the sgnificance of the padt lies
in the fact that it has been
influentid in  dedding the
present and future fortunes of
man, wherever the present is
sought in the past, and
wherever the past is regarded
a medy a refuge from the
present—-the past involved is
a practicd, and not an
higtorica past.

‘This practicd past will be
found, in generd, to sarve
gther of two masters—palitics
or rdigion. Peatriotigm, it is
sad, is a love of the padt, a
repect for the generations
which have preceded us. This
iIs sometimes a fancied past
(though it is not thought of as
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such), and sometimes it
remembered past. What is
characteridic of it is tha it is
known as our past, and the
love of it is insgparable from
«f-love.  Hut this politicd
past, our past as ours, ~S not,
as such, the historica past.
And s0 soon as we have
rlieved oursdves of the
prgudice that every past is
necessarily the same,  and
necessily higoricd, we shdl
have no difficuty in sHting
adde this practicd past as
something dien to higory. For
the past is not ‘there’, the same
for dl who consder it and
from whatever standpoint they
choose to congder it. What it
is depends entirdly upon how
we think of it; and the past
which (in some sense) is wha
is experienced in higtory, is not
the past in practical
experience.

And when we tun from
poliics to  rdigion  this
becomes even clearer. There
belongs, for example, to the
Chrigian rdigion a so-cdled
‘higoricdl’ eement, which has
been the source of both pride
and difficulty to its defenders.
But when this dement is
conddered more closdy it will

is
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be found indeed to involve the pas,
but not the historical past. The
view tha the past is important
to Chrigtianity agppears to have
been
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inherited origindly from Judasm; but
it would appear aso tha the
idea of a specificdly historicad
past was unknown to the
Hebrew race. Like most
primitive peoples, the past had
meaning for them only in so
far as it was seen to be ther
past; their concern was with its
life, not with its deadness, for
them it was a saga, it was (in
fact) a mythology, an effort to
meke actud and impressve
their beliefs about their present
world and about the character
of God. The Greeks, for the
most part, did not cal upon the
past to the added force and
redity to the cregtions of ther
rdigious  imagination;  they
cdled instead upon a present
senghility to nature and life, to
things which could be touched
and seen and heard. But the
Hebrew language of
imagination had in it dways
some reference to the padt; the
world was seen not as it
gppeared when they opened
their eyes to the day but as a
process, and in this they were
not unique. They did not, of
course, think of this pagt as a
merely fancied past; its power
to capture the imagination was
due entirdly to the fact that it
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was believed to be a past which had
actudly heppened. But this
belief cannot of itsdf convert
wha is essentidly a practicd
past into an higoricd pad; it is
merely part of the
pargpherndia  required  to
extract from the past the
ingpiretion and the life which
practica  experience  seeks.
This Hebrew dependence upon
the past was taken over by
Chrigianity, and has now
become imbedded in our
rigion. Our mythology is
built upon it, our imaginaion
dominated by it. When we
wish to give to our bdiefs the
fooce and livdiness which
belong to them, we find in the
language of history a ready
means for expressng our
desres. And whatever motive
lies behind the compostion of
the Gospes, the past which
they are concerned with is a
past of this character. And it is
not an higoricdl past. The
language may he mistaken for
that of higory, hut the meaning
does not lie in the world of
historical idess® Whether this

LIt must be understood that my view is not that the writers of the
Gospels were unconcerned about the ‘truth’ of the past which they
presented, but that this past was not an historical past.
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dependence of
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practical experience upon a past arises
from some dark deficiency of
the imagination or is due to
some other crcumdstance, IS
not for me to say; cetanly it
hes involved the dvilization of
Christendom in some
momentous CoNs_guences,
both practicd and intelectud.
What | have to suggest is that
this past must be diginguished
absolutly from that in higory.
In practical experience, the
past is desgned to judtify, to
meke vdid practicd bdiefs
about the present and the
futre, about the world in
generd. It conditutes, of
course, an argument the form
of which disguises its red
contet and cogency; the
language is tha of higory,
while its thought is that of
prectice. But this, so far from
detrecting from its  force,
appears (in certain
circumgtances) to enhance its
power to persuade. It
megnifies  the intengty of
sendtive  dffection.  Strauss
conceved a disbdief in the
Chrigian rdigion based partly
upon practicd, partly upon
theologicadl grounds, but he
expresed it in the language of
higsory and persuaded many
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who would otherwise have remained
untouched by his argument. In
short, Chridianity ~ seems,
damog from the beginning, to
have provided a new incentive
for dudying the past, but it
provided no incentive
whatever  for gudying the
higoricd pas. It is only in
recent times tha new and
soecificdly  higoricd  interest
has aisen in connexion with
Chridianity. And how great a
revolution this has involved is
known to those who have
followed it in detall.

The practica padt, then, is a
past dien to that in hisory.
And whenever the past is
regarded as a sorehouse of
politicd  wisdom, as the
authority for a body of
religious beiefs, as a mode of
expressng a  philosophica
system , or as the raw materid
of literature, wherever the past
is seen in specific reation to
the present, that past is not the
past in higory. To seek in
legend and in myth, in saga
and in rdigious biogrephy, or
in ‘the birth of natondism’,
the dawn of the higoricd
consciousness, is to commit
oursdlves to a misconception
which can only lead us farther
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adray the more fathfully it is
followed.

So far, | have considered

only those ‘pass  which
Separate
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themsdves from the higtoricd pest.
And the quetion of the
postive character of the
historica past may perhaps be
approached most conveniently
by conddering the character of
the past for history, the past as
the higtorian is accustomed to
concelve it. And this past may
be didinguished a once
diginguished from the
practicdl past and from dl
other pasts) as the past for its
own sake. Higory is the past
for the sake of the past. What
the higorian is interested in is
a dead past ; a past unlike the
present. The differentia of the
higoricdl pagt lies in its very
digoaity from wha s
contemporary. The higtorian
does not set out to discover a
past where the same bdliefs,
the same actions, the same
intentions obtain  as  those
which occupy his own world.
His business is to ducidae a
past independent of the
present, and he is never (as an
higorian) tempted to subsume
past events under generd
rules. He is concerned with a
partticular past. It is true, of
course, that the higtorian
postulates a generd Smilaity
between the higtorical past and
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the present, because he assumes the
posshility of  understanding
what belongs to the historica
pas. Hut his paticular
business lies, not with this bare
and generd dmilarity, but with
the detaled dissmilaity of
past and present. He is
concerned with the past as
past, and with each moment of
the pagt in o far as it is unlike
any other moment. But further,
the higtorian is accustomed to
think of the past as a complete
and virgin world dretching out
behind the present, fixed,
finished and  independent,
awating only discovery. The
past is something immune
from change And this view
encourages the higtorian; he
thinks that if he dips the past
does not fdl. In short, the past
for higory is ‘wha redly
happened’; and until  the
historian has reached back to
and ducidaed that, he
condders  himsdf to  have
performed his task
incompletely. There ae
occasons, he knows, when
‘what redly happened
remans obscure in Spite of his
attempts to discover it. And, at
these points, history is thought
of as fdling ot of its full
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character. Neverthdless, with care,
with patience and with luck,
the higtorian can often come a
the past as it redly was, and
the
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occadond falures of higory to fulfil
its destiny, do not invaidate
this view of its generd
purpose—the discovery and
ducidation of a fixed ad
finished padt, for its own sske
and in dl its dissmilaity from
the present. Here, then, is a
past  diffeeent  from  the
practica past—which is a past
sen only in tems of the
present and for the purposes of
the present— and able to
udan itdf on its  own
account. In history there is the
eucidation of a past which
redly happened, in terms of
that past and for its own sake.
Neverthdess, this view of the
higoricad pagt cannot, | think,
be mantaned unmodified. It is
what the historian IS
accustomed to believe, and it is
difficult to see how he could
go on did he not believe his
task to be the resurrection of
what once had been dive. This
is and mugst reman, wha the
past is for higory. But the
view suffers from a fad
defect: it implies that history is
not experience. And
consequently it must be st on
one dde as a misconceved
view of the character of the
past of or in history.
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That this view of the higtoricd past

contradicts the character of
history as experience there can
he no doubt. The notion here is
of a fixed and finished padt, a
past independent of present
experience, which is to be
condgdered for its own sake.
But with such a past we ae
back again with ‘the course of
events sundered from  ‘our
knowledge of it', we are back
agan with the view of hisory
which makes it something
other than experience. For
what is sundered from present
experience is sundered from
experience dtogether. A fixed
and finished past, a past
divorced from and
uninfluenced by the present, is
a past divorced from evidence
(for  evidence is dways
present) and is consequently
nothing and unknowable. If the
higorica past be knowable, it
must belong to the present
world of experience if it be
unknowable, higory is worse
than futile, it is impossble
The fact is, then, that the past
in higory vaies with the
present, rests upon the present,
is the present. ‘What redly
happened~ (a fixed and
finished ocourse of events

147
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immune from change) as the end in
higory mug, if hisory is to be
recued from nonentity, be
replaced by ‘what the evidence
obliges us to bdieve. All that
history
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has is ‘the evidence; outdde this lies
nothing a al. And this is not a
mere methodologica
scepticism; higory  is not
merdy obliged to postulate
nothing beyond the evidence.
What & beyond the evidence is
actudly unknowable, a
nonentity. What is known in
higory is not ‘what was,
‘what redly happened’, of that
we can know nothing; it is
only and soldy with ‘what the
evidence obliges wus to
believe. There are not two
worlds—the world of past
happenings and the world of
our present knowledge of those
past events— there is only one
world, and it is a world of
present experience. The facts
of hisory are present facts.
And it is mideading to suggest
that present facts are merdy
evidence for past events
hisoricd events ae facts,
idees in the world of the
higorian's  experience, and
there are no facts a dl which
are not present absolutely. The
higoricd past does not lie
behind present evidence, it is
the world which present
evidence creates in the present.
And again, suppose ‘what
redly happened’ to have some



150 HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE
independent existence and suppose the
task of the historian be to
congtruct a present world of
ideas to correspond with it,
how is he to deermine the
correspondence? Apat from
his present world of ideas, he
can know nothing of ‘what
regly happened'; any
correspondence he can
edtablish, any comparison he
can inditute, must necessarily
he confined within his present
world. immediady we think
of history as the
correspondence of the
higorian's idess with ‘what
was,  higoricd  experience
becomes impossible, historical
truth unattaingble. Briefly
then, to pursue ‘what redly
happened’, as didinct from
amply ‘what the evidence
obliges us to bdieve, is to
pursue a phantom. And the
shorte way of digposng of
higory dtogether is to suppose
that what is known in higory is
a fixed, finished and
independent past. A form of
experience wedded to this
purpose is infatuated with the
impossble and joined with the
contradictory.
The past in higory is, then,
dways an inference it is the
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product of judgment and consequently
bdongs to the historian’'s
present world of experience.

All he has is his presat
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world of ideas, and the historicd past
is a condituent of that world or
nothing a dl. For, in higorica
inference we do not move
from our present world to a
past world; the movementt in
experience is  dways a
movement within  a present
world of idess it is not
possible in historical
experience to separate any
edement which is merdy ped,
for what is medy pas is
merely contradictory; there is
nothing & dl which is not
present through and through.
there is no ‘wha was to
contrast with ‘what is, there
ae no ‘facts of higory’ which
ae not present facts The
historicd past is nothing other,
nothing more and nothing less,
than what the evidence obliges
us to believe—a present world
of idess.

But with this we appear to
he faced with a paradox: the
historical past is not past at dl.
And it is a paradox which must
be taken absolutely. It is not
merely that the past must
survive into the present in
order to become the historical
past; the pat must be the
present before it is higtoricd.
Nevertheless, the  precise
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character of this paradox may easly
be misunderstood. And it will
catanly be misunderstood if
the view that the pagt in history
IS present leads us to conclude
that the hidoricd past is
indiginguisheble  from  the
practica past, which we have
seen to be the past for the sake
of the present, the pat as
merely present. There is a
view, for example  which
conceives the higtorica past to
be a reflection of the present as
merdly present. Hidory, it is
sad, can only be written
backwards. Of course, some
limiting conditions ae
recognized; nobody supposes
tha any reflection of any
present, however  random,
deficient or digtorted, will put
us in possesson of the
historical pes. Nothing,
indeed, is more obvioudy
ridiculous than some of these
reflections of the present into
the past. Neverthdess, the
dependence of the past upon
the present is taken to be the
principa characteridic  of
history. The present dominates
the past; dl  higory is
contemporary history. What |
teke to be the vaue of this
theory is the emphasis it places
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upon the present, and its indstence
that the facts of higory are

present facts. But, for dl that,
it camnot be counted a
saidfactory  view. Behind it
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lies this notion of a complete and
virgin world of past events
which hisory would discover
if it could, but which it cannot
discover on account of some
radical defect in human know-
ledge. The past and the present
dill dand over agang one
another, and ther reation is
conceived as a compromise.
The present is the present as
merdy  present, and it
dominates the past, not
because it is seen to include
the past, but because it is, in
the higoria’'s mind, prior to
the past. In short, this view
auffers from that fatd tendency
to moderation, compromise
and abgraction which cannat,
in the end, be disinguished
from logica  inconsequence,
and it is not the view of the
higoricd past which | am
recommending. The higoricd
past, as | see it, is not present
in the sense of beng the
present as such, in the sense of
being merdly contemporary. It
is not the higorian’s world of
ideas merely as present and as
his. All this we have seen
often enough, is abdraction.
The past in higory is not
whatever enters the higtorian’s
heed, it is what he is obliged to
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believe. He can bdieve nothing which
IS not present, but it is not on
account of its presentness that
he is obliged to bdieve it. The
historical past is a world of
ideas, not a mere series of
events, and consequently its
criterion is coherence and not
mere  presentness. It s
certanly present, because dl
experience whatever is
present; but, equdly certanly
it is not medy present,
because no experience
whatever is merdy present.
The past in higory is not a
reflection of what is
contemporary as such—that,
we have seen, is the practicd
past and lies quite outsde
higory. It is present, not in
contrast with what is merdy
past, but in contrast with what
cannot be in experience.

The higorical past, then,
because it cannot be mere padt,
is present; but it is not merdy
present.  Nevertheless, the
historicdl past, because it is
past, is not present through and
through. But experience, as
such, is present through and
through (dthough it is not
merely present). Thus, the
pasness of the world of
higoricdl experience involves
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a modification of its presentness,
involves a modification  of
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its character as experience. The
pasness of the world of
higtorical  experience (athough
it is not mere pastness) is not
merdy a symptom of the
abgractness of that world, it is
one a leet of the
characterigtics of that world
which implies and conditutes
its abgtractness. Higtory, since
it is experience, implies an
attempt to organize, to make
and mantan coherent the
whole world of experience.
But the differentia of higory is
that in it an attempt is made to
organize the whole world of
experience in the form of the
past and of the past for its own
sake, The historica past does
not dand over agang the
present world of experience, as
a separate tract of experience;
on the contrary, it is a specid
organization of that world, it is
the organization of the totdity
of experience sub specie
praeteritorum. The higorica
past is aways present; and yct
higtorica experience is dways
in the form of the past. And
this contradiction must remain
ureolved so long as we
reman in the world of
higtorica idess. History,
because it is experience, is
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present, its facts are present facts, its
world a present world of idess,
but because it is higtory, the
formulation of experience as a
whole sub Specie
praeterttorum, it is the
continuous assertion of a past
which is not past and of a
present which is not present.

(il) Fact, | have observed, is
what is achieved in experience,
not whet it is given. Or rather,
fact is given (because there is
nothing given which is naot
made), and more complete fact
is achieved by the
trandformetion of wha s
given. The dgnificance of fact
lies dways ahead in the
completed world, never behind
in the given world. To be a fact
means to have found a
necessary place in a world of
ideas. The world as a whole is
the arbiter of fact; and fact is
coercive, obligatory, absolute,
only when it is complete and
because it is complete, and
never because it is mere ‘fact’
(that which has been made).

Higoricd fact, | teke i,
confoms to the gened
character of fact. It is a
concluson, a rexult, an
inference, a judgment. And
consequently it belongs to the
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world of present experience.
Higtorical fact is present fact,
because a merely past or future
fact is a odf-contradiction.
And, because al
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higorical fact is judgment, there ae
no higoricd facts about which
midake is impossble where
aror is impossble truth is
inconceivable. Further,
higoricd fact is not ‘what
redly happened’; it is ‘what
the evidence obliges us to
believe. And the evidence is,
comprehensvely, the present
world of experience.
Moreover, in higory there are
no isolated facts, because there
ae none such in experience
An isolated fact, without world
or reldion, is a fact not yet
made, a fact without
dgnificance, a contradiction.
Whenever in higory a fact is
asserted, the world in which
this fact is involved is asserted
aso: the fact and its world are
not medy inseparable, they
are (inthe end) identical.

Nevertheless, among
hisorians there will be found
those who hold a different
view of the character of
higoricd fact. It is sad, for
exanple, of Gibbon that
“while he put things in the
light demanded by his thess
he related his facts
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accurately”.! This | take to mean that
the reation (or recounting) of
higorica facts (which is, of
course, indistinguishable from
the relations between facts) is
something externa and
inconsequent to the facts
themsdves. It means tha the
fact and its world are separate,
that an isolated fact can be
edablished while we reman
ignorant of the world of facts
to which it belongs, and that a
fact can be true while its world
is fase. It means, in short, that
higoricd facts may he
adjacent but cannot he related,
that they may bedong to a
series but cannot belong to a
world. | need not, however,
pause over this view; if it were
teken serioudy history would
be impossible, and wherever it
has been entertained none but
defective history has been
written. Each higorical fact
belongs to the whole world of
history, and the whole world of
hisory beongs to each fact.
And, in the end, historicd fact
is nothing less than the world

1 Bury, Introduction to Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman
Empire.
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of higoricd idess taken as a whole
and seen to he coherent.

(iii) Fact is  dways
judgment, and with the
conception of fact is connected
the conception of truth. And |
must now
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condder what is meant when a fact is

sad to be ‘higoricdly true.
‘truth, we have observed, is
not outside experience, but is a
condition of the world of
experience. And, in generd,
whatever is sidactory in
hisoricd experience must he
taken to be hidoricdly true.
The quedion for us, then, is
What condition of the world of
higoricd ideas is satidfactory
in higtorica experience?

Truth in the view | have
teken of it, is invaiadly
coherence in a world of idess.
Wherever it is found, it is a
coherent world of idess, and
where it is found in higory, it
is the coherence of the world
of higoricd idess. And this, |
think, involves us in three
important consequences. Fird,
because truth belongs aways
to a world of idess, it belongs
only to a world of present
experience. A past or a future
truth is a mere contradiction.
Truth, of course, is never
merely present, and tha is why
it can be nether past nor
future,  neverthdess it is
dways present.  Secondly,
because truth is soldy a matter
of coherence, it can nether

require nor recognize any
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externa test or guarantee. ‘that s,
truth in higory is never a
matter of the correspondence
of a present world of ideas
with a past course of events, or
the correspondence of present
facts with what was. And
thirdly, it is impossble to
establish the truth of historica
facts piecemed. The truth of
each fact depends upon the
truth of the world of facts to
which it beongs, and the truth
of the world of facts lies in the
coherence of the facts which
compose it. In higorical ex-
perience, as in dl other
experience, there ae no
absolute data, nothing given
which is immune from change
each dement rests upon and
supports every other eement.
Each separate ‘fact’ remains an
hypothess until  the whole
world of facts is established in
which it is involved. And no
sngle fat may be teken as
hisoricaly true, and beyond
the possibility of
tranformation, until the whole
world of facts has achieved a
condition of stable coherence.
It is impossble for example,
to ‘fix a text before we begin
to interpret it. To ‘fixX’ a text
involves an interpretation; the
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text is the interpretation and the
interpretation is the text.
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What comes to the higorian is,

then, a world of ideas. It comes
to him as a world of facts, hut
in order to transform it from a
merdy gven world into a
coherent  world, the given
‘facts must he consdered as
hypotheses to be verified. And
the process of verificaion
invoves not medy the
acceptance or rgection of this
or that condituent of the given
world, but the transformation
of the given world as awhole.
Nothing which comes to the
higorian is whally fdse and
nothing, until he hes
established the coherence of
his world, is whally true. But,
dnce his world is a world of
facts (and therefore present),
and dnce higory is a form of
experience  (and  therefore
involves an  atempt to
edablish coherence in  the
world of experience as a
whole), the question for the
higorian is not (as he
commonly  supposes), Does
this st of past events hang
together when teken in this
way? but, Does my whole
world of experience gain or
lose in coherence when | take
these facts in this way? Truth
in history, | repedt, is a matter

167
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of the coherence of a world of facts,

and there is no world of facts
gpart from the world of present
experience teken as a dngle
whole. An anachronism is not
(as is often supposed) a
contradiction in a world of past
events, it is a contradiction in a
world of present experience: it
is something which conies to
us as a fact, but which fals to
edablish its factud character
on account of the incoherence
it introduces into our world of
present experience.

But, it may he objected, the
truth of an hidoricad fact
depends upon ‘the origind
authorities. If we abandon the
notion tha the origind
authorities are the touch-stone
of higoricd truth, we ghdl
find oursdves committed to a
conception of higory in which
truh  is  independent  of
evidence, the product of ‘pure
reeson’ or (in the debased
sense of the phrase) a priori
thought.

Let us condder, then, the
character of wha actudly
guarantees our beliefs, for this,
| take it, is wha we must
uppose to be fully
authoritative.  Fird, it is not
externd to our experience. We



HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE 169
are decaving ourseves if we atribute
any of our beliefs whatever to
a ground less than our world of
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experience as a whole. The so-cdled
‘authority’ of an eyewitness, of
a ftradition, of a report, of a
document or of an expert, if it
he supposed to stand on its
own feet and take the place of
firgd-hand experience, is no
authority a dl. Whatever
comes to us from these and
gmilar sources must enter our
world of present experience
before it can influence our
belief, and to enter this world
means, in every case, to be
absorbed, transformed,
interpreted, made part of that
experience, means (in brief) to
be known a firg-hand.
Secondly, what actudly
guarantees our bdiefs for us is
adways present. A past
‘authority’, as such, is no part
of our world of idess it is
beyond the region of possble
experience. “A past judgment
holds not because it was once
made, nor merdly because it is
not in actud conflict with our
present. it holds because, and
0 far as, we assume identity
between our present and our
past, and because, and so far
as, our past judgment was
made from the basis and on the
principle  which dands &
present. An assumption of the
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same kind, | may add, is dl tha
judtifies our belief in
testimony, and, so fa as you
cahnot infer in the witness a
mental date essentidly  one
with your own, his evidence
for you has no logicd worth.”
Thirdly, the red ground of our
beliefs is dways dngle and
indivisble A bdief is never
guaranteed by a ‘series of
reesons or a ‘number of
witnesses, for these (and the
testimony they offer) mus
themsalves be beieved before
they can influence our bdief,
must submit to our world of
experience as a whole. And
lestly, the red authority of a
beief is not reeched until
something absolute and  in-
escapable has been found. To
spesk of the sanction of an
authority is to ocommit a
pleonssm:  an  adtthority is
adways its own sanction. It is
authoritetive because it is
absolute; it is absolute because
it is complete, because it is
impossible to look beyond or
outsgde it. With a red authority
there can he no quedtion
whether or not we shal accept

! Bradley, Essays on Truth and Reality, p. 406.
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it; we have no choice in the matter, for
an authority we can escape is
an impogor. In short, then,
wha done governs our bdiefs
(and
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what is, consequently, their only find
authority) is our present world
of experience asawhole.

And when we turn to the
so-cdled ‘origind authorities
of higory we shdl find no
difficulty in recognizing them,
when teken  done as
abstractions. Taken by
themsdves they fdl outdde
the world of experience ad
consequently are  unable to
dand done as the ground of
belief. It is not, of course
because they are the source or
origin (as didinct from the
ground) of our higoricd
beliefs that these ‘authorities,
taken by themsdves, are not
authoritative. For the didinc-
tion between the origin of a
belief and its ground is not one
which can be maintained in the
end. There is no ‘cause of
bdigf  which may not be
‘reeson’  for bdief. These
‘authorities are not
authoritative only because they
are never the whole ground of
belief, because they ae
abdtractions. Nor should they
be thought of as pat of the
ground of our higoricd
beliefs, for a ground can have
no parts. These ‘authorities
come to us from the pad,
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written  records, traditions, eye-
witnesss accounts and the
likeg and in 0 fa as they
retain their character as pad,
they reman drictly outsde
experience. They may be in
some sense origind, they ae
certainly necessary for history,
but they are not, as they stand
and by themsdlves,
authoritative. they ae
abdractions which, taken by
themselves, have no
independent  existence, and
teken in ther place in the
world of experience must
submit to criticdism and suffer
trandformation. The  ground,
the authority of a bdief in an
hisoricd event, is nether that
it is recorded by an higorian,
nor that it is asserted by a
contemporary, nor that it is
atested by an eyewitness, but
IS an independent judgment we
make, based upon and
guaranteed by our entire world
of experience, @&bout the
capcity of the evet to
enhance or decrease the
coherence of our world of
experience as a whole. The
grounds of our higoricd belief
are not two— conformity with
our own experience and the
testimony of others
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experience—they are our single world
of experience taken as a whole.
Hidoricd truth is certainly not
independent  of evidence, but
evidence is not something,
coming to us
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from the past, which has merdly to be
accepted. Evidence, the
testimony of ethers
experience, can never take us
outsde our own world of
experience; and the evidence
of an higoricd fact is this
present world as a whole and
nothing dse If higory is to
mantan itdf as a form of
experience, we must abandon
a once and dtogether this
notion that the so-cdled
‘origind authorities of higory
are, taken by themsdves, the
touchgtone of higtorical truth.

But, it will be objected, if
the ‘authorities are no longer
to be consdered the criterion
of higoricd truth, we ghdl
find oursdves left with higory
as the condruction of ‘pure
reeson’, with higory as a
priori thought, with higory (in
short) which is not higory a
dl. Higory, it is sad, is an
unpredictable course of events,
the connexions in which ae
not necessary or logica, but
merely tempord and
accidentd. Consequently,
nothing can be known of this
course of events except by
conddering it in deal. And
higorical truth can be nothing
save the correspondence of the
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higorian’'s idess with this essentidly
‘empirical’ course of events.

Now, this view rases many
and important questions, some
of which | must congder later,
but in order to refute it, it is
not necessaay for me to
embark upon a congderation
of the meaning of a priori
truth. The view | have
suggested is tha in Al
experience whatever we begin
and end with a world of idess,
and that any view which
introduces or implies a linear
conception of knowledge is
mideading and fdse It is
imposshle to think in advance
of experience, and no ex-
perience is merely empiricd. A
priori and a posteriori are
dike vicious abdractions. And
further, higtory is not a ‘course
of events, it is not a series of
happenings, not a tempord
development; it is a world of
facts in which the truth of each
fact is based, not upon specific
attestation, but upon that world
as a whole. The truth of each
higoricd fact is a function of
its place in the world of
higoricd facts. And nothing,
in the end, is true, and nothing
fdse save tha world as a
whole, ‘Pure reason’ is,
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indeed, powerless to determine the
rdaions and the truth of
higoricd facts, but it is
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powerless dso to determine any truth
whatever:  ‘pure reason’ IS
something unknown in
experience.  And  higtoricdl
truth is not a priori (in the
sene of being derived from
merdy genera  consderations
or in the sense of being in
dependent of  experience),
because no truth whatever is of
this character.

Higorical fact and higtorica
truth auffer, then, from this
limitation; they ae necessxily
present, because dl fact and dl
truth is necessarily present,
and at the same tme they are
conceived of in the form of the
past. Higoricd truth is not
present truth about what
happened in the past—that is a
view | have dismissed as sdf-
contradictory. It is the entire
world of experience seen as a
sngle aid coherent world of
ideas sub specie praeteritorum.
And it is the busness of the
hisorian to introduce into the
world of experience whatever
coherence this category of the
past is cagpable of introducing.

(iv) Higory is experience, a
world of idess, and because it
isthis it is not a world of mere
idess. The ultimate reference
of higoricd judgment (like
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that of dl other judgment) is to redity.

And the criteion of redity
recognized dike in dl forms of
experience is the criterion of
sdf-completeness or
individudity. The absoluteness
of this criterion is not, how-
ever, recognized equdly in dl
forms of experience, and the
differentia of a form of
experience may be taken to lie
in the degree of thoroughness
with which the criterion is
goplied. And our present
busness is to consder the
world of higoricd idess in
relation to its conception of
redity or individudlity.

It will he observed a once
that higoricd redity involves
the same contradiction as we
have seen to be involved in
higoricd fact and higoricd
truth. Redity, because it is
experience, must be present;
and ye, in higory, it must aso
be past. And there is no need
for me to repeat here what |
have sad dready in connexion
with  higoricd  truth.  The
higoricd past is not a part of
the red world, it is the whole
of redity sub  specie
praeteritorum, it is the whole
of redity subsumed under the

category of the past.
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But beyond its character as ‘past’, |
take redity in  higoricd



182

HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE

experience to be comprised of events,

things (or inditutions) and
persons. The digtinction
between them is not, of course,
an aolute or  ultimate
diginction; no such didinction
could be maintaned between
the elements of what is red. It
is a didinction of convenience.
The fdl of the Badille and the
Reformation ae examples of
wha | mean by higtoricd
events, the Roman Empire and
Chridianity ae higtorica
inditions;, and what the
person or f is in higory will
gopear in a moment. The
generic redity to which these
abgractions belong, 1 will cal
the higorica individud. And
the question for us to consder
is, What is the character of the
individua in higoricd
experience?

It seems that there is a
widespread bdief that time and
place, taken together, offer a
principle of individugtion ap-
propriate to historical
experience, and | will consder
this view fird. Hidory, it is
sad, is concerned with what is
abolutely  particular,  what
exists ‘hee and not ‘there,
what exigts once and no more
than once Evey higoricd
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event is fettered by time and place.

And again, higory deds only
with that which cannot be
repeeted; it recognizes only
that aspect of redity which is
merdy successve or  which
never recurs in the same way.
The absolute uniqueness of
each moment of space-time is
the fundamentd podulate in
historical experience. Now, |
am not disposed to deny that
there is some truth in this
view, and what truth there is
we shall see later on; but taken
as a whole it appears to mc to
auffer from two defects. Firg,
hisory of this kind has never
been written. This, of course,
is not a conclusve objection;
the higory tha has been
written cannot be taken as a
kind of absolute datum for a
view of the character of
higoricdl experience, but it is
suggestive.  Secondly,  such
hisory never could be written.
What is dsolutdy dngular is
abolutly  unknoweble, it is
neither idea nor fact. Merdy
successve unique events, as
such, belong not to a world but
to a series and consequently lie
outsde the world of possble
experience. This view reduces
the degree of individudity in

183
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higtoricd events, things and persons to
zero. It is a view which cannot
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be taken absolutdy; and a view which

canot be teken absolutdy is
no view a dl. Once
modification is atempted, the
principle (such as it is) which
is offered here disappears. For
if these unique units of space-
time are not absolute, how are
we to determine them? Merdly,
| suppose, by drawing arbitrary
lines across the continuous
flow of experience. But snce
no reason is offered why we
should draw them ‘here’ rather
than ‘there¢, we ae |left
without guidance in
determining  what, in higory,
shal be consdered a red
thing.

| do not, however, intend to
digniss this vien—that what is
red in higory is that which is
absolutey sngular—un-
conditiondly. Behind it there
lies the truth that the individud
in higory is presupposed, that
it is dedgnaed and not
defined. Higory itsdf does not
and cannot provide us with the
higorica individud, for
‘Wherever higory exigts it has
been consructed upon a
postulated conception of indi-
vidudity. The higory of
Natural Science, of
Chridianity, of Napoleon, of
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Cambridge, involve and depend upon
a presupposed conception  of
their subject; and it is never a
fully citicdized, but dways a
merely designated conception.
What is required of it is that it
should be stable and should be
consstently adhered to, not
that it should be absolutey
cleer and coherent. “1 have
described”, says Gibbon, “the
triumph of barbaism and of
religion” But his conception
of babaian and of rdigion
does not amount to a
definition; he has made no
enquiry into the ultimate
charecter of these things.
Barbarism and religion are, for
him, eesly distinguished from
their environment, and his
busness is medy to make
sure that the didinction he
works with is condgtent. And
those higorians who see in the
Reformetion the triumph  of
scularisn over  a  religious
view of the world, have not
asked themsdves for more
than a supeficid, admogt a
conventiona, conception  of
these things. Historical
individuals are, then,
desgnated; the determination
of ther chaacter involves
stling no ultimate questions.
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But the dedgndion is not merdy
arbitrary, it is not without a
principle.



188 HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE

Mere place and time | have regjected
dreedy as the principle of
higoricd  individudity; taken
by themsdves they offer no
principle a 4dl. But if this
notion of place and time he
enlaaged and transformed by
means of the double concep-
tion of continuity and
discontinuity, we reach a
principle which offers us an
individud, nether absolutdy
sngular, nor abolutdy
complete, nor merely arbitrary,
but an individud in some
degree  separable  from  its
environment and  consequently
suited to the purpose of
hisory. The explanation of this
principle belongs to a later
dage in my agument, and |
will  offer hee only an
example.

Fird, in respect of what |
have cdled an higoricd thing,
it appears to me tha its
individudity can be
edablished by means of this
conception of continuity and
discontinuity, and can be
established in no other way. It
iss | Dbdieve, the tacit
assumption  of dl  sound
higoricd thinking. The Roman
Empire, for example, dands
out from what, for higory, is
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taken to be its environment, not
because it can show no change
a dl, no vaidion in shape
dze or content, nor because the
historian has chosen the line of
leet ressance and has
redtricted the name ether to
the thing as it first appeared
before change had made its
individudity ambiguous or to
some core which he supposes
to have remained untouched by
outward  circumgtances,  but
because its  beginning is
marked by an apparent break
in the continuity of wha went
before, and because, having
once been edtablished, it could
maintain a continuous
existence. Into this
individudity, place enters very
little, Rome itsdf is scarcdy
dgnificant a dl; now \Ved,
now East preserves the
continuity. What egablishes it
for history is the fact that there
appears  to be some
discontinuity a its beginning,
and subsequently no absolute
breek in the Empires
exigence, various as were the
crcumstances of its life. And
when such a bresk is seen to
occur, then and not till then, is
the individudity  shettered.
Secondly, the principle of
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continuity and discontinuity is that by
which higoricd events ae
determined. An historica
event is never a mere point-
indant; it is something with a
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meaning, and something which can
maintain itsdf rdaivey intact
and «df-complete. Its capacity
for edablishing its
individudity  lies in  the
discontinuity, the  rdaive
break which seems to precede
it and its capacity for
mantaning its  individudity
lies in the continuity, or
relative absence of  bresk,
which it can show. Anyone
who has consdered the matter
knows wel enough how
abitrary the individudity of an
higoricd event is.  One
higoricd event is
diginguished from another by
the flimsest patition; there is
nothing solid or dsolute in
their character. The higtorian is
condantly to be found joining
and sepaating  them:  the
Reformation, the inveson of
the Crimea, the Charge of the
Light Brigade, the fdl of the
Badille ad the fdl of
Jerusdlem, ae dike higtorica
events. But ther determination
as events is not abitrary; it is
dways a question of rdative
continuity and  discontinuity
and a quettion of scde. And
thirdly, in regpect of higtoricd
persons, the same principle
seems to be required, and to he
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dl that is required, to edablish ther
individudity. The persons of
hisory ae condructed upon
the andogy of the persons of
practicd experience. Birth is
the discontinuity which
edablishes thar individudity,
desth the discontinuity which
shatters it. The sdf in history
is centred in the body; where
the body is, there is the man.
And the principle of mere time
and place, the principle of the
bare particular, is quite foreign
to the conception of the
individua person podulated in
higtorica experience.

But, dthough this principle
of continuity and discontinuity
is absolute in determining the
individud in hidoricd  ex
perience, it can be and is
applied in higory in vaying
degrees  of thoroughness.
History begins with a world of
presupposed individuas, but in
the dtempt to make it
coherent, to make it more of a
world, there is a congdant
temptation to a&bandon the
teems of the presuppostion.
The higoricd individud s
relatively sable, but it is dso
abstract and to some extent
abitrary, and it is difficult for
the higorian to  reman
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unaware of this. Higtoricd experience,
hike dl abgract experience, is
adways on the verge of passng
beyond itsdf. Its movement
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tends to supersede the conception of
individudity upon which it is
based, while a the same time
it ingds as it mugs ingg, upon
retaning it. The hidoricd
individua, determined  upon
the principle of rddive
continuity, is conceived in
terms rather of separateness
than of sdf-completeness and
pases dmost unnoticed into
its environment. V here does
an higoricd event begin, and
where end? Politicd and
religious bdiefs are sometimes
aufficiently separable to gppear
as digtinct higorica
individuds but who gl
spaae them in ancient
Greece, or in Sxteenth-century
England? And even the
hisgoricd sdf shows this same
tendency to codesce with its
environment.  Principd and
agent are often
indigtinguishable. Sdves
which are inseparable tend to
be acknowledged as a single
individudity. And there
gopeas no limt to this
process. But carry it too far,
dlow the dedgnated individud
of hisory to disappear
dtogether into its environment,
and higory is desiroyed. And
what rises from the wreckage
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IS not (as some writer's seem to
SUPPOe) reinvigorated
higoricd experience, but a
hybrid and baren world of
pseudo-higoricd ideas. The
posshility of higory depends
upon the maintenance of this
balance.

The individudity of the
higoricd individud is, then,
edablished by means of the
principle of discontinuity; it is
mantaned by means of the
principle of continuity. And
this involves us a once in the
difficult problem of change
and identity. For nothing can
be continuous which is not a
changing  identity.  Happily,
however, it is not necessary for
my purpose to congder this
problem in ful; dl tha is
required here is for us to
understand the solution
satisfactory in historical
experience itsdf.

The higoricd individud is
a changing identity. And this is
true not less of events in
higory than of inditutions and
persons. A bare paticular, a
mere point-ingtant; the com-
plete and concrete individud,
the univeese a a Hf-
explanatory whole; an abstract
individua designed to exclude,
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change like the individud of scientific
thought, a quantitetive
abdtraction datigticaly
determined - to these, it is true,

neither change
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nor identity may be attributed; but it is
true dso that they ae not
higoricd individuds.  The
individud in higory changes
and is identica; it pergds
through a period of time, and a
mere change of place is not
held to destroy it. An higtorica
event is never a mere point-
indant; an higorica thing or
inditution never exits medy
‘there and ‘then’; and an
higorica person is taken to
mantan his identity from day
to day and from place to place,
0 long as death does not
intervene.  And the principle
upon which the identity of the
historical individua is
maintained is what has been
cdled the principle of the
Identity of Indiscernibles. This
means, briefly, that “what
seems the same is s0 far the
same, and cannot be made
different by any diversty, and
that s0 long as an ided content
iS identicd no change of
context can destroy its unity”.
“It implies that sameness can
exig together with difference,
or that what is the same is il
the same, however much in

! Bradley, Logic, |, 288.
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other ways it differs”? But historicd

experience itsdf does not
attempt to establish or examine
this principle for higory it is a
sheer, uncriticized podulae.
The higoricd individud is
established on this
presupposition, on this pre-
suppostion it is  mantaned
and, dnce somewhere there
mus he a limt this
presupposition supplies aso its
limit. The problem of identity
is not solved in higoricd
experience, it IS medy
perfunctorily  settled. The
higoricd  individud is not
congtructed upon an examined
foundation, but upon an
uncriticized, a merely
postul ated foundation.

The world of higoricd
experience is, then, a past
(though not a medy pas)
world of higoricd individuds,
a world governed by the idess
of change, of continuity and
discontinuity. The world of
history is the red world as a
whole comprehended  under
the category of the past. And
the individud, the red thing in
higory, is not a defined indi-

! Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p. 347.
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vidud, but a medy desgnated
individud, and consequently

an abdract, ungable and
incomplete individud.
Whatever digortion the red

world may suffer when seen

sub specie
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praeteritorum is increased by the
digortion which mere
desgnation in  place of
oefintion  never fals to
introduce.

v) The lagt of the
gructural  concepts  of the
world of hisory which | have
undertaken to consder is tha
of higoricd explanation. In
experience, we have seen,
there is dways meaning;
experience is explanaion. And
higtory, because it is
experience, is explanation: in
higory what is atempted is to
give a rdiond account of the
world. But, dnce the
explanation offered in history
will necessxily be in terms of
the categories of higoricd
experience, in conddering the
character of historical
explangion we shdl be
condgdering agan, and as a
whole, the categories which
determine the world of higtory.

The world of higory,
besdes being pad, is a world
of changing identities. Change
and identity are of the essence
of the higoricd individud.
And higory, from one stand-
point, may be taken to be the
attempt to account rationaly
for higoricd change. For it is



HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE 201
only by explaning the chaxging
character of its world tha
higtorica experience can hope
to introduce coherence into it.
Higoricd explanation is, then,
an explanation of the world in
tems of change, and an
explangtion of change in its
world. But it must be observed
once more that the categories
of higtorical explanation are,
for hisory, presuppostions.
And this means that they are to
be thought out (or assumed)
first, and that they are not to be
learnt from the sudy of history
itsdf. The view is frequently to
be met with that the categories
of higoricd explanation ae
the product of some kind of
inductive study of the course
of events, that they ae the
reult, not the ground of
higory. It is suggested that the
‘higtorica method’ IS
determined by the character of
the world. But that this is a
preposterous view can scarcely
be doubted. Without historica
experience thee  is  no
higoricd world, no course of
events from which to gather
the principles of higtoricd
knowledge. ‘[he course of
events is the result, not the
materiad of hi gory, and more
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cannot be got out of it than the
historian has put into it.
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Now, of dl the mehods of

acocounting rationaly for
change, that which has mogt
frequently been attributed to
higory is an explandion in
terms of cause and effect. The
categories of cause and effect
have been used by higtorians
gnce higory began to be
written. “The description  of
the course of events is
interesting”, says  Polybius,
“but the indication of cause
makes higory fruitful.”
Indeed, cause and effect have
become ingrained in our view
of historica knowedge.
History, we scarcely question,
is concerned with past events
and causd connexions. And
for this reason it will be proper
for me to consder firg this
conception of the character of
higoricd explanation. And |
must consder it with a view to
discovering whether it affords
an explanation of change
relevant to the character of the
historical world.

The notion of cause as a
category of explanation covers,
however, a vaiety of
conceptions;, and my  fird
busness must be to digtinguish
and s&t on one Sde those
causes which, dthough they
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ae not dtogether absent from the
writings of hidorians,  are
neverthdess not  consonant
with the character of historica
events and are consequently
unable to provide an
explanation  satidactory  in
higoricd  experiencee.  And
among these must be placed
those causes which offer s
liberd and extensve an
explanation that they end by
explaning nothing a dl. For,
it is wel known that what can
be usad indifferently to explain
evaything, will in the end
explain nothing.

“Of dl causes the remotest
ae dars’, says Burton, writing
of the causes of love. But since
the stars are the cause of
everything (or nothing,
according to our view), they
explan so much (or nothing a
dl) that the higtorian is obliged
to leave them out of account. It
may be possble to explan
evay event in this way, but
higory, unless it is to
disappear dtogether, must find
some other way. This is an
explanation which contradicts
the character of the higtorica
past, and consequently it is
uneble to offer  anything
acceptable  in higory.  And
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agan, the idea of God suffers, from
the standpoint of history, from
the same defect. He explains
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everything and consequently affords
no raiona explanation of any
one thing. Whatever there is to
he sad for the view that God
works directly in the world, he
cannot be supposed to work
directty in the world for
history—the world of
higtorica experience—-
without destroying that world
dtogether. ‘God in higory’ is,
then, a contradiction, a
meaningless phrase. Wherever
dse God is, he is not in
hisory, for if he were there
would no longer be any
higory. Where in higory he is
taken to be a cause, nothing
has been sad and nothing
remans to be sad. And this,
among other reasons, is why
we mugst deny to the ancient
Hebrews any proper higtorical
CONSCIOUSNesS. ‘God in
higory’ indicates an incurson
of the practicad past into the
higoricd pagt, an incurson
which brings only chaos. Nor
is it possible to bring God into
higory by a back door.
Polybius, for example, thinks it
permissble for an higorian to
impute an hidoricd  event
directly to the gods whenever
he can discover for it no other
cause. But an event without a
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cause (other than God) is not in any
sne an higorical  event. It
may bdong to ‘wha redly
happened’ (whatever that may
mean), but it certainly does not
belong to higory. In short,
wha may be cdled purdy
general causes ae not a
category of explanation

consonant with the
presuppodtions of  higtoricd
experience.

But further, there is another
kind of cause which mugst be
rejected in historical
explanation because to
recognize it involves the
destruction of history. A cause
in  sdentific  experience IS,
briefly, the minimum
conditions required to account
foo ay example of an
observed result.  But  this,
cealy, is a fom of
explanation foreign to
higoricad experience;, and it is
posshle in  sdence  only
because the world of scientific
experience is a world, not of
events but of ingtances. Were
he to adopt it, the hidorian
would be obliged to diminate
al causes save one, of exiging
effects and this would resolve
higory into an infinite regress
of abgractions in search of an
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abolute  beginning, or  limit its
reference to  whaever lay
immediatdly behind the given
event. And moreover, the

higorian would find himsdf
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obliged to consder (by a kind of ided
experiment) what might have
happened as wel as what the
evidence obliges him to
believe did happen; tha is, he
would find himsdf becamed
outsde the current of historica
thought. History must reect
not only those causes which
are too comprehendve, but
dso those which ae too
limited. For example, higory
has no use for abdractions
such as climate, geographicd
conditions or nationd
character as the sole causes of
events. When Lessng ascribes
the eminence of Greek at to
the climate and the
government of Greece, he has
quitted atogether the region of
hisoricd thought. Or again, to
say of an event tha it is due
s0ley to ‘economic causes is
not ked history; it is not history
a dl. This is not a question of
evidence, not a question to be
decided by the higorian as
uch, it is a way of thinking
excluded by the
presuppostions of his thought.
A cause in hisgory must belong
to and be consonant with the
character of the world of
higory.
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But there is a third conception of

cause which must be reected
from higory if higory is not to
auffer extinction. There is the
notion that some events are
causd in the sense of beng
decisve. ‘The ‘great events,
the ‘tuning-points of history
are regarded as causes, and the
world of higory is explained in
those terms. For example, it is
possble that had St Paul been
captured and killed when his
friends lowered him from the
wal of Damascus — the
Chridian religion might never
have become the centre of our
cviliztion. And on tha
account the sporead  of
Chridianity might he
atributed to St Paul’s escape.
Or again, the upbringing of the
Emperor Frederick Il in Sicily
has been made a turning-point
of this kind, a decisve, causd
event which accounts for and
explans the subsequent, or
parts of the subsequent history
of the Empire. Had he not been
in Sicily when he succeeded to
the Empire, dl would have
been different. And once more,
the Reformation, or
Protestantism, has been
isolated as the sole cause of
modern  capitdidic  indudtry,
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democracy, republicanisam, or
religious toleration. Now, that
causss of this
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kind are foregn to the character of
higory is cear enough when it
is redized tha the process by
which an event is made a cause
IS a process which deprives it
of its hidoricad character.
Explanation of change in terms
of these causes implies that a
gngle higoricd event may be
abdracted from the world of
higory, made free of dl its
relations and connexions, and
then spoken of as the cause of
al that followed it or of certan
sected events which followed
it. And when events are trested
in this manner they cease a
once to be higtorica events.
The result is not merely bad or
doubtful  higory, but the
complete rgection of history.
Indeed, the didinction, which
this view implies between
essentid and incidenta  events
does not belong to higtorica
thought at dl; it is a monstrous
incurson of sdence into the
world of history. The so-called
‘geat events of higory ae
ether those which are seen to
have greet prectica
importance (in which case they
bdong to a nonhigoricd
past), or events possessng a
high degree of individud
completeness  because  they
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concentrale  and include within  a
sngle whole a number of
sndler events. The birth of
Jesus of Nazareth and the
battle of Sdamis are examples
of the fird; the fdl of the
Roman Empire in the West
and the Reformation ae
exanples of the second. But
‘great’” higtorical events cannot
be supposed to be those which
ae in some gspecid sense
causes and not effects, those
which fal outdde the process
asawhole.

The principle in dl this is
tha we desert higtoricd ex-
perience whenever we ook
outsde higory itsdf for the
cause of higoricd events or
whenever we abdract a
moment in the higoricad world
and think of it as the cause of
the whole or any pat of what
remans. Thus, every higoricd
event is necessary, and it is
impossible to diginguish
between the importance of
necessities. No event is merey
negetive, none is  non
contributory.> It is, then, a

1 This principle will be found, somewhat differently stated, in the
writings of some historians. “ There are conditions’, says Lord Acton,
“inwhich it is scarcely an hyperbole to say that slavery is a stage on
the road to freedom.” “ The first lesson of history”, says Creighton, “is
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contradiction of the

the good of evil.” But the principle that nothing in the world of history
is non-contributory (or, if we choose to speak the language of morality,
evil) isnot a“lesson of history”, it is presupposition of historical
thought. And this affords one more example of the confusion which
exists with regard to the presuppositions of historical thinking. It is
impossible to get more out o history than has been put into it; and if
you learn from it the good of evil, it means that you have built your
world of events on that principle.
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character of hisory whenever we
atempt to explan this world
of changing identities by
means of a cause which is
ether dtogether outsde the
world of higory itsdf (such as
the das, or God), or an
abitrarily sdected moment in
the world of history. Whatever
dse  hidoricd explanation
must be, it must be consonant
with the conception of fact and
event which determine the
Sructure of the world of
hisory; and these causes
contradict that conception.

However, it will perhaps be
suggested  that there is one
important  exception to  this
principle. What is true of his-
toricd events is not equdly
true of historical persons. In
the individud humen will is to
be found the cause of 4l
events, dl other causes ae
subsdiaay to this  higory
cannot look behind it and does
not require to look beyond it
for a principle of explanation.
“The aggressive action  of
Prussa  which astonished
Europe in 1740 determined the
subsequent history of
Germany; but that action was
anything but inevitable it
depended entirdly upon the
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persondity of Frederick the Great.”
The grounds of this view ae
not, however, as clear as |
should wish. The individud
human  will is  indeed,
something  which  may be
diginguished within the world
of higory, but why it should be
relieved of dl its connexions,
placed outsde that world and
then made the sole cause in it,
is difficult to undergand. If it
be placed outsde, it can no
longer have anything to do
with higory, it is become an
abdraction foreign to higtorica
thought; and if it reman
ingde, it mug loe Al
gppearance of being the sole
cause of everything dse. ‘The
persondity of Frederick the
Great’ IS

! Bury, Sdected Essays, p. 38.
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not  something absolute,
explanatory, sdf-contained,
and it is not this even for
historical experience. It is true
that cetan higorians have
written on the assumption tha
it is. With Thucydides persond
character and motive is a first
cause behind which, as a
generd rule, he does not press.
Hut in this he is not only a
peculiar, but aso a defective
higorian. ‘Persondity’ cannot
be placed in this manner out-
gde higory without becoming
irdevant to hisory. And
further, to spesk of a sngle,
ill-digtinguished event (for no
higoricd event is securdy
diginguished from its environ
ment) as deemining, in the
sne of causng and
explaning, the whole
subsequent course of events is,
agan, not bad or doubtful
higory, but not higory at dl.
In  scentific  experience, on
account of its assumptions, it is
possble to circumscribe and
andyse both the antecedent
and the consequent Studions
and to deaemine which
dements of the latter were
caused by which dements of
the former, but in higory this
is impossble—not, of course,

sf-
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because the evidence is inaufficient,

but because the
presuppositions  of  higtorica
thought forbid it. And, unless
we ae to return to the
diginction between essentid
and incidenta events, there is
no more reason to attribute a
whole course of events to one
antecedent event rather than
ancther. The beginning of a
course of events might, |
suppose, be spoken of as in
some sense essentid; but a
mere beginning explans
nothing, is logicdly neutrd
and cannot take the place of a
cause. And beddes, history
knows nothing of beginnings,
it is not m any sense a sudy of
origins.

These, then, are some of the
causes which, because they
contradict the presupposed
character of the higtorica padt,
canot offer an explanaion
acceptable in higory of the
changes in that past. These
causes dther explan too
much, or turn out to be no
causss a dl. And when we
pass from these causes and
pseudo-causes to the more
generd conception of cause,
we shdl | think be obliged to
conclude that it dso has
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nothing to offer of which higory can
make use. What, | take it, is
fundamenta to this conception
isthat we
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should be able to separate the cause

and its effect, and endow each
with a cetan degree of
individudity; but it is jugt this
which is impossble while we
relan the podulates of
higtorical experience. It cannot
be achieved by sdecting some
gngle event and dtributing to
that any subsequent event or
the whole course of subsequent
events No dgngle event in
higory is isoladle in this
manner, and if it were there
would be no more reason to
isolate this event rather than
that. And abdractions like
geographicdl or  economic
conditions cannot for one
moment be considered to have
the character of higtorica
causes because these do not as
such bdong to higory. It
might, however, appear that
the conception of cause could
be saved for history by teking
it to be the complete course of
events antecedent to any sngle
event or subsequent course of
events. But here agan the
Sseparation of cause and effect
is abitrary, random and
meaningless, it affords no
explandion; there is no more
resson why it should be made
a one point rather than
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another. Unless the emphagis is placed
upon the complete antecedent
course of events  this
conception of cause shows no
advance upon those we have
dready found to be
unsdtifactory; and if it is
placed there, post hoc and
propter hoc are
indiginguishable, ad al
semblance of a cause and of an
explanation is lost. And
findly, the suggestion that dl
these are manufactured
difficulties, thet sngle
historical events are
legitimately crested by a
rupture in the dngle whole
postulated in historica
experience, and that there is no
reeson why higorical causes
should not be made in the
same manner, puts us on no
firmer ground. It is one thing
to bresk up the sngle whole of
higory, but quite another to
force one of the pieces outside
the whole itsdlf and then cdl it
a cause. The drict conception
of cause and effect appears,
then, to be without relevance
in historica explanation.

These remaks will not, of
course, have been mistaken for
a gened criticiam of the idea
of cause. Tha lies beyond
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what is necessry for me to consder
here. All | have suggested is
that the drict conception of
cause, and dl that it involves,
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when  introduced into  higtorica
experience, indead of bringing
light, brings darkness instead
of order, added chaos. And
there appears to me no reason
whatever for supposing that,
because no place can be found
for it in the world of higtory,
historical experience is (on that
account) defective. Tha dl
explanation must be in terms
of cause and effect is a view
we need not stop to consider.
But if the drict conception of
cause bresks down as the
explanaory principle in
higorical experience, because
it contradicts the postulated
character of the higtorica padt,
it is necessary for us to find
some other category  of
explanation with  which to
replaceit.

This quedion is not one
frequently discussed by
historical writers, nor is there
any reeson why they should
discuss it, but a distinguished
modern historian has advanced
a view of the character of
higoricd  explanation ~ which
deserves consderation because
it is proposed as an attempt to
get beyond the category of
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mere cause and effect.! In the course
of his sudy of hidory, Bury
appears to have conceived a
dissatisfaction with
explanation in terms of generd
causes, especidly when used
to account for what he cals the
‘greet events of higtory. And
the grounds of this
dissatisfection seem to lie in
the fact that, if we observe
events as they actudly happen,
many of them are not to be
accounted for by means of this
category of genera cause
Indeed, wherever we are able
to observe events closdly and
in detal this category of
explanation  bresks  down.
Consequently, Bury proposes a
conception of ‘contingency’ to
replace that of cause. The
higorian is to explan the
couse of events not by
referring it to generd  causes,
but by seeing it as the product
of accident. Change in higtory
is the result of accident, not
specific cause.

Now, the firg point to be
remarked here is that, if
accident is to dfford an
explandion of historica

! See Bury, Selected Essays.
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change in some terms other than those
of generd cause, it must be
distinguished from mere
chance. For if accident meant
mere chance, then it would be
merdly one of the most generd
of dl causes—like God and
the sars—and consequently
udess to the hidorian.
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Whatever ese it is, the course of
events in hisory cannot be a
mere  seies  of miracles.
“Fortune has caused the whole
world and its higtory to tend
towards one purpose—the
Empire of Rome’, ss
Polybius but he can scarcdy
be held to have explained the
higory of the world. Chance
belongs to one of the types of
causes which we have dready
dismissed as ingppropriate in
higory. And Bury is cetanly
not guilty of a mere gpped to
t??? S?te??a An accident for
Bury is then, not a mere
chance, but a ‘contingent
event’, a‘coincidence'.

The character of Bury's
view of higoricd explanation
may be sen bet in
goplication. “The truth is that
the success of the barbarians in
penetrating and founding States
in the western  provinces
canot be explaned by any
genera condderdtions. It is
accounted for by the actud
events and would be clearer if
the story were known more
fully. The gradud collapse of
the Roman power in this
section of the Empire was the
consequence of a series of
contingent events. No generd
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cause can be assgned that made it
inevitable™  And  Bury's
gened explandion of the fdl
of the Roman Empire in the
West has been summed up as
folows “It was the conflux of
coincidences  which  proved
decisve. The first contingent
caue was the invason of the
Huns from Ada a ‘higoricd
aurprise and  resulting  from
‘events in Centrd Ada drictly
independent  of events in
Europe’ It was an ‘Adan
mystery’ how these Huns arose
and poured into Europe. And
to this firg contingency was
added a second, for the vaiant
Goths fled before them and
poured into the Roman
Empire. In ther flight they met
and defested a Roman army
and dew a Roman Emperor.
This great defeat was manly
due to the contingent accident
that the Roman Emperor was
incompetent and rash.
Theodosius, who succeeded
Vdens, st ‘the unfortunate
precedent of sdtling the
Vidgoths—a new  barbarian
people—as a unit ingde his
lorders. The fact that he died

! Bury, Later Roman Empire(1923), I, 311.
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a the age of fifty was ‘a third
contingency’, for had he lived
longer his grest ability might



HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE 229
have averted the evils of his blunder.
But a fourth event, dependent
on causes which had nothing
to do with the condition of the
Empire, was the mediocrity of
his two sons who divided his
Empire. The Eastern Arcadius
was incompetent, and the
Western Honorius was ‘feeble-
minded. The find or fifth
event was the fact that in the
West poor Honorius was
controlled by a Geman,
Stilicho. His character is a
puzzleé, ad he admitted
barbarians wholesde into the
Roman Empire till he brought
dissster on himsdf and it’.’
Bury was prepared to apply
this principle of explanation to
al higoricd events, and one
more example of it may be
given. “The American War of
Indegpendence  may  furnish
another illudration. It may be
sad that the separation of the
colonies from Grest Britan
must inevitably have occurred.
This is a propogtion on which
it would he rash to dogmatize.
But granting it for the ske of
argument, there can yet be no

1 Bury, Sdected Essays, Introduction, by I-1. Temperley, pp. xxvi-
XXV,
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doubt that if George Il had been ill

reigning when the difficulties
aose, or if George Il had
been a man of different
character, the  differences
between the colonies and the
mother country would have
been amicably composed. |If
the independence of the
colonies was inevitable, it
would have come about a a
later time and in another way.
The American War, one of the
most far-reaching events of
modern history, was
determined by the contingency
of the persona character and
political idess of George IlI,
which were the result of a
chain of causes, unconnected
with the redion between the
interests of the colonies and
those of England’® “The
course of events “, says Bury,”
seems, then, to be marked at
every dage by contingencies,
some of grester, some of
smadler import.”

This view, it will be seen,
involves two presuppostions.
Fird, it presupposes the whole
world of higory to consgt of a
complex of separate series of

! Ibid. pp. 63—4.
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events, each of which (taken by itsdf)
is a causd sequence—a
sequence of events which the
category of cause and effect is
adequate to explan. There
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IS N0 event in higory which does not
fdl within one of the caus
sequences. And each of these
causal sies of events is
governed (in the absence of
interference by another dmilar
sries of events) by its own
principle of “naturd develop-
ment”. “The irruption of the
Huns into  Europe’, for
example, is seen as “the reault
of a series of palitical events in
Centra Asa which was drictly
independent  of the events in
Europe” “The disarrangement
of the Germanic world by the
descent of the nomads dtered
a many ponts the naurd
devdopment of events in
Europe, with which it had no
causd connexion.” And
scondly, this view implies
that dl higoricd events may
be divided into those which
must have happened,
inevitable events, and those
which need not have
happened, accidents. Inevitable
events are those which have
place within any one of these
caus sequences which s
permitted to follow its own
course of deveopment un-
hindered; accidents or
contingent events ae the
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product of any conflux of
independent causal sequences.

The explanation of change
in higory which Bury offers in
this theory is, then, in terms of
two different but co-operative
categories. cause and effect,
and accident or contingency.
Cause is reguired to explain,
and is dl tha is required to
explan evets fdling within
the separate series of events of
which the totdity of higory is
composed. And these events,
because to each of them a
specific cause can be assigned,
are inevitable events.
Contingency is required to
explan and account for events
which lie a the meeting place
of any two or more of these
causal sequences. And such
events ae accidental or
coincidentd.

Now, a a ratond
explandion of historica
change this theory suffers from
many and obvious defects: it is
in fact both sdf-contradictory
and contradictory of the
presuppostions of hisoricd
experience, and mugt, | think,
be rgected. | will not say to
congder dl its defects but
only those which lie upon the
auface. In the firg place, in

233
these
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the form in which Bury presents it, it
purports to be not a postulate
of higoricd thought, but a
principle derived from a study
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of higory itsdf. It is a leson of
hisory. And snce we have
seen that higory has no lessons
of this kind to teach, it stands
convicted of misconception at
the outset. Higtory, indeed, for
Bury, is not a world of
expeience it is ‘wha actudly
happened’. And he thinks that
a rdiond principle  of
higorical explanation can be
deduced from the dudy of
what actudly took place. We
soesk of coincidences and
accidents in practica life, and
for that reason (he thinks)
these things belong to higtory.
“It is obvious that daly life
and therefore higtory, is full of
such chances” Modern history
he thought particularly
indructive  because  there,
owing to the fullness of our
information, we can observe
the extent to which higory
depends upon accident. But, of
course, dl this is besde the
mark. Such a principle is not to
be found in higory unless we
have fird put it there. No
course of higtoricd events
exigs untl it has been
congtructed by historical
thought, and it cannot be
condructed  without  some
presupposition about the
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character of the relation between
events. And it does not follow
that because, in practice, we
speak of accidents, they
reman accidents in hisory.
Indeed, as we shal seg
accident is itsdf a conception
dtogether foreign to hidtorica

experience.
Secondly, this theory of
higoricd explanation,

dthough it modifies the use of
caue a the principle of
explandion, yet retains it. And
in 0 far as cause is retained,
this theory auffers from the
defects which we have seen
belong to dl atempts to use
the category of cause and
effect in higorica explanation.
But, thirdly, where this theory
atempts to limit or modify the
use of cause as the principle of
explanation in  higory, it
introduces a digtinction
between the characters of
certain events which is, in fact,
meaningless. On the one hand,
there are causal sequences;, on
the other hand, conflux of
coincidences. But in  wha
sense, if we ae willing to
accept coincidences in  higtory
a dl, can we rean these
causal sequences? How, in
short, does the advance of the
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Huns, taken by itsdf, or the spread of
Chrigianity  before it  was
adopted by Constantine, or the
rashness of Vaens, or
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the feeblemindedness of Honorius or
anything ese which Bury tekes
to he the effect of a rigd
causal sequence, to be an
ineviteble event, differ in
principle from the fdl of the
Empire in the \Vest? What, in
fact, we ac given here is a
diginction without a
difference. Every one of these
so-cdled rigidly caus
sequences s, in fact, merdy an
unrecognized conflux of
coincidences. ‘there is not one
of them which may not be
broken up into subsdiay
events and series of events, the
independence of which is no
more and no less indisoutable
than that of the origind series.
And we ac let with the
postion that, if we admit
coincidence (in Bury's sense)
into higory, its firg action is to
svdlow up cause every
hisoricdl event becomes an
accident. How satisfactory an
explandion of historica
change this affords, we need
not wait to enquire.

But the defects of this theory
do not stop here. For if, on the
one Sde, taking the conception
of accident serioudy leaves us
with nothing but accidents, on
the other side, any attempt to
mantain the genuine causdity
of the independent segquences
of events of which higory is
represented as being
composed, leaves no place at
al for accident. An accident or
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coincidence is, for Bury, the meeting
point of two or more causa
sequences, it is a collison of
two or more  “drictly
independent” series of events.
Now, if we suppose such a
collison between two
independent  causal  sequences
of events to have taken place,
the point a which it occurred
cetanly beongs to both
sequences  concerned.  Both
have been led to this point by a
rigid sequence of cause and
effect. How, then, can it be
maintained ather that the two
sries are drictly independent,
or tha the point & which they
collide is an accident? Tha
point fals within both series
concerned, they have it in
common; and it is absurd to
mantan that two rigidy
causal sequences of events
which have one or more events
in common ac “dricly
independent”. And sSnce the
point of collison is the ‘effect’
not of one but of two causd
sequences,  its  ‘accidentd’
character appears to be to seek.
Where, then, causal segquences
such as Bury postulates exigt,
there is no room for accidents.
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Two other objections to this theory
may be noticed. It presupposes
a complex of separate causd
sequences of events each with
a ‘“nauwd” or “logicd”
development of its own, from
which only a cadlison with
another such course of events
can cause it to diverge. But
higory knows nothing, and
cares less about a naturai or
logica develca)‘p
from the actu development
which the evidence obliges the
hisorian to accept. The
quesion in higory is never
what mugt, or what might have
taken place, but soldy what
the evidence obliges us to
conclude did take place. Had
George I been King of
Engand when the trouble
aox with the American
colonies, it is possible that the
differences might never have
led to war; but to conclude
from this that George Il was
an odd chance, which at this
citicd  point  dtered  the
“natural”  sequence of events,
is to have a&bandoned history
for something less profiteble if
more entertaining. When
Dicey sys tha “in the
ordinary course of events’ the
law of England with regard to
property would have been
emended before the end of the
eighteenth century, or soon
after the beginning of the
nineteenth, had not the French
Revolution and the Napoleonic
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wars delayed the changes, he speaks
as a lavwyer and a man of
afars, not as an higorian.
This  ‘ordin course  of
events is, so far as higory is
concerned, a pure myth, an
extravagance of the
imagination.

And lagtly, Bury's theory of
contingent events implies that
in higory there are accidents,
surprises,  abnormadlities.  But
the notion of the accidentd is
contradictory of the whole

L« Asfor it having been unlikely that Shakespeare should have the
literary power at 21 to write the Sonnets—Shakespeare proved to have
such transcendent literary power that there is no arguing as to what he
might or might not be able to do when he was 21. The only question
should be one of fact as to whether the evidence leads us to suppose or
no that he wrote the Sonnets at that age. We cannot arguein
Shakespeare’ s case from what other young men are commonly able to
do. If thiskind of argument is permitted, may we not have someone
presently maintaining that Pitt cannot have been born so late as 1759
because that would make him only 24 in 1783 when he became Prime
Minister?” Samuel Butler, Correspondence.
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character of the historicd world. It is a
notion which the hidorian,
when he dts down to write
higory, mug dismiss from his
mind. Higory knows nothing
of the fortuitous or the
unexpected; in higory there is
nothing extraordinary, because
there is nothing ordinary. The
had winter of r8iz which
runed Napoleon's expedition
to Russa the sorm which
dispersed the Armada—these,
from the dandpoint of the
participants, were distressng
mischances, dl  (from that
point of view) might so easly
have been different. But the
atitude of the higtorian is not
that of the eyewitness or the
partticipant. Where they see
mischance and accident, he
sees fact and event. And he is
never caled upon to consder
what might have happened had
circumstances been  different.
For himsdf and his friends the
desth of William | was an
accident; for the higtorian it is
no more accidentd than if he
had died in his bed. To think,
as Bury does, of the death of
Pericles as in some sense
accidental because he died of
the plague is to have
abandoned history  altogether.
If we consder Napoleon
abgractly, merdly as a human
being, it was an accident that
he was born in Cordca But
when he is condgdered as the
higtorica Napoleon who
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(evidence obliges us to beieve) was
born in Cordica, his birthplace
is no more accidenta than any
other event in the whole range
of higory. In short, chance or
accident is a mask which it is
the precise duty of the
higorian to tear away, it is a
way of thinking which he
canot understand. In  the
higoricadl past there ae no
accidental events because, in
the scientific sense, there are
no necessxy or inevitable
events. Nevertheless, if higtory
has no place for the accidentd,
it does not replace it with
‘providence or a ‘plan; it
replaces accident with the
actud course of events which
the evidence establishes.

For these reasons, then, |
teke it that the atempt to
esablish higorical  explanation
& explanation in tems of
cause and effect and of the
conflux of coincidences must
be hedd to have faled. It is
both  sdf-contradictory  and
contradictory of the postulated
character of the historical padt.
Nevertheless, it cannot be
conddered a wholly worthless
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atempt. Any view which has the
effect of rdieving higory from
the incubus of bare cause and
effect must have some mernit.
For no atempt to explan
change in higory can come
within dght of success unless
somehow it  avoids  ay
arbitrary arest or digunction
in the flow of events and any
abitrary  didinction in the
character of events The
conception of cause is
unsatisfactory because it
requires fase and mideading
interruptions  in - higory:  the
conception of coincidence is
unsatisfactory because it
entalls the sepaation  of
hisoricd events into those
which are inevitable and those
which are accidenta. And the
chief defects of Bury's view
ae, fird, that it retans the
caegory of cause, and
secondly that it modifies cause
only by means of the
contradictory concept of
accident.

However, in looking
dsewhere  for a  more
sidactory view of the
character of higtorica
explanation, we shal do wdll, |
think, to consder a sentence
which | have dready quoted
from Bury. The fdl of the
Roman Empire in the West is,
he says, “accounted for by the
actud events and would be
clearer if the story were known
more fully’. For this sug
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gedion contains, | bedieve, a once a
view of higoricd explanation
quite different from that which
Bury worked out in detail, and
a view less objectionable than
any other. Change in higtory
caries with it its own
explanation; the course of
events is one, o far integrated,
so far filled in and complete,
that no extenad cause or
reeson is looked for or
required in order to account for
any paticua event. The
higorian, in short, is like the
novelis whose characters (for
example) are presented in such
detail and with such coherence
that additiona explanation of
ther actions is superfluous.
This principle | will cdl the
unity or continuity of higory;
and it is, | think, the only
principle of explanation
consonant  with the other
postul ates of historica
experience.

The unity or continuity of
history is, of course, a concep-
tion not unknown to higtorians.
But most writers of higtory,
because they conceive it to be
a lesson of higory, must be
taken to have misconcelved it.
History teaches no lessons of
this sort.  Freeman, for
example, believed the unity of



246

HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE

higory to be a principle derived from

the sudy of higory: as man is
the same in dl ages the
higory of men is one in dl
. Bury thought it had
been edablished by the
Dawinian theory of evolution.
And, on the other hand, Stubbs
denied that it is posshle to
discover unity in the course of
events. there are bresks and
“new points of departure in
human higory “. But for our
present purpose, the unity of
hisory must be regarded as a
presupposition  of  higtorica
thought. We d<ndl not find
unity in higory unless we have
firs condructed higory on a
principle of unity. And what |
have to suggest is tha this
principle is cgpable of offering
an  explangtion of higoricd
change dtenaive to tha
supplied by the presupposition
of cause, and free from the
defects insgparable from  the
conception of cause.
The firg implicaion of this
principle |  have noticed
dready: it is that nothing in the
world of higory is negdive or
non-contributory. All
relaionship between historica
events is pogtive. And to show
an event to be non-con
tributory is the hidorian’s
method of denying it the
chaacter of an higtorica
event. Moreover (to extend
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this implication a little) higory has no
place for mere eror or
misgake. The bdief that the
Donédtion of Congantine
recorded a genuine ‘donation’
was eroneous, the document
was a forgery. But, for the
higorian, the bdigf is a
postive fact, an event which
makes a pogtive contribution
to our knowledge of the
Middle Ages, and not a mere
migake. A forgery is not, of
course, the same thing to the
higorian as a genuine work,
but it is no less and no more
important. Hidory is never a
baance of debit and credit; it
is a pogdtive unity. In short, the
unity of higory implies a
world of pogtive events in
which such negative concepts
as ‘evil’, ‘immord’,
‘unsuccessful’,  “illogicd’, etc.,
have, as such, no place at Aal.
Higtorica explanaion,
consequently,  involves  neither
condemnation  nor  excuse
Secondly, it is implied in this
principle that in the course of
events for higory “everything
goes by degrees and nothing
by legps “. Whatever may
happen in ‘daly life, nothing
gopears in hisory de novo.
Eventswhich, in the world
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practice, appear sudden
catastrophes, strange,
unexpected  occurrences, in
hisory ae seen as dements in
a completely integrated world.
It is a presuppostion of history
that every event is reated and
that every change is but a
moment in a world which
contains no absolute hiatus.
And the only explanation of
change rdlevant or posshle in
higory is amply a complete
account of change Higory
accounts for change by means
of a full account of change.
The relation between events is
adways other events, and it is
edablished in higory by a full
relaion of the events The
conception of cause is thus
replaced by the exhibition of a
world of events intringcdly
related to one another in which
no lacuna is tolerated. To see
al the degrees of change is to
be in possesson of a world of
facts which cdls for no further
explanation.  Higory,  then,
neither leaves change
unexplained, nor attempts to
explan it by an apped to some
extend resson or universa
cause it is the naration of a
course of events which, in so
fa as it is without serious
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interruption, explans itsdf. In higory,
“pour savoir les choses, il faut
savoir le deal”. And the
method of the hidorian is
never to explan by means of
gengdization but adways by
means of greater and more
complete detail.

There are, of course, other
implications of this principle
of the unity of higory which it
IS not necessary for me to
condder in full. It requires, for
example, that we should rgect
any notion of a ‘plot’ or ‘pla
in  higory, in the snse

1To Lord Acton’s advice—" Study problemsin preferenceto

periods' —we must reply first, that there is no difference; aperiod in
the hands of the historian is as much a problem as anything else. The
historian’s business with a ‘ period’ isto make it coherent, not merely
to narrate the course of events; to understand it historically, not merely
to recount it. And secondly, while many of the ‘ problems’ which
historians have undertaken to study are not historical problems at all
and have succeeded only in leading them astray, ‘ periods’ are beyond
question historical individuals and the writer who undertakes seriously
to discuss a period, may write bad history, but he certainly cannot be
convicted of not writing history at all. Nevertheless, ideally, | suppose,
the subject of a history is not so much a‘period’ as a society or social
whole.
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of an outline keeton of important
events, the absract dory
without the detals. Higtory
and the plot of higtory are the
same thing, to know one is to
know the other. There is no
‘man  dream’, no essentid
core in tems of which
explanation can be offered.
“Au fond, le detall cest tout
I'higoire” higory has neither
husk nor kend.! But it is
perhaps, important to notice
that ‘the unity of higory’ does
not (as Freeman supposed)
require us to “cast away 4l
diginctions of ‘ancient and
‘modern’, of ‘dead” and
‘living”.2 Without distinctions
of some kind there can be no
hisorica individuals, and
without separate  individuds
there can be no change. This
principle  does, however,
require us to recognize only
higorica digtinctions, only the
individuds of higory. It
excludes the recognition both
of individuds which lie out-
dde the world of higtory, and
of individuads crested by the
arbitrary grouping of higtorica
events in order to give the
gopearance of a cause and an
fect. And findly, it is by
means of this principle that
accidents are digmissed from

1 Cp. R. G. Collingwood, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,
1924—5, pp. 151 sq.
2 Freeman, Comparative Palitics, p. 197.
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higsory and the contrast between
freedom and necessity, freewill
and determinism, is made
meaningless. These concep-
tions are rdevant in the world
of practicd experience, but in
historical experience they have
no meaning. Events, things and
persons in higory ae neither
free (in the sense of beng
ungoverned by reations), nor
determined (in the sense of
being governed by ‘logicd’ or
cosmic causes). They are both
free from the influence of
extend  determindtion, and
determined by their place and
relaions in ther own world.
The ‘human will' is no more
uncertain - or  unaccountable
then any other individud of
historical experience in short,
wha  the  principle  of
mechanism is in  sdentific
experience, this principle of
unity or ocontinuity is in
hisoricd experience, it is a
Structural presupposition
(assumed and left uncriticized
in higory) which engbles the
higorian to build a gpecific
and homogeneous world of
idess. In history

1 Cp. Freeman, Methods of Historical Sudy, p. 148.
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there is the atempt to explan the
higoricd past by means of the
higtorical past and for the sake
of the hitorical past.

§3

My purpose, | have sad, is to
congder higtorical  experience
from the dandpoint of the
totaity of experience, to
congder (that is) the truth of
hisory. Higory is the whole of
redity from a cetan
standpoint, and not a separable
pat of redity. Higtoricd
thought belongs to the attempt
to find a world of experience
stisfactory  in itsdlf,  and
higory cannot be dismissed as
a “tissue of mere
conjunctions’.  The  under-
taking of Schopenhauer and
others to thrust history outside
experience must be consdered
to have faled. The world of
higoricd fact is certanly true
and higory is cetanly redity,
s0 far as it goes. But, beyond
this generd character,
higoricdl experience is a
specific,  homogeneous world
of experience, an organized
whole, and die problem of the
character of this world of
historicd idess, teken by itsdf
and as a sdf-contained whole,
remans. Is the world of
higoricd idess, teken as a
whole and by itsdlf,
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satifactory, or must a means be
discovered of superseding it in
order to achieve wha the
character of experience
implies? Is the world of higory
the world of concrete redity,
or is it an arrest in experience?
For we have seen, whatever he
the character of the world of
higoricd experience, it mus
be accepted or regected as a
whole. Either it is when taken
as a world and by itsf,
abdtract, defective, unable to
saidy the ultimate demand in
experience, or it is itdf the
concrete world of redity. Our
question, then, remans What
is the gatus of this world of
hisoricdl experience, taken as
a world and by itsdf, in the
totaity of experience?

In conddering the actud
dructure of the world of
hisory | have not conceded
my view tha it is when
regarded from the standpoint
of the totaity of experience
abgract and defective. And in
order to answer the question
now before us, | have only to
point out the implications of
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the view of higtoricd experience to
which | am gready committed.
What determines the world of
historica experience as
higtoricd, determines it ds0 as
an arrest in experience.
The fird chaacteridic of the
world of historica experience |
have had occason to notice is
that its form contradicts the
nature of its content. And this
adone obliges us to condder it
no better than an abdract
world, a defective mode of
experience.  The world of
higoricd fact, truth and redity
gopears to lie in the pes;
higoricd redity is a pas
redity, and the notion of the
past cannot be dismissed from
higory  without  dismissng
higory itsef. But to suppose
this world of higory actually
to lie in the padt, to accept it
(thet i9) in the form in which it
is <didactory in  higoricd
experience, involves us in a
radical contradiction. It obliges
us to suppose a world which is
not a world of ideas to
suppose facts which are not in
experience, truths which ae
not true, redity which is not
red. For no fact, truth or
redlity is, or can be, past. And,
a this pont, what is
satisfactory in historica
experience fals to sidy in
experience itsdf. The world of
higory is the world sub specie
praeteritorum; but only by
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becoming  present  through
through can this world become
an adequate organization of
experience, and to become this
would involve the renunciation
of its own specific and dis-
tinguishing character. In
historica experience the
atempt is made to edablish
and mantan the red world,
but the world which is actudly
established and maintained, the
world which corresponds with
its actud character and
represents its explicit purpose,
is a world vitited by this
abdraction, the past. Higtorica
experience, because it is
experience, implies the
assartion of redity; but what is
explict in higoricd judgment
is not what it asserts of redlity,
for what is explicit is abdract
and ungble to qudify redity
directly. And again, the world
of history appears to be an
extenson of our present world,
a newly discovered tract in
experienceg and unless it
actually is this it dands
convicted of defect and
ambiguity. But to suppose that
this is its character involves us
a once in the contradictory
notions of events which are not
facts, facts

255
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which are not ideass, ideas which are

not experiences. In short, what
is past is a such, an
abdtraction, and any attempt to
make a sysem of experience
upon the bass of this abstrac-
tion can rext only in an
abstract world of experience.
The world seen under the
category of the past is the
world seen imperfectly.

This world of higorica
events, then, taken as a whole
and by itsdf, must be thought
of a a cetan absracted
aspect of the red world. Or,
dterndtivdy, it mugt be
considered a defective
organization of the world of
experience taken as a whole. It
adds nothing to that world, and
by introducing this
contradictory notion of the
past, it succeeds only in
rendering a satisfactory
organization of the world of
experience impossble. Taken
byp?{self, the vF\)/%Sr?d of higory
is abdtract and defective from
end to end: and only by
abandoning it dtogether shdll
we find oursdves once more
on the way to a world of
experience  satidfactory  in
itsdf. Pretending to organize
and ducidate the red world of
experience sub Specie
aeternitatis, history succeeds
only in organizing it sub specie
praeteritorum. And
consequently  the  world  of
higtorica experience
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conditutes an arrest in experience and
a renunciation of the full,
unmitigated character of
experience.
But thee is a second
characterigic of the world of
hisgory which edtablishes its
abdtract character on an even
firmer foundation. If, after
what | have sad, the notion is
dill  entertained that history
can be freed from its
attachment to the past without
a the same moment beng
freed from itsdf, we need only
consder the character of the
higoricd individud (what is
red in higory) to be convinced
of the abstractness of the world
of higory. The hidoricd
individua, besdes being peast
(and for that reason abstract
and beyond redemption), is, |
have sad, the creature of
desgnation. And dedgndion
IS not a separate kind of
thought, but a defective mode
of thought. The end in dl
expeience is definition; and
wherever in experience
stidaction is achieved in a
world of merdy desgnated
individuds, in place of a world
of defined individuas,
experience has fdlen short of
its own character.
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The individud of dedgnaion is
dways more or less arbitrary;
its limits ae abitray, its
identity insecure.  Everything,
we have seen, is red so long as
it is not taken for less than it is.
But mere dedgnation is a
mode of thought which
consgently takes everything
for less then it is it is
abdtraction a a specid
process. And this is the
condition of hisory. What in
higtory is taken to be red fdls
ot of the character of
redity. The subject in higtory
is not, of course, a mere name,
or it is not dways s0. There are
degrees of designation, degrees
of fdling short of definition;
and higory cetanly passes
beyond any form of experience
satisfied with sngular
judgments, the subjects of
which ae proper names.
Neverthdess, it dways fals
short of definition. And any
world of desgnated indi-
viduds fdls short of what is
satifactory  in experience.
Higory podulates something
more than a mere name, and
something les then a
definitive individud.
Moreover, the higtoricd
individud is a chaging
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identity. And identity and change, we
have seen, bedong only to
abdract individuds: they
postulate incompl eteness.
Wherever  identity can  be
asserted or denied, what we are
deding with is an abdraction,
an individud which fdls short
of being a world and complete
in itdf, an individud which
has faled to achieve and
cannot  maintain  individudity.
The hidoricd individud s,
then, the result of an arest in
the conception of individudity
a a point short of absolute
coherence.  And  consequently
there is nothing in higory
which can be supposed to
provide wha is ultimady
satisfactory in experience.
Higtorica experience, I
conclude, is a modification of
experience, it is an arest in
experience. Higtory is a world
of abdractions. It is a
backwater, and, from the
dandpoint of experience, a
mistake. It leads nowhere; and
in experience, if we have been
unable to avoid it, we can
regan the path to wha will
aford satisfaction only by
superseding and d&stroyin% it.
In short, everything | have
taken to be true of a mode of
experience is true of higtoricd
experience;, and everything |
have teken to be true of a
world of
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is true of higory. This of
course, does not mean that in
higoricd experience there is
nothing which dafords any
degree of satisfaction
whatever, that historical
experience is abstract
abolutely—such a podgtion is,
in my opinion, untenable and |
have dready digmissed it.
Higoricd experience means,
in the end, nothing ese than
experience which in a certan
gpecific degree is satisfactory
in itdf. That  hidoricd
experience is in some degree
satisfactory is not untrue, but
(from my point of view)
irrdevant. My stanapomt is

thaa of the
experience, and from that
standpoint historica

experience is a falure and
consequently  an absolute
falue And the limited
satidaction to be found in
historicd experience is unable
even to contribute to the
ultimate satisfaction looked for
in the totdity of experience.
The world of higory, as a
formulation of  experience,
dands in the way of a findly
coherent world of idess.

It will, perhaps, be thought
that | have reached this con
cluson somewhat regpidy and
without having given sufficient
dtention to the views with
which it conflicts. And in order
to remedy this defect, |
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propose now to consider what | take
to he the two most important
foms of the view tha
higtorica experience is
concrete experience and that
the world of historicd idess is
the world of concrete redity.
Briefly, this view asserts tha
in order to undergtand things
we must understand ther
hisgtory, and that when we have
understood their history we
have undersood the things
themselveﬁ Experience, it is
said, “is higoricd dtogether
and the fact is happily one
there is no gansying’.!
“Higtory”, remarks Lord
Acton, “rescues us from the
trangent”: and for that reason
must be supposed to provide
wha is sdisfactory in
experience. Experience itsdf is
higorica, and al abdract
modes of experience ae
modifications of  hidoricd
experience.

Before congdering this view
in detal, there are two generd
observations to be made. Fir,
it will be seen tha any view

1 Ward, Naturalism and Agnosticism, 11, 218.
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which asserts that in order to

undersand ‘things we mugt
understand their higtory, redts,
from int of view, upon a
petitiggrﬁl%ipii, ad is er?t(i)rely
worthless. It  assumes the
exigence of ‘things
independent of experience, it
takes these ‘things to be the
absolute  and  unchangesble
data in experience, and then
enquires what interpretation or
view of them reveds ther
essentia and intringc
character. The world of
‘things and the world of
experience are sundered, and
dl dtempts to reunite them
mus reman futle  And
scondly, so far from hisory
rescuing us from the trangent,
it is the organization of
experience under the category
of trandence. It rests upon the
assumption that transence is
rel and gives us a view of
experience from this
Standpoint. Hisory  could
rescue us from the trangent
only if the past were separate
from and independent of the
present, a storehouse of past
events and past experiences,
and hisory a kind of universa
memory—and this via/v
involves us in 0

difficulties that | have dready
been obliged to rgect it.

The clam to concreteness or
absolute  sdf-completeness, in
the firg of the forms in which |
ghdl congder it, is made on
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behdf of higory itsdf. By this | mean
that history itsdf (and not any
refinement  upon higory) is
represented as corcrete
experience, and the world of
higoricd events (and not
something derived from that
world) is represented as the
world of concrete redity. And
it is difficult to conjecture how
this notion can ever have
ganed currency. On the
auface it presents difficulties
enough: bu thee ae
negligble  when  compared
with the mass of contradictions
which does duty a a
foundation. 1 do not, however,
propose to unearth these
sysemdicdly; many of them |
have discussed dready, and it
will be aufficent for my
purpose to consder only the
man aguments which ae
used to recommend this claim.

Higtoricd experience, it is
sad, is concrete experience
because the object in historica
experience is wha is indi-
vidud and not (like scentific
experience) wha is merey
gened. In hisory we have
knowledge of what s
abolutdly individud, what is
red without  qudification.
Now, anyone
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who has followed the remarks | have
dready made on the subject of
individudity ~ will  undergand
the objection 1 must take to
this view. For me individudity
is a question of degree; hut for
this view it is ether present in
or entirdy absent from any
world of experience. For me
the end in dl experience is to
diginguish  individudity;  but
for this view there are modes
of experience which ae
wholly without a notion of
individudity; the generdities
of scientific thought are not a
modified form of individudity,
they are the mere denid of
individudity. For me the only
abolute individud is  the
universe as a whole, for this
done is «f-complete, without
ather environment or
relations, but for this view the
universe is as full of absolute,
sdf-exigent individuds as it is
full of higoricd events, things
and persons. In short, this view
of higory is based upon a
notion of experience and of
redity which | have dready
examned in  deal and
reected. And further, that the
higoricd individud is a <df-
complete  whole, ultimate,
irreducible and absolute, s,
when we compare it with the
sheky and uncertan  indi-
vidudity which actudly
belongs to history, a notion so
absurd that it is difficult to teke
it serioudy. The individud in
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higory is both past axd merdy

designated, and on account of
ether of these characteridtics it
sands convicted of
abdraction. And if what this
view of higory intends to
cdam is not tha higory is
concerned  with and reveds
what is absolutdy individud,
but wha is dngular, it is
merely another atempt to
thrust history outsde
experience in the hope that it
may, on tha  account,
demongtrate its intimacy with
redity. And, as we have seen
dready, the effect of this
procedure is the reverse of
what isintended.

Ancther argument (if it may be
caled s0) used to support the
world of higtoricd events in its
character of the world of
absolute  redity tekes this
fom: dl  knowledge is
higorical knowledge, because
al knowledge is the product of
experience, and experience is
necessaily historical,
necessarily derived from ‘what
has happened’. But this
agument relies upon a
conception  of  experience
which  idetifies it  with
something
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ganding over agang  reflection
providing the materid or daa
of reflection—a  common
conception, but one for which
there is nothing a dl to be
sad, And further, even if we
were ale to mantan the
posshility of such experience,
it would d4ill be something
different from higorica
experience. For higtory, we
have seen, is not concerned
with ‘what has been’ as such,
with every and any pad, but
only with the historica pest.
Higtoricd knowledge is not
knowledge of ‘what has
happened’, but of the past in 0
faa as it conforms to the
categories of historica
experience. What, no doubt,
lies behind this notion of
historica knowledge as
complete knowledge is the
idea that in hisory we enjoy a
kind of extenson of present
knowledge which must be
up| to enrich it and make
it more profound, and without
which it mugt reman patid
and redricted. Hut history, we
have seen, is anything hut an
extenson of present
experience; it is, on the
contraly, a mutilation of
present  experience, it is
present  experience deformed
and redricted by being thrown
into the mould of the higtorical
past, by being concelved under
the category of the past. The
view, then, that the world of
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higory is the world of concrete
redity, that higoricd truth is
absolute truth, can find no
adequate support for itsdf in
the notion that hidory is
somehow an extenson of
present experience, that history
“rescues us from the tramdent

But  further, this view
appears sometimes  connected
with the notion that higtory is
not a mode of experience at
al, but the direct presentation
of the objective life of the
universe, uncompromised by
experience and unmodified by
interpretation. In the ‘pageant
of history’ we Bgceive naked
redity, unencumbered with the
generdities of philosophy and
the abdractions of science,
passng before our eyes. We
se the whole, of which the
present is but a pat;, the
detalled whole, from which
science abstracts a mere aspect
and of which philosophy
gragps a mere outline. But in
so far as a comexion with this
extraordinary notion is indsted
upon it cannot fall to discredit
rather than advance the clam
we
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ae conddeing. Unless higory is
experience it is nothing a 4l;
and if it be experience it must
conform to the character of
experience,  which  knows
nothing of a whole separated
into parts, there are no separate
tracts of experience and no
separate kinds of knowledge.

So far, then, from it beng
impossible to gainsay the view
that experience is “higtoricd
dtogethe”, it mus reman
conjecturd how such a notion
could ever have been enter-
taned. That experience itsdf is
higoricd experience, that the
only vdid citidsm which can
be offered of any modification
of experience is an hidorica
citicdsm;  and that  when
higory itdf is made the
subject of thought, al that can
be sad of it, rdevantly, must
be comprised in a mere history
of hisgory—adl this and much
gdse, seems to be involved in
this clam. And there can be no
doubt that, to appear in this
exaggerated  guise,  higtory
must be living beyond its
means, and the last date of
such extravagance can be only
bankruptcy.

But the assartion that historical
experience IS absolute
experience is to be found in a
second form. The dam is not
only made on behaf of history
itsdlf, but dso on behdf of
what is cdled the ‘philosophy
of higory’. The world of
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hisoricd events, as it leaves the hand
of the higtorian, is admitted to
be incomplete and defective,
but it is asserted that
‘philosophy”  working  upon
ths world can somehow
transform it into the world of
abolute redity. And | mugt
now condder this view. It
should, however, be remarked
that the clam cannot be sad to
be on behdf of hisory, or the
world of higoricd events,
unless the ‘philosophy  of
higory’ itsdf dands for some
form of higoricd experience.
The trandformation which
‘philosophy’ is to produce in
the world of history must not
be s0 radicd as to involve the
destruction of that world and
the subditution of another in
its place. Yet t must be a red
tranformation, for otherwise
the result would be
indiginguisheble  from  higory
itsdf and would suffer from
the defects which we have
seen beong to history. And it
gopears to me tha the
‘philosophy of higtory’,
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in its atempt to sarve two masters,

will  succeed in satidying
neither, and must reved itsdf
as a hybrid and homeess form
of thought.

Now, the phrase ‘the
philosophy of history’ cannot
be sad to have a dngle and
unambiguous meaning for dl
who make use of it. It will, |
think, be found to cover a
leest three entirdy digtinct
conceptions. And in what |
have to say | will confine
mysdf to these In the firg
place, the philosophy  of
hisory’ has been taken to
mean the atempt to discover
and edablish some generd
lavs which govern the whole
course of higory. The
materids are supplied by the
mere higorian; the philosopher
generdizes them.  Hidorica
facts ae regaded as
ephemerd  indances of the
unchangi truths which the
philosophng of history
propounds. | do not, however,
propose to consder this type
of philosophy of higory in
detal  now, because it
represents a form of thought
which | should prefer to cal
the ‘science of higtory’, and |
must discuss it later when |
come to condder the reation
of higoricd to  scientfic
thought. All that need be
remarked a this point is that
this so-cdled philosophy of
higory involves the complete
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dedtruction of higory. The moment
higtorical facts are regarded as
indances of generd laws
higory is dismissed. Higoricd
individuds ae, of course
themsdves generdizations, but
any form of genedizaion
which  reduces them to
indances of a rue mus
involve the complete
dedtruction of higory. An
higoricd individud, it is true,
tends adways to pass beyond
the conception of individudity
upon which it is based, but
there is a limit beyond which it
ceases to be an higtoricd
individud. And | may say dso
that | can find no reason
whatever for spesking of this
atempt to generdize higory as
‘philosophy’. The firs form of
the philosophy of history
appears, then, to be nether
philosophy nor higtory; it is of
too nondescript a character to
he able to maintain itsdf ether
as concrete experience itsdlf,
the world of absolute redity,
or astheworld of higtory.

But secondly, ‘the
philosophy of hisory’ means
for ome
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writers a kind of generd review of the
course of humean life, a view of
finite exigence from some
dandpoint outsde the actud
coure of finite life. A nation
of this sort is, | think, to be
found in Loze! But its
excessve vagueness makes it
difficult to describe.  Its
difficulties, however, are
obvious. Such a form of
thought might be phil )
but it could be nothing
whatever to do with history.
The trandformation it effects in
the world of higoricd events
is so radicd that nothing
recognizable a history
remans. A view of finite
exigence from the dandpoint
of the Absolute is, indeed, an
intelligible conception, but it is
grody mideading to spesk of
it asa‘philosophy of higory’.

A third conception of the
‘philosophy of higory’ is to be
found in the notion of the
discovery and €ducidation of
the plan or plot of history. And
this may be taken in two quite
diginct senses. It may mean
gther the skeleton of higory,
the generd plan from which
the detalls have been omitted,
or, hisory seen as one, dl-
indusve whole in which each
detall has its place. It may
mean dather a  SHective

! Lotze, Mikrokosmus, vii, Kap. ii.
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amplification of higtory based upon
some assumed notion  of
generd  Sgnificance’; or what
is cdled ‘universd higtory’. If,
however, the discovery of the
plot or plan of history be taken
in the fird sense, the result
may possibly be philosophy,
but has certainly nothing to do
with higory; it is in fact, the
denid of al that we have seen
higory to be To omit the
details involves the destruction
of higory. And if it be taken in
the second sense, it is quite
indiginguisheble  from  history
itsdf: for, merdy to extend the
region of higory cannot be
supposed to convert an abstract
mode of experience into the
concrete whole of experience.
And consequently it suffers
from the defects which we
have seen beong to the world
of higtory itsdf.

| conclude, then, that the
attempt to find the world of
unqudified redity in the world
of higoricadl events or in the

! The writings of Hegel and Schlegel on the philosophy of history
appear to fall into this class
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‘philosophy of higtory’, has falled.

And no argument the cogency
of which can be recognized
has yet been proposed to
persuade me to dter this
opinion. Any atempt of
higoricd experience, or any
foom of experience deived
from higory, to pass itsdf off
as the concrete totdity of
experience can result only in
the grosset eror. And
gmilaly, anwy dtempt on the
pat of expeience itsdf,
philosophical  experience, to
enter the world of higorica
experience, except in the form
of higoricd experience, must
conditute an ingnoratio
elenchi, and be productive
only of confuson. The world
of higory is a world of

abgtractions, historica
experience is abstract
experience; it is a

homogeneous,  sdif-contained
mode of experience which fdls
ghot of sdf-completeness.
And those who have made it
ther busness to  pres
experience to its concluson
can choose only between
avoiding or superseding it.

84

From this review of the
categories of higorical thought
and the character of the world
of higoricd experience, | will
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pass now to condder briefly the

relation of this world, as a
world, to other worlds of
experience. In o far as these
other worlds are what | have
cdled abgract, they ae (of
course) in no sense whatever
related to the world of history,
and there can be no passage
from one to the other in
agument  without ignoratio
elenchi; that is a principle |
have dready discussed.
Whenever they attempt an
incurson into the world of
higory, the result can be only
the dedtruction of history; and
whenever higory invades any
other world of experience, the
reult is adways the generd
digntegration of experience
Neverthdess, it is important to
see what worlds of experience
are thus excluded from history
and why in deal they ae
excluded. And in what | have
to say on this topic | shdl
confine my d&tention to two
worlds of experience which
have, on occason, been
confused with that of history,
but which, dnce they ae
different modifications ~ of
experience  from that  of
hisory, mugt be taken to fdll
outside the world of his-
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toricd experience—l mean the worlds

of practice and of science.

@ I have  dready
conddered in some detal the
reult of an incurdon of
higory into the world of
precticd experience and of
practical experience into the
world of higory; and | have
contended that from nether
can anything but error aise
The notion, however, is
common that the am in
higoricd  thought is the
eucidation of the world of
practicdl  experience.  “The
understanding of the present is
dways the find god of
higory. Higory is just the
whole life experience of our
race, in so far as we are able to
remember it wel and agpply it
cdosly to our  present
exigence”™> The god in
hisory is in short, the
eucidation of our world of
practical idess, the
organization of our present
practicd life. Two connected
notions appear to be involved
in this view of the character of
hisory, and both of them |
take to be fdse Fird, it is
implied that  “our  present
exigence’ can be isolaed in
such a way as to leave part of
our experience outsde it. It is
a world of experience which

1 Troeltsch, Die .Bedeutung des Protestantismus, p. 6
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can be ducidated by applying’ to it
some other experience which
lies behind
it. And secondly, it is implied
that higory is an extensgon of
ou  world of present
knowledge. The @apped to
higory as a guide to conduct,
as a school of datecraft, as a
bass for present practicd life
is conceived to be an apped to
a wider world of experience
than what beongs to the
present.! This, for example, is
how the matter seems to have
appeared to Burke. But history,
we have seen, can in no sense
be considered to open to us a
world of ‘past experience
lying outsde our world of
present experience. And
whenever higory is joined to
practica experience an apped
IS made, not to an extension of
our present, practical
experience, but to experience
as a whole digguised and
misepresented  sub  specie
praeterttorum, to a mode of
expeience  wholly  without
relevance to practicd life. And
whenever higory finds itsdf
joined with

Gewissen”, Droysen.
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practica experience, the result can be
only the dedtruction of both.
No guidance for practicd life
can be expected to follow from
the organization of the totaity
of experience sub specie
praeeritorum. The world of
higory has no data to offer of
which practical experience can
make use; and to concelve it as
offering such daa is to
misconceive its character.

This does not mean tha in
metters of practice any form of
goped to any past is dways
irdevant. We have seen
dready that such an apped is
both possble and inteligible
a an incentive to bdief or
action; though it  never
amounts to more than a facon
de paler. What it means is that
this practicd apped to a
practicadl past is not even an
abuse (much less a ‘use’) of
higory, it is merdy not history
a dl. Unles higory is
rdleased from this proposed
dliance with the world of
practical experience it must
reman a hybrid and derile
mode of experience. Higory is
not a bar of judgment; it passes
no verdict; die Weltgeschichte
isnot das Weltgericht. Neither
the truth nor the character of
higory depend, in any way,
upon its having some lesson to
teech us. And if ever we
persuade oursdves that the
past has taught us something,
we may be certain that it is not
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the higtoricd past which has been our
teacher. The worlds of history
and of practice ae different
areds in experience, different
modifications of  experience,
and, taken as worlds and by
themsdves, there can be no
relation or commerce between
them.

(b) The relation between the
world of higory and that of
sience cdls for a more
detailled congderation; and in
what | have to say now | shal
be compedled to anticipate
some of the conclusons of the
next chapter, for the view
which | wish to present of the
relationship depends, naturdly,
as much upon the character of
scientific  experience as upon
the character of higtoricd
experience.

There have been higorians
who believed tha this so-
cdled redion between history
and stence is the vey
condition of higoricd truth.
Higory, they thought, is itsdf
a sctience. Sometimes it is not
cler what exactly they
intended to corvey by this
assation; a other times it is
only too clear that
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they did not intend to convey the
meaning to which, | think, we
must hold the words. But
briefly, the view | wish to
uggest is that higory and
science ae different
modifications of  experience
and that whenever they ae
brought together, associated or
combined only irrdevance, a
hybrid and nomsensica world
of ideas is produced. | do not
say that the phrase ‘the science
of higory’ has no intdligible
meaning; | say that “a science
of higory in the true sense of
the term is an absurd notion “.*
The assmilaion of higory to
science is, on account of the
dfferent characters of these
worlds of ideas, impossble.

The relation between higtory
and science has appeared to
some writers to be a matter
merdy of words. Freeman, for
exanple, takes this view.
Higtory is certanly
knowledge; ‘science~ IS
merdly Latin for the Teutonic
‘knowledge';_ therefore  history
is a science? But since on this
view dl knowledge whatever
is adso science, it cannot be
consdered to have gredly
extended our ideas on the
subject. Few will deny that
higory is knowledge, but the
question for us is, Does history

! Jevons, Principles of Science, p. 761.
2 Freeman, Methods of Historical Study, pp. 117, 152.
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beong to tha  subspecies of
knowledge cdled ‘science?
Agan, ‘scientific history’
ometimes means  little  more
than ‘accurate higtory’, history
unclouded by prgudice, or
higory based upon a critica
examination of the origind
sources. But this dso is in the
nature of a metgphor and does
not hep us to determine the
relations of higory and
science. No attempt is made to
advance from mere
desgnation to a definition of
the terms in question. And the
whole of that grotesque (and
now happily obsolete) con
troversy as to whether history
is an at or a science must be
conddered, from our point of
view, quite besde the mark.
What, however, appears to lie
a the root of any serious
assation  that hisgory and
science belong together is the
notion that, for some reason,
hisory must be assmilated to
stience before it can  be
consdered to be a vaid form
of knowledge: higory must be
science in order to be vdid.
And
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further, what | take to be the ground of

this notion is the view that
higory, if it is to be a form of
knowledge, canot  avoid
generdizaion, and tha the
only vdid form of generdiza-
tion is tha which beongs to
science. The first of these ideas
would seem to contan some
hint of truth. Without some
kind of genedization history
would be a “tissue of mere
conjunctions’, would fal
dtogether outside experience.
The second, however, is
catanly fadse. And dnce |
canot here anticipate the
whole argument of my next
chepter, 1 will content mysdf
(s0 far a scientific
genedization is  concerned)
with the assartion that if the
character of <science and
sientific  generdization  be
what | there suggest it is then
it is diffaent from anything
which can be found in higory.
But with regad to the
character of higtorica
generdizetion a few
observations may be made.

Firg, it will be observed that
hisorica individuas ae
themsdves the product of
genedization, though not (of
course) of scientific
generdization: a  Senttfic
gengdization can result only
in a sdentific individud. The
fdl of the Badille the Roman
Empire and Napoleon are dl
generdizations, and they are
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congructed (we have seen) by means

of the principle of continuity.
And since the principle of cort
tinuity implies that there is in
higory nothing apat from
‘detalls, this higorical
generdity cannot be secured
by suppressng wha, from
another and  non-higorica
point of view, might be
regaded as mere dealls,
accidents. But, it will dso be
observed that these historicdl
gengdizaions ae  limited.
Press them too far, and we
ghdl find that we have pressed
them outsde the world of
higory; dandon (in the
interests of universal
generdization) the limits of
higoricd individudity, and we
shdl have a&bandoned history
itsdf. Hidoricd facts, then, are
limited generdizaions
congructed by means of the
more or less arbitrary principle
of higorica continuity. But the
important point is yet to come.
Hidoricd individuds,
themselves the product of
generdization, do not admit of
further generdization. There is
no process of generdization by
means of which the events
things and  pesons  of
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higory can be reduced to anything
other than hidoricd events,
things and persons without at
the same time being removed
from the world of higorica
ideas. For, once an historicdl
individud is edablished it is
for higory, absolute. It is not,
of course, absolute in the sense
of being ultimady complete
and odf-aufficient; but, with
dl its limitaions, it remans
the irreducible unit of higtory.
And what appear to be
univees  gengdizaions  in
higory ae, in fact, merdy
collective  or  enumeraive
judgments. All the Reformation
Parliaments were packed, isan
higoricd judgment, but it is in
no sne a genedizaion.® In
hisory there are no ‘generd
lavs by means of which
higorical individuds can be
reduced to ingtances of a
principle, and least of dl ae
there generd laws of the
character we find in the world
of science.

Bu the red difficulties
involved in the notion of a
science of history appear when
a world of idess is consdered
which, in the opinion of some,
unites higoricd and sdientific
thought; | mean the world of

! Bradley, Logic, I, 46, 82
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idees pursued and mantained in
Anthropology.

There are not many points
upon which  anthropologists
ae unanimous, but there
sems to  he toleadle
agreement upon the
propostions that anthropology
Is an higoricd dudy, tha it is
a stience, and tha “it is a
sience in whaever  way
higory is a science “. And we
may he excused for supposing
that some explanation beyond
these assertions is required
before an intdligible world of
ideasisevenin sght.

Anthropology is an
historical S this is
catanly intdligible The men
it is concerned with ae
historical persons, the societies
it dudies are higorica facts,
the events it records are
hisoricd events in short, the
abdractions it works with are
the abstractions of history. The
subject of anthropology is the
evolution of higoricaly
determined individuas.
“Anthropology is the whole
higory of man as fired and
pevaded by the idea of
evolution. Man in evolution—
that is the subject a its full
reech. Anthropology studies
man as
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he occurs a dl known times. It Sudies
him as he occurs in dl known
parts of the world. It studies
him body and soul together—
as a bodily organism, subject
to the conditions operating in
time and space, which bodily
organism is in intimate relation
with a soul-life, dso subject to
those same conditions. Having
an eye to such conditions from
first to last, it seeks to plot out
the generd series of changes,
bodily and mentd together,
undergone by man in the
course of history.”*
Anthropology, in short, is the
goplicetion of an higoricd
idea of evolution to the history
of men® And, whaever
difficulties we may find in this
view, even if it mus he
admitted that this
prepossesson with the idea of
evolution or development and
with a medy “generd” series
of changes may lead to had
higory, it is impossble to
suppose that the mode of
experience involved is other
than higoricd, and that the

! Marett, Anthropology, pp. 7—S8.

2 The scientific or biol ogical conception of evolution must, of course,
be distinguished from the historical (or pseudo-historical) conception.
To speak of the Darwinian theory as an invasion of science by the
historical method, the introduction of an *historical biology’, is
certainly to misconceive its character. Evolution for biology is not an
historical change. And the tendency of some biologists to express their
views in pseudo-historical languageis, to say the least, misleading and
belongs to an ill-thought out conception of scientific experience.
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world of idess is other than the world
of historical idess.

The second propostion
asserts that anthropology is a
sience. And this if it means
anything, means tha anthro-
pology is not concerned with
historical events, that its data
are not perceptua objects, and
tha its conceptions and
abgtractions are not those of
history. It appears, then, that
whatever dse the character of
anthropology is, it cannot be
both higory and science; and
to advertise it as such is to
advertise an absurdity. And it
appears, further, that dthough
it has frequently clamed the
character of a science, no
serious attempt has been made
to creste a genuine science of
anthropology. No
anthropologig, in fact, is to he
found willing to surrender the
abgract world of history for
the abstract
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world of science, to adopt (that is) a
purdy quantitetive conception
of man and of society, of
cvilization, mord  deveo
ment and religion, and to
content  with measurements in
place of hidoricad events,
daidicd inference in place of
historical fact, ddidica
gengdization in  place of
hisoricd ~ enumeration.  And
the reason for this is, perh
that the conclusons ofngcﬁpSa
stience would be reativey
unimportant. If anthropology is
to be a science, it must begin
with a world concelved sub
specie quantitatis. And it is
difficult to imagine the process
of abdraction which would
produce a scientific conception
of ‘society’, or of ‘man,
aufficently different from that
of biology, psychology or
economics, to diginguish this
sience  of anthropol ogy.
Beyond this lack of digtinctive
scentific ~ conceptions,  the
relaive unimportance of the
conclusons of a science of
anthropology would be due to
alack of data A science which
amed a edablishing generd
lawvs with regard to ‘races,

! The attempt to correlate ‘ societies’ with their standard of civilization
on apurely numerical basis, whatever its validity, might appear to be
an exception to this. But, while societies are taken to be pure
measurements, the standard of civilization is not similarly conceived,
and the argument consequently fails to be genuinely scientific. Cp.
Sutherland, Origin and Growth of the Moral Instinct, ch. xi.
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‘nations or communities

diginguished upon the bads of
creed or culture would have
comparaively few
measurements and  observa-
tions a its command. This, of
course, would not make such a
sience  impossbhle  What
makes a science impossible is
never medy the quantitative
limitation of its daa All
sientific  generdization is
datisticd  generdization and
refers directly only to a series
of observations as such; and
wherever there is a series of
observaions of the right
character there is materia for
stientific generdization. But a
scatiness of  daa il
certainly render scientific
generdizaions inggnificant.
And such is the inevitable
condition of a scence of
anthropology.

The assartion that
anthropology is a science may,
however, he made in a
modified form. It may mean
merdy that what is sought in
anthropology is, not  drictly
scientific laws, but
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gengd laws of some kind. “The am

of this science” says Frazer,
“as of every other science, isto
discover generd laws to which
the paticular facts may be
supposed to conform.”! " This
in 0 far as it refers to “every
other science’ is, of course, if
not untrue, a least mideading.
It is never supposed that the
“paticular facts’ of science
“conform” to generd laws it
is dways and only the series of
obsarvations as a series which
in science is taken to conform
to law. And further, whatever
we may suppose the character
of “the gened laws which
have regulated human
hisory”> to he, we cannot
suppose them to be scientific
laws, for scientific laws can
rfer only to  sdentific
obsarvations which are of a
wholly  different  character
from those in higory. They are
neither past, nor percepts, nor
observed under the category of
higorica continuity.

And even when they attempt
gengdization, many  writers
on anthropology do not, in
fact, venture beyond a merely
higoricd  treatment of this
subject. Such ‘generdizations
a “Among cetan races and
a cetan times superdition
has drengthened the respect

! Frazer, The Scope of Social Anthropology.

2 pid.
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for government, especidly mont
archicd government, and has
thereby contributed to the
establishment and, maintenance
of dvil orde”! or, “No
society has ever passed into
full cavilizetion without
passing through patriarchy. No
matriarchy has ever given rise
directly to a full cvilization’,?
are merdy enumerative
judgments, they ae certanly
not scientific (because they are
not ddisticd), and they are
catanly not generdizaions
because they rely upon the
supposition that the
observations on which they are
based are exhaudtive. They are,
however, vaid, and for what
they are worth, hitorica.

But when a more extended
foom of generdization is a-
tempted, it becomes (to say the
least) doubtful, without
becoming scientific. When, for
exanple, a  “pre-exogamic
dage of human society” is
sooken of, or when it is sad

that primitive ocieties
recognize no purdy sdf-
regarding acts

! Frazer, Psyche's Task, p. 4
2 G. Heard, The Social Substance of Religion, p. 39.
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because they recognize no
independent individuds, an at-
tempt has been made to pass
beyond judgment about the
mere  higory of paticular
societies, to  pass  beyond
enumerdtive  judgment  about
adl observed societies, to
judgment about human society
in generd. Agan, a gmilar
atempt is made in such a
daement as this In England
scrofula was believed to be
curable by the king's touch,
“ard on the andogy of the
Polynesan superditions which
| have cited, we may perhaps
conjecture that the skin disease
of scrofula was  origindl
supposed to be caused as well
as cured by the king's touch”.!
And it becomes necessary to
enquire into the character of
these  generdizations.  We
should notice firgt thet, though
these judgments purport to be
rel gengdizations, to go
beyond what has actudly been
observed, they take,
neverthdess, the form of
higoricd judgments, they ae
in terms of higtorica concepts
and they refer directly to his-
toricdly determined events or
occurrences, and not to a series
of quantitativdly  conceived
obsarvations as such. And for
this reason, if for no other,

! Frazer, Psyche’ s Task, p. 17
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they are not scientific. But, we ae
told, the genedity of
anthropologica judgments
(whether or not it is scientific)
is based upon the Comparative
Method, which is described as
“borrowing the links in one
chain of evidence to supply the
gaps in another”.! And the
method, in turn, “rests upon
the well-ascertained amilarity
of working of the human mind
in dl races of men’,” redts
upon correspondence among
mankind’,® the fact that “one
st of savages is like another”.
And this view of the character
of anthropologica
gengdization is  important
because it is the only coherent
suggestion yet made for a
method of generdizing
hisoricd  observations.  We
should not, however, dlow
ouwsdves to assume the
vadidity of this form of
generdization before we have
consdered the ground upon
which it rests and the
presuppositions  which it
involves.

Fird, it is clear enough tha
the Comparative Method is

: Frazer, The Scope of Social Anthropology
Ibid
3 Tylor, Primitive Culture, I, 7
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deile unless it is deding with

indances which are demon
drably separate. If one event
or cusgom has influenced
another, dther directly or
indirectly through the mere
knowledge of the fact that it
has happened, they ae no
longer separate ingtances, and
to compare them can result in
no vdid generdization
whatever. Unless, for example,
it is demondrated that the
change from mother-right to
father-right in one community
was uninfluenced by a
corresponding change in
another community, or by the
knowledge of a corresponding
change, we cannot begin to
collect data to veify the
hypothess tha changes in
lineege ae dways from
mother-right to  father-right
and never vice versa. And not
only is this condition difficult
to saisfy, but adso, were it
satisfied, anthropology would
a once become something
other than history (for where
comparison  begins a a
method of generdization,
history ends), without
becoming scientific.

But secondly, assuming this
condition to be sdatidfied, the
postion of the Comparative
Method is 4ill precarious, it
rests, indeed, upon a petitio
principii. If the world of
anthropology does not possess
the characterigtics of aomism
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and limited variety which this method
assumes it to possess, then the
method ceases to he of vaue
And the assumption that it
does OSSESS these
characterisics  involves  the
assumption that the world of
anthropology is a world of
scientific  concepts  —--which
it is not, because it is not a
world of quantitatively
determined observations.
Science secures for itsdf a
world of limited vaiety, a
world of repetitions and recur-
rences, by assuming a world of
pure measurements. But this
assumption, we have seen, is
imposshle for anthrg
mdpovs\?th it goes the vd%ﬂ?gy
the Comparative Method.

Anthropology, then, has in
the man none but higoricd
observations a its command,
and these observations depend
upon the regection of the one
condition upon which the
Comparative Method depends,
the rgection of a world of
limited variety, a world of
diginguisheéble  cause  and
effect. If genedization in
anthropology  depends  upon
the Comparative Method, then
anthropology is a sdentific
Sudy and
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not an higoricd <udy; but it cannot
be scientific for the reasons |
have dready given. It mug,
then, be concluded that the
gengdity of the ‘laws of
anthropology, in so far as they
pass beyond genuine higtorica
generdizations and in o far as
they ae based upon the
Comparative Method, is mere
conjecture and without logica
vaidity. Anthropol
catanly provides no scentific
generdizations, and its attempt
to produce nonsciettific laws
has been without Ilegtimate
issue. And we must not alow
oursalves to be mided by the
suggestion that, because this
higorico-scientific ~ foom  of
thought has produced results, it
is therefore absurd to question
its vdidity. Any mode of
thought, however hybrid or
diseased, can produce results,
but they ae not necessaily
legitimate.  The Compardive
Method is not a method which
unites science and higory; it
dismisses higory and never
achieves the full condition of
siencee.  And  dnce  the
scientific character of
anthropology is an illuson, its
conceptions and
presuppogitions being those of
history, we must conclude that
it is higory or it is nothing.
Any atempt to find in it, or to
meke of it, an higorico-
scentific world of idess must
dwaysfal.
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What reforms a full redization of the

historical character of
anthropology (and the
consequent  rgection  of the
view that it is a science) would
produce in this study need not
now be consgdered. But it may
be remarked that one effect
would be a gifting of
emphads from dgmilaities to
differences. The
anthropologist, intent  upon
developing the pseudo-
sientific  character  of  his
subject, has in the past
concentrated upon the
obsarvation of gmilarities; but
higory is regulated by the
pursuit of differences.
Whenever the hidorian is pre-
sented  with  an  agpparent
identity, not merdy ae his
suspicions  aroused, but he
knows tha he is passng
beyond his own
presuppoditions,  for it is

ited from the beginning that
Phos world of histo?yegis a \9vorld
from which identity has been
excluded. The question
whether or not history repests
itsdlf is not one to he decided
by examining the ‘course of
events itsdf, it is answered in
the negative by the postulates
which
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determine the only course of events
known in higory. Higtory
never repeats itsalf because to
do s would involve a
contradiction  of its own
character. And the inditution
of compaisons and the
glaboration of andogies ae
activities which the higtorian
must avoid if he is to reman
an higorian.
| have embarked upon this
discusson of the character of
anthropology because it
appeared the most
comprenensve way of deding
with the quetion of the
relation of higoricd and
scientific  experience. And |
conclude from it that in fact
science and scientific
conceptions have never
contributed to the ducidation
of the world of historica idess.
Wherever science and  history
have been associated, nothing
but recognizeble error and
confuson followed, and in
logic such a contribution is
impossble. The conjunction of
sience  and  hisory  can
produce nothing but a mongter,
for these are absract and
arate  worlds of idess,
different and exclusve
modifications of experience,
which can he joined only & the
cost of an ignoratio elenchi.
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