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ABSTRACT

~

L

Practicing historians and historical methodologists are
fragmented into schools of thought characterized/by differences of
opinion on the very structure, method and phifosophy of their N
" subject and discipline. Debates among thede orientations continue,

cognized common conceptual .

LY

due largely to the absence of mutually )

frameworks within which aréas of divs gence and aqreement may be
articulated aﬁ&’adqressed. It is ariﬁgggt one fryitful method of
solgfbﬁping schools of historioérapb&'is to gathgr theif’e]ements‘
under the conceptual and methodo]oé%cal umbrella of three %pdes~of

. A
\
1

inquiry.
What is being termed a mode of ihquiry is a pure type of a
'mgta-paradiqm' which provides a framework for qrouping a plethora

)
of diverse historiographic orientatiops. These modes are in fact o

complete we]tan;chauungen within whicp historiography is recoanized
as disciplinary theory and practice wiithin an encompassing,
pervasive and consistent onto1oqica1,lépistemo]oqica] and

axiological world view.

. » . . }
Modes I and II are antithetical perspectives, and it. is argued
_ e

that the very great méjority of histoﬁiographic orientations can be
A \ !
placed on a continuum between these two polarized pure types. In

consequence a clear frame of reference emerges which provides a. basis

for the comparison, evaluation and criticism of various Historiographic

-

——

< orientations.

Mode fII provides a ‘resolution to the antipathies of modes I

L3




M,

and Il. Forqed through- the methodoIoby'of the positive dialectic,

mode III consciously incorporates the stfenqths of its Eonstituent
modes, attempts to overcome the respective weaknesses of those
mqges, and achieves an 1nvest1qat1ve. explanatory and heuristic
scope grea?er than the sum of its constitueqts. Thus it provides a
superior model for historiographf:~;heory and practice'
Nevertheless mode III is not wwthout jts own 1imitations, as is

ev1denced in the fact that it is qenerating its own internal

ant1path1es
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

%istory, as a discip]ine, is-still at db'pre-paradigmatic'
stage. This assertion is to be interpreted in an orthodox

Kuhnian sense, where the state of the discipline is characterized

nl

by "a number of competing schools and subschools"' where "different

men confronting the same range"of phenomena, . . . describe and
2 N
"

o

'paradigm' as a s1nq1e 'd1sc1p11nary matr1x

interpret them in d1fferent ways. Th1s is the not1on of

‘Disciplinary' because it is the common possess1on
of the pract1c1oners of a professional discipline;

~ \_—/)5 ‘matrix' because it is_composed of ordered elements

of var1ob§ sorts, . . .3
At present, h1story is without a single, unffying, parad%gm
and historians a e"ot "committed to the same rules and standards

for [historical],pfactice."4

There is,’ razgpr, a myr1ad of
~ 'schools' of 'historical thought.' The divisions between -these
schools are significant and, at the very least,~there is debate
upon sueb-meta-issues as: s histor& a 'hard',or-'sbft' socia45—
science? Can historical inquiry be subsumed under the methodd-
logicaleumbrella of theenatura] sciences or is it in. need of
unique‘proéedures? Is history the study of human inteﬁtibbs and
cobscioqﬁness or is it more properly a description of empirical
'socia1~phenomene? Does hjstory provide a guide to present and

. S~ N : . . .
future action, or‘is\it lacking in all predictive potential?

—

\
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Are cross-cultural and trans-historical histories possible, or

. must - we atknow]edge an impassible relativism? Is there such a

thing as historical 'progress'? What do we mean by historica1
'laws' and historical 'causes'? [Does history have a ‘meaning'?
What is an historical 'explanation'?

o

Contention over such-issues -- and our listing is far from

‘ exhaust1ve -- is symptomatic of a fundamental methodo]og1ca]

impasse. These issues br1ng into question the very nature of
historical inquiry and of the subJect matter of h1story As such,
they reveal that bas1c epistemological and ontolog1ca1 quest1ons
have not been resolved. Until such resolution is forthcoming we
may expect to see a continuation of the past and aurrent
fragmentation of histofians into a]T-too-often competing and
anfagoniStic ehc]aves.. In short, éarr:ss question af 'What is
history?' is still being deaated.~

'

METHOL AND SCOPE

It is the ambition. of th1s study to go one sma]] step in the
direction of re;o]y1ng this debate. | T%1s task has f1ve main
dimensions. | h

First, the aevelopment of a typoiogy af the onfo]éﬁ?ca]
preéuppositions found in the ph%]oéqphy~of~sciénce;wi]1 be

undertaken. These are metaconcepts; a bridri statements on the .

: very‘nature of reality. Theylare not restrictéd to the limited

. subjéct Qf "historical reality,' but are, rather, cosmdqogical in

scope. Such onto]ogiéal presuppositions comprise tha»veny



infrastnucture ofvcompeting wélfansnnauungs and, as we shall see,
become.assumptions about the u]timate.nature of histbrina] reé1ity. .
" Thus they are the'primarj building»b1dcks for the divisions
be tween competing schools of h1stor1ca1 thought

Most 1mportant1y, such a typology will u1t1mate1y revea] the
“intimate aff1n1ty of spec1f1c assumpt1ons in the ph11osophy of
history w1th‘fundamenta1 metaphysical assumptions found in the
more general field of the philosophy of science. Such nfkypology
.w111, in.other<words, be wseful as a guide to understanding the
différing viewpoint§ debated in the philosophy of écience;'
differences and conflicts which manifest.themse}ves in virtually
all the social scienées! |

Sécond a typology of ebistemo]og}és congruent with Fhé"
various onto]oé*cal presuppos1t1ons will be deve]oped What is :
be1ng termedva- congruency of ontolog1ca] presuppos1t1on w1th
‘ ep15temo]og1ca] methodo]ogy is both a ]og1cé] [1nterna11y, formally,
consistent] and a pragmath [ut111zed by philosophers of science
.-- and, as we sha]] see later, of h1story] corre]at1on This .
w111 be an expl1cat1on of types of 1nqu1ry, of method These
genera] ep1stemo1og1ca1 d¢ifferences provide the basis for
comprehend1ng the methods of 1nqu1ry considered to be '1eg1t1mate
' by’the various schools of ph1losophers ofvsg1ence_and history.

Such a Schematization will provide wnat Radm‘tzky6 would
ca]] an. 'inventory' of the‘Ways‘in wnich phi]osop;érs of science

(and among them, ph1losophers of h1storyﬁ have developed the

methodolog1ca1 fqundat1ons ‘of d1scnp11nes. It is only against this
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backdrop that the praxiological consequences of what is, to point,
- a purely formal and theoretical discourse become evfdent. This is
the third dimension of our study. ¢ ‘
The outstanding ébntribution of Thomas S. Kuhn éo the
philosophy of science fs, in our opinion, his successful articulation
~f the position that a paradigm is not.merely an ontological énd
1 stemological orientatioq:i it is also an axialogical gr%entation.’
There is a social-psycho]bgica1fand socioTogical dimension to the .
so-called 'objective' endeavour of science (both physical and
social science). There is an-interplay between 'pure,' 'scientific
theory and the [bractice;/of humd rum éveryday life. Today, the
.phiTosophy and practicé of science -- including fhe philosophy and
practice of history;-- can no longer convincingly emp]by any form
of dualistic argument vis-a-vis the sepa?afion ofAscientif{c

- $

1 [
d
2

theory and sociél ’h‘fet ‘
This poiﬁt hgs, hoWever, been Eonvin¢%ng1y articulated for
over a centdny. Since>Marx, it has been, possible to take "an
-:u?dﬁE;QUOUS staﬁd on the relations between the laws and the forms'
of thought andlthe rest of rea]fty. . ﬁbat goes on in the
minds of men, both in substance and structu#e; is inseparable
from what happens 1n the1r social relations and the physical
world. w7 This or1én%at1on was most successfu]]y app11ed to the
. examination of social theory, but the philosophy of sc1ence was
still able to claim, for the 'hard' social sc1ences and the
phys1ca1 sciences, an 'objectivity' and neutra11ty which] to use

Habermas* phrase, "secure(d) the authority of science in



'abstracto."s. Kuhn provided if not the most incisive then at the
very least the most shattgriﬁg attack on the notion of thgory éﬁd'
practice as exclusive categories. .

- In his work, Kuhn has

tried to insist, . . . that, though science is
practiced by individuals, scientific knowledge

is intrinsically a group product and that

neither its peculiar efficacy nor the manner in

which it develops will be understood without .
reference to the special nature of the. groups

that produce it. In this sense my work has been

deeply sociological, but not in a way that

permits’ that subject to be separated from
epistemology.9

3 Today,'he asserts that “comparisons‘of the value systems that

govern the prattitioners of variéd discipfines seem to me urgently

needed at this time."10 ‘ | |
This third aspecf of our study begins (and the fourth aspect '.

continues) to modestly undertake such an'enterprise. Having

outlined the formal

fheoretical, ontological and epistemological
‘*backdrop’ of phi]oé phies of science, we now see what the socié]
manifestations of such 'purelt er"are. Thus we delineate a-
congrqent axiology which is compa ib]e“Qith‘the developed

onto]ogies and epistenfologieN. Here we hope to make clear the

'link' between theory and practibeifgeahope to shdw how the 'world
of theory' described in parts one and two‘serves.és a blueprint
for the 'world of mén.;\’Ihis axiological dimension illustrates i
how theory.and me thod manifé?f-themsé]ves at the 1e9e1 of social
E]ifé and }eality.l |
| We could chpose-any number of existential areas (religion,

art, law, etc.) to illustrate the axiology of praxis. However, to




o |
keep our discourse within limits, we-will restrict oursé]Vés tei/,
1nvest1pat1on of three|crucial areas of social existence. J

First, we will discuss the 'educational' axiology of d1ffer1ng
onto}bgica] and epistemqlogical perspectives. Here we define
eduqetion'in terms of both what is formally reeognized and defended

.asjclegitimate' know]edge and how such knowledge can be obtained
or transmitted. A discusé\sn of education is most instructive

for our purposes because edqfat1on includes a conscious trans]a§1on
of ‘ontology and epwstemo]ogy\1nto concrete soc1a1 app11cat10n In
education, we find the attempt to consc1qus1y transmit a world-view.

Next, we shall consiQer the ethic; compatible with given
ontological and epistemo1ogice1 prbpositions. Here.we find Fhe
perhaps most socially permeafing exiologica] consequences of
competing perspectives on rea]ity. Man's ethical orientation is a

'ye1ue statement on his 'time' and 'place' within a larger
cosmological rea]ity{» Here we find man's definition of his
" existential se]fbin axiological terms. o,
Last, the political/economic consequences of subscribing to a
particu]ar_wor]d-view are discussed. Thic eéahination is
~essential because it dnamatica11y illustrates the concrete social
func;fens that supposedly 'dbjective' and 'neu:ral' knowledge ‘
paradﬁgms serve.’ In.exam{ning 'edueetion' we are examining the‘
forma] 'trenslation of ontology ;nd ep1stemo1ogy nto social
reality; in examining 'ethics' ve are exam1n1ng the most subt]e
and permeat1ng ax1o1og1ca1 consequences of theories; in examining

the political/economic functions of knowledge paradigms we: are

(<2

N




revea1ing the powgrrrelatidnsh1p§ which theory perpgtuatés thr?qgh
an ideological legitimizatian of various social structures and

. forms of social intercourse.

Having revealed the general axiological manifestations of our
ionto]ogica1 and epistemological paradigms, we are bétter able to
see the social and existential con;equences of subscribing to given
world-views. ‘This~fac111tatesland heightens our insight into the
'speéitic 'historiographic consequences' of knowledge paradigms.

In this, the fourth aspect of our study, we clearly outline how

the theory discussed in aspects one and two manifests itself
specifica]]y -- i.e. in actual historiographic practice. (The
third section illustrates the genera] axiological form of social
praxis such theq?y assumes.) ‘This is the concrete level of
historiographic praxis. We shall emphasize three main dimensidns
of the historipgraphic consequences of adoptihg spgcific ontological
and epistemo]ogicé] positiqns and‘app1ying“them within the
d1sc1p11ne of history.

F1rst the 'object of study is merely the reification of
general onto1og1ca1 presuppos1t1ons into the concrete form of the
subject of history. We ask: given our general presuppositions
. "about 'wﬁf\ t' is reality?,' what is the specific 'historical reality?'
This is seeking a statement on the subject of historical 1nqu1ry ~
Obviously, historians must’ c1a1m to study something which exists.
This 'h1stor1ca1 reality' ex1sts within a larger cosmo]og1ca1
re§11ty. It is the raw 'data,' the 'fact,' which the h1stor1an

recognizes and works with.
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Second, we will revega the method of study that the histoyian
utilizes in attembting to 'know' 6r 'undersfand' or 'describe' the
subject of hi;quriosity. This is, again, a particular apelication
of more universal epistemological procedures. We ask: nog;that ‘
we have answered %he question of 'what is historical reality?,’ hé&ﬁ
can wé study thisireq]ity? Here our primary concern is with:_f
a) criteria of 'objectivity'; b) what constitutes an 'explanation.’

Finally, we will outline the nature of 'historical action.'
Having defined the subject matter of history, and having developed
guidelines for the study of the historica] subject, we now can
properly ask: what can we 'do' with this knowledge? It is-here
that we truly address the 'uses of histofy;' v |

We recognize that at least one minimql pragmatic 1imi£;tion
must apply to a formdlation of the 'purpose' of any discip]ine:
reg@gdless of how qﬁixofic'the goals of its practitipners may be.

The claim must be defended that the discip]iné has a methodology

"which is, at.1east_in theory, capable of producing\answers to the

. questions it-asks. The realm of possible questions one may ask

may be as boundless as human imagination, but the realm of
legitimate questions one may ask is Timited by the analytic tools
one recognizes as valid. To answer the question of 'what are. the
most sophisticafed questions we‘can ask of history?' is to

define the practical limits of the 'use of history.'

Thus aforementioned methodological tenets provide the de

- facto parameters of what may be ca]}ed the uses of history. The

scopé of possibility is determined by the claims about ontological

L




real ity that_any given epistemological methodology'can articulate

énd defend. Here'the educational and pragmatic/instrumental
consequences of the 'historian's trade' are revealed. An othek

words, we answer the qﬁéstions: what can we learn from history?; ”\-_)
how can we usé what we have 1éarnédy-- in the sense of how Can we

- B [}

apply what we have learned to serve as a guide to current action

and future policy? )

. Af this point, we will have both rea]ized 7 formal
schematization of existent perspectives onfﬁ?sfbry (@s both
'subject' and 'method' of study) and achieved insight intq the
axiological orventations of the various schools. We will have

11

'p]aced.l the various [to use Stern's ' phrase] 'varieties' of

history info a framework. 5

The structure that such a framework will take we designate -
'mdaés of“inqu'iry ' Thus a class of elements cons1smng of
| congruent ontolog1ca1 presuppos1t1ons, ep1stemo]ogy, axiology and
h1storlographt; consequences is a 'package' (which we ?re term1ng
a “que')_whicﬁ‘defines the essence of what is in fact a 'world-

\,
\,

view' [see Yigure #j]n 'History' can best be fu11y comprehended

3

as a d1sc1p11nary theory and practice 1f we are so ab]e to-

a2

”'1ocate it, as it were, on:the map of knowledge and practice.

We will develop three such modes.

Modes I and II will be cast és ant1thet1ca1 or1entat1ons
“which maintain essentially contrasting methodologial characters.
It is throuéh the synthesis of mode.I:and mode Ii into mode III

that these antipathies dissolve and a qualitatively new world-view
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of an éxp]anatory breadth and investigative scope greater than
even the sum of its parts emerges. [t is argued that éhe |
historioqrabhic c;jjeria of mode IIT constitute a methodology .-
which provides a s Lerior»model for'historfta] practice. In so
conceptu&]izﬁng the plethora of histbriographic Qrientations into
three such 'nega-pa?adigms' it is not our claim that we have
provided the singular acceptqple typology for groupiné diverse
historiographic practices and meéthods and phi]oSopHiés of inquiry.
éﬁther,,our contributign is more modest: by providing a framework :
through which yariouz historiographic orientations may be viewed,
we are’péo&iding at least a basis of comparison, evaluation and
criticism. By providing the means for such a basis, our typology
can4sérvé both uti]itariaﬁ and heuristic functions: c]ear]y;';‘
delineating, and compafing the adequacies of, tHree distinct
'paradigms'vin the philosophy and method of histbryihmovihg
practicing histofianﬁ one more step along thé'path toward éve% moFé
refinéd and fruitful historiographic methodé]ogy. )

ThJ; our.answer to Carr's 'What is History?': histo}y is (at
1éast) three qua1itatiVefy_diffpﬁent things.” There are thrée
world views within.which a historian may find his/her intellectual
and existential self, and each defines not only history but
physical and social reality Hifferent]y. This; however, does not
neén'that one need to ;emain forever 'trapped' within any one
hisgoriographi; we]ténschauungLA Indeéd, this work.is undertaken

a [}
with the same "thrée related premises" adopted by David Fischer in

his exemplary Historfans' Fallacies:
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first: that there is a Eacit logic of historical
thought; second, that this logic can be raised
/\\;ﬁLﬁhe level of awareness; and third, that
i

storical thinking itself can be refined by its
intelligent and purposeful application.13
) To paraphrase the reason that the 'logic of historical
 £hought' is 'tacit' is because it is so interwoven with general
world-yiews; the br1ng1ng of this 1ogic to the 'level of
awareness' 1is best accomplished through the clear Q11um1nat10n
of the fabric of these world-views (their ontologwcal,
epistemological and axio]ogica]-cqmponents) and revealing the
intimacy of the 'logic of historical thpqght' (historiographic
~ consequences) with the permeating 'logic' of an entire world-view
(the mode of inquiry); this enables us to ;refine"both the theory
and practice of history in order that the boundaries separating
toda§ S compet1ng 'schools' of h1story may begin to be brokenéaown
Th1s brings us to the final. d1mens1on of our ana]ys1s As
noted, we consider the heuristic aspect of our endeevour to be
central. Ihus our ‘delineation of three modes of inquiry is not
o be construed as either an attack' on any specific
h1stor1ograph1c orientation(s), nor a 'defense’' of any mode of
§ inquiry. Although we argue that mode III is a more refined,
expansive, and mthodo]ogjca]]y superior mode of inquiry, we are
not advocating a blind acceptance of mode III. We are not |
. concernéd with establishing any\h}storiographic dogmas. Rather,
our intention is to argue that mode L1l offers a sounder and more

‘ fru1tfu1 ‘historiographic paradigm than either mode I or.1I, but

that paradigm is jtself revealing comtrad1ct1ons.,’ye will ;hereforé-

P

/N
)

B}
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very briefly point out some of the major contradictions emerging
in mode III in the'hope that these may serve as guideposts to ;
future synthesis yielding a still more refined and expansive logic
and method of historica] inquiry.

Thus we stress the investigative nature of our exposition and
seek only to further fruitful specu]aé?on aimed at improving thec
logic and method of the discip]ine of history. If our typology is
successful in clearly 111um1nat1ng both the points of convergence
and conflict of var1ous modes of h1sto;1ography, then we have at
least def1neg.the problems that need squt1on. To build upon the
points of agfeement and to formulate megacdncépts within which
disparities may find r~ ilution through subsumpiion under more

“universal principles is to briﬁg forth a new theory of ’
historiogréphy Mode III is such a theory: because it is born
thfougI the methodology of the pos1t1ve d1a1ect1c, it is not in
opposition to other theories but is a synthesis of other theories.

But, as hisioriané; we cannot stop there. Therefore, in our

final gpapter, we- offer the most general outline of the emerging
contradict?ons in mode III'so that at least the first step

“toward the esfhb]ishpent’of a reference point 'outside' -- so to
spé;k -~ the cogniti#e paraméters of even the Iast of ouf three
modes of inquiry will have been taken. We conclude w1th a

h1gh1y specu]at1ve and theoret1ca1 discussion on how mode III S
contrad1ct1ons”ﬁa{\poss1ny be resoIved,.and sketch our v1ew§ on -

“what forin(s) the embryo of iode IV might assume. This point’is .

. crucial because, to rely on Kuhn again, we must go "outside" the

o
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~ cognitive bounds of the individual historiog

raphic viewgbints and
\\? L - ' !

" attempt to "see a new gesta]t"]4 if we see as desirable the

continued refinement of condiiiops of adequacy for the conduct of

>

historical inquiry. We are reminded that whén."schools disagree

- about what is a problem and what a sq]utibn, they witl inevitably

talk through each owher . . . In the partially circular arguments
that regularly résu]t, eéch paf%digm will Qg shown to satisfy more
orAlé;s the criteria that %t dictates for,itself and to fall short
of a few.of those dictated by its~opponent;“]5 We believe the

d]timaté, and so- very elusive, goaiiof philosophers and -

’practitioners,of historj’shou1d be to consfantly seék a,b%raaigm

which has conditions of‘adéduacy which not pn]j_"sétisfy more

or ]ess.the v:itefié it dictates for itself" but é]so does. not
”fa]i s-ort of a few of thoée dictated by its‘opponents;“ In
short, we hdpe.toego one smaly step.in fhe diréctioq{gf reso]ying"
the current fragmentation of thought and 'practice characteristic

of the discipline of history. 'The ultimate purbose of this

' dissertation‘is to have it, hopefully, serve as such an heuristic

\

P

\

aid.

LIMITATIONS - ~

Two major problems are inherent in our task. First, such a

macro-study begs the question: 1is it possible to formulate such a -

' fypo]ogy without distortion through reductionism?
. \ . - .

X - ;o=
Y It is, if the grouping is carefully concentrated upon only

W

Whaf\may be termed 'fundamental’ elements of the various varieties
‘,’ ' \ ‘

-~
\\_ - . &

o
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o
of the%philosophy of science and history. ’The point is, in spite’
of real d1fferences in the application and man1pu1at1on of ideas,

it is possible to recognize that some systems of thought are, at

L core, based upon fundamenta] principles -- onto]og1ca1 and

ep1stemo1og1ca1 -- which are gener1ca11y 1dent1ca1

This 1s merely to say that a]though we certa1nHy recoga1ze
significant d1fferences between the ideas of, for examp]e Bentham
and J S Mi1l, and a]so the ideas of ﬁege] and R Q. Co]]1ngwood
we can still, in Just1ce recogn1ze the former as 'utilitarians' ‘

'and the latter as 1dea11sts This is neither unwarranted

reductionism nor an attempt to obfuscate real innovations in the

- thoughts of these men.

Indeed, it can be- argued that it is of great 1nstruct1ona1
advantagewﬁo so categorize the genera] orientations' of th1nkers
The s1gn1f1cance and. meaning of the bas1s of‘(1n,thf: case)
Bentham's-and Mill's thought becomes much more c1ear when their .
iQeas are contrasted with another,v‘outgidef perspective -- such
as Hege]'s'or Co111hgwood's idealism. It is then that the full
inte]iectnal‘and 1deo1ogioa1 force of a 'school's' orientation
becomes evident. And it is then that the contributions of
innovators-within a school of thought oan be'appreciated, as they
attempt to cope with prob1ems.and challenges which so very often
originate with proponents of other, perhaps competing, orientations.
'[AsbKuhn.remindeo us earlier: a paradigm may well “satisfy more
or less the-criteria that jt dictates for itself," bnt we should

not be surprised to see it "fall short of a few of those dictated
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by its opponent(s)."]
Thus, in our study, we ‘endorse the method adopted by Arthur
0. Lovejoy [although he applies it to the history of ideas] in his

classic The Great Chain of Being. Lovejoy "breaks" bhi]osopﬁica]

systehs "into what may be called their unit-ideas":

One of thé results of the quest of the unit-ideas
. in such a compound [i.e. the philosophical system]
is, I think, bound to be a livelier sense of the -
fact that most phin ophic systems are original
or distinctive rathér in their patterns than in
‘their components. When the student reviews the
vast sequence of arguments and opinions which
fi11 our historical textbooks, he is likely to
- feel bewildered by the multiplicity and seeming
~diversity of the matters presented. . . . But the
truth is that the number of essentially distinct
philosophical ideas or dialectical motives is --
as the number of really distinct jokeg is said
to be -- decidedly limited. . . . Theéieeming
novelty of many a system is due solely t&‘the
novelty of the application or arrangement of
the old elements which enter dinto it. -~ . . I do
not, of course, mean toc maintain that essentially
novel conceptions, new prgblems and new modes '
of reasoning about them, .do not from time,to
time emerge in the history of thought. But
such incfements of absolute novelty seem to me
-a good deal rarer than is sometimes suppgﬁgd,16

The second major difficulty to be'overéqme isigbe.df 1anguége.
fhis is alsefious prqb]em'and its §urmounfing reqaf?és not 6n]y
our dreat care in text ﬁreparation;rbﬁt demands utmost diligence
on the part of the feader. “Even such prudence ﬁi]]ﬁhot3 we fear,

- fully eliminate all ambiguity'from all Sarté,pf our breéentation.

At the core of this problem is the fact that our typoiogy_is '
a typoﬁogy’of peryasive, comprehensiQe, wo}ld-viéws. Such’world-‘
views are not.mere 1ogica1;abstract Ebnétructsi they are also

systems of heaning; We are dealing with fUﬁﬂamenta}Jy'differenI _

R
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nays of defining rea]ity itself. As Winch reminds us:.

Our idea of what belongs to the rea]m of
reality is given for us in the language that

we use. The concepts we have settle for us )
the form of the experience we have of the world. »
It may be worth reminding-ourselves of the
truism that when we speak -of the world we are
'speaklng of what we in fact mean by the

- expression 'the world': there is no way of
getting outside the concepts in.terms of

which we think of the world, . . . The world
is for us what is presented through those

{ concepts.17 '

Winch continues and notes that "this s not to say that our

’ concepts may not change but when they do, that. means that our

.18

concept of the wor]d has changed too. However, when such a

change occurs, we must make what Toulmin calls a "1énguage-sh1ft."
When we examine a new world- view, we are grappiinngith a
' qualitatively d1ffenent or1entat1on '

When a theory is deve]oped all kinds of phrases )
.which in ordinary 1ife are devoid of mean1ng are
given a use, many familiar terms acqu1re fresh-
meanings, adﬁ a var1ety of new terms is
introduced .

. [this] invo1ves,a language-shift, and
one can distinguish ‘between an account of the
< theory in the new term1no]ogy -- in 'participant's
language' -- and an account in which the new
term1no]ogy is not used but descr1bed -~ an
‘account in on]ooker s 1anguage

If the reader is content to interpret each’woer-viewn
presented herein in "onlooker's language," he/she will haVe
1arge1y defeated the purpoée of this exercise. To so 1nterpret
fundamental concepts'is to.throw.away the key to possible |
resolution of the parad1gm debates within the d1sc1p11ne of

hJstory. As best one can, one must try to make a "language-shift."
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One must attempt to try tp/'step into' these essentially 'c]osedf
, .

- systems of thought -- closed in the sense that each world-view

is a unique wey of 'seeing' the world -- and try to perceive
rea11ty from a part1c1pant s' vantage. |

Thus the major var1et1es of "systematic ambiguity" inherent’
in commun1cat1on of meaning:

i contrast between the standpo1nts of speaker
and interpreter,

ii- contrast between the meaning of specific
" utterances (tokens) and that of the genera1
(type)-symbo]
iii‘ attention to one rather than .another use of
language (e.g. to the expressive rather than
the evocative or referent1a1 uses),20 5.
may be avoided. In this manner the fu11 theoret1ca1 and
praxio]ogical significante of each perspective may,becOme'reelized.

This is a necessary prelude to achieving the preliminary synthesis

which is our final task.
Finally, in passiLg, we must caution that the term 'history'
will be used in three distinct senses throughout our work.

A]ternate]y we will re rer to h1story as a 'd1sc1p11ne,' h1story

as a subJect ' and h1Jtor1es as part1cu1ar works (i.e.

~'Thucyd1des H1stor¥ of &he Pe]oponnes1an war) Usage will shift

back and forth without warn1ng, but the context of usage w111 make
c]ear whi ch mean1ng is intended. [

We now turn toward devéloping Gur typology of the differing,

dom1nant,vperspect1ves_found in the philosophy of sc1ence generally - -

and the philosophy of history in particular. Each orientation will

be discussed, again, in terms of its ontological presuppositibns,
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congruent epistemology, general axiology and historiographic
consequences. To free our ciassificatory units from the |
connbtations'aésociated Qith prevalent ﬁontemporarf terms (such
as 'paradiéms,"'theorieé,f etc.) we shall simply label our'

: perspeétiyes 'modés of inquiry." A1though the term 'inquify'
carr%es an epistemo]ogita] connotation, thereby perhaps

- overshadowing the ontological and praxiological components of

each pékspective, it is'sti]].preferabie to other, seemingly more
comprehensive, 1abels such as (m@de§ 6f) 'thought,‘ ‘perception,’
'study,' 'analysis,’ 'ideas,'”bri‘;;tiocination.‘ Thié is

because the term 'jnquiryf fs somehow more 'dynam%c' -- 1in the
sense that it is readi]y’suited to discussibn'of‘sctive praxib1ogy,

and it neceséari]y implies onto]ogical'considerations.
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CHAPTER 11
g " MODE I: THE 'RECEIVED VIEW'

~

The theoretically compatib]e, instrumentally correspondent
and mutually supportive perspectives which SQppg (following Putnam)
groups under the‘category of 'the received view' copétitute our

1 The pre-eminence of this mode of thought

first hodgfof inquiry.
in 20th century philosophy of science makes this perspective a
most logical starting point for our analysis. As Suppe reminds us:

- The 'received view' exerted an almost 'total dominance' in.the

philosophy of science until very recently; it is a high1y deve]oped‘

synthesis of not only contemporary but many 'earlier empiricisms';

and its highly refined epistemology and praxiology dffer a

- comprehensive view of socié]/physicé] realjty and programs to deal |

“with that reality..

For aover thirty years$ logical positivism (or
logical empiricism as it later came to be called)
exerted near total dominance over'the philosophy
. of science. The Received View, together with its
. incorporated borrowings fyom earlier empiricisms,
provided the basic framework for posing problems
about the nature of scientific knowledge and also
imposed constraints on what would count as 2
appropriate solutions to these problems: . . .

The ‘ascendance and sucéess of. Mode I, stérting in the early

. "1920's, is initially focused upon the Vienna Circle: a gathering

of philosophers, scientists and mathématicians, It was to the

Viehna Circle that the désighation "logical-posjtivist' initially

22
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applied, apd soqL of the group's best known members.wéré Moritz
Schlick, Rudolf [Carnap, Otto Neurath, Vigtor' Kraft, Herbert Feigl,
Philipp Frank a%d Gustav Bergmann. Rapidly, however, the term‘was
extended to include the orientations of Bertrand Russell,
G.E. Moore, Ludwig Wittgenstein, Carl Hempel, Ernest Nagel, Charles
Marris, Gilbert Ryle, A.J. Ayer and Karl Popper.3 This listing is
of course far from exhaustive, ﬁeant only. to indiéate some of fhe
more welt-known (in North America) adherents to the bégic tenets
of Mode I. Major, overlapping, schools of thought included in this
category are 1o§ica1 empiricism, scientific empiricism ahﬁ the
Unity of Science Movement. Physica]ism; atomism, materialism and
Npositivism are today less frequently employed categories for
compatib]g orientations. The intellectual heritage of Mode I was

concisely set out'byAthe Vienna Circle in 1929 in the brief The

Vienna Circle: Its Scientific Qutlook authored by Carnap, NeUﬁgth
and Hans Hahn: C v )

After claiming that they were developing a Viennese
~tradition which had flowered at the end of the
nineteenth century in the.work of such men as the
physicists Ernst Mach and Ludwig Boltzmann, and, in
spite of bis theological.interests, the philosopher
Franz Brentano, the authors set out a list of those
whom they regarded as their main precursors. As
_empiricists and positivists they named Hume, the -
philosophers of the enlightenment, Comte, Mill,
Avenarius and Mach; as philosophers of science,
Helmhol tz, Riemann, Mach, Poincare, Enriques,
Duhem, Boltzmann and Einstein; as.pure and applied
logicians, Leibniz, Peano, Frege, Schroder, Russell,
Whitehead and Wittgenstein; as axiomatists, Pasch,
Peano, Vailati, Pieri and Hilbert; and as moralists
and sociologists of a positivistic temper, Epicurus,
Hume, Bentham, Mil1, Comte, Spencer, Feuerbach,

Marx, Muller-lyer, Popper-Lynkeus and the elder
Carl Mender. ThAs list is surprisingly comprehensive,

-



‘but it must be remembered that in most cases it is
only a question of a spacial aspect of the author's .
works. Thus Leibniz is included for his logic, not
for his metaphysics; Karl Marx is included neither
for-his logic*nor his metaphysics but for his
scientific approach to history. If we exclude
contempararies from the 1ist, those who stand

closest to the Vienna Circle in their general outlook
are Hume and Mach. It is indeed remarkable how much
of the doctrine that is now thought to be”especially
characteristic of logical positivism was already

~stated, or at least foreshadowed, by Hume.4

Diverse as the contenmporary schools of'thought included within
Mode I are, and diver§e as the intellectual heritage of this
_orientation is, it is still at base a cohesive orientation. As
' Bergmahﬁ_iin speaking of logical positfvism) notes: we are dealing -
with a "movement rather than a school, in the sense that those to
whom the label is applied represent a broad range of interests
~and, on questions of common interest, often disagree with respect
to what constitutes the right answer or about the proper method to
arrive at it."s This”;movement,' in the words of Joergen
' Joergensen, is marked by'av"convergenCe toward certain basic
- principles . . . [which] . . form the common’ basis for the -
further discussion of still unsettled questions"e,[i.e. Bergmann's
areas of.'dfsagreément'].

.Thus diyersi}y must not cloud the real, ﬁnder]ying,'unity of
‘séhoo]s within the qrientation of Mode I. It is indeed possible to
~see a fundamental harmony within the diversity of Mode I. Mode I

provides, té/ggrrow Radnitzky's terminology: |
vaﬁ abstfact model of an intellectual tradition;

one might also say, it introduces. an ideal-type
foigintel1ectuaF»traditions;rSevéra1 specific

~ demdnds are put on the model: it should help
~ bring some order into the myriad of things we -
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find in the literature, such as presentations: of
problems, solutions proposed, methods, etc.; it
should.enable one to recognize major intellectual
configurations, ‘such as 'st¥1es,' trends,
~prob]em-shifts, etc.; . . . .

As we have emphasized in the first chapter, what we are
presenting -in Mode I (and in each successive mode) are those
crucial, fundamental, éreas of agreement which reveal the
existence of a 'movement' or 'tradition.' In doing so, we are
‘carqfu]’to follow Bergmann's warning that such underlying agreement
is revea]éd only "as long as one sticks to cautious genera1ities."8
To such generalities characteristic of our first mode of inquiry -
we now turn: characteristics which both illustrate a
we]tanschauung encompassing many schools of thought which are
often treated as'separate; characteristics which will -sharply
contrast with those common to subsequent modes of inquiry we will

develop. )

ONTOLOGICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS

VIn discussing the ontology of mode I the'term 'ontological
plr'esuppositions'l -; which we defined on page two as "métécbncepts;
a priori stqtemenfs on the very naturg of reality" -- would be
s;rodg1y‘objected-to by adherents to this mode of inquiry. Indeed,o
the essence of mode I ontology is best captured through negative
| definition: above all, this mode attempgg to e]iﬁinatg all
“ontological presuppositions, as it seeks to eliminate virtua]]& g
“all a priori statements: Mode'§ recognizes -- and only because of

necessity -- but one axiomatic proposition: the universe must
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necessarily be regarded aiétaving an emp{}ical-existence.=vMode I-

is thus a wholly 'mate 1stic¢' orientation:

The basic pr jtion of materialism refers to the
nature of reality, . . . It states that matter is

the primordial substance, the essence, of reality.g

However, even the (postulated) existence of this wholly

objective reality (which, of course, includes man; man as a

®

material being) would not be considered an axiom in the true

sense of the terml Such a proposition is more properly, in the

perspective of mode I, not in any way a concession to specuiat1on
[which is to be -avoided at all costs]. This admittance of an
empirical reality -- the firm grounding of ‘ontology in materialism

-- is- justifiable if we cohtemplate the e]oquenf words of Nelson

Goodman:
B
You may . . . protest.that there are more things in
heaven and earth than are dreamt of in my philosophy.
I am cohcerned, rather, that there shduld not be
more things dreamt of in my philosopiy than there
-are in heaven or earth.10

~To ensure that we do not populate reality with phantoms, we

- may only allow ourselves the least misguiding and most unavoidaﬁ]e
'metéphysica1‘ Tuxury: a recoghition gf what is manifestly |
~obvious; a bowing before the most 'trivial' of all self-evident

v v -
truths. In the words of Karl Popper:-

{ .
In my opinion, the greatest scandal of philoscephy is
that, while all around us the world of nature.-
perishes -- and not the world of nature alone --
philosophers continue to talk, sometimes cleverly
and sometimes not, about the question of whezg
this world exists. .

\}‘

kK 4
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Under these circumstances there ig a need to
apologize for being a philosopher, and more
particularly for restating . . . what should be a
triviality, such as realism, the thesis of the
reality of the world. -

This onto]ogica].position provides the basis for mode I's
subsequent “attack.yn metaphysics"; the perception of metaphysics

||12 . . . e

as a "disease which threatens not only philosophy bBut indeed
man's generalized abi]ity to think in the best manner possible.

It constitutes mode I's epistemological foundation.

CONGRUENT EPI$TEMOLOGIES

Such a starting point already anticipates its own problems and
solutions. That is, ontology defined empirically necessitates an
observation-based ep§§temology. If we consider the empirical}
 reality of the world (our ontological presupposition) to be non-
prob1ehatic, then our ability to 'know' that reglity becomes the
centra] issue in the ph11osophy of science.” As Nbvack asserts:

Emp1r1c1sm is based not so much upon a part1cu1ar

view of the world as upon a statement concerning .
the ways and means of acquiring knowledge of the

world. It is in fact a special theory of knowledge -~
an,. epistem01091ca1 theory. The primary principle

of ‘empiricism is that all knowledge is founded on
-experience of the senses.|3 . _ .

* Thus the only genuine 'problem' such an épistemo]bgy recégni;es
is a logical problem. Put another way, the quest1on IS are we
perce1v1ng empirical reality as it 'really’ 1s, or. are we peing
misled by our senses, obsenyat1on,dev1c§s, or in“bur understanding

of data? ASfPoppér tells us:

~

. .

' k .o~
N . 1
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our obsekvations are highly complex and not

~ always reliable though astonishingly excelient

decod1ngs of the s1gnals Wh1ch reach us from the
environment. 14

The prob]em then becomes to make them 'reliable.' Thus

epistemology becdhmes who]]y the "theory of scientific knowledge"

because '

. o
objective theories, objective problems and objective arguments.

sc]entJf1c know]edge be]ongs to ; .

. the world of

It is at this pdint that

- the Received View was broadened into a~genera1

-doctrine Qf cognitive significance: the only
.meaningful discourse was that dorie either in terms

of phenomenal language or using terms which were

- abbreviations for (that is, could be rephrased

In Hempe1

equivalently as) expressions in phenomenal language;
any assertions failing to meet these conditions were
netaphys1ca1 nonsense. This doctrine was summarized
in the slogan, "The meaning of a term is its method

verﬁf1cat1on," since theoretical terms were

efined in terms of the phenomena] conditions by
‘means of whic .assertions employing them could be
verified. Th ﬁoctr1ne was known as the ver1f1c1at1on
theory of meaning.16 S

i

s words: i ‘ <
the fundamenta] tenet of’ md!@?n emp1r1c1sm is .the
view that all non- analyttg knowledge. is based on
exper1ence Let us callfithis tHesis the pr1nc1p1e
of -empiricism. Contemporary logical empiricism has

» added to it the maxim that a sentence makes a

We' can readlly see\that striving to meet Popper s above noted

cognitively meaningful assertion, and thus can be
said to be either true or false, only if it is
either (1) analytic or self-contradictory or .

(2). capable, at least in principle, of exper1ent1a]
-test. According to this so-called e empiricist
criterion of cognitive meaning, or of cognitive
significance, many of the formuTations of traditional
metaphysics and large parts of ep1stemo]o?¥ are
devo1d of cogn1t1ve significance -- .

demand for "obJect1ve theqr1es, obJect1ve problems and obJectmye

_ arguments"

involves more than a naive cautioning to 'check_ our.-

o - ~

u]5

Q

o
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facts.' 'OurS is_a_prob]em of somehow 'connecting' the very symbols
we think in with a truly objective referent in empirical reality.
Tbus_the.great concern of mode I with linguistic analysis (as

Suppe states, all our expressions must be "expressions in phenomenal
-language") and witn logic. Crucially, logic'neVer defines meanings;
i1t may only connect' phenomenally defined terms:

At first sight this would seem to present a d1ff1cu1ty
Philosophical systems which employ logical methods
almost exclusively would undoubtedly be expected to
produce non-empirical results. If, however, logic
is taken simply as a method of connecting meanings it
~-is not difficult to reconcile logical methods with
empirical results. If logical formulae, in other
words, assert nothing about the meanings of
propositions, but s1mp1y show how such meanings are
~ connected, then an emp1r1c1sm based on a logical
ana]ys1s of meanings is not inconsistent.18

% We can see there are.two, what méy be called, .checksf that
mode I uses to.ensure the 'objectivity"of this mode of inquiry:
“an 'outside' reference always. exists because an independent, .
objective, reality is elways present -- therefore we can check our
'facts' and 'theories' aga1nst it. Thus
A]] statements of a h1gher order, including the
most abstract scientific hypotheses, were in the
end nothing more than shorthand descriptions of
observable events.19 o R
Secondly, 1o§ic is the tool whereby we can ensure that our
method of “verifying"oyr facts and theories in objective reality
is valid. Thus refining 1o§icAbecomes an imperative because ftruth

' 20

is correspondence wi th the facts [i.e. rea]ity]" and objective

knowledge therefore "cons1sts of the 1og1ca1 content of our

 theories, conjectures and guesses. "2]
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This 'criteria of correspondence,' combined with the
axfematic proposition that ontology must have an empirical
formu]at1on, resu]ts -in the. methodo]og1ca1 1dea1 of ach1ev1ng a
full descr1pt1on. Ihe most successful elucidation of exactly wnat.
constitutes a full description [and therefore gives géfthe moet .
- comprehensive linguistic formulation, i.e. a htruth" Statemenf,
f‘whieh is in “"correspondence with,the facts" as.Popper”wdhld Tike]

22 -The Popper-

is the so-called Popper-Hempel model of explanation.
Hempel model 1is invaiqable not only because it outlines the formal
criteria for establishjng‘"conditions of adeduacy, which may be

w23 (1 e. the twin

- divided into logical and'empfhical condi tions
( pi]]ars of mode I epfstehology) The mode] also clearly recognizes
that in ach1ev1ng such a descr1pt1on we are in fact estab]1sh1ng a
SC1ent1f1c_e§glanat1on. This is where the full ep1stemo1og1ca]
import of mode I is realized, and Where it takes on fu11‘

COsmo1ogicq1,significgnce.*

* A1though ‘the- Popper-Hempe] mode1 has undergone mpdifi
through the efforts of both Popper and Hempel,24 the es ence
of the theory is as fbllows _

The model dea]s w1th sc1ent1f1c inquiry'; a term which
includes both empirical -and non-empirical sciences. A
necessity' for referring to empirical evidence characterizes

the former, and the natural and social sciences are here
represented. Non-emp1r1ca] sciences, such as pure mathemat1cs
and logic, do not require empirical references 25 A]though
Hempel has addressed the non-émpirical sciences,26 the main
concern ‘of both Popper and Hempe] has been empirical sc1ence --
including h1stony : .

The first necessary cond1tion for emp1r1ca] sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry
~is that an empirical event must have occurred.27” That given,
the task becomes the “explaining® of the occurrence of the
empirical phenomena. 28 To effect an explanation, two ‘

e R
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_Classical empiricism asked on]yv'how‘ -- or, more proper]y;

-

under what conditions -- a phenomenon occurs. This was a whoJly

components are necessary: ‘the explanadum and the explanans.
The former is the sentence which describes the phenomenon
we wish to explain (it is not the phenomenon itself); the
Tatter is the "class of those sentences which are adduced

M\ ~ to account for the phenomenon." The explanans has two

subclasses: (i) sentences which state specific antecedent
conditions, (ii) sentences which represent general laws.29

Both the explanandum and the explanans must satisfy specific
“conditions of adequacy." These are of two types: 1logical
and empirical.. The logical conditions are three: (i) "The °
-explanandum must be logically deducible from the information
contained in the explanans," (ii) "The explanans must contain
- general Tlaws," (iii) "The explanans must have empirical
content; i.e. it must be capable, at least in principle, of
test by experiment or observation." The single empirical
condition of adequacy is that the "sentences constituting
the explanans must be true."30 ' ' :

The above 1is the general form of the Popper-Hempel model, and .
that model is an attempt to limit the components of an -
explanation to two groups of "explanatory facts": particular
facts, and uniformities expressed by general laws.31 In
essence, an explanation can take only two concrete forms.

It can be deductive-nomological (what Dray coined the .
"covering-law" model of explanation32), or it can be
inductive-nomological (what Hempel usually terms "probabilistic"
explanation).33 : . o o '

- The deductive model affects "deductive subsumption of the’
. explanandum under principles which have the-character .of
general 1awd:'34- Schematically:35 S
v G Cy ... C, . Statements describing the
v ' ' particular facts involved
explanans ~ :

L L. General 1aws

IR IR r

explanandum B - The event (as we have . -
: ' described it) to be explained

‘The inductive model is so named because the general lawt are
in-statistical rather than universal form, therefore "the

truth of the explanans makes the truth of the explanandum not
certain ., . . but only more or less 1ikely."36 This model is

o
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descriptive'ana1ysis desioned~to avoid the troub]esome concept of
causaiity Mechan1st1c descr1pt1ons [sequent1a1 descriptions of
cont1ngenc1es over time, often yielding recognizable 'patterns’
which were usually described mathematically] aro1ded implication or
ontological or sequentia].prfority. ‘Any infarence that one entity .
- within a whole field of"cont{ngencies"caused"a particular
.phénomenon under study or 'caused' a chain of events resulting in /
the said phenomenon was»avoided. Such assertions stipulated nhat
Hone termsaa'"necessary-connection" among phanomena. ATl we can
know is that "one event fo]lonc another; but we nerer can observe
any tyefsic].between them. They seem oonjoined but.neVer
connected. "3° 4 ‘ 3 : B

Hempe]‘criticizes those "'expianationstl[Which] nava the
character of stra1ght forward descr1pt1ons - they tell us tnat,
rather than why, certa1n th1ngs are the case. "40 '

The degree ‘to which attempting to 1nfuse the not1on of
' causallty 1nto-emp1r1c1sm is radical is 11]ustrated by Hempe] and .

‘Popper themse]ves For examp]e Hempe1 has qualified ?15 v1ews by
‘ stat1ng that h]S models of exp]anat1on "account for a given-

phenomenon « « . by show1ng that it came about in accordance w1th

1dent1ca1 with the deductive- -nomological in form, but “adm1ts .
of degrees, whereas deductive- nomo]og1ca] exp]anat1on appears'
as an e1ther-or affair."37 |

Beyond these two mode]s, Hempel notes another two: the
"elliptically formulated" explanation. and the "partial”
exp]anat1on Both, however, can be subsumed under the former
pair. S - - . '
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certain general laws or theoretical principles . . . in the sense
that its occyrrence can be inferred from those laws'takeh in
conJunct1on w1th a set of. statements . . . which describe ce-tair

emp1r1ca] c1rcumstances w4l

(This seems to tone down the 'causal'
1mperat1ve‘to someth1ng more like a description of how events are
'conjoined'.) | o

Popper 1s even more carefu] and notes that‘causa1 exp]anations
themselves presuppose the 'principle of causality' and reJects --
as would Hume -- such a pr1nc1p]e as metaphys1ca] However he also

rules out the a priori reJect1on of causa11ty, and in the end

'concludes thaé causal exp]anat1ons shou]d be formu]ated whenever

possible. 2 - - A | ,//f

These qua]ification; not-withStanding, the Popper-Hempej mooel

.ﬁEVthe mos t h%gh]y articu]ateo version of what William Dray calls
the "covering—]aw" model of scientific exp]anatioh It constitutes
"the most refined attempt to make ‘mode I the dom1nant mode of 1nqu1ry;
cross1ng a]] d1sc1p11nary lines and extend1ng to all facets of
human 1nte1]ectua1 eéndeavour. v ’

. . there is at least one ph1losoph1ca1 prob]em

in which-all thinking men are interested. It is' the

problem of cosmology: . the probiem of understanding

the world -- 1ncludqng_ourse1ves, and our knowledge,
as_part of the world. A1l science is cosmo]ogy, ..

.. 21 am quite ready to admit that there is a method
wh1ch m1ght be described as 'the one method of -
philosophy.' But it is not characteristic of philosophy-
alone; it is, rather, the one method of rational o
discussion, and therefore of the natural sciences as-

-~ well as of ph1losophy. The method I have in mind is

R that of stating one's/problem clearly and of examining

' / , its proposed so]ut1ons cr1t1ca1]z

~
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I have italicized the words Jratigna] discussion' and
'critically' in order to stress that I equate the
rational attitude and the critical attitude.43

Hempel echoes Popper's sentiments:

To exp1a1n the phenomena in the wor]d of our
experience, to answer the quest1on 'why?' rather
than only the question 'what?,' is one of the
foremost objectives of all rational‘inquiry; and,
especially, scientific research in its various
branches strives to go beyond a mere description
of its subject matter by prov1d1ng'an explanation
of the phenomena it 1nvest1gates '

- Thus extended well beyond a theory of science' into a
genera1 world-view, we may examine some of the soc1a]

man1festat1ons of the we]tanschauung of our f1rst mode of 1nqu1ry

CONGRUENT GENERAL AXIOLOGY

(i) Education :
In the form of an educational doctrine, mode 1 yie]ds both a~
wholly unambiguous”deffnition'of 'knowledge' and a clearly defined
pedagog1ca] program. | . | |
| In consequence of its ontolog1ca1 and ep1stemo]og1ca]
positions, mode T w111_recogn1ze.on1y empirical propositions as
meahtngfu]. The only‘flegitimate' -- i.e. }truef.knowledge -~ is
empirica1 knowledge: know]edgejsubject to test through the |
-'verifitatton criterion.’' ﬂA11'cognttive1y significant,discourse'

wd5 - Educat1on

about the world musttbe empirital]y_uerifiable.
therefore has a dual task A .
On the negat1ve side, it must contr1bute to the purging of all

vagueness which is the 1egacy of our metaphys1ca1"or1entat1ons.

PRSI
Lo
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The pdsitive aspect of:the task is to replace such vacuous concepts
with .ones wh1ch are emp1r1ca1, observation based, verifiable in

~ experience. As we have seen, the onto]og1ca1 problem' is
considered a red herr1ng‘1n the perspect1ve of mode l.

| .Consequent1v,;to engaoe in prolonged debate over‘just which
empirical kndWledge is.to bepadmitted (the 'positive"aspect'of

" education's»task):is.not prog]ematic: a11 empirical know]edge is
equally 'valid,' equally 'true,' and therefore equally worthy of
being 'known.' More 1mmediate]y crucial are, first, the negat1ve.
d1mens1on of education and second the pedagogical consequences
necessitated. by @ode<l ep1stemo1ogy.

-~ As has been nbted,‘a']arge portion of the efforts of adherents ¢

. to mode I-has‘gone toward identifying,'withlthe objective of

"erad1cat1ng, what are deemed to be mean1ng]ess' (1 e.- metaphys1ca] )’
concepts fron the stockp1]e of symbo]s we th1nk in. That has been a |
maJor thrust of 11ngu1st1c ana]ys1s But perhaps the most e]oquent
expansive and successful recent attack on such metaphy51ca1

: concepts is B.F. Sk1nner s Beyond Freedom and D1gn1_y 46 His

assault on "menta]lsm," "hy!pthet1ca1 inner man," “"traits of

‘;character," "fee11ng," and "con;c1ousness clear]y 111ustrates what

" mode I is react1ng aga1nst Qoinc1denta]1y, this representat1ve _

work de]1neates the program b%iwh1ch knowledge is to be transmitted
An empirical ep1stemo]ogy yme\ds a tehav1ora1 psycho]ogy

It is correct that "al] logical pos1t1v1sts and v1rtua11y al]

sc1e7€;fégbsemant1c1sts are behaviorists. W47 . .Sk1nner s wel]-known‘

model' f l‘perant--conditi'or.n'n_g"," hts tenet that "behavior is. shaped
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361,

“and maintained by its conéeqhences,"4awh1$ 4n§istence that only
empirically observable behavior and not 'feelings' gr 'states of
mind' are of import in the stddy of man, and his emphasis upon a '
'science' of behavior are essentially a restatement of the basic
tenets.of mode I epistemology. Thus education (aé pedagogy) must

_be "stated in behavioral terms: a teacher arranges eontingencies

- under which the student acquires behavior which wil] be useful to
w49 '

|

i

__him under other contingencies later on.
| In this perspective, education becomes wholly %oncerned with,
for'1ack of a better term, 'cohtent ' Only 'behavior,' in the form
of»'demonstrat1ng that one has 'Tearned’ certa1n"facts becomes

I

the ‘measure’ of educat1on .
Most conspicuously, and of §dngu1ar;importance,Jisemode I's’
1nabi1?ty to estab]dsh any sort of reference ooint from which we‘

, may make any 'valid' and defens1b1e twithih the meaning these
terms: assume in the perspective of mode 1] Judgment' on the
'value' of what iS"Tearned' (f e. demonstrated through behavior).
In other words, we are left with Tittle c]ue as to which ~ _
(gm irical), know]edge is to be preferred (or va]ued' over) other ‘

’ knqnledge To address and illuminate th1s issue we turn to the

. ethica] perspecj:bg of mode I |

'"?ﬁm! | |

(1) Ethics

The eth1ca] or1entat1on of mode I is fru1tfu11y approached

through con51derat1on of the categor1es of Judgement‘ out11ned by

John Gunne]]



37

"The logical empiricist states that 'the basic
judgments of human beings may be divided into-
three fundamentally different categor1es
(1) logical judgments
(2) factual Judgments50
(3) value Judgments '

Categories 1 and"2 are readily recognized as the fore- '

. - - '
mentioned twin pillars of the world-view of mode I: ‘Factual
Judgments are merely jthose which are, in Popper's terms, in

correspondence with obaect1ve reality." 'Log1ca1 Jj dgments' can

be of two sorts. [ They can be of the variety deteste by‘mode:I <
practicioners -- pure1y formal, semantic,:syllogisti exercises.

These are disco nted as 'meaning]ess' (because the t‘rms'are.not,

as Suppe states, in “phenomena]‘]anguage"f) A1terna#e1yiﬁogica1
'judgements can/be, as Weinberg reminded us, an exe"*tse n

"connecting anings." If the terms of the propositiors are cast

) wholly in 'oh nomenal language,' then logic becones mere1y a.tool
with nﬁjch,we ensure that we are_va]id]y}'corresponding' our
assertions with the objective 'factsf' [Asqwe preViously noted:
“truth is correspondence with the facts" and objective‘knowledge

_therefore cons1sts of the log1ca1 content of our theor1es,

_ conJectures and*guesses "5]] This 1atter perspect1ve on 1og1c is -

the one adhered to by mode I. )

Thus we must qua]1fy Gunne]1 S statement Log1ca1 and

| factua] Judgements may be "fundamenta]]y d1fferent categories,"

- but log1c can and does have a great ro]e to p]ay 1n mode I thought.

'Value Judgments,' however, do 1ndeed form an exc]us1ve category

Mode I offers no method for either formu]at1ng or eva]uat1ng

quest1ons in the rea]m of va]ues
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The reason for this can be traced to mode I's insistence that

'metaphysical' -~ i.e. non-phenomenal ~-- terms are meaningless,
and its recognition of only observation-based verification. As
D.H. Monroe gquestions: |

We know how to justify the empirical assertions that
are the starting-point of reasoning about matters of
fact. We justify these by reference to observation,
the evidence of the senses. Moral propositions
cannot be verified by the evidence of the senses.

Are we then ever justified in making them? Moreover,
what do such assertions mean? If words 1ike

'ought,' 'good,' 'right' do not refer to anything
that can be observed, what do they refer to?52

The answers to Monroe‘s.QUestions are: we are never
jus;ffied in making moral propositiohs;.words like 'ought,'
"'good,' etc. are meaningless for they do not havé empirical
impbrt. We can only appeal to objective réa]ity fo test the
validity of our propdsitions, and mode I insists that value

. ' \¢] . i : .

- statements are not phenomenal formulations. This is the’

fundamental distinction between 'fact' and 'value.' As Bérgmaﬁh
. -'stfesseé: .
A statement of fact says something. about the object
or objects it mentions; and, depending only on the
properties of these objects, it is either true or
false. A value judgmént is misunderstood if it is
taken to ascribe.a property to the object, act, or
‘situation it mentions in tbe same sense in which a .

statement of fact is such an ascription; it_is,
therefore, literally neither true or false.93

Thuslloﬁié is of po use to us be@auSe mode I will only allow
logic to “;onnect meanings of propositions." However, mode I

defines 'meaning® phenomenally and "logical formulae" must,.without
- exception, “asserf nothing‘abdut the meanings 6f prdpositions."54‘

{ g -
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~ Because 'value' propositions,cahnot.be'castAin phenomenal language

we must recogﬁi;e the "impossibility of logically dérivﬁng values

from facts,"5®

This nécessitates an ethical relativism as, following the above
form of argument, "the ethical relativist claims it is logically

impossible to’give good reasoné . . . for or against moral

ub6

Jjudgments. 'Good reasons' are pheﬁomena]]y cast logical

formulations and thus Hume's long-standing dictum "'ought' does not

foltow from 'is'"§7 survives. This "impossfbi]ity of-]ogical]y'

‘deriving values from facts" ensures that ethics must be treated as

o8

a "separate enterprise. ‘We must hasten to add with'Ayer that

To say that moral judgments are not fact-stating
is not to say that they are unimportant, or even.
that there cannot be arguments in their favor.
. But these arguments do not work in the way that
- logical or scientific arguments do.59

- Moral judgments simply cannot so ‘work' because there is

+ + « no [empirical; phenomenal] ground for preferring
kindness- to" cruelty -- one's actual preference for
the former is on par with .one's preference for
asparagus over artichokes -- and no rational-
Justification for objecting to the Nazi theories of
politics or the horrors of the concentration camps .

- which were the instruments of their application.60 .

Joad immediate]y'goes on to assert that "There ére many
objections to this view, but thg'most‘potent is that nobody rea11y

holds it("GIA'Indeed.adherents to mode ‘I do not hold the opinionf

tﬁat[(tQ‘use his example) the ho]odaust cannot be objected to;

SO

but they do recognize that.such objection'is nbt scientifically

va]idfobjectiqp._'By way of i11ustratibﬁ‘we may turn to Bertrand

'Qussé1l. Russell epitomised the mode . I orientatidn'and waséef the
~ S, ‘ » . » -

5

\

- . . \
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P}

same -time one of the finest vo1ces for q.c1f1c1sm as. well as an
_ear1y, very active, and most e]oquent denouncer of Nazism. He

g1ves us an extreme]y c]ear 1ns1ght into the difficult place of

eth1ca1 thought within the mode I framework Indeed,'reconc111ng
eth1ca1 Jjudgments with mode 1 thought is wﬁat may be called
'‘Russell's dilemma.' His "What I Believe"}1s profound in its
simplicity, hum111ty, and the quest1ons 1t‘ra1ses

Man is a part of Nature, not someth1ng contrasted
with Nature. His thought and his bodily movements
follow the saye laws that describe the-motwons of .
stars and atohs . . . “
. v

There have been at .different times and among
different people many varying conceptions. of the
good 1ife. . . « On such a matter no argument is
possible. I cannot, therefore, prove that my view

- of .the good Tife {s right; I can only state my view,
and hope that as many as poss1b1e will. agree .

- I do not think there is, str1ct1y speahfng, such a
thing as ethical knowledge. . . . /J//

o

_/
- Qutside human deSIres~theré'1s no moral. standard

Thus, what d1sﬁ1ngu1qhes th1cs ‘from science is not
_any special krnd of knowledge but merely desire. The
‘knowledge r €q Gired in ethigs is exactly 1ike the = °
knowledge elsewhere; what ¥s peculiar is that certain
ends are.desired, and that right conduct is what
conduce§ to them.52
. . o

N

" =

, (iii) Pol;‘ti’gs/sconomics

\

Frustrat1qg as 1t is, Russe11 S d11emma none-the 1ess leads

-

us- to what -- at the level of soc1a1 intercourse, exchange and
"structure -- adherents ‘of mode I deem to be the greatest "virtue'’
[1f this term can. even appropr1ate1y be used in any d1scuss1on on

mode 1].of this or1entat1on. Invthe realm of both social and

A

W
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intellectual 1ife, mode I wages a fierce_and constant battle ’
against two .antagonists: dogmgtiSm and ideology. Dogmatism
“understood as .uncritical belief in some pringiple; ideg1ogy‘as the
perpetyation of such belief(s). In the focus of mode 1 both are
inseparab]y'bound. and both are attacked. '

These not1ons are attacked because they estab11sh authorlty
wh1ch is not quest1onab]e Unab]e to be cr1t1ca1]y assa11ed
: %uthor1tyvensures itd own perpetuat1on Mode 1 re3ect1on of
dogmatism and ideology is,-again, d1rect1y a consequence of, and
Gfu11y compatible with, 1ts ep1§temo]pgy:

Authority rests upon.belief and most .of the

beliefs that have stirred men's minds have had™
or have profeszed to have, metaphysical foundat1ons
Destroy the foupdations and you increase the
difficuity of b 1ev1ng in the existence of any
order of reality other than that wh1ch science
stud1es 63 -

We saw, in qur d%scussion on Mode 1'epistemology;uthat the
metaphysical shackles upon philosophical inquiry were really an
obstruction to- all of what Popper terms ?ratidnal.inquiry."
7(Ratiq§a1 inquiry, in turn, was equated with "scientificX inquiry.)
Ne now see that a metaphys1ca§>or1entatlon permeates a]] of our

~soc1a] consc1ousness The form of argument used in the a » -

¢

ph1losoph1ca1 context 1s therefore essentia]ly the same as that
ut111zed in mode 1's soc1olog1ca1 cr1ttque |

| Precisely because we cannot "logically derive values from
facts," mode 1 reminds us that these must a]ways be "separate
enterpr1ses "64 As- most of our beliefs are in the realm of va]ues

== our most cherished and fundamental po'l1t1ca]a ecpnom1c, religious,



any particular politicaly economic, educational, etc. view to being
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A

educationa] etc. beliefs -- mode 1 1ns1sts that we cannot 'know
wh1ch specific political system, which econqm1c theony,_wh1ch ‘
religious 1dea1 or which definition_o;~an\Teg;}ated' man is in
fact 'objective]y' correct.; We cannot know this because these
are all what Russell called "views of the good‘]ife"65 and
consequently must fa]1 under ethical relativism. A pretense by

"true' is simply norsense: Trbth'is'"correspondence with the

nb7

and no "phenomena] formu]at1on . of:value statements is

pdssible Thus the. author1ty of 'be11ef' systems is a who]]y

‘aertfary and 1rrat1ona1 ‘[not subJect to emp1r1ca1 ver1f1cat1on]

Ve U

one.. ’vkl, R

The task of mode 1, as a world v1ew, becomes the d1scred1t1np

-

“of ali dogmat1sms .- and the1r 1deo]og1ca1 perpetuat1on --.in any

‘ pretent1ons to be1ng truth' statements Of course, as 'value'

o
statements they are perfect1y adm1ss1b1e% However, with Russell,

we realize: that "on such matters no- argument is poss1b]e"68 [i.e.“’}‘

Popper s "oba@ct1ve" argumentﬁg]

d/0-

. -Such debates‘are over mere

stated, eqoivalent to’debating the

e

preferences,oas Joa

preference'of’artichokes over asparagus. th we but realize this, .

we could be freed from the hold of- arb1trary values which today |

7_ pose for obaectwe truths‘.‘ To take th1s step, it is claimed, is

to free onese]f‘from the 1rrat1dnaf domination of any particular

value system As Russe]l tells us: "The tr1umphs of sc1ence are

"
due to the subst1tut1on of observat1on and 1nference for authority. "

To ensure that such deve]opment 1sugenera11zed and maximized in.the —"

. . .
s , . . B

- P
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broader areas of human .concern, we must heed the warning that
"every attempt to revive author1ty 1n 1nte]1ectua] matters is a

retrograde step " The u]t]mate benefit of such an or1entat1on "is

-

that it enab]es us to 11ve without the de]usion of subjective

‘certa1nty w1

Ironically, the reality of the situation is that,thistdemand/‘
for objectivity inverts upon itself. Although the sc1ent1f1c -
or1entat1on of mede 1 leads to ethical re]at1v1sm, relativism
_itself qu1ck1y becomes rejfied into an all- -encqmpassing, paramount

va]ue " How this comes about is found in analogy to a phrase of

Rousseau's we, part1cu1ar]y favor “The only habit the child shou]d

. be alloved to contract is that of hav1ng no habits. "72 In like

" fanner mode 1 is haunted b}“the reallzat1on that
\ | .
there is something paradox1ca] in the notion of - , .
relativism as a theory- at a]], for when we ask. _
. whether .the theory itself is relative or absolute,-
we immediately run into trouble. If it is :
‘absolute, then we have a kind of absoluyte relativism
,-and -that would :seem to be a contradictfon in terms.
* On" the other hand, if the theory is merely relative,
it ]oses its pungency and becomes tr1v1a1 73

This 1S»not a barren semant1c d1st1nct1on of the variety
favored by the ‘me‘lphysical' formal 1og1c1ans sp d1strusted by
adherents of mode 1. 'It is a rea] problem and yne]ds someth1ng
much Tike the onto]og1ca] propos1t10n ~- the "thes1s of the reality
of the wor]d"74 -- which- mode 1 reluctantly is forced 1nto
» adm1tt1ng“?2n spite of 1ts loathing for @ pr1or1 assert1ons)

Just as Popper ]abe]ed that "thes1s" "tr1v1a]1ty," so is the

' into an over arch1ng 'value' deemed a >

N \

btr1v1ality It is, hogﬁy_r, a very necessary tr1v1a11ty It is a

enshr1n1ng of re]at1'

-



\”;obJect1ve mode of 1nqu1ry
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ppsition mode 1 is really forced into by.the continaencies of its

| entire epistemofogicaT perspective This is realized by its

adherents and some of the most powerful 11ter3€hre of mode 1 has

been aimed d1rect1y at the need to. keep, to borrow Popper s term,

" our society "open"75 to the full pub11c debate of all 1ssues

This is fully a'po]ﬁt1ca1 1mperat1ve, one inseparable from the

~welfare. of the human race and one derived from mode 1's

ep1stemo]og1ca] 'sc1ent1f1c'“1mperat1ves We are warned that -

the objectivity of sc1ence and so sc1ence 1tse1f
. . . are both based upon free competition of
thought; that is upon freedom. If the growth of
‘reason is to continue, and human rationality to
survive, then the diversity.of individuals and
tneir opinions, .aims, and purposes must never be
* interfered with (éXcept in extreme cases whel®:
s "'p011t1ca1 freedom is endangered) 76 -

, From th1s base the eth1ca1 perspect1ve of mode.l is expanded
into a general soc1a] orientation rooted in.the value of . e

re]ativism The concrete forms such a value assumes revea] the

' _very rea] social funct1ons of what is deemed to be a who]]y

1

In 1ts po]1t1ca1 man1festatlon eth1ca1 re]at1v1sm and

o1nte11ectua1 ‘openness 1s trans]ated 1nto a democrat1ca]]y. \
, conceptua11zed notion of freedom Because we can never

| conf1dent1y form a.hierarchy of'values, our po]1t1ca1 task is to

ensure that a]] ideas have access to the pub11c forum Thus mode 1

enshrﬁnes freedom of thought and speech, and eth1ca1 re]at1v1sm 1s h

d_forma11zed into (preferably) const1tut1ona1 guarantees that such

"freedom is protected Th1s*1s the re1f1cat1on of eth1ca1
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X:," . . . '
relativism: we cannot-objective]y condemn-or support any va]ue as

we have no basis for deciding between statements of value [unlike

statements of fact]; to._ensure the unmo] sted eiistence of values

it is maintained we must ensh%;ng one ov r-arching va]ue,-the e A _§/¢
va]ue of ethicai re]ativ1sm which is poiitically named ' freedom' ,j(

[as Popper says above, we must protect against l‘vextreme cases where
poiiticai freedom is. endangered"] Thus, "the po]it1c1an shou1d
limit himself to fighting against ev115 [i. e. dogmatism <\_va1ues
posing as empir;ra] truths] instead of fighting. for pos1t1ve ors
'higher val e§§%77 ' | | |
The pres, 1ng question then becomes, againy which poiitical
{ values. should we choose? Mode 1’ cannot and w111 not prov1de an

-answer. As Russe]l has to]d us, "o outside human de51re there is no -

nnra] standard“ and there are many views o:/;hg "good 11fe "78 ~
' ThQS'Popper.speaks for mode 1,when.he te]] us that "it is up to . ~——

’—

us to decide what shall be our purpose in 11fe, to determine our .

19 . s . \ oo . e .-
ends( _In pursuing such ends, however, the clear distinction
between the realms ot fact_and‘vaiue once againbis a paramolint

. [ . . ' ‘ &7 i

3;;7';:: ; . R . . .é
5 ‘;w‘c.oncern.. ) \

"

AT Facts whether those of nature or those of history,

PR : cannot make the decision for us, they cannot C e

" determine the ends we are going to choose. It fs we )
who introduce purpose and meaning into nature and

into. history. Men are not equal; but we can dec1de

" to fight for équal rights.. Human institutions 'such g -
as the state are not rational, but we can dec1de to o
fight to make them more rational. 80 ~ '_" o~

-

It 1s the: ‘dec151ons we make and the 'ends we choose which

-~ will uitimateJy4prov1d ' he answer to Skinner's cha]]enge e -

81

- have not yet seenkwhat man can‘makeiof himself."”" _To guarantee

> .
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that we have the time and opportunity to so- 'make ourse]ves"is a
poTitica] task. The essentiai]y negative1y4defined social role of

pol1t1cs -- the aforementioned "fighting against evﬂs'82

-- is
meant to perpetuate the s1tuation wherein "Western c1v1lizatton is
. an.essentially pluralistic one. " To abandon.p10ralism.in favor of
"monolithic social ends would mean the death of freedom: of the
freedom of thought, of the free search for truth and w1th it, of
f”the rat1ona11ty and the d1gn1ty of man. w83 |
This po]1t1ca1 notion of freedom is also fundamenta] to the
.economlc perspect1ve‘of mode 1. The two are 1nseparab1e and
_‘become fused in the form ofhcapitalism; SUch.a development is not
in any way contrived;'it 1s.mere1y,-as,Friedman acknowTedoes, a
_bowing to the recognition “that theré is an intimate connection
* between econom1cs and po]1t1cs, that on]y certain comb1nat10ns of

w84

po11t1ca1 and econom1c arrangements are poss1b]e Th1s«

perce1ved, it soon becomes "clear how a free market cap1ta]1st

-

The 11nkages between 1a1ssez fa1re econom1cs and a p]ura11st1c‘

soc1ety fosters freedom

po]tt1ca] jdeal center upon two centra1 tenets: po]1t1ca1 criteria -
of freedom, anp reconc111ng the prob]em of . pol1t1ca1 power As
' Galbralth notes, "[a maJor] appea] of the compet1t1ve model was its .
so]ution of the problem of power . +» . -free compet1t1on, S0,
.called has for long been a po11t1ca1 rather than an, econom1c
concept "86 ‘“’“’4 i‘ o fj\

This becomes'apparent if-wefreca11 that political freedom is

~ but a special case”ﬂ{#njde‘1{s ethical relativism.” It is the .

¢ . : <
;



re1f1cat1on of re]at1v1sm in the form of the p1ura11sm of an "open

soc1ety. In 11ke manner, "economic freedom, in apd self, is

. an extremely 1mportant part ofvtotal “freed ‘Total freedom'
,is,a metaconcept embodying.all the af rementiqned‘characteristics‘
of "ratiqna1.ipquiry9 -- as against metaphysical beliefs and the
. - ~» . - X .
dogmatisms they éngender. So, negatively defined, economic
“freedom is but another component of an arsenal for fighting against
'authority;" Positivé]y‘cphteptua]ized, it is part of the general
process of 'rationaﬂ inquiry' through which man may continue to
"make h1mse1f n88 thus |
The: basic! 'feature of the American [capitalist]
economy is the same as.that, of the American
[pluralist] political. system -- liberty or freedoni -
~under the law. This means that the range of
decisions individuals can maké in relation to their
economic activities is wide' -- wider, probably, than
"is-the case in any other country; it also. means.
limits and rules determined by the laws of the
country. It means constitutionalism, checks and
" balances, the 1mpqss1b111ty for any. g1ven interest
to have total sway, acceptance o cisions taken
by democrat1ca1]y elected authortties. 89 : :
‘Keeping the "range of dec1s1ons" as broad as poss1b]e [the
‘poswt1ve aspect] is mere]y a translat1on into economic terms of
’Popper s aforement1oned 1ns1stence that "the d1vers1ty of
1nd1v1duals and their. op1n1ons, aims and purposes. must never be
. 1nterfeked W1th "90 A free market system fac111tates prec1se1y

It .is based on ‘consumer demand even though it 1s |

d

'adm1ttEd that sueh demands” can be "controvers1a1 fr1volou§ and

[ Vs

LR |
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'objective decisions. Thus re]ativism and pluralism is protected,_
. as basing an economy on consumer demand "g1ves people what they

‘want instead of what a particu]ar~group thinks they ought to

want."_g2 Just as democratic pluralism ensures freedom of 1deas,
S0 capitaIism'protects-the individual's "freédom to choose what to

s do w1th his money and his leisure, to dec1de ghat he wants to

read, to eat, te enJoy These are
w93

e accepted freedoms of g

| | western c1v111zat1on
| A - The negat1ve -dimension fheep1ng any one or:entat1on from
: obta1n1ng "tota] sway," is ana]agous to mode 1's’ po]1t1ca1 1rony
'"} e. the necess1ty for one’ supreme po]1t1ca1 tenet -~ the tenet
'Nthat we must not ‘allow supreme’ po11t1ca1 tenets as. a]l op1n1ons
must have free and open access to express1on and debate. As;
Fr1edman argues, in the logic of mode 1, "po]1t1ca] freedom’ means.
the absence of coerc1on of a man- by his fe]]ow men. Consequent1y, p-
.“the preservatlon of freedom requ1res ‘the e11m1nat1on of such -
concentrat1on og power to the fu11est poss1b1e extent and the
d1spersa1 and d1str1but1on of whatever power cannot be
e11m1nated w4 | | |

The great prob]em 1s,‘“1f econom1c power is Jo1ned to po11t1ca1
" power, concentrat1on seems a]most 1nev1tab1e «95 Thus the econom1c_
and po]1t1ca1 spheres a]though based and operat1ng upon - ‘the same
principles, must rema1n separate Th1s is mere]y an e;tension of
‘the argument for p]ura115m, and 111ustrates that a: "system of
‘1econom1c freedom [1s] a necessary cond1t1on for political

" freedom. “9§

&
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Thus we see once again, the reluctance of mode 1 to impose
any one 1dea1 resu]ts in the 1nst1tut1ona11zation of the ideal |
‘ 'of consumer supremacy and open compet1tion. In rea]1ty, mode 1
supports a free market economic system. As long as they are

'open’ all part1cu1ar forms of product1on consumpt1on and exchange

‘are mere]y \preferences and -as such are not objectively debatab]e.‘
A1l that can be objectively known are the optimal, maximnm and‘
minima]vbarameters of the‘phystca1 aspects of these economic o
'ﬂpheferences: i.e. WeICan study the:effictency'oflthe System,.
test .the objective“qua]itiesvof its products, ana]yze the market,
etc{ Th1s we can do, but we can never Judge the value. of the
system 1tse1f how Just‘ is the d1strtbyt10n of goods? Are
- business pract1ces 'fa1r ? Are the phys1ca] products of the
system 'des1rab1e commod1t1estetc Ensur1ng that the econom1c .
= mode 1s a free enterpr1se system [because the on]y va]ue we can
_defend is - p]ura11sm] is as far as. rat1ona1 1nqu1ry w111 take us.

Now,' hav1ng exam1ned the scope and force of mode 1. feom the 1
-above var1ety of ref]ect1on we. go- on. to the 'hlstor1ograph1c
consequenCes' of this wor1d-v1ew« 0f course, the‘h1stor1ograph1c

‘pra “‘L“‘to be 111um1nated must a]ways be viewed and’ 1nterpreted :

agai.. .ethe above out11ned backdrop of the we]tanschauung of wh1ch

1t_1sapart. e : \ . ._



HISTORIOGRAPHIC CONSEQUENCES

S

- To av01d confusion, two po1nts warrant our initial attention:
‘ flrst there is a clearly developed h1stor1ograph1c methodology
lwh1ch is fully w1th1n our first'mode of inquiry. Second, this
'methodology was ndt'deve1oped by practicing histbrians. is only
part1a11y\accepted'by practicing historians, and has had 1imited
' effect upon the discip]ine of history v

To account for this is to gain insight 1nto the need for our -
undertak1ng in the f1rst p]ace ‘One maJor reason why history is
at a‘preparad1gmat1c stage 1s because_historians so infrequently

venture into analyses of the logic'bf;;heir discip]ine. Indeéd'

" few eminent’ histarians (with the notable and welcome exceptions we

w111 have occasion to refer to) even recognlze the need for an
1‘exam1nat1on of the theoret1ca] and methodo]og1ca1 underp1nn1ngs of ‘
their work. We be11eve that- Bernard Bailyn speaks for ‘the
maJor1ty of the h1stor1ca1 communi ty when he den1grates prec1se1y
“the sorts of issues addressed herein:

'Prob]ems of obaect1v1ty and subaect1v1ty, the- " .
involvement or detachment of the inquiring mind, .
-the nature of facts, and the predictive va]ue‘of
historical know]edge are obviously exciting and
fruitful subjects for anyene, philosopher or
. historian, to consider. But they fall more
_ naturally and immediately ‘into the provinces of
‘thought of the working philosopher, of a certain
type of interest, than of the working historian.
‘Let me put it bluntly and personally. Like -
~ many historianss’ I have_had a good deal of
" interest in these questions; ‘and I have pursued
them as far as time and ability have allowed me to.
But insofar as my concern has been with understand1ng,
teaching, and writing about what has happened in the
past I have never once. felt it necessary to work



out precise answers to such questions --
questions of objectivity and subjectivity, the
nature of fact, etc. =- in order to advance my
work in h1story 97

Bailyn s v1ewpo1nt is s1gnif1cant because an att1tude of
"the study of h1story is d1fferent from the study of the prem1ses
- of histor1ca1 thought no matter how intimately the two are
‘re1ated"98 v1rtua11y ensures, ‘that h1stor1ography will cont1nue to
remain at pre- parad1gmat1c ]eve]s of deve1opment If they do not
,recogn1ze the roots of their methodolog1ca1 differences, h1stor1ans
w111 cont1nue to have great d1ff1cu1ty break1ng down the somet1mes
host11e barr1ers between schools of historical thought., The |
result is'that histohy itself is in a 'crises situatidn the
legitimacy and utility of the discipline 1s in quest1on, indeed -
leven the status»of h1story as'a discipline quest1oned.

The tragedy of th1s becohes even gtgg;;i)1f we‘recognize that
h1story occup1es such a cruc1a1 p051t1on in recent methodo]og1ca1
debetes;-- debates which engulf a]]~d1sc1p{1nes: Th1s is perhaps
.afbonsequence;of the nature of historica]rfnqufry, iAs;Jarnett

notes, history may be\¢1assified or,oonceiVed as a-discip]ine |
- which lies someWhefe'between two ditfering [we would’sey jm~/ hi:ZQ\,
‘fundanentally compet1ng and often ‘antagonistic] or1entaf1ons //"
toward,knouledge. Consequently, it serves as an. 1dea1 batt]eground
fpk_methodoTogica] debates. Also, like philosophy, h1story serves
) ha "synoptfc~function" in that the historian necessarily touches
upon-many disC1p1ineny areas in his‘wor'k,99 ‘Thus the 1ogio of

historical inquiry has attracted the atdention of many

~
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' methodo]og1sts, but the practicwoners of history are a]l too
' often content to stay aloof from the fray
Clashes between competing methodologists, representing_

‘COmpeting modes of inquiry, heve'main]y been carnjed by phi]osophers

hwstory Indeed .mode Tvadherents- av

" here. The aforementioned result is’ :"'

&
e..-"‘.?,

historiograph1c methodo]ogy wh:ch isfb , :infpuf‘fgtst.
‘ mode of 1nqu1ry “**_5‘-" : B L
~ (1) ObJect of Historical Study L B Gt ~§9 )
, s : Loy

’E. J.B. Buny S d1ctum "h1story 1s a science, no. Tess and no

w100 capsu11zes mode 1's. h1stor1ograph1c perspect1ve VTh1sJ

: more
does not imply that there are‘ho peeuliar prob]ems in practicing
"scientificl hiStory,'and“mOde 1 adherents'certainlyvdo recognize
this -But the ‘model for model h1stor1ography exists and meets .

all the r1gorous ep1stemdﬁog1ca] demands of mode 1. we beg1n with )
Tan ontologicaT cons1derat1on ' the obaect of study, the SubJeCt of ,

1nqu1ry _ e v
. The ontoTog1ca1 tenets of mode 1 app11ed here necess1tate o
‘thet onTy emp1r1ca1 ent1t1es can be obJects of study The subject

, of hlstory,lllke the subJect of aTl 1nqu1ry, must be whoTTy ‘

' _ phenomena]' obJects -= we may on]y study 'facts,, Th1s is thé

empirical def1n1t1on of 'facts H1stor1ans however, do c1a1m to

'be deaT1ng wtth facts As G N Clark rem1nds us: A;aé'i
o : - : et

S
s

%
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- . - we must not forget that there are such things
as -facts. . .. . A1l of our knowledge of the past
has a hard core of facts, however much it may be.
concealed by. the surrounding pulp of disreputable
interpretation:10] :

That 'surrounding pulp,' as we shall see, presents severe
¢ brob]ems.for’désigni‘gfan7'objective' historiographic mgthodd]qu.
Facts, none-the-less, dq'diist.. However, just as mode 1
depopuTatés the cosmos of all 'metaphysica]' enfities, so is the
varmourj;ofv'ﬁistoricél facts' pyrged of allvéuch entities.  The
‘.%e;u]t of this is a ggéat reduction in the number of statément;
which qualify for conéideration'as historical facts. This is

.effected phrough adobtipn of the perspective of 'methodological

individualism.'102

._vThis-orientation, as if is app]ied.to history,'findéfperhaps :
A"its‘ppst eloquent énd'methodbjogicaliy signifiéaﬁt artiéd]aﬁion'
 'ih F.A,fHayek;f His cfitique’bf_;hé 'pbjectgf‘histogiqns study
:-may'bé aﬁridged asifbllowsf In.éonnehfiﬁg'oﬁ the "wholes which
the historian studies Hayék insistﬁ:ll L '

They are never given to him as wholes; but always
reconstructed from their elements which alone can
be directly perceived. Whether he speaks about the
- + government that existed or the trade that was
~ '~ . carried on, .the army .that moved, or the knowledge
, that was preserved or disseminated, he is never
- referring to a constant _collection of physical
- attributes that can be directly observed, but .
© .- - always to a system of relationships between some
KX -of the observed elements which can merely be -
.- inferred. . Words jike government or trade or army
"= . or-knowledge do not stand for single observable
- " things but for structures of relatiopships which
' 7can be described-only in terms of a schematic
. representation or 'theory' of the persistent
-~ System of relationships between the everchanging - .
. elements.. These- 'wholes,' in’ other'.word.s,-'pé' C .
o - . R R

LI
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not exist for us apart from the theory by which
we constitute them, apart from the mental:
technique by which we can reconstruct the
connections between the observed elements and
follow up the 1mp11cat1ons of this particular
combination.103" .

This is mot to deny that the aboVe 'who]es' contain "observed
elements" which are "naturaJ un1ts" which can be "d1rect1y

comprehended »104. These indeed const1tute the "hard core of

facts" Clark directs -our attent1on toward..AHowever, any attempt to

‘see' more than' the (empirical) enttties and events we can
confidently say existed -- a man, thegﬁct of signing a-document,
an earthquake a city, a meeting of gersons etc. ~-- is to run the
great risk of granting onto]oglcal status to* metaphys1ca1 entities.
"To write the history of ' wars br the. h1story of 'democracy or

the h1story of 1deas is to imply that these are empirical

ent1t1es w1th mater1a1, concrete, exlstence Mode 1 cannot admit

~such propos1t1ons because these terms defy attempts at fu]]y

"phenomenal formulat1on "]05 : i o

~

But we must cqss1der that th1s does not_ mean an end to

. h1stor1ca1 ent1t1es only an. end to the historicat ent1t1es

[

fh1stor1ans common]y work w1th All mode 1 demands is that.we»stop ‘

treat1ng concepts such as c1v1112at1on, 'nationa]jsm,'
government, etc. as emp1r1ca1\@nt1t1es " These are theoretica1
concepts wh1ch identify relation%hhps between emp1r1ca1 ent1t1es.
'_Just as a law of physics is a "shorthanded%§Fr1pt1on of <

observab1e events,"m6

SO must we recogn1ze, for example, ‘War‘ to
to be a mere conven1ent s%hemat1zat1on for concrete, emp1r1ca1

‘events. (spec1f1c movements of men, - product1on of past1cu1ar

LA

e P
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mater1a]s, the issuing of spec1f1ca11y worded speeches and o

documents, etc. ). 'War' 15 not the events themse]ves and has no
more emp1r1ca1 ex1stence than Boyle's Law. The vaa1d1ty of
concepts such as 'democracy' ex1sts only in reference “to the (
concrete events being referred to.: To speak of democracy as hav1ng
a separate onto]oglcal ex1stence is to speak in the abstract. It%
is to say the equ1va1ent of "Boyle*s Law exists 1ndependent]y of
the context of spec1f1c pressure and spec1f1c volume .and spec1f1c
temperature (all w1th1n a spec1f1c max1mum and m1n1mum measurab1e
range) of spec1f1ed gases.“ ,Ihrs is not to say, however, that
such theoret1sa1 assertions as 'democracy cannot begas 'true' as ‘
" Boyle* ] Law. To this-crucial po1nt we shall return momentar11y

—_ 8 ) : o

(ii) Method of Studx

(a) bjectivitz E 5"”,:- ' _ S ; .

Q

Hav1ng def1ned the obJect of study, we now: return to the

surround1ng ptlp' which conceals our 'hard core of facts 107

"0b3ect1v1ty,' as we have seen 1n our d1scuss1on on . the

epistemo]og1ca1 perSpect1ve of imode J concerns 1tse1f with
atta1n1ng the 1dea] qf 'd1rect observatjon . of an emp1r1ca1
reality.' At f1rst g1anc§, Chrlstopher Blake's observat1on that

k "1n the Corﬂespondencerview, ¢he only: kind of ver1f1cat10n 1§.py

3 .

d1rq%t confrontat1on and with h1story th1s 1s out of the },j"~

quest*lon"]08 appears te make the 1dea} of obJect1ve h1story

»

unattafﬂaﬁ?e. .To avo1d such an apparent 1mpasse, we must return f
.109

4

té Popper s ontologica] 'tr1v1al1ty

4

D S S , a5
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‘ -observatlon ofqgﬁgts) we must use other avenues 4n seeking to .is."
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s

Modeh] rests upon the premise that an empiricalurealitywexists,
.3 : . S .
and it~is oar epistemo1ogica1 task to recognize that reality. “In

phy51ca1 sc1ence the recourse to more d1req§ observat1on is

c

obv1ous truth 1s correspondence with the facts, and we can
A,
ascertain the truth’ of assert1ons "by examinihg or testing the

weoo

assert1on itself." Cruc1a1]y, Popper notes, "in’ connect1on with

fthis examtnation a]l kinds of arguments may be relevant ;

typ1ca] procedure is. to examine whether our theor1es are cons1sten£b

w1th our observat1ons.\ But we may a]so exam1ne, for example,

~ -

wﬁéther our historical sources are mutualty and 1nterna]1y

cons1stent "]10 _ {

c.

Th1s 'we. may a]so qua11f1cat1on 1s Tmpértant as it rem1nds

< us that we.are dea11ng w1th an ep1stemo]og1ca] approach we ar%

_hrennnded that emp1r1c1sm is pr1nc1pa11y a "statement concern1ng the

Qf wh1ch is, the uttempt to corre]ate our: assumpt1ons with

. hde51rable metﬁbd of . so verﬂfy1ng our assumptrons (d1rec;

Y

d, w1l the core’

ways and neans of acqu1r1ng knowledge of the wor] N

-

.r

independgdﬁ”?mameraq- events._ Th1s is an- e}us1ve quest, and

"

success ggzénﬁgegnjres 1ngenu1ty If we canﬁot ach1eve the . most v .

b

BN
Sele
[y

attaﬁn the ‘same end. ,Jhus)the admonition to check our facts

T the. princ1n1e rule, and hﬁstorians are free to do this. in the most

b
i

?

.- competen;,and conscientious ‘manner possible.- And, 1ndeed they do.-\"

S

};.ffer’a;] [ S S 59 PR /
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;ﬁgﬂw,a%ﬁ ,ffk- Let it be#gqged fﬁrst that among the‘work1ng canons

~0f,histbr are standard; far détermining the
AR cqﬂcy or?eliabﬂity ofss

et T o ) - e; )
0 3 v,
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. .

ources - standards




na,“-~

) - m’ ‘whitupére commonly app11ed> P it is-

o ‘gf §5putable that standards ut 1nte1Iectaa1 “
: "W sty are in practice obseryed. e dn '
) ,;a~short ‘there is at least#A.pa -dftﬁa11y a~very . . % '

A =" considerable part, of*history whick is acceptable
L %o the commup1ty.lf”prof fona¥"hi storians
N y. xond ai] question‘bygx £3 standard9»112

e ‘qe.) ‘ g

AP It 1s7lhe rigor of”

. e

-+ ‘,"'wktd‘- _,,‘~
">

] standards fﬂat deterimines the °

obJect1v1ty of h1sf3ry The hdhi forrobJect1v1ty is Just1f1ed
because "c]ear]y no- h1stonnan W1f1 accept the ev1dence of documehts

. iuncrtticélly There are %roblems of genu1neness, there are '

¢

>prob1ems of bias, .and there are a]so such prob]ems as the

"1]3

: reconstruction oﬁ ear]ler’sources However, "the proper

o, vep1stemo1oglca] quest1on is’ not about sources, rather e’ ask

‘whether the assert1on is trie -». that Is to say, whether 1t

agrees w1th the facts.' ']]4 e
’ 4
‘A consequence of th1s is the necess1ty for a much more ]1m1ted

uH

and modest role for the d1sc1p11ne of h1story As Mande1baum

caut1ons, "where mater1als are 1ack1ng statements should ﬁot,be

made, or if statements are made the grounds of Judgment should be
glven w115 JPrec1se1y because of the ' pr 1ems ment1oned by
Popper,qh1stor1ans shou]d be very careful 1ndeed gbove all, what
B fmay be ca]led the - scope of study must be greatly reduced to ;: .
:ach1eve the 1deal of obaict1v1ty In the words of Dav1d F1scher:' |
A o . 1t is correct to argue th!t no h1stor1an
‘. can hoge t@. know’ the totality of history as it-
¢ . “v atua)ly happened. Bt it s -whong to conclude:
. ‘ S that bJectJve histor1ca] know]édge is therefore
TR inpbssib]e LIL T P4
B Such ( obJect1ve ) h1story is possible if we accept what
N Mande1baum calls'a "modified encyc]oped1sm I we restrict
Ay f - ok
._'-uj):"‘.-. .
P .

L #‘;,, - . i y -i\ms e »
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ourselves to only such histories where there are enough "materials"

to confident]y warrant making 'true’ T1n correspondence with

-

"cooperatlver" deve]op a’ o oL

¢ can of course also be characterized as aﬁ
o unm1t1gated objectivism.] .
Mode 1 s cr§$<E::eof pract1c1ng h1storians is that such an
encycloped1sm often scoffed at. Thus F1scher cast1gates

v
[ e 4

f,obv1ous

';body of independent narratives. dea]ing with
different. aspects of the human past at different

times and places, and dealing with these in both
the targe and~in the small, wkth all of -these
accounts not on]y not contradicting one another,
but actually minforcing each’other. As is

clear, this is one form of encyclopedism, and it

' these mater1als,' these 'facts ] statenents, then h1stor1ans ‘¢an

2N

h1stor1ans because the "fundamental sk111 of factual ver1f1cat1on

;'has not been suff1c1ent1y'attended to
factual error in academ1c h1story today is nothing short of

appa]11ng "118 H1stor1ans 1gnore th1s rea]1ty- they refuse to

-

recogn1ze that they have very few ‘truth statements

because 1t corresponds w1th the facts‘1s that the statement -
expressés a relat1on between its terms wh1ch holds between the

rea] obJects symbol1zed by those terms.

Boy]e S Lawr '-\_;
" This, takes us - back to the dfsqyss1on 1eft off Just as we:

entered into exam1nation of mode T‘s nethod of study

-

w

"119

Unt11 we c1ear1y 1dentify emp1r1ca1 facts h1stor1ans

¥

a

e ,6'.

‘

i" : K - . . ' L ‘,., .

<«

cannotﬁhope to have- mean1ngfu% assert1ons equ1vaJent to, say,

. _‘for examp]e, Boy]e s law and 'democracy are both theorétical

2

s

]

one conclus1on seems

The 1nc1dence of s1mp1e 7

-

to re]y upont

i«Remember1ng, "what we do mean when we say that a statement is “true

’

Hh11e,

PRI
EFF NN



B -1 R

L
F \
/

Statements -the former is a 'true theoretica] statement It 3s a

very specifically de]ineated statement of re]ations which hold

between’ clearly 1so]ated emp1r1ca1 entitjes. No such prec1sion
v is inherent in the term 'democracy'"'The~term'1s S0 brOad; so *
fﬁ&Vague and so e]usive, that a fully phenomenal formu1at1on' is B

IR .
kg&éﬁz‘impossnble Yet h1stor1ans continue’ to empTEy such terms and to

‘treat such vague genera], concepts as the very subject matter of

”;/
»« their d1sc1p11ne Thus” A]bert Hofstader can assert

The pr1mary subject of h1story is not the
individual historical being -- the human individual
- . . ~ ~=.but the superindividua]”group, with its
Ce . associations, 1nst1tut1ons, and practices. -

N "+ .« « group life is more than the sum of . &
individual lives and . . . there is a determinate
sense in which it can be sensibly said, for
example, that-a group has attempted the .
planning-and .execution of -a certain project --.
e.g. the construction of a canal across a g1ven .

isthmus -- and" has failed or succeeded.120 ~

Yt
S

| ””Af‘_ Thus ent1t1es such as 'nat1ons,' 'creeds,' 'emp1res; t¢} B
' '.assume concrete ontological status Norse st111 1assa’;/:m;?icit‘
. in Hofstader s above statement histor1ans do’ not restrict the*
* ; use of such terms to a descr1pt1ve funct1on. Boy]e s law is |

meant to descr1be, 1t does not ex1st' as an onto]og1ca1 rea11ty

, 1ndependent of the emplrica] ent1t1es it ﬂgscr1bes 'Nat1ons, T

L
4oy

‘_ 1nst1tut10ns, etc however are not on1y not recogn1zed for what
 they are (extreme]y vague descr1pt1ons), are not onlv actua]]y |
~?re1f1ed and treated as lndependent, emp1r1cal nt1t1es, but

: actual]y assume a 1ife and a will of the1r own. Thus Hofstader is

‘read1ly able to cont1nue w1th statements such as “groups -- fami]y,

4

= vtr'ibe, nati%p peop1e, humankind :&;ve]op their own purposes,u g

o
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;assoc1at1ons occur" and u11ke the individual, -the concngﬁgbgggyp
. ] .

and "the fundamenta)l object of the historian's concern . . . is

the career of the concrete group,'whose ]ife courSe is the whole

within which the 11fe -courses of 1nd1v1dua1s and their
N e

n

i

has to make an-adjustment between itself and 1ts wor]d t2

It is 1n S0 re1fy1ng concepts .into concrete groups. that//

S 1stor1ans emp]oy netaphys1ca1 entities, and 1t is toward the
i

M

AN 1ﬁhm1nat1on of such epistemological and. methodological error in

L

ugq@ﬂg??he d15c1p11ne of h1story that mode 1 addresses 1tseTf

-

~all cr1ter1a of the "one method of ph1losophy

Finally, we must note that the quest1on 'can h1story ever
become as exact a d1sc1p11ne a@athe natura] sc1ences" 15 spur1ous.
In all 11k511hood it cannot, but that does npt mean 1t cannot meet
Qan of the demands of "rat1ona1-1nqu1ry," thereby fully meeting |

"122 uhich is the

N {

" essence of the mode 1 perspect1ve v At any rate obJect1v1ty 1s

but the rlgorous quest er truth AN of our true assert1ons are,
j J
in Popper 3 term,u“coﬂhectures“, a]l are open to cr1t1c1sm and
all must be constantfy checked. 1n every conce1vab1e way, agai nst,
& o

A
new1y d1scovered facts ag|ﬁnst.the wb‘Te repos1tory of long
A‘

;4:estab11shed facts, and agaanst other togaectures - And, of

1:'

course, the 'facts tﬂiﬁse1ves,must be ope*'gg re- ver1ftcat1on

5‘1

"1est we somehow make an error 1n our emp1r1ca1 ggbafq In other

P

'words 1n h1stor;)1,,~gs wel] as in aM d1sc1p1~1nes, every ‘assertion’ .

. must be fu]ly open to “cr1t1ca1 d1scuss1on of 1ts val;d1ty

vlojengage 1nAgL§cuss1on of an h1erarchy of d1sc1p11nes on the _
T

iteria of_bobJect1vlty' is to‘fragment mode 1 1ntojgf3ess than.

A .y
.:*l
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.\ —

comprehensiyevwbrld'vieﬁ.fiAll q)scip1ihe§'are to meet mode 1's

fepistemo]ogica] criteria; the methodology of all disciplines can

be adapted to the mode] of 1nquiry

Conv1ct10n that hlstory can indeed meet these criteria has

]

~ been one bas1s for the great 1nterest in this d1sc1p11ne that

nnde 1 ph1losophers of science and h1story have shown Certain]y

acceptance of their:perspective necessitates a very much more'

” modest role, the encyc]oped1c ro]e env1s1oned by - Manderaum and

4 Popper for the disc1p11ne and 1ts pract1c1oners And,1tvw11]

also’ requ1re ‘dedicated effortrfrom»practic1ng h1stor1ans for:

It is no easy matter to tell ‘the truth, pure and

simple, about past events; for h1stor1ca] truths - éi%
.are never pure, and rarely simple. And the proces¢ .
of historical truth$telling itself is ev8h more r'§" '

intricate than the truths which historians "tell.

Every true statement must be thrice true. It

- must be true to its evidence, truge to itself, and
- true.to other historical truths th which it is
. coligated,. Moreover, a historian must not merely

But 1f h1stor1ca1'statements do become"sB 'thrice true,‘-and B

tell truths, but demonstrate their. truthfulness as
well. - He is judged not s1mp1¥ by h1s verac1ty, ‘but
by h1s sk111 at ver1f1cat1on . o

~if zeal for ever more ref1ned ver1f1cat1on procedures never

~subsides, then a d1sc1p11ne of h1story fu]]y compat1b]e w1th ‘the
mode] of mode 1 1s comp]ete]y poSs1ble P
~ 7
\Qﬂb) xglanat1on o B ._.”AE .

As Mande]baum nptes, there is a.

L d1rect1on of 1nqu1ry 1n an exp]anatory account,

Generally speaking, 1nqu1ry starts from a given ’

- outcome and proceeds .in a direction. that is the
. reverse of the direction in which the events

responsible for that outcome actually occurred;
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in other words, an explanatory account invo1ves

a tracing back of events from the present toward
| the past 125 B L

Such a 'tracing back' is an attempt to corre]ate one specitic

' event (i.e. Hempel's "exp]anandumﬂ) w1th other, preceeding. events

.("antecedent conditions") The most critica] aspect in such a

corre]ation is show1ng that the event we have isolated "came
about in accordance with certain genera] laws or theoret1ca1

princip1es .‘:.. in dﬁé sense that its occurrence can be 1nferﬁed

v$from those laws taken in conJunction w1th a set of [antecedent

7.0126

conditions -Thus exp]anation involves estab¢ﬁshment of what

l Hempe], as we prev1ous]y noted ca]]ed "1ogica1 conditions of Ea
: adequacyw and the above generaT 1aws explain an event thrOugh ~1
&
L&shOW1ng that the event in question was not a matter of chance,

e

"~ but was to be expected . The expectation referred to is .
T

rational scientific ant1c1pation which rests on the assumption of

genera] 1aws "]27

-

:t'. -The - estabiishment of such expectation is'the tashlofvdenerali
' v_h]aws.,‘Mithout'genqral.Iaws,‘all events wou1d;seem whoiiy uniqye'

in the sense‘gf»being unreJatedvto'other events. Thereforeh,
: everything onidlappear‘a 'matter of chance,'bresuiting in our

’J—“

f_ 1nab111ty to understand [1n the sense of "rational scientific

‘ant1c1pation"] the phenomena of -our wor]d Ihus 1aws link events
- pes

1n the form-of offering causa] exp]anations. ‘and it is a. fruitful
»@

ana]ogy to say "éausa] relationships are. the g]ue of historica]
) narrative."]28 Genera] 1aws in history are’ the g]ue which a]lows

us to ' understandﬂ historical events Just_as genera] Iawslin the

-

I\

A



natura] sciences allow us to understand physical events The

events in both, instances are comprehens1b1e because they are

re]ated within an overql pattern of genera] laws. In this sense,
' Hempel is correct 1n saying that "geheraf"1aws have quite ana1agous
hfunctions in h1story and 1n the natura] sciences" and "both
i{h1story=and natura] sc1ence] can give an account of their
’JsubJectrmatter onJy in terms of genera] concepts w123

However -- graptjng that such a,funct1on is performed by

‘general 1sws in the‘physical sciencesf-? we must still establish
that it s p0551b]e to app]y general 1aws in h1story "~ Two
considerat1ons demend th1s ' F1rst,‘1t can be insisted [conced1ng

~~f,that we cin ascertain whol]y obJect1ve historical events and who]]y'

'.obJeetlve.antecedent conditions as d1scussed in the prev1ous

~

-

jisubsectton] that histor1ca1 events are whol]y unique. If
“histor1ca] events are SO who]]y un1que, then we cannot formulate
genera] laws to exp]ain them - At best, we may,descr1be a unique
"lset of c1rcumstances 1nvolv1ng the 1uteract1on of unique ent1t1es
fNeither the entities nor the pattern of 1nteract1on, however, is

' 1nd1cat1ve of any- genera1 laws as th1s is, an isolated (' un1que )
:1nc1dent | | | | |
' Th1s perspect1ve, however rests upon a- log1ca1 fal]acy, and
Berkhofer, neat]y disposes of it: | |

Just as the histor1an cannot ta1k about ‘the unique. .
. w_and nonrepetitive without resort to the general
“and the recurrent, so he cannot: kijgw something or
some moment is unique unless he ¢gnsciously and
conscientiously: does the comparison to prove 1t
singu]ar.130

.

U
* Thus:



e~If an- ana]yst can isolate the differences among'~"f*;""'“““

: some phenomena or movements to individualize
) them, then he must also have noted their ]3j-
s1m11arit1es for the purposes ‘of compar1son
- To adm1t Berkhofer s argument is to recogn1ze with
Mandelbaum, that "no h1stor1ca1 event cou]d be described much
'1ess could it be in any sense exp1a1ned, 1f it were whol]y
' un1que w132 In s d1spos1ng of the above. as.a pseudo- prob]em,
node 1 must now address 1tse1f to the more- troub]esome suggest1on»
that the 'form of exp]anat1on in h1story is fundamental]y
-.d1fferent from sc1ent1f1c exp]anat1on That is, historical ;:"
exp}anatIons‘must center‘upon, or at-least take into account,.the
‘motives,’ 'reasons}l 'intentions;‘ etc' of the historical'actorf
This cons1deration is’ most art1culate1y ra1sed by Dray in his

, class1c Laws ‘and Exp]anat1on in ‘History. 133

Dray' s cr1i.t1sm that purposefu] act1on -- act1on where the

'fh1stor1ca1 actor makes a cho1ce and has"reasons “for h1s
'ch01ces -- cannot fall under the Gﬁbrella of cover1ng Taw
:explanat1ons is not however, conv1nc1ng ‘As Razie1 AbelSon' '

l’s!ﬁéages, "1n argu1ng that a historian's Job is to~f1nd reasons _p

rather than compe111ng causes,: Dray nevertheless concedes to .

: dé&erm1nists that reasons may be a spec1a1 subclass of causes

' (presumably psych1c causes) "]34 Th1s is Hempe] S prec1se po1nt |
and he cautions that in offerlngrexplanat1on by g1v1ng the.”‘

‘ reasons beh1nd act1ons we. in fact rely upon many 1mpl1c1t
"fassumpt1ons we may for eﬁhnp]e assume that the h1stor1ca1 actor

- was rationa1 knew of the. optlons open to him, perhaps had faced .

, s1m11ar circuMStances before, etc Failure toomake such
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aSSumptions‘explicit "obscures the logic of the explanatory
. | . T a
argdment»"]Bs Making all sueh'assumptions'fully explicit allows a
, formu]ation of actions* fully w1th1n the cover1ng law model..
For example, the exp]anat1on for 'A did X' is not properly .

v fqrmu]ated

Agent A was in a s1tuatJon of kind C. )
'when in a s1tuat1on of kind C, the th1ng to do is X

Therefore; agent A éqd X,

The first statément in the explanans specifies
certain antecedent conditions; the second is ar
pr1nc1p1e of action taking the place which, in a
covering Taw exp]anat1on, is held by a set of
»genera] laws. .

. But whi]eAthe exglanans Just formulated - :%h

.- affords good grounds for asserting that the -
“appropriate thing for A to do under the
. circumstances was X, it does not provide- good -
reasons for asserting or be11ev1ng that D.did in
~ fact do X. To justify this latter assumption,
. " the explanans would have. to 1nc1ude a further
~ assumption e ,

Agent A was in a s1tuat1on of kind Ciﬁ
A was a rational agent at the time..
. - Any. rational agent, when in a situation of k1nd C, w111
: ' 1nvar1ab1y (or W]th high Krobab1]wty)9do X

and 1t w111 “then. 1og1ca11y Amply (or confer a h1gh
: 1nduct1ve probab1]1ty on) the e gglanandum : ;—~\\ :
- . - Adid X 'f,
- Thus’ mod1f1ed the. account w111 1ndeed prd‘*de an
. _explanation of ‘why-A did in fact do X.. But its
adequacy for this purpose has.been achieved by -
" replacing Dray's evaluative prineiple-of action by
a descr1pt1ve principle stat1ng what rational agents
-~ will do in situationd ind C. .The result:is-a
~_covering law exp]anatio ich wil] be deductive or
inductive according as e”genera] statement ‘about
‘the behavior qf ration
.'universa1 or of probab111st1c-stat1st form

.

agents is oRK strictly. 136 ) .gﬂﬁ;
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'-:So~formu1ated,'the~c1aimais that-we canvinuevery»casemrep]ace e

an "eva]uatiVe.princip?e of action by a descriptive orinciple "

e' It matters. not whether we have rat1ona1§agents or 1rrat1ona1
agents The 1nsights of psycho]ogy are as capab]e of y1e1d1ng 1aws
of rationa] thought as’ are- the insights of abnorma1 psycho]ogy

. capable of y1e1d1ng 1aws of 1rrat1ona1 thought That™ these laws

- areﬁnotﬁabsolute, mere1y probab111st1c,- is not cruc1a1 In the "
end, "the difference between ‘the historian s sketch and an ideal
"sc1ent1f1c explanation is in the former s 1ack of. precas1on,

J137.

| ‘not 1n'1ts 1og1ca1 form _ Th1s emphas1s upon log1ca1 form & _

| vcoup]ed W}th our. prev1ous ana]ys1§g{evea11ng the exlstence of truly 'f
s obJect1ve (emp1r1ca1) h1stor1cal facts serves to re1nforce the ,

‘underlying. un1ty of method wh1ch mode 1, as a genera] wor]d v1ew,

fadheres~to. As. Mande]baum, 1q_comment1ng on Hempe], recognizes

PRI the éssential pownt which [Hembef} w1shed -

~ to estab]ish was that general laws have a. necessary 3
explanatory function i historical 1nqu3ry, and’

‘that historical explandt1on does not theérefore -

utilize a different- ‘type . of explanation from that
-~ which is to be found -in “the natural sciences. 138

¥

” The crux of the matter 11es 1n equat1ng exp]anat1on w1th
:the formu]at1on of 'laws.’ ~In mode 1 “to find exp]anat1ons and
“to d1scover laws is. one and the same th1ng w133 .Only by seek1ng
‘such laws can h1story beg1n to s]ow1y&expand 1ts aforement1oned

"140

711m1ted comp11at1on of "chron1c1es and seek ‘a w1der scope 4A_'

chron1c1e is a mere "conJunct1on of statements The truth of the
chron1c1e 1s a funct1on of the truth of 1ts components a]one
;However, “a history enp]oys the notiOn of exp]anat1on" and 'we may

,4“.

‘ conceive of a h1story as a log1ca1 conjunction of exsTéﬁitaﬁy ? -

. v P Lo L RTINS .
- Y o U O o .
i . - : W . e N
- . ¥ ’
o . “ S . BEER _‘°~ ?..
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.-

assertions." These explanatory assert1ons Tink statements of fact

N, .
“be -true 1f its "component xglanatorz or 'because’ -statemen s are

~* andif these factua] statements are: tru&the history 1tse1?ﬂ] _

.true

RS

) Thus conce1ved h1stor1ca1 exp]anat1on d1ffers not from any
other explanat1on The resu]t is. that the d1sc1p11ne of h1story
v'.fcan make mean1ngfu1 contr1but1ons toward the atta1nment of mode
?v\] 's u1t1mate g0a] - the estab115hment of itse]f as a pervas1ve '
J'weltanschauung 1n which a11 dlscip11nes are part of the "one N -
'.-;method of—ph1losophy" and a11 contr1bute to the act1v1ty of
"rationa] 1nqu1ry."142 Thus. 'h1stor1ca1 know1edge takes 1ts
p]ace a1ongs1de all genuﬁne know]edge '

'Nhen h1stor1ans exp1a1n, they‘c1a1m to prov1de -
-knowledge. ~ Explanation in history, therefore,
o " 'must fulfill the same requirements as explanations
- ® - in-other areas, . . . More generally, historical
‘ ‘.7 explanation must meet ‘the criteria which any claim .
to know]edge mugt meet, regard]ess of its context 143 -

N a
i,
o

K

(111) Uses of h1story ':

He now, 1n conc1us1on,,turn from exp11cat1on of the nature of _
knowledge ?n the perspectkye of mode .1 to. cons1derat1on of the
' u]t1mate 51gn1f1cance and use of such know]edge - We begln by .

| ask1ng. what can ws ]eern from h1story7

A -
T

(a) Educat1ona1 Uses

Lose F1rst thére 1s noth1ng in mode~1 wh1ch a]lows us to draw L

—

"f any form of what can be termed a 'lesson from our h1stor1ca1 data'
.

or our comp11ed h1storica1 words Th1s 1s, emphat1ca1]y, not to

R . ) -, ' : : >.. “ -



f'd1]emma'145 and we have noted mode 1's d1sda1n for. metaphys1cs.

68

~ say that we'cannot learn"thuthS' about the oast As has been

ruillustrated we can obtain much aceurate h1stor1ca1 know]edge

=Such knowledge, however, 1s normat1ve]y 'neutral’ 1nformat1on.

That is,»if offers no prescription on how we should 'judge"the
. rd DR

past; 1% offers no basis upon which we shbo]d-make ‘value

Judgements

- It is in th1s sense that "h1story has no meaning" -- because

<

':“facts as such have no: mean1ng w144\ have recognized Busse11 s,

”146

Both 1og1ca11y prec]ude any poss1b1]1ty of d1scover1ng normat1ve

_"truths in any obJect1ve h1stor1es we succeed in comp111ng

S

However, this d oﬁ’mean that We cannot- de11berate1y and
conscioysly choose to ass1gn a normat1ve Llement to h1stor1ca1

facts; -nor does this mean {as we sha]] see momentar11y) that
@

"h1story has no ut111tar1an value As Popper notes,'“a1thqugh

h1story has no mean1ng, we can g\ve it a meaning. w147+ Th1s is ¢

' because

It is the problem of nature and convention which
we meet here again. Neither nature nor history
can.tell us what to.do. Facts, whether those of
- nature or those of history,. cannot make the decision
for us, they cannot determine the ends we are going
-+ to choose. It.is we who introduce purpose an&
. 'meaning 1nto nature and into history. 148

So 1nfus1ng our hlstories w1th 'values'’ is acceptable if we

c]ear]y recogn1ze that any mean1ng we f1nd in h1story - 1 e.

a

““'“Tt‘TS‘*déETFEET“ ‘that Chadw1ck s act1v1t1es contr1buted toward an

A}

effecgjve Genera] Board of Hea1th 1n mid 19th century England"
"the ggris1ngs of 1789 ']1berated' many men from some forms of -
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o)

\"ll

overt author}t etc. -- 1s wholly 1nposed1ﬁrus and is.an

'eth1ca1 JudgmentSWthh'?alls outs1de of any defens1bﬂe truth‘
statement.wftike\RUSseII s "good Tife" ?- and the above not1ons df
‘desirabie and 'Hberatu}aF -- the normative s1gnif1cance of . Af

obaectnve h1stor1ca1 reality is’a cons1deration mode” 1 cannot and h'

2

will not address itself to. . ¢ . v” - e 7“,'

" (b) PragmatiC/Instrumental Uses

. However,‘z@ we have seen, history can descr1be past rea11ty

and- that know! dgé .does have concrete ut111ty Most=1mportantly.

mode ‘1 considers pred1ct10n to be a central trait of re]zab]e ‘

vknow1edge In mode 1, pred1ct1on and sc1entif1c exp]anat1on are

[

h but the two s1des of one co1n One who can always pred1ct knows

"]49 Because it is d1rect1y re]ated

-a]l the laws and converse]y

\.xb

to the funct1on1ng of genera1 ]aws the cen@ra11ty of the notion y

of pred1ct1on cannot be veremphas1zed Laws, exp]anat1on and. R
pred)ct1on are so intertw1ned that Hempe1 can 1ump a11 three for
treatment as but one aspect of the two maJor a1ms of emp1r1c1sm

Emp1r1ca1 sc1enceshas two maJor ob3ect1ves to .
" describe part1cuTar phenomena in the world of our - A

experience and to establish gengral principles by ]50
- means of which: they can be exp1a1ned and predicted.

Pred1ct1on and retrod1ction are 1dent1ca1 processes because

2

of the1r‘re11ance upon laws and to use genera] laws is to offer

tan explanat1on It is 'only against what Hempel calls the "patterns"°=

—————4%“EF{H%HH£E&4#ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂd1Vidua] events becone 1nte1f¥g1ble

noted, w1thout genera] laws all eyents would appear to.be whol]y

’uﬁrelated to other events and ail occurrences wou]d appear to be

o

o~
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3, "matter of chance Thus "the‘matn function of genera] 1aws
'~;Z kt:

. is to éonnedleevents in patterns whlch are usually referred

-i\
"151

--? to as exp]anation andnpred1ct1on "]55 These patterns of laws

-~

A&;:J"

.faccounting for events to actually pred1ct1ng speci i

provideawhat may be called a genera] f1e]d of mean1ng w1th1n wh1ch ‘

a’specific meaning [‘understandjng ‘an eveht in quest1on] tan

@ s
rge. ( Meaning _isthere, of course not emp]oyed in a

N normative sense It is rather to be understood in a cognit1ve

)

1!ihse )7 As a result of ‘the reliancé" upon Taws,‘"the,Jogical 2?'

"structure of xg]anatio is equivaient to that of. pred1ct1oniand

o, :

verificat1on‘—one logica1 mode] serv1ng to e]uc1date what we mean -

o 3 : e ‘ ; . ‘.*aéy
by a11 three W53 S - : Z , S f’“‘ ‘» . p :°'-

s This ab111%y to g& bgyond exp1a1n1ng 1nlthe sense of W e

2 #t

"the most s1gn1f1cant pragmat1c and 1nstrumenta1 zspect of mode AL 's igv.
orientat1on It‘bffers the hope -of know1ng ‘not on]y wity '
| -someth1ng (some event) happened but a]so a]lows us to peek into ;
the future with some certa1nty to see what w111 happen Th1s 1s
the 1ogica1 extension of Nagel' s pr1nc1p]e of determ1nacy, wh1ch N
'1s a tenet of selentism Determ1n1sm 1s
"_1n effect a regu]ative prnnciple wh1ch fOrmulates - “
' the general objective of science as a search for . o
~ explanations -- -as a quest for\agcerta1n1ng the =
. -conditions upon which'the occurrénce of events is
ﬂcontingent. . . . to abandon the deterministic
: gtﬁi?ﬁ. ‘principle itse]f, is to with ,w from the - =
'enterpr1se of sc1enc ‘154. T sy "
From the . above, it appears that "tory shou]d be able to, =

. "absolutely predict both future EVents«\ and as yet uninvestigated

D--past events. This is, however, rare*y.if ‘ever- the case. 'rua . ;VJ



factors account for‘ﬁe H’lsto;ﬁan" 1]1ty to do this. Flirst,'

S S AR

we reca'l] ;hat the generyT Taws- histomans work with are, 1'n"'

‘Hempel s terms, “probabﬂis‘ﬁ ;

Mandelbaum's caut1on1ng that histonans' "genera11zat1ons" are-
\

"lo\ose in formu]at1 on" because th’e "g Jge _,a] 'knowledge of huma' ',

q .
clearly formuable 1aws comparab]e to ]aws formutated' in any
".‘f [physgga?] sc1ence "]55 Therefore the ‘laws tha.t hfstonansﬁ&e

g . at theJr d1sbosa1goffer at best varymg degrees of stati St"mr, )
| &wmhty, an} Qrtain]y there are no macro-]aws in h%tory c?F ; 6
?)&he scope of, for e&amp1e, the law of gravitatmn "This Jaﬁt,g"_fj';f' L
fact 1s CIu1te smfﬁfwant in that ﬂ: ralses. ‘the quﬂuﬂ‘ 0/*; B

“‘Q history can ev?r attaimm hlghest 1evels tof explanationg

S Cixo
ba the most genera] t&onetma] formu'lahons of the phys1ca1 o

. p,u

scfences As Paul Comkifi observes:  © 3 L e
cwoe It is a fact “that h'istomans cannot avaﬂ themse]ves e
- ‘& of a generally accepted- model of - human-rature that- -
encompasses culture or final causes. This prec'ludes Lt
the highest generality, or the elevating of * 156 e
_ particular causes to the ]eve'l o“F a umversa? c]ass. .
' . The second factor inhibtting the poss1bﬂ1ty of absolute or
c'ef't pred1ct1on -has to do’ vn th the hature of the emp1r'ica'l
<
h1sto1ca1 ent1t9 In h1story, as. in a]'l social sc1encq,,,1t 1s
xt ]y d1ff1cu1t to 1so]ate prec1se'ly identu:a] "antetedeﬁt .
"Eond‘i tions " Thus the sets of c1rcumstances to wmch [the .\a o,

. already much less than absolute] historical laws are t&“’be«apphed
provide a further comp]it:at'ion because zlthough _the ‘éntities
invo]ve}‘in differing situations may be very simﬂar, theyare
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perhaps never 'identica]' in the same way that for examp]eq the

‘“’ entjj:ies entering 1nto hydrogen combu’st'ion are The above factors

&

ma.ke the apphcatmn of the know]edge.wga'ined 6rom history

and eVents , lj‘the

*q Dcnow]edge of - ohdectwe h1 storica] ent;it‘.i_
(,d ‘ '-

1aws wh1ch exp]am the specific actions:‘,”i

. occurrence of such event‘;sé] very prob1emat1c Ihat 1's " ‘

Qextremew careful 1n ‘our.. use of sueh kn‘S"wledge 1n any g

38 . '
ﬁrethct events or to have suchépﬂedge se;r‘ve as a rehab]e gu1de e

"? ) | e
to soc1a1 ‘action. » Ay U KPR S *’ T
Tl 5 I
e Cons1dém.1;ipns suchv’as‘ thok noted abo o promp‘!; Popper to %‘ -
. . e

t

¢

.fadvocate on]y the very n&st cautwus ins%mentﬂ apphcatmns of
A W @ R
not on]y historical data and 'laws but a]fﬁthe 1aws and data of -

‘soc1a] science!rto the area of 50c1al ]1fe aﬂ‘d act10n we\mu_st,

says hes‘ not venturg beyond "pwcen;ea] enQ'Ineer‘ing "'_ 3
»‘x.;_x The pi meﬁ engine 17 _ows, er Socrates, How
 Tittle e knows, He’ , that-we can learn on'ly S
from; our: mistakas.. Accbrdfngly, he will make his .
~w.w - way, step-by step, carefu'ﬂy conpar'lng the . re5u1ts - } ,
« - expected with the results achieved, ard always on:
.. the look-out for the unavoidable. unwanted consequences
i e ",.of:any reform;.and he-will .avoid undertaking reforms.
*. . s dof -a‘complexity and’ scose which make it impossible’
© oo i for him to disentangle:causes.and effects, and to .
: ;know what he 1s reaHy domg 157 _ .

i

o H1 stonans; must not however, be too qu1ck- to dismay These '
w very same hm1tat10ns ex1st ‘in a]] di_sciphnes - chuding the <

7_'_.'natural sciences The whoIe poant of: such caut1on is. to ensure we
. .-

PO

"l‘-‘»do not over-estimate}}’f e degree to which our laws and our data are

N

re]i-ab1e. He must, as Popper stresses, be careful not to make AR

B 3*:logicaﬂy unwarrantéd extrapo’lations from our data and laws. .
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The cruc1a1 point is this: although we may assume
~ that any actual succession, of phenomena proceeds .
o according®to the Jlaws -of nature, it is important to
. \~ realize that practically no sequence of, say, three °
‘ or more causally connected concrete events proceeds
according ‘to iny singje 1aw of nature. If the wind -
shaKes a tree and Newton's apple fa11s to the ground,
- npbody* will-deny: that'these events can-be described
.. ¢ . " Yn terms of causal lays. But'there is no single , :
L _law, such as. that of gravity, ‘nor.even-a- sing]e
L . - definite set, of laws, to-describe the fctual or
L ._;concrete succession of: causally connected eyents;
E r? from gravity, ‘we. should have to consider B L
Coow ~ the laws explaining wind pressure; the jerking: - y'{. v
T TR %(ments of the branch; the -tension in. the, app]ecs e & '
o - sta the bruise sufﬂéred by the apple onxfmpact; v _* R
“all of the bruise,.etc. « The idea that any concrete , “oL T
eqce .or succession of events (apart from such
es as the.movemefRt of a penduépm or a soiar
tem)-can be deséribed or explain@d by-any:gne -
.-+ . %a; or-by any one deffnite set of laws, is simply
se® - “-mistaken., There are ne1the Taws- of success1on, nor
S 1aws of. evo]ut1’ﬁ o
e - s U‘ . N
As in sc1ence, so~1n htstory We can’ on]y find genera] BT

‘1aws* (oVerwhe1m1ng1y of a statlst1ca1 k1nd) for very 11m1ted

;, periods. Thus the general 1aws in’ history descrwbe mere]y

Shprt-term’"trends“ L “._’ o e .

o o Explained trends do exist but their pers1stence .

R, depends on th prsisﬁence.of certain/s56c1f1c ‘ "
) " inivial condlt hs (which;:in turn may sometimgs be B
<) trends) ‘[We must not] overlqok: the dependence . gﬁs//‘
Cof trends-on fnitial conditibns [and}’ operate with .~ =7 ©
trends as. 1f'they were unconditional, L1569 - ¢ ‘

” : B L ke

‘In short there is nosrecourse to Taws. of h1stor1ca1 s

deve]opment that app]y to all of history, but we "can study the - L
: .' 'trends of speL1f1c periods and p]aces Th1s is the mean1ng of
"fh?Berkhofer s. assertion "Thus, we can study~processes in h1story
“jcbut not h1story as procgss “]60 However, the form'of exp1anat1on
B _15 the same’ 1n hastory and An science,‘and the method of h1story

f);“is the same as the method of qll study.. d 5;':”‘

. N , . ) S e R
T . . e L. . Lo
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T s

A - ~In conc]us1on we can see that histony, as a d1sc1p]1ne, must

p]ay 1f not a dec1ded]y 11m1ted then at the very 1east an extreme]y

. .
caut1ous role im the rea]m of- soc1a1 praxis. - The SUSes of
W \
, hlstory -- both’ 1n'€erms "iwhat can: be learned from h1story;and
. how such know]edge can be ap.11ed -- are subJect to the same -
4 con ints qi!are the uses of"any discipline mode]eéwupon
"rata al *nqu1ry.f We now leave the mod¢ 1 world view to exam1ne
what is in faot 1ts antithet1ca1 we1tanschauung o
\ . 6 . - ’
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" Foundations of.the . Unity of Science:: Toward;

o
I'fc“

.7’*“ . : M-

Fodtnotes - Chapter II s‘ .
. S-S o .
- ]Frederick Suppe, ed., -The Structure of Scientific Theories

(2nd. ed.; I1linois: Board of Trustees of the ‘University of \

~ Niipois, 1977) We must stress that" here1n we are not limiting
the~scope of the category rece1ved view' to merely its application

to theories -- as is Suppe's main thrust. Rather, we are . :

interested in the received. v ew s "a genera] doctrine of

cqgnitive.significanCE" (p. 1 talics in orig1na1) S Wy
A2 ’ _ . ‘;f.v"'. .. .
Ibid., p. 618. ~ . A0
; P. . co lb i e

A. J Ayer, ed,,. Log1ca11Pos1t1 %om a vol..,in The: L1brary of

'Ph1losoph1ca1 Movements;, genéﬁé] editor-Paul Edwards. {Glencoe: »

- The Free Press, 1959), pp. 3-9 offers a very -concise “and. readabte

‘account of the history of logical positivism. "Fgr other exce]Tent

y1ntroduct10ns to the history of this movement see Joergen- .

Jgergensen "Thg Development of Logical tmpw ghsms " Vol. II of _" 4
?-t*nternatlonal :

-Encyclopedia of. §p1fied $cience, ed. 'by O¥toWeurath, Rudo ap. -
- and:Charles- Morris (Chicago: The Uhivers1ty.of Chicago Pr’!ﬁ&p 0)‘ :
“Gustav Bergmann, The Mgtaphysics of Logicak Positivism (N T '
Longman's.Greemwnd Co. 1954), pp:*1-16; ¥ictor Kraft, The Vienna
. Circle: The Origin of Neo- P051t1v15m A Chapter in the History of

- Recent Philosophy, translated by Kkthur Pap -(N.Y.: Philosophicatl

-~ Library, 19537, pp 3-11; J.0. Urmson, Phi]osoph1ca1 Analysis:
Its Development Be tween the Two WOrld Wars (London Qxford Lo

iUﬂwvers1ty Press, 1967) R Yy DA

. 4Ayer' L_g1ca1 Pos1t1v1sm,.p, 4. Other developments of the .-
1nte1]ectua] antecedents of Mode 1 "include George Novack, 4
Empiricism and Its Evolution: A Marxis#View (N.Y.: ,Pathfinder ‘
Press, 1971); George Novack, The Origins of Mater1al1sm (N.Y.:, -
Pathf1nder Press, 1965) : ;;.< T , ‘

sBergmann The Metaphys1cs of'tog1ca] Pos1t1v1sm, P 1t ; 3

R 6Joergen Joergensen, "The Deve]opment of Logfcal Emp1r1c1sm,
. p. 847, Do

7Gerard'Ra¢n1tzky, Congem””rar' Schoo]s of, Metgsc1e ce.(%\j/ o
enlarged, ed., three vol - Jn one; Ch1cago Hénry
Company, 1973) p xv Ita11cs in or1g1na1

, 8Be‘rgmann The Metaphysﬁcs of Log1ca1 Pos1t1v1sm, P 2
_ Bergmann, however; is 1imiting this comment: to hus ana]ys1s of the '

log1ca1 positivist movement. - ;5h,:¢ Cove
9Novack The 0r1grns of Mate;;a11sm p 4, -
. . _ ~ \ - L . , -
o . )
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(London: Oxford University Press, 19727, pp, . w-Ttalics, in

~original. Popper%s views on ontology. are partfcu‘taﬂfy mst,ruytiVe w

.as he clearly recogm% the paradox of Mode ir the 1nev1tab1]1ty
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. . even réalism and 1f‘§ (b1o]og1cal) tgeory
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.~ explanation (deduct1ve or probabilistic).takes for granted common -
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N nomo]og1calﬂhode1.v,A "part1a] explanation" is prob]emat1c .
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_closely reasoned argument." (p..707) - - o

«

DaV}d Hume, An Inqy1ry Concernlnnguman Understa d1ng,
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CHAPTER 111
MODE II: 'METAHISTORY'

In virtually every aspect of approach, stracture and method,
mode II will prov1de us w1th an orientation wh1ch is the
ant1thes1s of the 'received view.’' Those or1entat1ons whfﬁh
“v are a]ternate]y and looseky grouped under the terms 'speculative'
ph1losoph1es of h1stony] and/or metahistories'2 provide the
baS1s for the mode II wor]d-view we will construct, Recafling the

13

'words of Bergmann we remind ourse]veé that, just as in mode I, we
are dealing yith a "movement‘rather thaﬁ a schooi "3 And, agaim,
we.are constructing a 'pure type out of a "d1verse intellectual
her1tage" which is, none-the- ]ess, "at base a cohesive

omentatwn."4

o However; the influence of the orientations groupéd;under-mode
IT has not been as consistent upan the philosdphy of science and
o% hisfory as that of mode I. At the beg1nn1ng of the second
chapter, we noted our agreement w1th Suppe that mode I exerted what
he termed an almost "total dominance" over most of this century's
philosophy of science. That preva]enégy;gi gained at the expense
of mode II. As we shall see in the next chapter, the mode II.
oriehtation was dominqnt until well 1nto_the 19th century, and then

- suffered an ec]fpSe. Mode i then géined ascendancy until it too

" encountered extreme1y serious setbacks. In the .1ast ‘quarter ,

86
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century, mode II has made a strong comiyﬁck and, in refined form,
is.again exerting an extremely strong ynfluence on modern
philosophy of science and philosophy gf history. Mot only is the

mode Il weltanschauung very much 'alive' it is remarkab]yt for lack

—-of a better term, 'intact.' The essence of the orientation is

fundamentally the same, and is (in spite of apparent differences)

clearly identifiable in each of the schools and pérspectives which

we are grouping under the pure type we ca?] mode IL. And it is in
turning to th{s essence of an intellectual orientation that we see
how a world view which is so strikiﬁg]y and diametrica11y opposed
to mode I can be con;trd%ted. To fully tomprehend this world
view, we are again reminded thét'a "13nguage shift"5 is ne;éssafy.
In mode II, we shall be approaching reality from a fundamgnta]]y
new perspective, we shall be using wholly different categories in

phantoming the construction of that reality, and we shall be

utilizing a radically different conception of the mechanisms of

that reality to explain its dynamicé. Thus mode II is the

antithesis of mode I.

In pa§sing, before tUrniﬁg to mode II's ontology, we may
mention that, 1ike mode I, mode II has an identifiable intellectual
mentor. Just as we acknowledge the central place of Hume in the
intellectual heritage of mode I, we must récognize the.pre-eminence'
of Hegel in’the uhfo]ding of this a]térhate'orientation. Indeed,
perhaps Hegel is an e;en more ééntra] intellectual force. Whereas,
as we have ‘seen, Hume was refined aﬁd even convincingly corrected,

Hegel's thought forms a cernal of mode I1 which has enqgggd‘much

-

o
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more intact. We are sympathetic with Dray's assertion that
"never, after Hegel, were its claims, so bold, or so brilljantly

presented."6 For our purposes, The Phenomenology of Mind and
7

Reason in History are of particular significance.’ We will not,

however, in any way concentrate upon Hegel. To do so would be to
make mode 11 something less than a 'pure type' of a world view in

which many schoo]s of thought and many individuals participate.

ONTOLOGICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS : e

o

Whereas mode I shunned ontological considerations,.mode II
considers them of ut;ost'importance. Mode II argues that Popper's
"trivial' thesis, tne thesis of the reality of the world, is
~ indeed 'trivial' -- trivial in the sénse of naive aﬁﬂ simplistic.
To perceive and acknowledge merely the empirical phenohena of the
“world is to perceive at a most superficial level.. These are'but’ )
manifestatfons of reality; these are epiphenomena. The essence of
reality, its truly basic structure, lies behind these manifestations.

" Thus mode II is’ a wholly 'metabhysica]' orientation;
metaphysical iﬁ the sense of being ﬁconcerned with the supra-
physica].“g Far from tfeating metaphysics as a 'disease' [as in
mode 1], mode Il insists upon the need to shed the illusory world
of sénsory, empirical, phenomena to uncovér a,j!eper-sub—stratum
underlying such phenomena. ‘

Correspondingly, the philosophical orientation of mode II is
iﬁherent]y ‘speculative,' as "speculative phi]osqphy promises to

provide the scheme of basic categories which comprehend all the.

{
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e]ements of rea]1ty and experlence in a coherent system, "3 The
'system' which underlies emp1r1ca1 phenomena is rea]ity, it is not
a mere schematization or convenient abstraction. Thus ‘the
antithesis of mode I takes the form of: (1) a rejection of
phenomena as the primary object of study and (2) a reification, of
vthe relations phenomena enter into. Whereas in mode I relatijons
were symbolic formulations wnich at best could describe a causal
sequence, in mode II the relations-are concrete and.perceived as ‘

Ed

a 'force' which actively 'orders' passive empirical entities.

'The nature of this structure is, however, in debate. We have ‘
;noted that speculative philosophy attempts to'tomprehend all the
elements of reality and exper1ence in a coherent system." However,
as Reck immediately goes on to remind us, "speculative philosophy
has encountered a disarray of its own making -~ the multiplicity of .
its own types. . . . [there are] riva] and even opposing's_ystems_.“‘ro
There are many ways we could differentiate between types of
Metaphystcal systems. For example, ve could focus upon the, for )
lack of a»better term, 'distance' between empirical phenomena and
the underlying sub-stratum of 'true reality.' ThJs we note that
- Western religious metaphysica] systems tend to speak of an 'Entity'
which is 'behind' the ordering of the cosmos. ,There the'active,
order1ng, force takes the form of a D1v1ne Will -- and this Will
is the object of our study as it is the mechanism order1ng |

2

empirical existence. This 'Will' indeed 'acts upon,' but is not

really an intimate 'part of,' empirical rea]lty - It keeps its

dfﬁlance " On the other hand or1entat10ns such as, for example, ’
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Vita]ism.perceive empirical reality as truly ‘one' with its
under]ying base. There, thé sub-stratum is so intimately jpined
to the phenomenal level that to attempt to separate the two
would be seen as reduttionism'dr unwarranteﬁ rationalistic
abstractionism. . ; &,

For our purposes however, another disiinctiqn 1s much more
heuristically fruitful.. We wish to stress that, although all
speculative systems are opposed to a pure]y ma{é}ialisgic onto1ogy:
some system$ are more antipodal to~mod§ 1 than others. This
point is important as, beéause we are establishing 'pure types,'
we wish to identify 5 position which is truly antithetical to
mode 1. Thus we wish to differentiate betwéen 'static,’
"transhistorical' systems and 'dynamic;' ‘evolutionary' systems.
The 1attef more fully exemplify the mode II perspective. For
example, the P]atoﬁic"theory of Ideas' with its emphqsis upon
eternal and unchanging 'verities,’ metaphysica[ as it may be, still
agrees with mode I o; the propqsitign that reaiity can be compre-
hended in terms of exclusive categories. Thus while mode I
postulates a universe populated with 'atomic' empirica1 entitieé
[indfviduai, disfinct, material entities], the Platonic 'categorieﬁ”
identify separate, autononnus,"fprﬁs' of existence. In the
. former, .qualitatively distinct physical entitieé retain separate
ontological identities; iﬁ the latter, qua]ftative]y distinct .
metaphysical entities retain separate ontological identities.

' The structuréf similarity of these two ontological .

orientations becomes evident when we consider that both can be

a9
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analyzed through the deductive schema of formal, Aristotelian,
iogic. Thfs becomes especially important as. an epistemological
g ‘consideration. As wc shall soon see, a]thoqgh these two ontological
entities greatly differ, we can conceptualize them and understand
their mechanics through the -employment of formal logic. Tﬁus both
Platonic idealism and positivistic materialism-are comprehensible
‘(once we accept their ontological differences) through the "three
fundamental laws of forma) lﬁgic": the law of ‘identity; the law
of contradiction; the law of the excluded midd]e.]]
" However, an orientation truly antithetical to mode 1 postulates
a dynamic underlying metaphysical structure as jts ontological
* foundation. Such an underlying structure is not antithética] to
mode 1 only bécause it is netabhysica]; it is antithetical because
it insists that rea1ity4is*in a state of qualitative flux. The
very Sub-stratum ---és‘we11 as fhe bhenpmenal level -- is Undefgoing
constant changes at the very ]éve] of ontolagy.
Thus much more than the notion of ‘'deep-structure’ --
structure as something which 'underlies' and 'gfves order to'
empirical phenomena -- characterizés'mode IT: in mode I the
concern was with naked existéncé; empirical reality is the stopping
point of inquiry. In mode 1I, anAunderlyinQ structure s the
‘ultimate reality' and therefore the ultimate object of inquiry.
In mode I, discrete material entities, each possessing their own
distinct ontological integrﬁty, were the ultimate constituents of
an 'atomic universe' (i.e. a universe of "completely independent"

]2)‘

or at most "Confingent]y related" entjties In mode II, we
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conceive of a dynamic universe, in canstant flux, whereip
whoﬁ%sa]e qualitative changes.take place. In mode I formal
log{c employs exclusive categoriés to sort the universe into its e
‘discrete essences. In mode II we see the need for a dialectical
1691c wherein classifications of unchanging essences are replaced
with a conceptual schema which incorporates constant changes in
the fundamental on;o]dgica] deep-structure.]3

Consequently, in mode II, empirical phenomena merely serve as
clues to the changes occurring within the underlying, dynamic,
deep-structure. And fhe notion of dialectic makes acceptable
qualitative phenomenal change, while -hinting at an underlying order

to these changes.

CONGRUENT EPISTEMOLOGIES

That mode II accepts the notion of 'order' at the level of
deep struéture;‘;H;1e sirultaneously embracing the concepf of
abnstant ontological flux, is an epistemological necessity. After
| all, if changes are wholly random, then how can we possibly
"know' real}ty? Anqrchy tan-haraly be a basis for a coherent theory .
of the world or of knowIedge. Similarly, if qualitative change
is constantly takjﬁg place, how can we be sure we perceive any real
ordef in this constant flux? To resolve this dilemma, we need to
" appreciate that mode IT is inherent]y an 'historical’ orientation.

. Observing changing events in time reveals that flux is indeed

“"lawful,* and lawful changes are seen to be progrgssing dialectically.
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Turning to the inherent historicity of this orientation, and B P
111ustrat1ng how this contrasts with mode I, we recognize thatz“t '

history and science are fundamenta]]y different as ”sc1encgl1s"

1& i SN e :', 2 X
still based on the old assumption of the stability, 1mmutabil1ty, A
T 3
.and 1mmovab1]1ty of nature, which alone makes the estab]1sﬁmé\t of ., 77
\ N
14

'Taws of nature' poss1b1e " The stab111ty, immutability and
1mmovab111ty referred to is the result of establishing unchangeable
ontological cafeabries. We have seen that in mode I the ultimate”
constituents of the universe are ontologically discrete 'atomic'
entities t]ike P]éto's 'Forms' -- which are a metaphysical version
of absolutist categories]. These entities interact, and this
causes ‘change’ in the world. This is not, however, change at the
level of deep structure: .fhe entities engaged in interactioq can
always be recovered.anq shown to be unchanged by the process of
interaction. Thus obse}vation over time, although documenting
many phenomenal changes; yields little new ontological insight.

In mode II, however, entitiesvdo much more than merely
"interact' over tiﬁe: the entffies themselves qua]itative]y
éhange. To comprehend these changes, we’must.observe reality not
with any expectation of finding transhistorical laws governing the -
interaction of'autonomous ontological entities, but with the
expectation of finding a lawful development -- a constant
progression of qua]ita;ive changes -- occurring over time. We
.ﬁust abandon the concept of mechanical causality for a concept of P

lawful, dialecttcal transformation. The notion of law is,

therefore,-fundaménta]ly different in our two modes. We have to-

i

|
!
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conceive of laws as ‘(

quite unlike the general assertions usually found

in the natural or social sciences. Rather than

stating 'invariant relations within history,' which

could be expressed hypothetically in the form 'If

Q thep E,' they would state categorica]]y the 15

invariant trend of the historical series as a whole.

Above, Dray is. referring specifically to the study of the

human past. But the point illustrated is a larger one. 'invariant
re]ations'\of the sort 'If C then E' are not possible in the mode
IT perspective becauée C and E are themselves constantly changing.
Over time C and E w?]] become quaTitative]y different entitiea.
Consequently the only 'lawlike' behavior we can expect from
concrete entities is fhat there is an "invariant trend of the
historical series as a whole." At the level of physical>phenomena,
this takes the form of recognizing that matter itself is
constantly changing form -- i.e. conversions such as mechanical to
electrical energy or mass to heat enérQY; loss of'energy through
'radiation; irreversib]e,chemical changes; constant mutations at
the organ;c ]evelz etc. At the level of human hiétory, it forces
recognition th&t ‘'c' ahd 'E' canﬁot be abst-actec from their
spacio~temporal moment be;ause time has changed not only these
entities but the mi]iéu of their interaction. Thus to seek an
fn&%riént relation between C aﬁd E'in isolation is overly
reductionist, be]yin§~the complexity of the historical reality.
[Such 'invariant relationships' may, of course, be formulated --

but merely for convenience. They serve as ‘rules of thumb' which

reflect an overall apparent stability of the world at the
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phenomenal'level. However, the unJZr]ying ontological flux must
not be obscured by such convenient generalities. ]

But to see aR overall pattern, a general line of development,
in physical and social situations<is not reductionist. To infer
from empirical reality what we previously termed 'clues' is to
attempt to grasp, in broad out]fne, the order and unity underlying
ever—p;esenf change. That such order and unity does underlle
physical reality is obvious from the stability of thefphys‘ca1
universe. That such an underlying order and unity ex1sts in
history is equally obvious: o

Even without any explicit principle of
comprehension, or any adequate philosophy or
theology of history, the most cursbry
examination of history will yield certain
tangents of coherence and revea] Miniral
relations of upity. 1 '

Neibuhr's 'cursory examination' is mode II's equivalent of
Popper's 'tri?ia] thesis.' The 'obvious"lessons of human
existence are: there is an underlying unity to reality, at the
level of deep structure, and that undef]ying unity must be
2onceived in dynamic terms -~ a dynamism which is esséntja]]y
historical as the unity is to be found in a ppttern which is
difficult if o} impossible to comprehend by Skncentrating upon
any one pojnt a]qné Fime.

The obvious inadequacy of formal loéic to deal with dynami;,
qualitative, change over time necessitates a new aha1ytic tool.

‘

Just as mode II has a unique conceptfon of Taw, it is in need of a

‘unique logic to describe the operation of these dynamic laws. A

]
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new logic is necessary as mode I, because it seeks to {;;ett\the
"subsumption o} the [specifit event] under principles wn?Eﬁ‘ﬁgve~\\\;/

<y <’~ — -
w17 s, as we have seen, able to™ " . \\\

/

the tharecter of general laws, .
wholly utflize Aristotelian syllogistic logic to act as the mode]
for 'exnlainfng' specific events. The specific event is <
'understood’ wnen it is shown to be an instance wholly subsumed-
undd ‘

posk

Now ent1re classes of events change, and.one c]ass cannot. be ‘

or! %enera1 class of events. Such reductionism is not

) Bhen we 1ntroduce the notion of qualitative transformation

understood in terms of -- i.e. 'reduced to' -- the other. It jsit

here that the need for a dialectical logic rges, as mode Ii

breaks with the formalism of the Aristoté]ian law of the
'excluded middte. ' ’f'

The fUndamente] disparity between mode I and mode II is J%lfi“
illustrated on this point of logic. Popper for example, in his. |
. classic "What is D1a1ect1c? " takes gréat effort to show that
dialectical logic is'vacuous because "dialectic is vague and }
-efastie ._;;. Any development whatsoever will fit the dialéctje,_w
This, ironically, is merely to say that diatectics tS )
not positivistic (hardly a cr1t1c1sm in the eyes oﬁ mode II) --
that 1s, it is not content—spec1f1c and does not demand its terms
: to be "phenomenally fonnuLated."‘ Something quite apart from the
phenomenal object itself is that which is to be 'known.' The- -
object of study is the under1y1ng dynam1c trend and that overal]
pattern of movement 1s not content-specific A]l that any ‘

specific-phenomenal nnnent does is n]lustrate but one aspect of the

ERCE
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‘underlying flow. As Novack states: "there are threads of
lawfulness running through the process of reality and exhibite.d/J
in thé existence and persistence.of its products."]9 The perception
6f these threads is our task. Thus dialectic movement does indeed
apply to everything -- butAthét doeé not make it/vaéuouk. Rather,
itbis an appropriate and necessary approacﬁ toward beginning to |
grasp the underlying unity of all events, a unity which-
incgrporates qﬁé]itative dgep-structure changes with appare%t
stabf]ity at the phenomenal 1level. N
It is the perception of such underlying dypémic, qua]itagive]y
chang}ng,'unity that ‘is the true epdstemo]ogica]lquést. In the
Hegelian notion Qf.dia1ectic ‘
'for the first time the totality of the natural,
historical and spiritual aspects of the world
were conceived and represented as a, process of
constant transformation and development and an
effort was made to show the organic character of '
| this process. '20 | :
| This ontological postulation, whof]y opposite .to mode I,
consequently demands the formu]ation_of a géfferent logical
framewdrk. Thuélmode IT turns to dialectics which is "the ]oéic
of movement,/of’evolution, of change.“Z] Dialectical logic, built
gupon this.princip]e of dynamism and ontological evolution,
}recognizes that: , - : S o -

.

1) A riot only equals A but also equals no-A.
Hegel made this law of the identity, unity
and interpenetration of opposites the basis
of .his dialectical system of logic.22

-2) [Thus we-must do away with the notion of ,
immutable ‘essences' or 'absolute’ categories

of existence and reality.]
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...sessence in general, and each particular
essence, hdas, like everything glse in this
“world, a material and historical character.

It comes into being under specific conditions,
develops into and through various forms, and
eventually goes but of existence, together
with the perishing of the thing itself.23

3) [The principle of 'negation' is a recognition
that] o, .
The real truth about things is that they not
only exist, persist, but they also develop and
pass away. This passing.away of things,
edentuating in death, is expressed in logical
terminology by the term 'negation.' The
whole truth of things can be expressed only

. if we take into account this opposite and
negative aspect.24 '

4) [This is. because negation is the opposite of
the process of ‘affirmation' -- the process
whereby a dynamic, lawful, evolutionary,
deep structure creates gqualitatively new forms
or ‘essences.'] .

. everything comes into existence and remains
there, not by accident, but as the result of
determinate conditions and necessary causes. )
There are threads of lawfulness running ‘

. through the process of reality and exhibited
\_‘/)* in the existence and persistence of its
“products. There is reason in the real world
- and therefore the real world is rationally
reflected and translated in our mind.

5) [That(ii‘why] o
Hegel“atso talked of 'the power of the
negative,' thinking that there was, always a
tension between any present state of
“affairs and what it was becoming. For any
present state of affairs was in the: process
of being negated, changing into something
else. This process is what Hegel meant
by dialectic.26 '

- » . .
Mode II's aforementioned ontological quest finds realization
in discovering (1) that there is an ontq]ogica] ‘deep structure’

below fhe phenomenal- level, (2) that deep-structure is in

constant qué]itative flux, (3) that flux is orderly and lawful
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because (4) it proceeds dialectically,, (5) cafryihg along the
course of events (6) of which sensory phenomena are but.
manifestations.

It is at this point that mode II achiéves the intellectuals

scope which mode I attained under the formulations of Popper and

[

Hempel. A1l disciplinary boundaries are crossed and mode II. . )
‘becomes a comprehensive world view, finding full agreement with

Popper that

- . . there is at Teast one philosophical problem
in which all thinking men are interested. It is
the problem of cosmology: the problem of o
understanding the world -- including ourselves,
and our knowledge, as part of the world.27

‘However the method of attaining such insight (the dia]ectica]
orientation) was, as we have seen, radica]iy opposite to mode I's

‘ . . . . Q .
“approach. Furthermore, the‘epistemo]ogical consequences are also
profbuhd]y at variance. Because empirica] reality is the
epistemp]ogita] stdpping point in mode I, there is no conflict
between 'appearance' and 'réa]ity.' Appearance (in the strict.
sense of quantifiable positivistic phenomena) ié;feality.' In
mode II, however, the phenomenal, experiential, level provides but
' hints‘to thé'ontblogical réa1ity our epistemology seeks to
ascertain.
The divérgence and coincidence of appearance -and
reality are especially important in understanding
how knowledge prog.esses. from every8y- experience
to scientific insight and foresight. Things as
they are first manifested to us have contradictory
and confusing characteristics which are both
Teading and misleading. Their immediate

presentation can conflict with: their real state.
At the same time these phenomena provide clues
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which can expoée the decebtiveness of the outward
show. and open.the way to a grasp of their basic
content, since essence presents itself in and

- through diverse appearances.

One familiar instance of this divergence between
appearance and reality is the relation of the
earth to the solar-system.  The sun seems to be
revolving around the earth whereas we now know
that the earth, like the other planets, is
orbiting around the sun. The discovery by

Copernicus of the rotation of the earth on

- its axis and its motion around a fixed sun
opened the modern epoch in astronomy.

At the same time it is understandable why the
other celestial bodies 'seem to be moving around
the observer situated on earth. In the
scientific picture of the solar systém, both
the apparent and the real motions are
interconnected and explicable.

One" of the main aims of science is to-resolve -
~ the conflicts between the outward forms and
the inner reality of things by demonstrating
their dialectical unity.: Knowledge advances .by
™ probing beneath, behind and beyond appearanceés . ‘
to ever deepEr levels of real existence.28 :

And finally, the lessons such insight yields and‘theTSocial"
consequences of the mode'Ii perspective are, as we shall séé

immediately, no less antithetica] to mode I.

CONGRUENT GENERAL AXiOLOGY

(1) Education

~

We héve seén; fn Chapter iI;lfhat mode I: offeréd a th]]y_
. Unambiguéus definition of know]edge ["a11'cognitivety significant
discouése'about‘the world must be empirically verifiabie"zg);’its
o empifica] egiStemo]ogy.yielded a béGaviOra]'pedagogy and -psychology

["the point of education can be §tated in behavioral terms“3QJ; :

A
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the only criterion for Judging the 'value' of what is learned

is the requirement that the knowledge be empirically verifiable

_- there is no way to differentiate between the 'value' of

empirically true assertions [i.e. ‘know]edge'] as there is no

reference point‘from which such assertfons can be p]aced'iﬁfo an

~hierarchy. Mode II's educationaj perspective differs r&dica]]y._
First, we have seen that empirical pheabmena are deceptive in

that they "have contradictory and tonfusing characteristics .

their fnnediate presentation can conflict with their real”

31

state." Thus' a behavioral pedagogy is fnadequate because

behavior -- like all phenomena -- is superficial. The true aim of
“education is to transcend the level of 'appearance’ to unearth
underlying reality. Thus while most people, 'as Hook notes,

“remain on fhe’level of eyeryday understanding"32

the task of
education (as both subjective pﬁoceSs‘and educétfonal‘theory) is.
to see further and recognize ‘that we are all part of an unfo]d1ng
process, an emerging pattern. Thus educat1on (as '1earn1ngi and.
'pedagogy') nnot be stated in behaviora]Atermé.. Education is,
rather, ((c;iiinu{ng eueSt tp perceive behind the 111usfon of
'appearance' to'expose'the dia]ectica]iy dynamic ontological
underp1nn1ngs of rea]1ty and to reveal tpe 1nter-connect1ons of a.
who11st1c world., As Kah]er, echoing Hege], conJectures:
It may we]] be' that we, all of us, are unknowingly
enmeshed in a vast and somehow dynamically coordinate
coherence, just as a cell is unaware of the =~
organism to which.it belongs.33 .
The very essence of mode II is the unequ1voca1 assertion that

there is indeed . a vast and somehow dynamically coordinate
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coherence," and that 'coherence' is both metaphysical and
dialectical. Thdsdepistémology trans]ates'jtse]f directly into an
educational doctrine which shuns behavioraT'objectives and
striyes, instead, for verstehen. This is, emphaticall}, not the
verstehen of a Dilthey which has spawned an epistemology of
re]ativism based on.a phenomenological intuitionism wherein an
"object:must be understood before it is known, and it aJways'
remains more ‘understood than known.»"34 It is, rather, the -
excruciatingly rationalist?c and systematﬁc "sphere of
UnderStanding, of . Inte]iigence" of Hegel where “singleness and
un1versa11ty" are perce1ved to "both essent1a11y exist 4in a

n35

single unity. And ‘this leads to the single’ greatest educat1ona]

and ep1stemo]og1ca} contrast between mode I and mode IT.
We have noted that mode I could not d1fferent1ate between the
‘value' of different assertions it would accept as 'true (i.e.
emp1r1ca]]y ver1f1ab1e statements). Mode II, by rejecting the
criterion of pos1t1v1sm, by treating emp1r1ca] events as
contrad1ctory and confus1ng" and often actually obscuring the

“inner rea]1ty of th1ngs," 1nvokes us to seek “beneath beh1nd and

beyond appearances to ever deeper 1evels .of real existence. "36

«V

Once we atta1n such 1ns1ght we have solved what is a major enigma =

for mode I. Now we can. ‘dec1de which emp1r1ca1 facts are more

A 1mportant' ( s1gn1f1cant ! re]evant ' etc ) than others because '
we have an 1ndependent reference po1nt --‘rea11ty 1tse]f becomes
the cr1ter1on by which we. can judge empirical knowledge Th1s is

‘the cu1m1nat1on of what Dray terms the "three quest1ons“ wh1ch
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"sbecuiative systéms'" epistefMological neéhodoTogié; address:
(1) What has been the pattern of the past? (2)-How does hisfoficq]
change take place ——-i.e. what is the "mechanism of history"?
(3) What "purpose or value or justification'cah'be found for a
process havingAthe pattern'and mechanism history is alleged to
have"?Y’

Because mode II.claims to provide answers to {1) and (2),
"speculation becomés-insebarab]e’from metaphysics,'ethiés and

re]igion."38

We are provided_with c]ear,crl}eria.of significance
_for "facts": To what degree do they illuminate under]yingiréa1ity?;
do they enable us.fo.bnAerstand our place within the qigantic,
evo1utioﬁary, 'system' we find ourselves? "Thus all ‘true’
assertions may [a; ih mode I] be.phenomen§11y equé]]y true; buf
;ﬁot all are equally impoftﬁnt Thé underlying ontological reality
'prov1des a touchstone by which we may judge prec1se1y which
‘knowledge best helps us to understand what Geyle apt]y terms the
'"cosm1c process" mode 1I believes we are part of.- Educat1on 1s

the diligent task.of seek1ng an ever-clearer comprehens1on of this
_;rea11ty: ‘

In th1s, in the feeling that oy understand1ng the
cosmic process one has become its master -- in the
.nresu1t1ng conviction that one's particular beliefs,
have the sanction of destiny and are invincible --
Jies the chief attraction which the system [Hegei' s]
has exercised, and through some ¥ its later 39
~ adaptations still exercises, on sg many minds.

This defines the whole of mode II's educational perspéctive:
we must contihua]]y clarify our vision of the underlying reality -

within which we afe so intimately intertwined because, as Dray



104

noted, it is within that pattern that we find "purpose” and -
“value;“ and it is from this reference point that normative
Jjudgments may be made. Existence is no longer 'mere existence.'
It is a dynomic,'evo1utibnary, ]awful,‘dialectical unfolding of a
reality of which we are all part; a rea]it& which is discernible;
a heé]ity against which all events, ideas and actions may be judged.
Mode II thus assignsja greét priority to 'learning' --
1earnin§/not'in the sense of skill mastery but']earning in the
sense we have noted, the‘sense of 'understanding.' Mode II
overcomes the dilemma of mode I which made all know1edge merely
're]ative"by making knowledge ‘relative to' a deeper rea11ty
Because we now have a starting point, an 1ndependent source “for
our 1nvest1gat1ons, all of our ideas .and actions can be Judged in
| reference to that: 1ndependent rea11ty That‘1s why Dray is
correct in asserting that “speculation becomes'inseparab1e from
metaphysics ethics and religfon." Indeed,'tt is inseparable
from all aspects of our soc1a1 and 1nte11ectua1 lives. As we
sha]l see, mode II prov1des us with a touchstone which g1ves
direction to, and: provides mean1ng for, the who]e of our normative
ex1stent1a] be1ng
(i) Ethies . -

Speaking from the perspective of mooe I, D.H. Monroe
'questioned" I : |

Moral propos1t1ons cannot be ver1f1ed by the
evidence of the 'senses. Are we then ever Justified
in making them? Moreover what do such assertions
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v
mean? If words like 'ought,' 'good,' 'right'
do not refer to‘anything that can be observed,
what do they refer to?4

Mode I's answer to Monroe's question leads to ethical
relativism. As Taylor notes, "the ethical relativist claims it ié

logically impossible to give good reasons . . . for or against

w4l

moral judgments. Moral judgments cannot invoke ‘good reasons'

because "these arguments do not," in.the phrase of Ayer, "work in

42

the same way that logical or scientific argumentsndo." Indeed

they cannot so work because, in the term of C.E.M. Joad, there is
no "gr()und"43 for such assertions. In the perspective®of mode I,
no such ground can exist. T
In mode II, however, there is indeed an ontologigal ‘ground‘.
for normative decisions. A1l human actions assume 'meaning’
because all men are intimately inter-related, and all are part of
a greateriggole:- ,' :
Meaning sighifiés coherence, order, unity of
diverse happenings and phenomena, as grasped
by a- comprehending mind. When we say that
~something has a meaning we want to indicate
that it férms part of something larger, or
superior to itself, that it is a link, or a
function within a comprehensive whole, that
it points to something beyond. Or, that
~this something represents in itself a
.. _consistent whole, a coherent order in which 44
" . the parts relate to each other and to the whole.
Because we are sueh "links," our-actions must be seen as
somehow.affectfng the "fupttion" of the entire "comprehensive
;hhole." Mode II recdgnizes the inherently social aspect of human
existence; a social aspect which goes even beyond the boundaries

of the human race to all of reality. It matters not whether. we
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A tonceive'ofvthis ecologically (man as part of a delicate
biosphere), religiously (man as part of God's unfolding p]an),(
anthropologically (man as : continuing part of culture), in terms
of the Hegelian deye]@pment af the "World Spirit," or in other
ways. The point is, we must grasp “the organic_ché}acter, the
‘ dynamic wholeness of therhiétorica1 process."45 Because of the
existence of an underlying dynamic uhity to existence, and .
because of the dialectical ;nfo]ding of that pattern, it is cigar
that normative judgments must be made in reference to that
underlying reality. Because hothing can be done in true 'isolation’
from that under]¥ing regf;ty, the conduct and course of human
events must be‘correlated with reality itéelf. fhds Hook is
. correct in asserfing of Hegel: u'
f-His whole'phi{osophy is an é1ébbrate attempt to

shift moral responsibility from the indivikdual acts

of ‘individual men to ‘the inpersonal whole of nature
-and history.46. -

Hook's assertion holds for not only Hegel but for the enti;:
mode 11 perspécfive. Beﬁausevrea]ity is progressing in a definite
direction througﬁ history, the underlyfng ontological reality our
epistemology uncovers provides ahl the 'lessons' which we need‘to
guide our lives. Whereas Bertrand Russe]l'can é]aim that."outs{de
human desires_there is no moral Standard,”47”mode II recognizes a
‘moral standard in reality itself. éecause reality is evolving in
a specific direction, and'because man is part of that fga]itji his
"morai Judgments ;- Tike all his judgments andvaétions -- have an

influence upon that evolution. Man, in'everything he doés, either



107

hinders or facilitates that evolution.

Thus three conceptions of 'morality’ are possible. If the
_evolution of reality is 'Progressive' -- i.e. if it, like Hegel's
World Spirit, is evolving to hiéher and higher syntheses which are
ever more desirable and liberating, then 'moral' actions are those
which facilitate this evolution. Alternately, if this evolution
is 'regressive' -- ﬁ.e. if reality is devolving from a 'golden enaﬁ
toward an eventual Arﬁageddon marking the destruction of its
finer elements -- then 'moral’ actions are those which hinder this
p]ﬁnge intb depravity. Of course if this evoiution is 'cyclical’
then, at alternate moments, assisting,and resisting the flux of
reality are moral imperatives.

The above considerations readily yield three conclusions.
First,”we have' extreme difficulty in even speaking’of mode II.
wiihoutﬂinvokfng "value-laden' terminology: history is
'progressihg%)or 'regressing'; individu;1 ‘meaning’ 1s’eyident
because of the structure of the “coherent whole"; individual
actions 'assist' or 'retard' the deve]opmeqt of the whole.

Because all events are instances of a deeper,\underleng,';eglity
they are nd Tonger 'mere events.' All actions of men are to be

~ judged f;om the. larger perspective of the unfolding 6f history
itself. This is the‘Second‘conc1u510n: mode II is an inherently
‘historical' orientation. . We can be either 'progressive’ or
"regressivé' forces within the unfolding of history, but we are
a]]lagenté éf hisiory. We cannot eséape the consequences of our

actions because all actions affect the historica]lprogression of

-
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reality. Of necessity, then, all our actions have a moral
dimension. And finally, because of the fact that the development
of history becomes the yardstick by which we evaluate our own
temporal ethics, men are not "free' in that we Sre all caught in
. the tide of historical evolution. We can resist or assist that

tide, but'in the end it Will sweep us-along.

. (ii1) Politics/Economics

Because we are all being so swebt afbng, mode II becomes
very explicitly and conscie&gly an extremely political
orientation. We havg seen that mode I waged a fierce battle |
' against 'aufherity' in social affairs because all such authority
rested ultimately upon "metaphysical foundations."48 To;Feject'
authority is to be able to "live without the delusion of

subjective certainty."49 Mode II reverses this state of affairs.

~

As we have seen mode IT, precisely because it is built upon
“metaphysical foundations," insists that "subjective certainty" is

“anything but a "delusion." Because huménity is caught in a

"predetermined pattern" which exists "out of time and_yet in some

n
e

mysterious way Qervades events in time," the duty of men is
“translated ultimately into political action, of what the world
order is to be."?0 ‘ ;

This necessarily follows from the fact that men cannot be
'ngutra]'; they are either in the 'progressivef_or ‘regressive’
camp vis-a-yis the.un?o]digg of history. Whereas in.mode I Popper

cautioned the po]itician”againstf"fighting for 'positive' or
p
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"5]

‘higher' values because in the mode I perspective one cannot

.establish any values outside of Russell's "human desires,” ﬁode
11 clearly sées an evolutgon of histqry toward "positive" and
"higher" values. [Alternately, there could be a devolution, but
the principle remains the éame.] In mode I "facts. whether those
of nature or those of history, cannot make'tgp decision for us,
52

they cannot determine the ends we are going to‘choose." It is

therefore "up to us tp decide what shall be our pufpose in life,

o ¥
to determine our ent’is."53

In mode‘II, however, "nature" and fhistory" do indeed ciear]y
"determine our ends." These ends are Butside the individual human
beiﬁg, an& it is up to us to conform to them. We may all choose
to be on the progressive side of history; a 'vanguard' may take
that ro]e'ﬁgon itself; or -- as in Hegel -- the reification of the

'progressive' element of history can take the form of a 'hero' who
[&Y

~is the "necessary link in a necessary chain of a necessary

54

historical pattern. A1l this is, of course, enough to make

adherents of mode I wince in horror. But from the perspective of

mode II this is a mere bowing to-the 'inevitable' course of
2

histofﬁy—- a recognition of 'mani fest destiny.’ Political
pluralism -- the tenet of mode 1 --- is wholly frivolous, indeed
reactionary, when the course of historical destiny is unaerstood:
The inevitable cannot be held back. Thus:

Hegel was confident when he saw Napoleon near Jena
that he was beholding 'the world soul on haorseback.'
But he was even more convinced that-if it had not
been Hapoleon it would have been someone else who
would have .carried out the dictates of 'the cunning
of reason' . . .55 . :

f’\

el
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This tendency toward po]1t1cal certa1nty -- 1ndeed
1nev1tab111ty -- based upon the perce1ved emergence of the pattern
of history is what makes mode Il such a political orientation.
Importent economic consequences follow.

In mode II, as in mode I, it is recogniZedv"that there is an
intimate connection between economics and-politics, that only
certain combinations of politicalk and economic arrangements are

possib]e.“56

Thus, just as mode Il rejects ethical and political
pluralism, so too it rejects laissez-faire capitalism.
. We concluded at the close of our discussion on mode I's

politics/economic. that, because we cannot make 'value' judgments,

L]

we ver judge the value of the [economic] system jtself:

~

.how 'just' s\ the distributiog of goods? * Are business practices

'fair'? Are

he physjcal products of the system 'desirable'

commoditi€s? etc." Mode II, precisely because 1t c1a1ms to be

able to Mmake value Judgments, Judges economic praxis Jjust as 1t

~

~ judges any other praxis. Namely, it asks if the economic SyStem

is hindering or acce]erating the desirable course of historical

oy evolution., From th1s perspect1ve the Justice' of goods
7

d1str1but1on the 'fairness' of business practices, the .

'desirability' of the system's products -- as well as the

desirability of the system itself ~- are evaluated. - ‘x

Ve

~
Obvibusly, the rat1ona1e for political control of the econom1c

system -- to ensure that 1t serves the course of history' rather )

x 1

‘than 'individual caprice' -- is fully-evident. As Friedman hoted .

in our discussion of mode I, "if economic power is joined to

3 v

5 . ~
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political power, concentration seems almost inevitable. In
_ mode I, suéh concentrafion'is seen to be not only desirable b
indeed necessary for the optimal deve]opment'of qyr‘histori
' destiny. The implications of thigltendency toward centralization
'fbr ai] aspects of the social fabric 7; educational, religious,

etc. institutions -- are clear.

HISTORIOGRAPH®C CONSEQUENCES

~

Before turning oﬁr full attention to the higtorjographic
consequences of-the.mode IT perspective, three)points demand _ .
clarification. gfirst, although mode I1I 1nsfsts thefe is a patte}p‘
n reality which is‘dia]ectically unfolding, we have seen. that
this pattern need not -be a 'progressive'-evo]ufion. Logically,

it could Just as easily be‘regressive or-cyc]ica].58h

‘The fact is,
however . fhetgreat.majority'of oriént§tjohs cémpatible with mode
11 - of which the 'purest'.examp1e of thé"puré‘typé' we designate
mﬁde II is the Hegelian perspective -f have‘indeed‘insistgg\that
reality is~ev01ving ”progfessive]y.{ Even where 'cyclica]'
patternS’have been advocated, the cycles (as we~sha11 soon see) are
. not static but themselves are more evd]utionary 'showbél]ing' or
'spira]jng‘”éycles. Thus, for simplicity,'we shall. continue to
sbeak only of a progressive evolutionary battern in mode II.59
Second, weArecégnize that we have peen much -less precise
both in our terminology when discuSsingimodé I, and'in. |
identifying the specific structure of this pure type. This 1ack'of

‘specificity in terminology is/ inherent in the perspective itself.
. ) R .
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Wherea§/mode I, by 1n51st1ng that cognitively mean1ngfu] Ianguage.
amust’ be cast phenomenally, was able to attain an extremely precise;
vocabu]ary, mode II is concerned with a metaphysical base ard this °
is obviods]y much more difficult to communicate. Here shared
meanings are much more elusive. The further lack of specificity in
terms of a clear 1dent1f1cat1on of the specific structure of the ﬁ'
mode II pure type is attr1butab]e to Reck s aforementioned |
observation that "speculative philosophy hag encountered a disarray
of its own making -- thebmpltiplicity of its own types. . [there
are] rival and even opposing systems. n60 Mode I, on the other
]hand has had a c]ear line of development, and emerged as a coherent -
or1entat1on with subscr1b1ng subschools wh1ch are in remarkab]e'
agreement. The mode IT perspect1ve, however, has aff1n1t¥ with
many fiercely competing.schooIs Neverthe]ess, these schools'
d1sagreements quickly 105e s1gn1f1cance when, as . a group, they are '
compared with mode I In our discussion of the rntoIog1ca]
‘presuppos1t1ons of mode II is the clearest statement both of the
ant1pathy of mode II to mode I, and the fundamental areas of
agreement of all or1entat1ons compat1b]e with mode II. Specific
reference to the h1stor1ca1 schoo]s closest to the mode II pure
type will be made in this f1na1 sect1on of chapter III, and further
m11]ustrat1on will be forthcoming in chapter Iv.
Finally, the discussion of mode II has necessar11y tended
Qtoward repet1t1on. In mode-I ‘we saw that onto]ogy prov1ded but a
tenuous,vnegat1vefy de?1ned, start in bu11d1ng that world view.

The mode I weItanschauung emerges sﬁow]y before our eyes, "being
: |

[}
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Bui]t block upon block, and becomes fully eomprehended’on]y after
its axiological and prexiplogica] manifestations have been
meticulously developed. Only then does mode I reveal 1tse]f as a
unified, comprehensive, cognitive 'package.' The totality of
mode II, on the othef hand, is much more readily deduced from its
ontology. Indeed que I1 i§_onto1ogy, and ohce the ontological
presuppositions are granted a general sketch of the whole
perspective dufck]y emerges and we are immediately able to 'see
the whole picture.' Thus the '1ink§j}e- epf;temo]ogica],
"axiologica1‘andkpraxiological -- in the mode II world view are
much more‘readi]y perceived. '[Indeed, mode I is even-hesitent to

e

admit that it is 5 'total package' as a world-view. By attempting
to greaéHy restrict the '1egitimafe' extension of 'theory' to
'practice,' by 1ns1st1ng upon a clear separation betweeg tﬁacts

and va}ues, and by accepting only re]at1v1sm -- the Popperlan 1dea1
’ of an "open" 1nte11ectua1 po11t1ca1 and economic society --as a’.
”soc1a1 tenet, mode I illustrates its abhorrence of any,. to use

‘ Hook s words, ' necessary Tﬁnkages This is part of its

_1ns1stence on subJect1ng everything to cont1nuaT cr1t1ca1

DA
scrutiny.] . e

i

To continue. We shall see thelcleareet;concrete application
of the mode II wof]d view -- and coincidently even more clearly
reveal its antipathy to mode I‘-4 in the ensuing discussion of its
hiStoriographic consequences. As we have noted, mode II is aﬁ
inherently historical orientation because histofy is the medium

which QiVes evidence of the evolution of reality._ Consequently 'g
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history, as both discipline and subject, assumes a pre-eminence

undreamed of in mode 1I.

(1) Object of‘Historical Study
& —

Whereas mode I is wholly occupied‘in a search for only

- ,empirjcal'facts,'mode IT obviously seeks to'reveal the intricate

historical'facts."

.e]ements

-web which is the unity underlying such facts. Since history

1tse]f is the process where1n the pattern of evo]ut1on reveals
itself, mode II is concérned with "asserting patterns as

61 Important]y,lthese patterns are not,.as in
mode I, ."‘wholes' . . . [which] do not exist for os apart from

the theory “by wh1ch we can reconstruct the connect1ons between

the observed e]ements "62 These "who]es" are much more than '

‘Hayek's. Nschemat1c representat1on or theory of the pers1stent

system of re]ationsh1ps between' the ever chang1ng [phenomena]]

163 A]though the "elements" may and do change, the’

pers1stent system“ within wh1ch a11 entities are enmeshed is

much more, than a conven1ent theoret1ca1' construct. That system .
is rea11ty itself; it is that;system of relationships which
“unfolds uriceasingly through time and-which'the historian seeks to

_reveal-in all its detail. S . e

To reveal that system of relationships is.to become conscious

of. Kahler's aforementioned "vast and somehow dynamically coordinate

‘-coherence" in which we are "unknOW1ngly enmeshed. “64 Thus we must

go béyond Hayek's "s1ng]e observab]e th1ngs"65 to giving onto]og1ca1

status to those-supra-1nd1v1dua1, wholistic and consequent]y ®
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'metaphysica]"entitieS'disavowéd/by mode 'I. In the perspective
of mode II |
"Man is more than the sum total of human beings --
even a collective group of people is demonstrably
more, or something else, than the sum total of its
individuals. A nation is more than all of its
natijonals; . [it is a] . . . complex of
character1st1cs, forming a character,

c1v111zat1on,' [which] has a real existence of its
own, it is no mere abstraction.66

This is the "notion of man . . . as a-supra-ethnic
historical entity, and of history as one, unique, coherent course

of human déve}opment."67

But this is not to impiy that the
supra-individual entitiea are static or fixed entities, or that

thé 'pattérn‘ of_hfstorical development is a nechahjcal, linearly
cdmu]ative, progression. History.documents a dynamic{ dia]e@tical;
évo]ution of reality yielding qualitative changes. 'Constaht
‘change is in evidence,;bqt an underlying, order]); sqbstratum -
dialectical 5n its dynahics -—,doeé_existﬂ That is the object of
historical study; that is the true historical entity to which

| empirica]lhistbrica1-'facts' prbvide"clues' toward récognition‘

!

We must “conceive of i ntegra] h1story, that 1s, h1story as a s1ng]e_ -

and s1ngu1ar, never recurr1ng f]ow of happen1ngs, pass1ng through
and beyond the 1nd1v1dua1 peop]es, h1story as the career of
human1ty proper "68 _ |
The Herculean task of the historian is therefore‘nothing less
_Fhan‘hncovering_théAmetaphysical, dialectical, evolutionary
ontological basis of rea1ity;itse1f: It is "true that he shares
thiéiendéavour with the philosopher, the_politica] leader, the

'"~séh01ar; and the cleric. But, because the underlying evolution of
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'a]1'rea11tyiis most evident in‘the pattern of thehpaét, the
'historian.is a detective whbse 'clues' -- i.e. empirical historical
facts -- provide him with unique opportunities to g]impse the
subStfatum'Under]ying the course of history" whereas in mode I

the obJect of h1stor1ca] study was the empirical fact, in mode IT . )
the obJect‘of study is the metaphys1ca] and evo]ut1onary onto]og1ca1
_basislof our existence wbich revea]s 1tse1f in a-dialectical
success1on of phenonena] events -- a success1on wh1ch carr1es men,
soc1et1es and c1v1]1zat10ns allong in time. Mode I's criticism

- that a precise 1dent1f1cat1on-of the hetgphysica} base Of that

course of events we call 'history' has been the subject of heated

and séemihg]j ehdless_debate [by definition a nonsensical debate
from the mode I befspective] Teaves mode I undaudted. Such a base
" does eXist- that base'must be the ultimate object of historiCa]

~ inquiry; that base is u1t1mate1y comprehens1b1e because 1ts
dynam1$m is order]y in that it 1s»d1a1ect1ca] . The mu]t1p11c1ty
‘of discrete, atomic; 'facts' which cbnfront the adherents of mode
-1 are made 'senee' of by rea]izing that there is a deeper(]ete] of -
reality 'behind' these pbenomenal manifestations; Thus, in Spfte
bf the diversity of‘ftacts'awhich threaten to overwhelm the

_ historian, "in all intelligent historical quest there is . . . a
discreet,‘tehtatiye search for the typical and recurrent in the -
actions of.man (even in his bnreasoh), and a‘search for a

n69

mOrphology-of human affairs. ‘Mode II_carries Namier's

cautious thought to its fullest Togical extension.
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(1) Method of Study
(a) Objectivity

In consequence of its ontoIogicaI position, epistemological

criteria'of 'objectjvityi become much more proh]ematic in mode 11
than they were tn mode I. From a matertaTistic ontology we can
‘readily der1ve fa1r1y stra1ght-forward criteria of obJect1v1ty
"the epistemological ideal is that of ' d1rect ' 'positive,’
observat1on. Although as we saw“?n/chapter II th1s presented some
problems for mode I, the d1ff1cu]t1es Were not 1nsurmountab1e

Mode II's diff1cu1t1es are much more fundamental as there are
really three aspects to what constftutes 'objecttvity' in mode II
| h1stor1ca] study First, we have noted that emp1r1ca1 h1stor1ca1
facts prov1de ‘cTues to the underlying process of h1story Thus
'.the mode II h1stor1an Just as much as the mode 1 h1stor1an must
be cogn1zant that "tnere are probIems of genu1neness, there are .

Al

probIems of b1as, and there are a]so such prob]ems as the

" 70

'}reconstruct1on of ear11er sources - These are prob]ems affect1ng

'our ab111ty te-estab]1sh emp1r1ca1 h1stor1ca1 facts.and they are_ :
-very troub]esome NevertheIess, as mode I demonstrated, they can-
be overcome to a 51gn1f1cant degree and the fortunate resu]t is that
“among the work1ng canons of h1stor1ans are standards for |
determ1n1ng the accuracy or re]1ab111ty of sources "7] That much
-mode. II 3 cr1ter1a for ob3ect1v1ty have 1n _common w1th mode I
HoweVer, a second aspect of 'objective' h1stor1ca1 1nqu1ry ‘

for .mode 11 v1o]ates Hayek s tenet of methodo]og1ca] 1nd1v1dua11sm

: Mode I a]]owed recogn1t1on of onIy phenomenaI "eIements wh1ch anne

- .
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can be directly perceived" as a result of their “physical

attributes" and shunned the granting of ontological status to

"wholes" such as "government or trade ot army or knowledge" on the '
justification that such entities "do not exist for us apart from
the theory by Which'we constitute them.”72 For mode'II hcwever,

such 'wthes*\ase,real, 1ndeed they are even more real than the

-

ent1t1es of which they are composed. Because re]at1onsh1ps are so
vital to mode I1I ontology and ep1stemology, and because the
un1verse is not populated with'meré aggregates-but rather with
:qua11tat1ve]y existent "wholes," mode I agrees with Hofstader
that "the pr1mary subJect of h1story 1s . . . the super1nd1v1dua1
group, with its associations, 1nst1tut1ons, and practices,
group ]1fe is more than the sum of individual 11ves "73

jych a recogn1t1on is necessary because groups are a sort of
~ontological 'link" between 1nd1v1dua], emp1r1ca1 phenomena and an
a]]-embrac1ng metaphy51ca1 reality. If rea]1ty is one, if it 1sna
"whdle,F'then cleectives are one way of seeing beyond"atomic )
individual hlstor1ca] ent1t1es and events to the true bas1s of
h1stor1ca1 rea11ty Thus to be obJect1ve is to. recogn1ze a
h1erarchy of levels of ex1stence in h1stor1ca] obJects At the
" most superf1c1a1 Tevel we have emp1r1ca1 h1stor1ca1 events, at an
1ntermed1ate level we have collectives; at the .deepest 1eve]
‘[wh1ch 1s, as we have seen, the f1na1 obJect of h1stor1ca1 study ]
we have the substance and mechanisms of historical rea11ty itself..
' Th1s is, of course, the most prob]emat1c aspect of mode II 45
h1stor1ography, and the aspect which most c]ear]y 111ustrates the

U &
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fundamental 1rreconci1ab11ity of mode I and mode II historiography.
Mode II epistemology assigns ontological prjmacy.to a
metaphysical basis of our! fleeting phenomenal reality. 'Objectivity’
-- as the ideal of gaining know]eoge of an object of inquiry as it
‘really is,' as it exist§'tn and of itself wtthout being colored
byhsubjectiVe factors or distorted throogh the act of coghition
-- is a problem mode II must come to terms with if tt is eveh to
- offer any hope for the eventual grasping of the basis of historica]
rea]ity Mode I has reso]ved the major dilemmas surround1ng the a“
obJect1ve grasp1ng of phenomena] h1stor1ca1 facts. It is apparent
'that mode II could argue -that criteria exist for estabiiShtng the
objecttve histor%ographtc procedures for‘ﬁhvestigetihg co]]ectives: 
there‘are legal Codification& of institutional entities from '
femilies‘to”states; there i; the weightrof custom through which
co]tectives perceive themse]ves as such; therebar;>even
natura11st1c foundat1ons for the 1dent1f1cat1on of such collectives .
as races and genders. In-short, it an be argued (mode I's
_obJect1ons not. w1thstand1ng) that ngt on]y has mode I provtded mode -

I1 w1th the cr1ter1a for estab11sh g the obJect1v1ty of phenomenal -

“histordcal reality, but that thes arguments could be extended --

while reta1n1ng at 1east the fohm of their original 1ntegr1ty -- to
“sketch the criteria for-ooJect1ve study of h1stor1ca1 collectives.
However,.how does'ohe begin to estabfiéh criteria of objeCtivity
in‘the investigation of a metaphysica] entity?i-Mode411~has not
5uoee55fu1]y established. such criteria. It does, however,

endorse a method_which~it is supposed_willlyield a knowledge of
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such reality. .

We recall that empirical historical.facts provide 'clues' to
an underlying.historica1 reqlity and the study of such clues will
yield 'patterns' in history. These patterns are themselves part
of a larger, all-encompassing, web which is the orderly unfolding

of historical reality itself. Thus it is hoped that complete

~-immersion in empirical historical details will result in a sort

\

(peghaps) intuitive cognitive grasp of the underlying -- to
use Kahler's term -- "coherence" of history. This is in essence
the apbroach of historians ;mch’as Iséiah‘Ber]fn (who, we must
emphasize, would disaséociaté himself ffom the moaé IL
perspéctiye as comp]ete]y'as he would fm;m mode I). In the .end,
through complete ihmersion:in the phenonenal detai]s of history,
the historian must "distinguish;.w%thouq benefit of rules, what is

céntra],‘permanent, or universal from what i5'1oca§,or peripheral,

or tran§ient.“74 There are no 'rules' in the course of this

jou;pey,.but then not evén'a P]ato could offer a blueprint to.

_gUarantee'that one could attain the insightizgf a‘phi]osopheré

king. Berlin continues his advice and a]though he 1s, again, not .

a spokesman for mode 11, his words give us a flavour of the

"yqua1ities and credentials historiéns}must possess if they are to

. be ‘objective.' He adv1ses that h1stor1ans need 3 | .

a capacity for 1ntegrat1on, for perceiving *
qualitative similarities and differences, a
sense of the un1que fashion in which various
factors combine in the particular.concrete
situation, which must at once be neither so
.unlike any other situation as to constitute a
tota] break with the continuous flow of human
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experience, nor yet so stylized and uniform
. as to be the obvious creature of theory and
not of flesh and blood. The caphcities needed
are rather those of association than of
dissociation, of perceiving the relation of
parts to wholes, of particular sounds or colours
4o the many possible tunes or pictures into which
they might enter, of the links that connect
individuals savoured as individuals, and not
primarily as instances of types or laws.75

Berlin‘s advice offers us a nice insight into that delicate
balance between the 1ndividu§1 historical -fact and the |
~significance of that fact within a broader historical reality. The
full -import of that balance beiween the speciffc and the general |
[or, in the perspective of mode II, the phepomena] and the
metaphysical] we shall shortly turn to in discussing the notijon of
historical 'explanation.'
~ The perhaps disConcerting vagueﬁe;s of the preceeding
discussion on historical objectiVity was completely avoided by !
mode I. There, a distinct gubjéct-object dichotomy wés possible
begause phenoﬁena] reality provided a stoppin@-point‘for alT '

ihquiry}» In mode II, however, ther® 1is no, possibility of dividing

”the'uniyers igto atomic-entities which can be 'checked' against

each other. In mode II the focus is a wholistic universe, one in
| which firm object-object ac?‘subject—object dichotomies are
simply npt'pOSS?EXg. ‘Objectivity' & 1a mode I is not possible
when we reéqgnfze thgi\human consciousness is itself a part of the

~evolution of'rea]ity. This_evo]ution is dialectical and “in the

process of history_éubje t and object interpenetrate each other,

thereby effécting_that unique development in which the subject,
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i.e. humap comprehension, gradually becomes an objective fact,

namely human consciousness."76

Ty

The influence of Hegel is clear in Kahler's statement above,
as it is when Collingwood asserts:

The peculiarity of an historical or spiritual
process is that since the mind is that which
knows itself, the historical process which is
the life of the mind is a se}f-knowing process:
@ process which understands itself, criticizes
itself, values itself, and so forth.77

The empha;is above is upon the creative nature of the
historica] process. It is Hegei's~achievement to recognize a
dialectical progression through history of metaphysical reality and
its interpenetration with phenomenal manifestations. Human
consciousness itself being one such‘manifestation, the historian
is himself an inextricab]e.part;of the process of history. Thus
historical 'objectivity' is the objectivity found in the
realization that

the past is not a dead pést but Tives on

in the present, the historian's knowledge

« « . is not either knowledge of the past and
therefore not knowledge of the present, or
else knowledge of the present and therefore
not knowledge of the past; it is knowledge

of the'past.in the present, the self-knowledge
of the historian's own mind as the present
revival and reliving of past experience.’8

That is why, as CoT]ingwood continues, we cannot stand

"outside" h1'stor'y.79

Consequently mode II cannot clearly -
explicate (i.e. state in 'formal' rules) criteria of objectivity

for historical research.



123

(b) Explanation

Nevertheless, unclear as mode Il may be on the topic of
what constitutes objectivity, it is very precise indeed on the
E issue of how to effect an historical explanation.

We saw in mode I that exp]én@t{Ons were, in the broad sense,
agtempts to show how any given "event in question was not 'a

matter of chance,' but was to be expected."8Q This notion of

"expectation," understood as "raticnal scientific anticipation,fB]

must not be pressed too far howeyzr. In exercising such caution;
mode I skirted around the issue of pronouncing any event tobbe

an inevitable occurrence. As we have seen, Poppér's greaf
concern was that the notion of "historical inevipabf]ity"‘(to

) .

use Berlin's phrase82) was not a viable one. And finally mode

«

1, although it was concerned to show that there is 'order' in
 the world, could not assign any 'significance' to the'eyents in |
“the worid. | |

;The‘cruX‘of mode Ifs'%pproach Ties iﬁ its attempts to -
correlate specific eventé into specificbseQuences, éhd the
regdiarity that spéci?ic sequence§ exhibit then become 'laws.'
-Two considerations are para%édnt: we mult never confuse separate
events or sequences -- theykmust always be laboriously épecified;

Furthermore, the exhibited gequences ére hot themselves causal |
agents, they are mere]y-matﬁematica] abbreviations which
.describe the actions of emplrica] entities. que Il reverse§
this order of affairs: we can ggrbeyond spécific.events and

'specific sequences to give explanatory accounts for all events and
) . — °

o
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chains "of events; the events fhemse]veQ’ére less impo}tant than
'laws' exhibited because the ]aws are manifestations of the
dynamics qf an underlying metaphysica! rea]it&. Thus a full
historiqa] explanation must go far beyond the historical events
themselves. Such events ape mere manifestations of a deeper

| metaphysical historical reality, and the 'meaning' of events 15
derived by placing the events into the context of the general
pattern of hislorica] development -- becomes the goal of our

explanatory account. ; _ X

O0f course "only whenfthe past has a pattern does it have

mea'mlng.'.'g-3 But the entire emphasis of mode Il has been to revea

»

éuch a pattern. It is this wholistic unity, evolving

dialectically through history, which necessitates that "there is

no isolated event."84 The'meaning of contemporary and historical

events,"musf be understood primarily in terms of historical
. : . © S
trends that have begun in the past, embrace the present and point

n85

to the future. It is such 'trends' which make history, as

"Eddins notes, "inte]]igib]e"; such a qﬁest for intelligibility is

%o be found ondy in "speculative" world views:

et

The theoretical concern [of 'speculative' theories
of history] is with making history intelligible

“with respect to its genera1 direction and main
causal determinants.86 ‘

"0f course such an 'intelligibility' is ontologically based --
it is inherent in reality itself. But it also has a clear
a ) . . 9
psychological dimension.” Unlike mode I, which stopped_at the

formulation of generé]’descriptions‘of the‘mechanical interactions.

2

(%
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explanation and to discover laws is one and the same thing,"87 in

mode II . ¢

'Comprehending' is . . . not limited to rational
comprehension; it designates something more
general, of which rational comprehension is
only an advanced stage. Comprehension, as it
is used here, is rooted in the stem sense of
the word: any encompassing and connecting of a
variety of data in a mental act, which reveals
some latent connection of these data.88

As noted, such insight is difficult to attain and

! consequenfly_"specu]ative accounts have generally claimed that
. > : .
there is in historica} events a 'significance' or 'meaning' which

~ goes beyond' the understanding ordinarily sought by historians."89

Thus we see how radically the concgpt of 'historical explanation'

differs from mode I to mode II. Because there is an evolving

metaphysica] basis to historical rea]ity,‘eyents can only be

understood in reference  to this underlying rea]1ty -- not merely in
& :
re1at1%n to each other (as™s the-case in mode I). Because man

y N
h1mse1f is part of this larger rea11ty, he is part and. parce] of

the evo]ut1onary process and h1stor1ography must re239n1ze this.

As Kahler eloquent]y summar1zes. | o L He

N L]

There is no 1so1atedgevent Any event js connected
with-other events, those which brought it about and
those which it brings about. Nor does connection of
events in itself make a story, let .alone. history.
~To form a story, the connection of happenings must
have some substratum, or focus, something to which
it is related,- somebody to whom it happens. - This
.- . something, or somebody, to which, or whom, a
’ connection of events, relates, 1§ what gives the
plain connection of evehts an actual, specific
coherence, what turns it intc a story. Dut such
.specific coherence is not given of 1tse1f, it 1s given
by a perce1v1ng and comprehend1nq mind. It is created -
as a concept, i.e., as a meaning.. Thus, to make
even a simple story, three factors are indispensable:
. . - ¢

2
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connection of events, relatedness of this,
“connection to something, or somebody, which gives
the events their specific coherence, and finally
a comprehending mind which perceives this
coherence and creates the concept which means

. a meaning... . . there is no history without

- meaning.90 _

This synthesis of the metaﬁﬁysical general with the}phenomena1
»épecific, and the objective with the subjective, reveals the
potenéy of mode II as a we]tanéchauung'whfch gives man a cleaf
§enseuof his place jn fhe ihiverse. This reconciliation of the
particular-with thghcosmic allows mode 11.to i1l the existential
vacuum of mode I with a firm sense of the‘gﬁgnificance of the
universe and the meaning of e*istence. We are part of an
historical process encompassing all: man; culture; the world. |

As Hook states:
As a culture develops, certain objective needs
arise which .fulfill themselves-through the
subjective decisions of .men. - Men gratify their
coe errant wishes, carry out their urgent duties, -
S, pit.their intelligence apd courage against the
obstacles of nature and society -- but all the
~time they are building something different from
what they intend. In the dim 1light of his under-
standing, each one weaves a strand in the web of g,
destiny which is the Meaning otr Reason of history.

It is»fhe historian's task to kindle that "dim 1ight"; it is

3

' our fate, and indeed our duty, to recognize the "web of‘deétiny“

and act accordingfy. In this perspective, it'is vaidus that
discussion of the 'uses of history' will revé] history to have a

direct bearing on the conduct of our human affairs.’
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(iii) Uses of History .

(a) “Educational

We noted in chapter II that mode I historiography, although

it can produce accurate histbricaivknow1edge, cannot generate'
normative lessons from that knoW]edge. 'This s necessitated by
mode I's r1g1d positivism wh1ch str1ct1y separates know]edge into.
_mutua]]y exc]us1ve categories -- emp1r1ca1 ‘and normative. _Thus,

~ as we have noted, "history has no meaning" because "facts as such

n92

have no meaning. Mode II because it f1nds a]] h1stor1ca1_4

events pregnant with 'meaning, suffers from no such - 1nab111ty to

draw normat1ve conc]us1ons from the facts of history. As Strayer f

as serts s

If history is to be a guide to Tife it must deal
with whole situations, not mere isolated .facts;
it must deal with causes and effects, not mere-

2chronological sequences.93 :

This is prec1se]y the focus of mode II: because there'is‘a'
K?percelved who]eness- and d1rect1on to evo]ut1on man, in the .
- phrases of Edd1ns, finds h1s "ex1stent1a] re]evance" within a

larger h1stor1ca1 rea]1ty and 1nqu1ry 1nto that reality

consequent1y becomes "an 1nqu1ry centra] to the conduct of human

’

affalrs" '

We cannot deny that the attempt to assess the
'meaning of human events' is 'a basic concern of
- men. Theory of history arises as a response to
this pervasive human concern. . . . theory of
history may be said to-have 'existential
relevance,' by which I mean that it is part
and parcel of basic -human activity, no mere
: idle or. Tuxurious speculation,. but -an tn3u1ry =
z ‘ centra] to “the conduct of human affairs.?4 - -~
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The 'lessons of h1story wh1ch such an 1nqu1ry reveals
cover the ent1re range of human know]edge and experience. AAs we
have seen,.the pattern of the past is our guide to present action
~.and an indicator of the shape of the future. Within that pattern
we can read the 1mperat1ves of our h1stor1ca] moment in the tide
of evo1ut1on Mode I agrees w1th Strayer's dictum
If formal h1story is “to widen and deepen ourr own
personal experience, if it is to.be a guide to
-action and not an escape from reality, it must
make genera]1zat1ons and draw conclusions. 95
Mode . II sees hnstony as such a "gu1de to action" because it
. L )
prov1des the backdrop agdﬁnst wh1ch both the appropriateness and
the mora]1ty of act1ons may be Judged, it reveals the onto]og1ca1
ground from which we may accurate]y "draw conc]us1ons " In short,
the educat10na1 uses' . of h1story are boundless, The ‘Tessons of
h1story’ provide us with know]edge~of'the'significance of the
present. In the"meaning of hdstOry' we discern the meaning:of
oUrvown lives. There is, 1n mode II, a comp]ete ama]gamat1on and
blending of the "theoret1ca1" and the "pract1ca1 n Hav1ng already.
noted the theoret1ca1 concern of mode II h1stor1ans - espec1a11y
.the effort>f64nake mean1ng centra] to 'Histor1ca1 explanat1on
-~ We may cogtﬁnue and emphas1ze that '
In.the second sense, the 'practical,' the concern ) |
is with what course of action or att1tude is
- appropriate, 'th1ngs being what they are.' The -
theoret1ca1 aspects of theory of history-may
.~ serve as evidence for the injunctions as to 96
jcomm1tments for-values, p011t1cs, or programs.

And finally, in: recogn121ng the 1nextr1cab]e~ course of h1stony

f~we recogn1ze ourse]ves and our soc1ety not only as the end product
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_of'anhfdentiffabfe evolutionary process but also the beginning of

- a continuing development.

(b) Pragmatic/Instrumental Uses

Because we can so see the present as a moment-in the unfo]d1ng

of rea11ty,

. the trend of the whole process, the general. d1rect1on
~in which events are moving, and the alternatives they
are pointing to for choice and decision, can definitely
be seen quite a distance -ahead -- in that respect the
course of history is pred1ctab]e 97

In c1a1m1ng to possess such foresight, mode II puts 1tse1f

far ahead- of the 11m1ted ut11+tar1an claims of mode I. The

- adherents of mode II are not caut1ous "p1ecemea1 eng1neers'98 ho

are a]ways unsure of\the extrapo]at1ve potent1a] of their data and

-'1aws Mode II, however does not cons1der 1tse1f less

‘ sc1ent1fic than mode I‘~— but tne def1n1t1on of sc1ent1f1c

)

* changes. In mode ‘11 we f1nd that

great h1stor1ca1 forces sweep 1n maJest1c sequences
that challenge our understanding.’ Know]edge and
'mastery of these historical forces, the aim of
- 'scientific' h1story and social theory, give man
- social control and human freedom. Here there is
a variant depending upon how the term 'scientific 99
is 1nterpreted whg;her emp1r1ca11y or metaphy51ca11y :

Of course mode -11 def1nes sc1ent1f1c metaphys1ca11y, but

such metaphys1cs does resu]t in the ab111ty to exert "soc1a1 ;m

'control“ as Hook states Such soc1a1 contro] 1s conceptua11zed as
| br1ng1ng soc1ety 1nto conform1ty w1th the deve]opment of h1story

Just as the 1essons of h1story are a]] pervas1ve the uses of

<

h1story extend to al] facets of soc1ety In th1s sense, "freedom"
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means freedom from'acting'against‘the‘tfde'of'history}.1t means
that we are privy to 1nformat1on wh1ch '11berates us in the
sense of show1ng us what is necessary to be on the '1ead1ng edge
of evo]ut10n [In th1s perspective, be1ng 'free to be
'reactionary' is nonsensical.] | » '

It js therefore.eVident that the p]timate uses of history are
that it not only provides an.'oojective' [in the sense of
1ndependent of the subJect1ve des1res and illusions of individual

men] gu1de to our’ act1v1t1es, but that it c]ear]y prOJects what we
may expect of the future. Here h1story, 1n the words of Stern,
' becomes a "co]]ect1ve dest1ny from wh1ch the 1nd1v1dua1 can hard]y
escape," and consequent]y h1story is. |
" less past ‘than present history, less the historia
rerum gestarum than history as res agenda, as
the whole of the collective forces which act' and
-while-acting, engulf us. . . , history as a
perpetual collective deve]opment of wh1ch each
individual is, willy n111y, a part. . . . history
is a rapid, turbu]ant river, f]ow1ng from the past

- through the present, toward the future and dragg1ng
‘-us a]ong in sp1te of ourse]ves 100 .

_ The bo]dest pragmat1c c1a1m of mode II is ‘that if we 'know
h1story we w111 not f1nd‘her "dragglng us along in sp1te of
'.ourselves " Ne are offered the hope of becom1ng conscious agents g
in the h1stor1ca1 process, the hope that we can conf1dent1y attune

.ourselvesvand.our soc1ety to the present.moment oflevo]ut1on and

rationally‘adjust.to'the inevitab]y evo1vingfrea1ityn
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CHAPTER IV R
* THE CHAOTIC STATE OF MODERN HISTORIOGRAPHY

-

Mode [ and mbde_II, a1though‘ant{thetica1 orientationg, share
imporrent characperistics: they are wholly comprehensive .
‘weltanscRauungen; both articulate sweeping fheories which serve
as clear b[ueprinte for practice. Botnaare internally consistent;
from philosophical a priori ontologica1 premises to statements on
the human ethical dimension, bogh‘are recognizable as-fbrma1]y»
EOherent world vfews. As a result, a clear historiography emerges
from each. |

Tne strength of the influence of-both orientations upon tﬁe
phi]gsophy nf science in°general and historiography in particular
. has, however; peaked. Modern thougnt has resisted embracing any o
one mode fully.  Mode 1I's influence was at its zenith in the early
nineteenth cen%hry but, as MEyerhoff netes, the entire specu]attVe
"traditiont for a.vériety;of reasons,g?uffered a serious dec]ine

L3

in tne nineteenth century and a virtua] eclipse s%nce."]’ This is
not to say, however,'that the or1entat1on is w1thout s1gn1f1cance T
today As Meyerhoff correctly- cont1nues "the current att1tude

toward this tradition is either (a) that thézquest for a meaning ‘

[in h1story] is both useless and hopeless or (b) that the sickness \\

 of modern man, caused by the.fa1]ure to d1scover such a mean1ng, T

“can be cured only by a return to theo]ogy ne We shall mBQEntar1]y

138
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'
. see that there is-indeed a reuival of a neo-mode Il orientation in
the form of religtous,historiographic oriéntations‘and the
.significance of mode II is still being felt, in varigug‘shades of i
suhtlety! upon modern historiography.
Mode I's influence is,a'relativelylmodern phenomenon.v Although

its intellectual-heritage is‘certaih]& as ancient as mode II'sv;-
traceab]e to the atomic principles of Leucjopus and.Democritus,
~ continued and reformuiated through,the sophists and Epicurus, .
finding a brilliant but short-1ived vebirth in Lucretius and a
frenzied period of respectabi]ity in the En]jgﬁtenment‘-- it was -
not until well into the nineteenth centur}vthat.thjs mode of thought
coa]escedland achieved full potency.. The utilitarians and)ear1y
pos1t1v15ts were most rgspon51b1e for this success 'Throughout‘the
second ha]f of the nineteenth century Whot was to evolve :into the' |

rece1ved view' grew 1n 1mportance as a'ph1losophy oflsc;ence and !
then qu1ck]y asserted a de facto dom1nance in- the f1e1d ,A pre-
em1nence 1n the philosophy of science was estab11shed in a flurry

) 4

- of intellectual activity between the world wars. Iron1ca11y,

mode I's verydsuccess eventua]]y'contributed to its downfall.
SubJected to 1ntense critical scrut1ny from w1th1n and w1thout the
claims of mode I proved to be at flrst quest1onab1e tnen untenable.

As Suppe notes, "v1rtua11y a]] the. pos1t1v1st1c treatment of

sc1ence has come under susta1ned attack s1nce "the T950 S. "5 In.

“consequence, “by the end of the {1960 s] these [attacks] had been

50 successfu] that most ph1losophers of science had repudiated the
L ] o

Rece1ved View. w6 e | b .

IR
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A decade later, the debris has still not settled. _Phi]osophy
of science as a whole can sti]] be said to be in a chaotic state.
The philosophy of history, as a'component of this Targer debate, is
,certain1y not sparedrthe consequences of these debates; Historio-
oraﬁhy -- becaose‘hfstorians, as previoos]y noted tend ‘to remain
aloof from methodological debates -- has often tended tc addrtss
the issues only superf1c1a11y .The resu]t‘1s that contemporary :
.historica] methodology is divided into camps of historians- who haVe'-
forged their pos1t1ons through rather indiscriminate borrowing of
aspects of both-mode 1 and-II In seeing the limitations of both
| modes, and in attempting to transcend -them by borrowing aspects of.
the structure and method of both modern h1stor1ograph1c theory and'
pract1ce loses what is perhaps the greatest v1rtue of both modes --
internal cons1stency gi can be argucd that by seek1ng the
sens1b]e m1dd1e greund' betheen these extremes of thought modern h
htstor1ography has simply borrowed on an ad hoc bas1s from;both.

R Howeyer:vhto borrow and’to combine elements in novel ways is not to
effect'a'SynthesisQ This does not reso]ve'the 5rob1ems inhereht in
~both modes, it merely amp]1f1es ‘them; this does not fac1]1tate a
resolutinn of the d1ff1ru1t1es between adherents o¥ c3mpet1na f'
schoo15°, it mer‘ confuses the issues by obscuring‘athe foundati‘o’ns .
of the differénces. | ’ -

Emphatital]y, we do not mean to imply that_a‘synthests‘ofe
mode I and mode 11 is not possib]e:- To that point we.shaTl'return
in the next chapter. At this homent} however; we_W111'overriew some

Toe

‘major schools of moderh historiography to'p]ace-them into~thel
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contextual reference of our.two modes of inquiry; Hopefu]]y'this

in itseif will go some way toward resolving the debates between
historians -- by at least 1so]at1ng approx1mate1y where each schoo]_
of history fa]]s on an hmaq1nary continuum between mode I and mode
II. We shall conceive of modern schools of h1story as hybrids of\

* the two modes of inquiry.

NEO-MODE IT HISTORY: HISTORICAL SYSTEMssAND RELIGIOUS‘HISTORY

, Two schools of historical thought,come quite'é]ose to the
idea]s of the mode II pure type These schoo]s may be labeled the

'systems' and:the"religious schoo]s of h1story L

(i) Historical Systems

N e

'-we have noted that the clearest manifestations of mode 11 as a
'pure type' is to be found in the'HegeTian'wor1d view. Without -
jquest1on, Heqe] s art1cu1at1ons of his genera] phl]osoph1ca1 system _'

~in The Phenomeno]oqy of Mmd7 and his’ h1stor1ography in Reason in

. 1storz reveal a true exemp]ar af the mode II perspect1ve He was
_ preceded and fo]]owed By other, but lesser, q1ants

GiambattiSta Vico was ‘perhaps Heqe]'s bo]deSt histortographic
phetursor' H1s ages of qods, heroes and men are the dynam1c
transformat1ons wh1ch men and soc1et1es 1nescapab1y .undergo -in the

course of-h1story' In The New Science he sought to reconcile

“particular historical forms with an attempt "to descr1be at the same

time an ideal eterna]vh1story travecsed in t1me by the h1story of.
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every nation in its rise, progress, maturity, decline and fa]]."g

Oswald Spengler asks, in hisdc1assic The Decline of fhe West,.

Is there a logic of h1story7 Is there, beyond

all the casual and incalculable elements of

the separate events, something that we may . ,
call a metaphysical structure 6f historic N
humanity, something that is essentially '
independent of the outward forms -- -social,

spiritual and political -- which we see so
-clearly? Are not these actualities indeed

secondary or derived from that sométh1ng7

Does world- h1story present to the see1ng eye SR
certain grand traits, again and again, with
sufficient constancy to justify certain
Aconc1u§1ons710 :

He answérg§4'1mse1f in the affjrmatiVa,_and produced an'ana]ysis
of human history remarkably'COmpatbee with the mode II pure type.
‘Conce1v1ng of h1story as the med1um in wh1ch c1v111zat1ons --
anthropomorph1zed into 11v1ng organ1sns -- pass through life cycles
.compr1sed of four d1st1nct states, he painted a p1cture of |
» un1versa1, organ1c, h1story As in Vico and Hegel, the dynamics of kJ
the transformat1ons are an 1nherent part of the trans historical
organism and externa1 phenomena], reality mereyy/reflects the.
workings of the. onto]oq1ca1 substratum. 1

;A]thouqh a soc101oq1st~ Pitirim Sorokin.discernéd a cohnﬁéx;
-‘dynam1c, and mu1t1faceted "rhythm" in history as profonnd in. 1ts
h1stor1ograph1c consequences as in its soc1010g1ca1 1mp11cat1ons
Perce1v1ng h1story as the 1nteract1on/of a multitude of dynamic, .
organ1c, systems," he sees a "rhythm" of the1r 1nteract1on and
deveTopment in h1story Bu11d1ng 1eve1 of abstract1on upon 1eve]

of abstract1on he: cu1m1nates his 1ntegrated who]1st1c view of

history as.a-c0nstant_ser1es of transformat1ons by subsuming the
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varieties-of culturai'and social systems within a "superrhythm"
of three (1deat1ona1, 1dea11st1c and sensat1ona1) "supersystems "]2
A]ways comp]ex often convoluted Sorok1n S schema seeks to |
embrace a]] of rea11ty w1th1n a coherent dynam1c, who]e "Thev_
effect. of h1s thouqht on the philosophy of - soc1a1 science echoed
(and in- consequence 1nd1rect1y rev1ved) the pervas1ve 1nf1uence of
Hege] - - o 3‘ O ,' 2
Perhaps the most modern - f1qure (a]thouqh a contemporary of -
,fSorok1n ) who may real1st1ca]1y be cons1dered an exemp]ar of

mode II is Arno]d Toynbee Startlnq h1s mammoth A Study of H1story

‘w1th the prem1se "1n order to understand the parts we must‘f1rst
focus our attentlon upon the whole, because this who]e 1s the f1e1d_
' of study that 1q¢inte111g1b]e in 1tse1f "]4 he d1scovered in hwstory”
ea un1versa1 pattern of ascent dec]1ne and d1s1ntegrat1on of

‘ c1v1]1zat1ons " .The‘1mportance,of Toynbee_s work 1s“d1ff1cu]t to ‘

4overstate

First, the appearance of A Study of‘H1story over the years

‘1934 1954 revea]s the cont1nu1nq v1ta]1tvxof the neo- Hege]1an,

specu]at1ve, ph1losophy of history. True Toynbee has his

o ,detractors, but he also has his defenders At the very ]east the

spirit of debate his work generated amp]y 1]]ustrates that; the neo~
' _mode II or1entat1on s still a potent force in the ph11osophy of |
h1story and h1stor1ography ‘ T

| )/éecond the sheer emp1r1ca1 we1ght of the data Toynbee
. amassed is overwhe1m1ng I Heqe] has earned h1story S respect as -

: /fthe foremost art1cu]ator of . the theoret1ca1 tenets of the



speculative tradition;vToyhbee Sure1y'déserves recognition for the -
most 1mpressiVe defense of,the‘speculative tradition thrdugh-thé_
use ofnhistorical.data. As Gardner witnesses: |

A Study of History is the product of a learning
and erudition which make previous attempts to
present a systematic picture of human history
look rather thin and sketchy; it has been
inspired by a visifn of imaginative power

-and range; and the author exhibits throughout

a considerable capacity for synthesizing

historical material, and for inventing fresh - - 15
framéworks of classification and interpretations. "
. ) 5] . . .

Finally, Tbynbeé %Tiustrateshthe’modif{catjons mode II has
,uhderﬁqne aﬁd the form in_@hiéh‘it survives’today,_ As Meyerﬁoff
noted; at»the beginning of this chapter, "the éiﬁkness of mo&erh‘
f:mah, cﬁused by thélfaflure fo &iscdvér ... afmeéﬁing [{n'hjStoij

" can. be cured only by a return to théo]ogy."T6; Tbyhbee, in o

'ﬁhagreement,vstates in Civilization on Tfié]:
.. MWhile civilizations rise and fall and, in
- falling, ‘give rise to others, some' purposeful -
enterprise, higher than theirs, may all the
time be making headway, and, in a divine plan,
‘the Tearning that comes through the suffering
-~ caused by the failures of civilizations may be
" the sovereign means of prqgres§;17‘, ,
Thus mode 1I is with us today -- albeit in modified form -- in
- the guise bf 'religious Hfstoky.f ‘To this historiographic "
" orfentation we shall turn momentarily: ‘But.fﬁrst we must again
emphasize that neither the'ﬁistorians nor the sChools_df thought
discussed uhderﬁ'Historiéa1 systems' and-'réijgjous history' are.
intended'tovbé'fuliy fepkeséntativefdf mode I1. Mode II is a 'pure
' type'le— a formal construct against whiph:actual histbriographies .
may bé'measured.and?;in consequence, better understood. In -

[y:32 , . o v
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d1scuss1ng the h1stor1ans grouped under 'h1stor1ca1 systems,' for'

: examp]e, on]y Hege] can make any c1a1n to be almost who]]y w1th1n
the- mode IL pure type Neverthe]ess th;.others -- at the very
»;1east because they dea1 in: qua11tat1ve transformations, because they

-are fu]]y in support of a: dynam1c v1ew of h1stor1ca1 progress1on,

| : because they v1ew h1story who11stlca11y and organ1ca1Ty, and - <

.‘because the1rutheor1es emp]oy metaphys1ca1, causal deep structures
L are clear]y 1n a111ance w1th mode II. That thev may not be
'd1a1ect1ca1 that they d1saqree over whether h1stor1ca1 progress1ons
b.are cyc11cal, 11near or sp1ra11ng,» and that they ut111ze o |
. .d1fferent un1ts for the1r h1stor1ca1 ana]yses must not obscure a
:baswc aff1n1ty with the mode 11 pure type On the aforement1oned
1mag1nary continuum between mode I and mode II " they c]ear]y fa]]
}very c]ose\to the mode II pure type In so p1ac1ng some of the
--jma1n modern h1stor1ograph1c or1entat1ons [see f1gure 2] 1t is- hoped

:that the s1m11ar1t1es and’d1fferences between schoo]s of h1story

© - can be understood in reference to what may be termed the two o

. metaparad1qms of mode I and mode II

| Even W}thout touchlng upbn the po1nt of a reso]ut1on to the o
debates between these schoo]s through affect1ng a d1a1ect1ca1 .
synthes1s of modes I and 11 (our obJect1ve in chapter f1ve) we
'.may at 1east recogn1ze the reasons beh1nd the debates. Our 1n1t1a1
assert1on that "h1st0ry 1s at a preparadlgmat1c stage"]gzis~‘ ¢
d1rect1y 11nked to the fact that h1stor1ca] methodo]og1sts have ,

been hes1tant to try to 1so]ate the dom1nant compet1ng paradﬁgms

~~‘1n the ph1losophy and method of h1story -- w1th the obJect1ve of

<
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: 1so]at1ng the fundamental, and qntagon1st1c, u1t1mate po1nts of .
reference for such parad1qmat1c debates ' Our 'modes of inquiry’ are

prec1se1y such a pre11m1nary attempt

(1) ReiigiOus‘HistOry‘

A]though farther removed from ‘the mode IT pure- type, re11g1ous
h1story is neverthe]ess the maJor form 1n which at 1east some of" the '
tenets of mode IT exist.. From August1ne to N1ebuhr, re11g1ous
h1stor1ans have been the pr1mary opponents of the mode 1 h1stor1ca]
-wor]d view. Re11g1ous h1stor1ans have and’ always had the
'A'111um1nat1on of a metaphys1ca1 substructure ~- behind, and d1rect1ng, g
mere phenomena] events throuqhout h1story ~- as their obJect1ve
This has been the1r h1stor1ograph1c 1dea] at 1east s1nce Augustine
As Jacques Mar1ta1n, himself" aemodern exponent of this schoo]

’ notes in exp11c1t1y acknow]edqan h1s h1stor1oqraph1c mentor
[August1ne s] C1tx of God attempts tOxbr1ng
‘fout the’ 1nte]1lg1b1e and, so to speak, trare-
historical meaning of hlstory, the intelligible.
meaning of the sequerice or development of
" events in time. - This is precisely the: qeneral
obJect of the ph1]osophy of h1story 19: _

The Chr1st1an h1stor1oqraph1c trad1t1on, b1ossom1ng 1n
lh)qlp tine's C1ty of God comp1ements the mode’ IT 1dea1 of embrac1ng
—all t1mes and a]] p]aces w1th1n the framework of one, who]1st1c,
organ1c reallty Long before .and after, Heqe] | i »
= Chr1st1an1ty professed a universalism wh1ch
' knew no natijonal boundaries and no class

distinctions. It has been remarked that this . :
un1versa11sm of Chr1st1an1ty implied a vision TN
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of history based on spiritual and mora] values
which were not the exclusive property of this or
that people or nation, but were common to all -
mankind; . Christianity 1ntroduced the notion
of universal h1story 20 .

A remarkab}e cont1nu1ty and- 1ntegr1ty marks the. deve]opment of -

vChr1st1an h1stor1ography Th1s Tine of- cont1nu1ty leads d1rect1y

'back to August1ne As La Pina notes, ,

The h1stor1ca] pattern elaborated .by August1ne
became the model for Christian historiography:

~ of medieval and modern times, and from it a
large section of contemporary Christian historical
'works still take the1r 1nsp1rat1én 21

recent c]ass1c and t1me1y restatement of the position was'

22,

undert ken by Kenneth Latourette 1n h1s 1948 Pres1dent:i;zAddress_

er1can H1stor1ca1 Assoc1at1on Latourette, dress
because it began w1th a reminder for his co11eagues of

1og1ca1 problems. wh1ch were. fragment1ng the1r d1sc1p11ne'

- quest1on of se]ect1on and ob3ect1v1ty, the ut111ty and 11m1ts

- of. emp1r1cak methods, 1ssues such as causa11ty and determ1n1sm, the

nature of hi tor1ca1 1nterpretat1on, etc. 23 Hig address is

: s1gn1f1cant ecause he chose to offer the fol]ow1ng proposa] as a-

resolution tc h1stor1oqraphy s d11emma

I make bold under these c1rcumstances to N -
-inMfite your consideration to one of the oldest . ‘
inferpretations :of history, the one which bears - '

_— . thé name Chr1st1an724 :

The qu st1ons asked were the same ones mode 11 h1stor1ography .

A nho]ds dear t i::)

o} atterns ex1st in h1story? A1l historians-
make selections from the multitude of happenings-
‘which constitute the quarry in which .they work.
Do’ they do so arbitrarily.or in accord with what
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.- is inherent in the events? If there are patterns,
can they be discerned? 1Is history governed by Taws?
- If so, what are they? Does history have meaning,
or is it, simply sound and fury, s1gn1fy1ng noth1ng?
" Does it have an end toward which 1t is moving, or is
it movement without discretion?25

| Articulate exponents.of Chr1st1an h1stor1oqnaphy responded to ofter
uheouﬁvocal'answers~ N1ebuhr defends the propos1t1on that
"Chr1st1an1tv embod1es the who]e of h1story in its universe of
mean1ngjbecause it is a re11g1on<of reve]at1on wh1ch knows by faith
h of sohe'events in-history,‘in whioh the‘trahspendant sourcexand
end of the,who]e‘panorama of histbry-is d‘1's'c1osed"ﬂ'26 Maritain.is,'
- certain. that "Chr1st1an1ty has taught us that h1story has a
‘d1rect1on, that it works in a determ1ned d1rect1on w2l R
Modern Chr1st1an h1stor1ography and ph11osophy of h1story has
matured 1nto a soph1st1cated b]end1ng of Hege11an1sm, evolut1onary
theory and»re]1g1on What has been~termed de Chard1n S "Chr1st1an
.evolut1on1sm" sk%]]fu]]y 1nteqrates science, ph1losophy and re11q1on28-
into a h1st0r1ography wh1ch tr1es to reconc11e the roles of God and
matter within a clear 11ne of dvnam1c h1stor1ca] transformat1ons
| ~1ead1nq from mank1n¢'s preh1story to 1ts final dest1ny Kar]tl
7Low1th feels the ‘time 1s r1pe for a synthes1s of preced1ng
E h1stor1ograph1c trad1t1ons |

bl

The Greek h1stor1ans wrote praqmat1c h1story
centered around a great political event; the
Church Fathérs developed from Hebrew prophecy
and. nd Christian eschatology a theo]ogy of history
focused on the supra-historical events of c
. Creation, incarnation, and consummation; the
moderns elaborate a ph1lospphy of h1story =
secular1z1ng theo1og1ca] principles and applying
them to an ever increasing number of empirical _
. . facts. It seems as if the two great conceptions -
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"of antiquity and Christianity, cyclic motion
and eschatological direction, have exhausted
the basic approaches to the understanding of
history. Even the most recent attempts at an
interpretation of history are nothing else but
variations of these two principles or a mixture
of both of them.29 o

A resolution is to be faund-iij B tion that history "is

<{“'.

n

S

meaningful only by indfcatihg ﬁ@ lrpose behind the

actual'facts.' But, sinCefhiéid ™ {ﬂﬁiéh time, the
purpose is a éoa]. Siqg]efév%ﬁiétéifSu; {§£é'ﬁ6£ ﬁean?ﬁéful, nor

. is a mere succession of. events.. -To venthfé a s%atéﬁent'about the
meén}né of'historical eQents }s pdssib]e‘on]y when their telos
\becomes apparent;"Bd‘ And the spirit'oﬁlHege] is far from spent as
thevﬁorks'of Efich‘Kahler‘evidence: Viewiﬁg history as "an ever
wideniﬁg profess of interaétidh’beé&%gn éonS;ious combrehension and
w31

material reality, he .asserts: .
When we survey the course of historv, indeed of -
evolution; we cannot fail to notice the aradual
expansion of existential scope, and certain events

. loften coveping extended periods) which constitute
caesuras, or turning points because their center
of gravity of existence: shifts from one level to
another Tevel, from a Tower level with narrower
scope to a.higher Tevel with wider scope. Such a ,
_caesura was for instance the evolutional’ ‘ -
transition from the animal to the human being.,

[M

_The course. of history shows-a consecution of such

- (Shifts of existential points of gravity, of such
;*ﬁegrees of existential and imp]{gg%qy intellectual
expansion of scope.32.. - o

This progression is,far from random, having a very specific
"directjon,"3' pdinting.toward the ideal of an ultimate "organiZed,
supra-hétionaT’wor]d orﬂer,"34 : " }{;,- : |

.-



150

Such are the forms in which the mode II‘historidgraphic
orientation cont1nues to influence modern h1stor1ography These
ph11osoph1es and methods of h1story stand in po]ar opposition to

the hlstor1ograph1es c1oser<to the model of mode 1.

NEO-MODE I HISTORY: OUAHf!*ATIVEHISTORY AND "MEW' FECOMOHIC HISTORY

Unlike the case of neo-mode II schools of h1stor1ography, a

~n

concerted, effort to 1pcorporate the mode I perspect1ve into
h1stor1ograph1c.pract1ce d1d not mature unt11-very recent]y. True,
we did have the Rankean school, but its'efforts were directed
mainly toward the techn1ca] prob1ems of ver1f1cat1on of historical
sources. Ranke s'obsess1on w1th "facts' te 'scientific' in only .
. the narrbwest'sense of.the term. As Bensbn observes*

As 1s we]] known, modern h1stor1ca1 method was
- founded in Germany during the' early nineteenth
century. Trained in philologyv, Barthold Niebuhr,
Leopold von Ranke, and other's then brilliantly
. ‘applied that discipline's critical method to
: ancient,~med1eva1, and early modern documents.
As a result, 'scientific h1story came into
being -- a term that primarily meant the critical
study of primary Sources, not-science in Nagel's
sense. Essentially, the rules laid down by the
discipline focused attention upon the authentica- .
tiom of documents and the evaluation of testimony
‘that credibly could be extracted from different
" ‘kinds of authentic documents.35 ° o

" Such emphasis upon va]idation of sdurces led. to what Carr
terms "dry- as~dust" h1stor1es He condemns _ |

. . the n1neteenth century heresy that h1story
~ consists of the ‘compilation of a maximum. number
g of irrefutable and objective facts. . . . It is
- this heresy which during the past hundred %!ars

.»

» . s
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has had such devastating effects on the modern

historian, producings in Germany, in Great Britain,

and in the United States, a vast and growing mass of
dry-as-dust fdctual histories, of minutely N
spec1a]12ed monographs of would-be histerians . -
knowing more and more about less and less, sunk

without trace in an ocean of facts.36

As we have seen in chapter tWo,‘the producﬁion of such
'sbecia1ized monographs' is’ precisely the “encyclopedism" which

"~ Mandelbaum praiSed»as an "unmitigated objectivity."37

Howevgr the
establishment of data, as we hqye‘a]so shown, is far from the
entirety of mode I's“objectﬁve! Ng?gf—thetless these initial
attempts at 'stientificvhistory' Wére‘an impetus, setting into;
motion a long ghain of 1nf1uenées. jAs Meyérhoff recognizes, Pfhe
training of a new generation of 'scientific' historians, jnfthé ¢
.‘ image”of their great teachers -- Niebuhr Ranke, Droysen, or Mommsén
in Germany, Ta1ne and Fustel de Cou]ange in France Lord Acton and
_'Buny in England -- nourished the, hope that hlstory would, at last,
take its place as an equa] partner in the universe of sc1enee;538<
The fruitioneyf'that‘hope was 1dng in comfngl  It .was.not
until well into the twent1eth cen;ury that a full. (or at 1east more-
full). deve]opment of mode I h1stor1oqraphy came 1nto actua]
h1stor1ogr;ph1c pract1ce Today, the tenets of mode I
‘h1stor1ography qu1de the methodo]oqy of two schools of h1story

quant1tqt1ve hjstory and the ' ew economic h1story

- antid,

r . g

@
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(1) Quantitative History

o

.Recent reliance upon quantification‘techniques is a result of

historians recognizing, first, that they do indeed make

\

‘generalizations in their writings,‘second, that these generalizations

. .

can carry more conviction if statistica]ly documented beyond

réasonable'doubt. The persuasive powér of tabulated statistical

data has increasingly become employed by historiéns and ,

consequehces'have, at times, been profound. To i]luminéte this

grucial point, we Cite William 0. Aydelotte at Tength:
A ' o G -
Applications of quant%tative techniques to
~ historical materials have, in some cases, materia]ﬁ?
advanced the discussion of major problems, 4
Monographs on the composition of the British .
House of Commons, which are now fairly numerous
and cover a span of six centuries, haye brought
to light. significant continuities and changes
in the social structure of the British political
elite. Crane Brinton, in his well-known .
+ quantitative study of the members of the Jacobin
Clubs, reached: the cosiclusion that the Jacobins o
represented 'a compléte cross-section of their :
- community® and that: 'The Jacobins of 1794 were
not a class, and their enemies the "aristocrats"
were not a class; the Terror was not chiefly
‘then a phase of the class-struggle, but even
more a civil war, a religious war.' Donald Greer,
on the basis of a quantitative-amalysis of the - . ‘
_victims of the Terror, argued.that the lower - e«
~ classes, by the definifions he used, supplied '
70.per ceht of the victims and the upper classes
“less than 30 per cent and that: - 'The split. in ..
society was perpendicular, not horizontal. The a e
Terror was an intra-class, not an dpter=class, Ii.fy‘ :
war.' " From the researches of Brint n, Greer, a"daf 5.
others, crude class.theories about/the French .
Revotlution have received a :setback. \ggvisions ’

A .

have also ‘been made in accepted views\about
. American history. Richard P. McCormick
& pubMshed in the American Historical Bbview a set
. ¥ of tables, drawn from -readily avéﬁ]gﬁle efection
* . statistics, on the basis of whi was “able to

-, -

',_y o
N .
\
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e

- show that the great popu1ar turnout of 1824 was a
“imyth and that: 'In the 1824 election not a $ingle
o one of ‘the eighteen states in which the electors
. were chosen by popular wvote attained the
. percentage of voter part1c1pat1on that #M4d been .
: ~ .reached before 1824.' His finding contradicts the
' ’ agsertion he quotes from a standard text that,
in the period before 1824, ‘only small numbers of
c1t1zens seem to Have bothered 0 go to the

“spolls.' It contrasts also with Charles and Mary '
Beard's colorful statement that, by 1824, 'the
roar1ng flood of the new democraCy was now foaming
perilously nearvthe crest . . .'’and with Arthur M.

¢ Sch]es1nger, Jr.'s reference to the 'immense popular
vote' received by-Jackson in 1824. Albert Ludwig
Kohlmeier; using statistical data on canal and

- riverboat traffic, was able to show when and how
rapidly the trade of the 01d Northwest shifted
away from the South and to the Northeast. Stephan A,

- Thernstorm, by a quantitative ana]ys1s based largely

. on census records, exploded var1ous familiar .

’ hypotheses about social mob111ty in a Massachusetts
town in the later nineteenth century Quantitative
presentations have formed the_basis for substantial
“generalizations by an. impressive group- of additional

: . historians including Thomas B. Alexander, Bernard -
* - . .and Lotte Bailyn, Allan G. Bogue,-'Jeéan Delumeau, g
" Robert W. Fogel, Frank-L. Owsley, Lawrence Stone, * -

" Charles Tilly, Sylvia L. Thrupp, and Sam B. warner»
Jdr.. This list of examp]es)could be considerably = -
extended.39 . v

Ayde]otte S comments are 1nstruct1ve in that they force a

-

\:recogn1t1on of’the fact that "qeneraTizat1ons are 1mp11c1t1y

® 1

'quant1tat{$€;ffﬁ' ”_acter, éven. though th1s may not a]ways be

B l’

';'.' g
ouu " As Lee Benson says, “h1stor1ans who use R

Aw°rd$ 11L9'-¢YPiéa1 ' 'reqpesentat1ve,' 's1qn1f1cant v S O
' w1despread;ﬂm‘grow1ng,f 6r 1ntense are makwng quant1tat1ve ff_ :

'statements whether or not they‘ﬁresent figures to Just1fy the1r

"‘f’ assertioq; 0; Fa1]Ure to acknow]edge this 1nherent1y

,quant1tat1ve d1mens1on of genera11zat1ons 1s to r1sk as

. @. wAydelokte documents, noth1ng short of profess1ona1 embarrassment.
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The‘Beards above cited "co]orful statement that, by 1824 'the .

rpan‘*ﬁg ﬂooq,ﬂf the new democracy»wa\s now - foammg perilously near.

»r*
b
_ e popu]ar vote' rece1ved by Jack’bn-an 1824" seem at best: %
ect, at wocst mere 1nvqu;‘a* and 1n a}%xprobab111ty myth

d :“‘{E"‘.

\»*p@S]ﬁg as: h1story aften«qpe cold data 6resented by McCormick. The'”

-

' 'd1scomf1tmg, 1f“ﬁctorm1ck 15\) Lndeed correct, is all the more acute
'1n that Ayde]ot e notes xhatuﬂcCorm1ck mere]y ut111zed "read11y

s’ ava11ab1e e]ed%Zon stat@st1cs "It s prec1se1y to, avo1d such
'fotlf :hat G. K1tson Clark, warned "do not guess, try to count,
and_jfquu cannpt count-adm1t that “you ar'e,.guessing;"g1 The .

..consequences'of'ignoring this advice are so professfoha13y peri]ous

‘that quant1f1cat1on has recent]y becdme ar 1ntegra1 part of modern

i h1stor1ography. Th1s trend ach1eved maturity 1n both 1eg1t1macy ‘and

method in. the ear]y 1960 's. 42 ;

Once accepted as a 1eq1t1mate h1stor1ca1 method

[quant1f1cat1on qu1ck1y gave r1se to. s1gn1f1cant quest1on§«apbut how

sc1ent1f1c hlstor1ography cou]d and shou]d be. Recent Titerature

. ﬂlustrates just” how rap1d]y ‘the debate'i’escalated

In 1966 Ayde]otte cou1d, in common sense’ term§, state modest1y

: and c0nc1se1y that "the pr1nc1p1e va1ue of quant1f1cat1on for the .
"study of h1story, stated in: s1mp]est terms, 1s that 1t pr0v1des a
means of ver1fy1ng genera] statements "43 The va]ue of the method

;—was that "a quaﬁtit:&1ve analq§1s offer§~a systemat1c means of
utestlng hypotheses It estab11shes howbﬁhny examp]es there are to

‘ support each. s1de of the argument and thus revea]s not on]y the '

’ ")?‘G .

restﬁhfand nArthur M. Sch]es1nqéq, Jr.%s.reﬁerehce to the &"

Cic
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main features‘of the'evidence but also, more important;fthe
exceptions to them, %ﬁe nuances, the degree to whion the energmg
genera11zat1ons need to be qualified. n44 Thus quant1f1cat1on
methods were perceived as tools wh1ch cou]d assist the h1stor1an
in understanding the past, but these too]s were aux111ary to jssues
and methods central to the theory.and pract1ce of h1story

In contrast to th1s p]ac1d ]eve] of d1scuss1on by 1973, less:
than a decade ]ater, an Internat1ona1 Co]1oqu1um at the Inst1tute of
H1story of the Polish Academy of Sc1eq’ps (Warsaw, November 13-16,
1973) dea]t w1th quant1f1cat1on issues’ wh1ch touched upon the very

_gessence of h1stor1oqraphy Report1ng on the co]1oqu1um, Stefan1a

Kowa Tska- G]1ckman hera]ds that “quant1f1cat1on in h1stor1ca]

research pqes“not cons1st only -in the perfect1on of the h1stor1an iiu
'too]box. . e In the search for the truth -- the fundamenta] aP

prlma rat1ona1e of . h1stor1ca1 study - ouant1tat1Ve methods o g;ﬂﬁ'

nd5 o NG

Varlous sem1nars and : .

) 1ntroduce severa1 new factors.
presentat1ons dealt with an astound1ng ranqe of cr1t1ca] 1ssues
sh1fts in h1stor1ca] wr1t1nq from trad1t1ona1 narrat1ves to -
h1stor1es wh1ch pose selective h1stor1ca1 quest1ons the nature and
funct1on of theoret1ca1 mode]s, prob1ems 1n mode] app11cat1on vthe

: wUses of mathemat1cs in the search for 1aws 1nherent 1n social

‘ processes, the dynam1cs of 1ong term soc1o-econom1c changes, the

’Yrole of computers, va11dat1on techniques;’ re]at1onsh1ps between
popu]at1on, property and soc1a1 structures.4§. Such basig |
methodo]og1ca1 concerns, gggerated by the new fasc1nat1on w1th

quant1tat1ve techn1dhes, are a far cry from Ayde]otte s restra1ned o
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comments of 1966:

Historians do not ordinarily need to deal with
problems of statistical inference in which an
attempt is made to ascertain the characteristics
of a large popu]at1on by 1nspect1on of relatively
'small samples Their work is usually limited to -
_~ the easier task of descriptive statistics in which
.-the object is to portray ‘the characteristics of a VR
o .group,.all members of which have been studied, and a
. .% - -to correlate some of these character1st1cs with :
~»  each other. The computat1ohs ndeded for this are
not ambitious. -Al1.that.is generally required ’
are a few totals, a few percentages, and a few
correlations in wh1ch the relationship between
certain variables is examined while other _

_ variables are controlled. This is a.simple matter
mathematically, although the research may be '
laborious,-and it.is simple mechan1ca11y as well.

Even so modest a use of quantitative methods -
can sometimes produce results of great interest

- and can be used to test historical generalizatigns

- 6f some scope on-which there has heretofore been

~ scholarly disagreement. - Since only a limited.

“amount of such research has been- done, much gold

- is st111 near the surface. It may’turn out,

SR however, that richer veins lie deeper., Though'
< it has. proved extremely useful to classify, . .
d ..arrange, and summarize -the available information, -
. it may be even more rewarding -- to judge from: .
. some of the ventures that have alreddy been made
" --to attempt.more complex methods of descriptive
statistical analysis by the use, for example, "47
of mathemat1ca1 models or of scaling techniques.

» "R1cher ve1ns have ﬁndeed been . struek' ‘Even without mention
'of economic h1story (to whlch we shall. turn momentar1]y) modern
h1stor1ans have made remarkab]e use of guant1f1cat1on techn1ques
lto further 'such. spec1alizat1ons as. workers' h1story, urban hQStoﬁy
and ‘above a]] h1stor1ca] demography However, 25 Kowalska- - -
_G11ckman has noted much more than a mere 1mprovement in the

'historian's toolbox' has.been effected.;.The merging of h1story, ;

L

b

and quahtifieatioh has resulted in a fundamental reappraiSaT,of the

I T . ’ Y |
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very nature of .historical inquiry. That reappra1sa1 is. open1ng the

possibi]ity of-a truly iscientific h1story 3 la mode I
~ We have a1ready noted the 1ncreas1ng emphas1s upon quant1f1ab1e

ent1t1es in h1stor1ca1 invest1gat1on This emphas1s is not an. end

in 1tse1f but a response to the rea11zat1on that emg1r calvdata

o X 1.

" can reso]ve d1sputes _ ‘Thus quantitative: techn1ques prov1de a method
‘of ver1fy1nq hypotheses, and such ver1f1cat1on overwhe]m1ng1y
.'determ1nes the tenability of historical hypotheses In this

LE ymanner, emp1r1ca1 historical data serves prec1se1y the ‘same funct1on

"u7ﬂ$$“as data in all sc1ent1f1c investigation. As Mande]baum has noted,

DHEL

the "genera11zat1ons" h1stor1ans use are not as precise as in

sc1ence, but they do never- t§$ ]ess serve a "heurlst1c funct1on."

‘ And "fur@her 1nvest1gat1on may prove these genera11zat1ons to be

'correct in a suff1c1ent number of cases ) that they can be- regarded

as offer1ng reasonab]e hypotheses as. to what _may be true in further
cases, each of wh1ch can then be examined 1n~deta11 "48 By the

m1dd1e of the. 1970 s the extent to wh1ch these tenets of mode I

‘ ex1st in. h1stor1ogr§ph1c practwce 1s 111ustrated wheneph1losopher

! ¢
Mande]baum is. echoed‘by,h1stor1an Lampard 1n h1s advocat1on

“ ?
L.t s oﬁhy in the degree to which theoretical
- reasoning is: sustalned by rience that theory '

can ever be.sa1d o have’ Ezgpned what is observed
- to” have -happgned gTheor1es are coherent groups of

gerieral pragositions used as p812g1b123 of "
exp]anat1on for a c1ass of pheno R

we can read11y see that a]] thls 1s 1n~fa§¥'a concern wnth

both the test?ﬂ%-of~n1aws and the cont1nu1ng search for ever )
o

broader laws = i.e.. general laws.' We have now entered far into
o e P ‘

¥

o S AR
. SN LINRY
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what is precisejy'the origentation of modgff. The aforementjoned
debates on - the roles of theory, verification procedures, models,
etc., the Search forllaws inherentrin’historicai phenomena; and the

'f'inevitabﬂe attgndant discussions on the logical requirements of

acceptable'explanations, a]] echo the. debates of mode I. 50 The

{
most vocal art1cu1ator of the need for a subsumpt1on of
h1stor1oqraphy to mode I methodo]ogy is Lee Benson 5] As MicbaeT

I \ Katz (h1mse1f a major e]ement 1n the present v1gor of quant1tat1ve
| h1story) notes, not only does Benson fee] that there are
- , "dlscoverab1e, genEra] Taws about human behav1or,"'52 but "as
, exemp]1f1ed in Benson's cr1t1ques, h1stor1ca1 sc1ence cons1sts of
: ask1ng quest1ons about the 1oq1c and coherence of arquments,-
formulat1ng prec1se and defens1b1e concegts, develop1ng hypothgses
o and us1ng systemat1c pr1mar11y quant1tat1ve means of d1scovery and'
4 ver1f1cat1on "53‘ ."‘, e "{4 |
It is prec1se1y on the dssu;s of ‘1og1c, coherence,

prec1s1on,' 'defens1b111ty,F 'deve]op1ng hypotheses,'_’d1scovery,

\\\ and ver1f1cat1on' that mode I prov1des the mode] for quant1tat1ve

history. As one author of textbooks on quant1tat1ve methodo]ogy
v tes a major advantage of that methodo]ogy over“trad1t1ona1
qua 1tat1ve approaches is- slmply that "the assumpt1ons 1t uses and:
: thg pa_tern it 1mposes, are stated and c]ear '34 hqa1n, th1s is
exact]y in: adherents of mode T £claim. ?he mod%<rad1ca1 sw1ng in

the d1rect1 n of who]]y accep!1ng an emp1r1ca1 h1stor1ograph1c

been made by the. so-called 'new economic history.'

s

In the field of 1story,‘1t is the new economic,historiansiwho:'

.



iy w | o - S
* e asg

~ Yhave succeeded in drawing‘attention'to the need -for specification

, and.exp1ioitness ‘n stating the problem and method reSearCh"'They

[

have aroused 1nterest in measurement, va11dat1on abstract1on and :
5 ¥ .

o 11mJted hypotheses.“

SN2

- (d9) NeW'Ecoaom%c Historx o B

The vitality oé}new econom1c h1story is test1mony to th@
‘q1endur1ng s1gn1f1cance of the mode I wor]d v1ew . As Albert Fishlow

notes, the new econom1c h1stgr1ans' "conv1ct1on in ‘the feasib:11ty

‘\SIV

" of sc1ent1f1c -economic h1st0ry man1fests noth1ﬁ§&eise but the “same

vf

. strong endorsement of 1oq1ca1 pos1t1v1sm that has pervaded othér

soc1a1 science’ d1sc1p11nes 1n recent years “56 Modern econom1c .

!
l

h1stor1ans have,,1ﬁ the de]Jberate words of E H. Tuma, noth1nq less

than "the obJect1ve of elevat1ng their d1sc1p11ne to a sc1ent1f1c\

B

1eve1 "

. - What d1st1ngu1shes the "new’ econom1c h1story from ‘fjh

” -

E trad1t1ona1 hfstor1ography7 Br1ef]y

Trad1tTona1 h1$tor1ans have nade‘]1tt1e use of ‘
- economic theory, of statistics, or of the method
of hypothesis.  They have also failed: to. specify
" the model and the criteria ‘they use. Consequent]y,.
‘they have often derived vague and broad general- - .
jzations which cannot be subjected to testing or
confimmation. - They have also. failed to apply
formal and systematic approaches in analyzing the
‘data. . Therefore, their results have usuaTly been
. -broad and 1mprec1se. .The new-economic historians,
~in contrast, have. tended to use models based on
‘the 1091C of economic - theory, though sometimes
only by imposing simplifying assumptions to make
the theory‘usab]e They also have depended
. .extensively on quant1tat1ve data which would allow -
- the application of statistical theory and analysis.

el
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-

Should quantitative data be unavailable, new
_economic historians would try to estimate and
generate data, .or they might give up' the study.
Thus, most, studies in the new economic history
have resu®™ed in fairly prec1se and ver1fiab1e

| . conclus1ons.58 o .
T
We see that hegg is an uncond1t1ona1 recogn1t1on of theOry and
\,.
quant1f1cat1on as the basis for sound hlstor1ograph1c methodo]ogy
59

These are the tw1n "p1ngons" of the new econom1c h1story
, The stress on quant1f1cat1on we have already d1scussed and.
'there is 11tt1e Ea]though perhaps, more” sophist1c1at1on is ev1dent]

in the quant1tat1ve arsenai of the new econom1c h1stor1an that

for exampTe,,h1stor1ca] demographers are not aware of Peter

'McCIe11and reca1ls that c11ometr1cs,A a "neo]og1sm [wh1ch]

1

".ff,presumably*was meant to s1gn1fy the marriage of C11o, the muse of

b h1story, w1th-that modern de1ty, Heasurement " was co1ned by

"ecodbm1c h1stor1ans 1n the mid- 1960 S. 60 But more than a mergxng
1of h1story w1th quant1tat1ve techn1ques is 1nv01ved As Dav1s, '
':Hughes and Re1ter note, c11ometr1cs 1nvo]ves a merg1ng bf "1deas
of h1story, econom1cs and stat1stﬁgs w6l Econom1cs prov1des ‘the: y-
. needed e]ement of c]ear theor1es -- theories. wh1ch are open1y based

‘upon a sc1ent1f1c notion. of theory CiAs Ayde]otte notes

- [Economic h1story] is natura]]y suited to

quantitative. research since many of the
original data come in quantified form, the

problems and hypotheses tend to assume a
L quant1f1ed shape, and, in the field of
°.. economics, theoret1ca1 ana]ys1s is more
,advanced 6 . : :

- It 1s econom1c theory wh1ch prov1des-the cruc1a1 genera1 ]aws"

li wh1ch mode I demands as.a necessary component of sc1ent1f1c

o .
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d inquiry Economics 15 Lften recogn1zed as the most scientitfc'
of the soc1a] sc1ences in ]arge part because it has what Fishlow
ca11s a 'cons1derab1e number of tested propos1t1ons. It is th1s
factor wh1ch is cr1t1ca1 in the p]ans of h1stor1ans to turn the1r
d1sc1p11ne 1nto a scxence.

A s1qn1f1cant e1ement and c1ear strength of the -
new economic -history is its exp11c1t and

intimate re1at1onsh1p with economic theory. :
There is available to the economist a- considerable
number. of tested propos1t1ons re]atlng cause and
effect.63 S

As F1shlow recoqn1zes " to speak of tested propos1t1ons ;-'

' i'e; laws «- 1s to speak echo1ng Hempel, of cause and effect - The
strength' of econom1c theory is not on]y that 1t recogn1zes a
sc1ent1f1c not1on of laws a la mode I, but that it a]so offers

h1stor1ans a 'thod of testmq, quant1tat1ve1y, the re]at'nve -'
1nf1uences of causal factors. As Braybrooke states '
._' jWhatever their uncer nt1es, however, economic.
.. theory and methods gﬁ us the chance of posing -
e - relatively precise questlons about the past, and

o - even of making quant1tat1ve assessments of the
. ﬁ(?w;* ; 'relat1ve 1mportance of Var1ous causa] factors.64

C.

Such test1nq takes the form of counterfactuaT speculat1on.'65"

.cThe test1ng of counterfactua] specu]at1ons is used "to assess the

{

' relatlve 1mportance of different causa1 factors in terms of their '
w66 -

' net contrabut1ons to the obserVed chanqe in an econom1c var1ab1e..

Z f The object of us1nq such a methodo]oq1ca1 tool ‘is. [F1sh1ow s |
; qua11f1er at the end of &he fo]1ow1nq c1tat1on notw1thstand1ng] to
| search for necessary and suff1c1ent cond1t1ons of causa11ty Th1s

T is 1dent1ca1 to mode I s cont1nua1 search for, and ref1nement of

. .
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mode II, mode I is indelibly a,

practice and histbﬁiographic'th
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general laws.

This distinction between measuring the effects
of actual historical events on the one hand and
characterizing a hypothetical and historically
unrealized alternative on the other, corresponds
to the logical distinction between sufficient and
necessary. conditions. A is a sufficient :
antecedent for B if the presence of A a]ways
leads to the emergence of B. A is a necessary
antecedent for B if the absence of A always

“means the absence of B. Hypothetical history

. arises from an interest in-establishing how
‘necessary a q1venCh1stor1ca1 ‘event was to an
outcome.

« . . if virtually every time a given set of’
factors is present they yield the same
~ consequence, that regularity will provide a
‘rigorous basis for defining how the process _
in fact works. It yields a valid set of RSt
predictions and retrodictions both. Ultimately
our appeal to the requirements of causality.is
subsidiary to concern for adequate historical
description.  We want to tell a- conv1nc1ng, and
A ver1f1ab1e, story 67 . :
-~
Such are the theory and method of quanF};ét1ve h1story and the

- new. etonom1c hlﬁiory Althouqh, 1n 1974 Conk1n was. wr1t1ng that

"genera11z1ng scientists, or-]og1c1ans such as Hempel who .1earned

'at‘their feét"ffailed to recogniZe the COmplexity offman and the

1mposs1b1]1ty of reduc1ng a11 know]edqe to exp]anatory forms of

68

phys1ca1 sc1encev and Ade]nan asserted that h1stor1ca1 pract1ce

hasfhot borne out Hempel, 69

'tOWard the ideal of a fsEient1f1g_h1story, As is the case with

enormous strides were: 1ndeed be1ng made

t of much .contemporary. historical

By
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THE MODERN REJECTION @gﬁMACRO-THEORIES

The rigid formalism of mode I_and mbpe'II, and the

methodologies of the schools of history discussed above, resul ted in
' ; ' -
what Meyerhoff aptly describes as the reaction of "romantic

historicism." Emphasis on structure over content, form over
meaningtacaused.manyﬂ--‘indeed most -- historians to feject‘both
approaches. As Meyerhoff perceives:

For whether th historical system was" ph1losoph1ca1
or scientific, it was a system; and the system, as
Kierkegaard arqued against Hegel, was static and
. abstract, the very antithesis of Tife, movement, and
1nd1v1dua1 existence. Y@t the recapture of these '
'essences’ was precisely the meaning which a romant1c -
historicism had assigned to history. 70

®°

In other words,nnt was felt that the app11cation of sweeping
macro- exp]anat1ons for all ofwthe cosmos -~ let a]one man -- were
s1mp1y too, reduct1on1st W1t;2n such macro- theor1es man4h1mse]f'
was lost and human hwstory became\s1mp1y the mechan1ca1 gr1nd1ng ‘
jof a Newton1an clock or the 1rres1st1ble r0111ng of»a cosm1c wheel
-~ dragg1ng man a]ong‘ Meyerhoff 1dent1f1es ten aspects of this
.reaect1on of h1stor1ograph1c macro- theory '

1. The subJect matter of h1story presents a.

.- problem. It is so vast and complex that it
. .can hardly be subsumed under a,single,concept. N

2. The facts of history are pecu11ar,-. .
~  They are ind1v1dua1, concrete, unrepeatab]e '
A _events and entities: . . . : '
3. The gr1 x aim of a- h1stor1cal narrative
is to.reconstruct these events in their unique
indiyiduality, not to formulate general laws,
to bring out the particular differences rather o
;- than the common properties of* the svents :“,**" e
"1nc1uded in the h1stor1ca1 portraﬂt o -

Ve
oY
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4, Thé language of.hisfory‘is different. . . .
5. . Fact, theory and interpretation form a closely

knit complex in a historical narrative. The simple
facts of history are not simple at all; . . .

- 6. The methods: of history are often dubious
and suspect. Some, . . . are quite extraordinary --
whether they be called insight, introspection,
empathy, imagination, or 'understanding' in
Dilthey's sense. Yet these ‘unorthodox methods
seem to be quite indispensible; . . .

7. Explanations in history raise extremely
puzzling questions. . . . :

8. Freedom is a special problem for history.

. . .- What, then are the lines that separate
freedom from necessity? And who would dare

draw them and claim objective validity for his-
personal decision? 4 : R RN
9. Values, emotive meanings, énd ideological
concepts invariably enter. into the. study of
history. They are, in turn, as historicism has
shown, subject to change and social-climate. . . .

. -~ 10. -Meaning has receded, or vanished, from e
RN - history in the sense of the [deterministic]
. philosophical theories discussed above.. Instead
of a single theoretical law or.a universal rational
principJe, the madern historian operates with a
plurality of laws and principles, the logical ,
, status of which is often very obscure. Instead of a
JCOherent,-unified.pattern of world history, he ‘
discloses a great variety of different historical
~forms and patterns of culture. Instead of a
single linear direction, he discovers multiple
and“fincompatrible d%rections in history -- or no -

direction at alT.71-

Most modefﬁ histofjans ére conv{nced that thé-above'factors'
ﬁakéhthg“study of human hfsﬁﬁrylanf}hferpniSefuhich4§uumu;4x;~
."‘subéumed undér the hacro-fhe;riéé of e?iher mode I or mode II.

In cohsequence,vthéﬂareaf_majority;of modernfhistoriané and schools
of hjstoryT;dhgipr-- in gféatero?vléSSér‘deg@?es %- to the
‘principles of *historicism. Re]ying:again Updgfﬁeyerhoff:

-
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- Some of-the,maJor.schools-of h1story which ref]ect the modern

v165
The basic thes1s of h1stor1c1sm is qu1te
simple: the subject matter of history is
human 1ife ‘in its tota11ty and multiplicity.
iét is the historian's aim to portray the :

‘ ewildering, unsystematic varfety of historical
forms -- people, nations, cultures, customs; . -
1nst1tut1ons, songs, myths, and thoughts -=in.
their unique, 1iving expressions and in the
process of continuous growth and transformation.
.. . Thus the special quality of history does
not consist in the statement of general 1aws or
principles, but im the gwasp, so far as
possible, of the infinite var1ety of particular = -«

- historical forms immersed in the passage of, time. e
The meaning of history does not 1ie hidden iin
. some universal structure, whether deterministic-
or teleelogical, but in the mu1t1p11c1ty‘of
individual man1festat19ns at d1fferent ages and
'1n d1ffe:ent\cu1§g[g§*_N ‘
The ins ice that h1story cannot be encompassed within

macro~systems ut111z1ng general 1qys was c]ass1ca11y formulated by

vwinde1band in 1894.¢?Whereas reliance upon general laws
‘[specjfica]]y,,those of natural science]hwas a "nomothetic"

~approach, history was "ideographic"; science was concerned with
P 0g ,

un{versals; history with harticulahs, with unique events’,73 What . -

u]timafe]y makes each historical event 'um‘quer is:the specific
mean1nq of 1nd1v1dua] hlstor1ca1 c1rcumstances for-the actors o
1nvo]ved H1stor1c1sm,'because it recoqn1zes such a subJect1ve
va]ue d1mens1on, 1s the: h1stor1ograph1c form of 1deograph1c 1nqu1ry

reJect1on “of m macro theor1es and accept the pr1nc1p1es of

h1stor1c1sm are as fo]]qws.

. - I,‘, ’
S
F
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(i) Historicist/Relativistic History '
. - v

-Tbat school of history wh%ch‘may'be called 'historicist/} |
relativist' 55, in all pl!bab1]ity. the largest school ‘of modern
"h1stpr1ography and its members amonq the most influential h1stor1ans
;aﬁsphilosoph1ca1 tenets of h1stor1c1sm/re]at1v1sm are perhaps most
Tucidly formu]ated in the works of Peter Winch, R.G. Co]]1ngwoqd
and Isaiah ber]ini 7

‘wfnchfs views goubeyondytne»discip]ine of‘higtory.to argUe_
‘that all social events‘f- histpricalland cogtemporary.,_ are

_permeated with meaning because a]l socia] relations are expressions

74

of ideas ‘about rea]ity. _He argues that human 1nteract1on is 'rule -

governed ! but rules can on]y be understood and made sense of, _
w1th1n the context of a more genera] sociZl setting s ] o

Winch's ideas aré of consequence because he- recogn1zes how o

o

tru]y un1que the 1deograph1c perspect1ve 1ns1sts events’ are -

unique because they are?,for 1ack'of a better term, closed' to .

I APTES

g
full comprehens1on by thase not actual]v in the s1tuat1on

. _“:

‘:‘ . . ideas cannot be torn out of their context. T
. . . the relation between idea.and context is an '-au%;:”-”“”
internal one. The dea gets its. sense from the.- S ‘
‘role it p1ays in the system. It is nonsensical to Lo
o take several systems of ideas, find an element in;
. each which can be expressed in the same: verbal\form,
vand then claim to have discovered an idea which is
common to all the systems, This would be like

abserving that both the Aristotelian and Galilean — "

systems ‘of mechanics use a notion of force, and ‘ : '
. conc1ud1ng that they therefore make use of the

same notion.76. y

Fkbmrgich a perspect1ve, events can on]y be understood ‘from

the 1ns1de,' so to speak ‘"’Understand1ng, .« o 18 grasp1ng the
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far removed frpm the world of statistics and causaT Taws: it is
- - W Ty
cToser to the realm,of discourse and to the 1nterna1 re]ations that

2,

-’“Tink the parts of a reaTm of discourse The notion of m eaning

Should be carefu]]y distingu1shed from that of function "77

b

’“vR:G CoT]ingwood has. cohtributed much to the acceptance of
@; definition of understandjng 1n the realm of hvstoriography

HJS now famous phrase that history is the “re enactment of past
%j eﬂi@rience is meant to be taken TiteraTTy the histosian~must i? ’
‘j recreate an entire historical event and see 1t from the. v1e¥point .

o
of the actorgf) 1nvoTved 58 HTS art1cu1ation of thTS tenet is--

o 1ntr1cate and Taborious, but‘%ot once does he waver' from the
> ,,’5 > »
pr1nc1p1e)that What may begtermed fuTT empathy EaTbeit a very )
@ X, -

compiex and soec1fically defined form of empathy] 3
Tegitimate method of histbrical 1nqu1ry ThTS isgsarried to 1t§

.logicaT concTu51oﬁz "If we raise ‘the question of what cén. there
% .

~ be historicai knowTedge -the answer 1s, of thaf thCh can be .

" re- enacted 1n the historian s ‘mind. "79 o F , o

. The most deta;led modern e]uc1dation of the histor1C1st thesis

1s found in the highly respected treatises of Isaiah Berlin. In

o

his writings, pract1Cing historical reTat1v1sts and a fuTT

80

theoretica] defense of their historiography Berlin makes the

#’”QhJstor1c1sts* historiographic critique, d1v1d1ng 1nquiry

1nto the camps’ of science’ [a term which is, used very. éposely] and

art-' The former deaTs with quantitative categories; focuses on

the similarities within its subject matter, concerns itself with p .

A

cy tA

point or meantﬁg'of what“fs-being done or'said This is a notionff.‘
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genera] theor1es 1s~ cons‘tantlya "n‘é to.buiﬁ.models-,.and s

81

" has pred1ct1ve/rehﬁd1ct1ve x:apab1 1§1es. H1stony, however, is -

art v ft is art: becahse yhen the h1stor1an stud1es an 1nd1v1dua1
a’ soc1ety, or any other hist®¥ ’I ent1ty, he is studymg er;t1ties
’ o '

wh1ch are in some neceSsary degree umque. Such unvqueness 1s a

resu]t of the cho1ces,' the ‘freedﬂnJ me:n exercise.. Human -
g Gy
| are actwe be1ngs¢ pursuing enq, shapmg the1r own . and others

11ves,°f‘ee*11ng, reﬂectmg, 1magm1ng, creatmg 82" . j

A “in consequence, any h1stomograph1c methodo]ogy whid‘&'med "
.\ &ﬁo reduce"huugar?hehavwr to the formu]ae of genera1 Taws wofud

roduce merely tﬁe most tr1v1a1 1nformat10n -~ men dua, rgprodqce, ,,

g :- etc.v These, the quantaﬁab1e aspects of the human cond1t1f‘at. -

r
A%

hunn Jnstory occursa.g

T 1s to 111um1nate tﬁ spec1f1c persc)n (or 1nst1tut1on, nataon, etc ).

o to understand the contrngenc1es of h1s/her s1tuat1on t‘b | ‘
apprec1ate how- he/she exerc1sed h1s/her freedom of ch01ce, and. to% .

thereby "capture the un'ique pattern and pecuhgr character1s,t1cs“34

v .

v

" . of the subJect of study.» L L o~

FmaHy, we may note one ]ast conswdev‘atwn defm‘ing h1story ,

-~

' .as art'- the 1mposs1b1hty of a complete subJect-obJect d1chotomy

1n h1stor1ca'l 1nqu1ry.85 The h1stor1an h1mse1f is ah ex1stent1a1
&

- be1ng, and therefore h1s/her va]ues must to some degree affect-

h'is/her assessment of -the motwatmg values nF the su.bJect " The _r_'

-

problem is that we aH percewe ours%Nes to bé&- rationa]' 1n

foﬂomng mora'l ru'les and princ1ples, yet these r"ul'es can and do*_".
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B d-{ffef"fromaoerhﬁh 't'ovpehson'; eramto 'e‘s‘a;an.d "‘éonseduentlly‘we-' cannot
- ’ .
"bbjectwe]y know the’ nonnatwe ru]es for., h1stor1ca1 actors.g6

. The above cons1derat1ons ]ead Berlin tg warn that a h1stor1an .
3 ot

_-' . may, at best "app]yysc1ent1f1c tests to his concﬁsions. rgt t,h1s e
f{;’ ’ : ')'1 2“ . JY“
e 'wﬂ'l take him htt'le way 87 in rea’h« , science can even‘hinder -

I IR L W
‘the hJstoman for "a sc1ent1f1c cast nf hnnd is seld oun ﬁa&i
’ ¥ , 'l‘ .

rtogether w1th h1stor1cL§I cur1os1ty orainstomca] tat
._% ) g ' v
thumph«of h1stor1c1sm is compJete with tt\e crude assertwn v "A T a

o .

man who 1acks commmf 1nteﬂhq‘§\c,e can be a phys1caﬁa oiggemus, but ‘
£z : &
b

WY

not even a med1ocr‘e hfft‘g}wn i - EANREE '@@,,;’ "

',!"Jr,.ﬂ Sl

Th1s 1eads to’ what 'may be termed tge 'h1stor1c1st s dﬂenma.
If all events are uhi‘mﬁw y’et thé hi‘%to@an must get (to use

L -3

e Co]hnqwood s phrasés) to the "1ns1de" of tghese events to - T

aQ ' e

[y

| "re engct" them, what prec1se1y are thefethods by whrcyﬁy

“this ™ ..

2

attam such 1nsight7 Are theré ny methodo'logwa] rules

E wh1ch a h1storﬁc?;st/re'lahwsﬁstomography may~foﬂow‘? The :

| answer' 1s negatwe, and is symptomatm of how h1stor1c1sm - by ) '
reJectmg the tenets of mode I and mode II -- 1s ]eft w1th a theoryv‘_"
. of- h1story but no conv1nc1ng method of h1stor1caV mquwy. After :
.alr 1s sa1d and done, Ber'hn can on]y offer a weak - 1ndeed na1ye

- methodo]ogfca] pv;ogram' ‘as to the prob]ems mherent in '

SN,

percewmg mto the meamng of events, h1stor1ans are mere]y to]d
- that one - must "nav1gate between [the obstac]es] as bgst one can."glo.-
In order to do 50" Fﬁstomans must have spec1a1 quaht1es. Berlin

feels, in the'ﬁna'l analys1s, that h1stor1ans are sgmehow endowed"

o - o - oo s — . . . .
Clepn R S > . . . , o
. R Tar L e o - ST e, . o .
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- embod1ed-1n h1story

w1th JLhe ab21ty to empath1ze

. i
‘Xa

g

\ :.';
A

5

9

%2 Th1= endowment' of gen1us s'

" characterlst1c of one who has 'h1stor1ca1 sense, and 1t‘is a .

. - no, 1€ss. to the behavior of masses:or to the Lo
o egrowth of cultures):=- these are the talents . ;
IR - that are 1ndispens1bﬂe to h1stor1ans, c. 9 4
Also, o, ', ov"' S S R 3:.~
\ v. L P Co 3. ) ; ..1" r’.
i Yaos 1ltor1ans need] a Gapac1ty for - 1ntegrat1on, Tk
vt ar perce1v1nq qu-ahtatwe s1mﬂaH’t1es and; -

; 91ft.'?3 : 3"§A4 e

(&n th:g%kurgency to . shed what they perce1véd to be the r1g1d o ?f“/r

strbctura] shgpk]es of the system bu11ders.—- both sc1ent1f1c and

L4

{
ae
4 Capa;1ty for understand1ng peop]e S characters,
A “knowledge of ways in which. they are likely to
react to each othery abjlity to. 'enter. foto!

. * their motives, their.principles, the mavement )
¢ of their thoughts and fee11ngs (and this apblies

1fferences, a senseoof the un1que fashion 7n
which”various factors-comblhe in the part1cu1ar
concretdé sit Qn, which must at.once be neither
. so unlike a ther 'situation s to.constitute a
. total break, 1tﬁithe continuoud flow of human
experience, nor . yet so stylized and uniform as.
- .to be the obvious creature .of theory and not of
.. flesh and blood. ' The capacities needed are rather
those af assoc1at1on than.of disassociation, of
. perce1v1ng the re1at1on f parts go-whol » of
* .- particular :sounds~orcolol s_to the many tynes
- ow pictures into which they m1ght enter, of the. .
Tinks -that connect individuals savoured as -
individuals, and-not - pr1mar1]y as* 1n ces af

- types orxlaw§¥95 AT ~ o

ph110soph1ca1‘ . v1rtua11y a]] h1stor1c1sts/§e1at1v1sts sett]e

. ona pos1tmnjs1mﬂar to Berhn s.

S

. U

that "h}Story means lnterpretatlon

J
!
I
f

|

The em1nent E. H. Carr in h1s c1ass1c What Is H1story7 1s sure _

w6 because, from the p]ethora of

v

/

b

L%
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: o=transformed 1nto a fact of history.

' ‘1nterpretat1on

m

.

~,historica1 facts, the historian-se]ectsuonly certain facts and-

~

orders them 1n a "process by which a mere fact about the past is

"9?. Beyond selecting facts,

B hlstor1ans must constant]y .4nterpret facts "Hi!tory means:

n98 because @) h1story is. compr‘lsed of facts ’\vh1ch

"ap aTways refracted through the mind of the recordé?", (11) the

"y ' 4
ti‘an mus& ach1eve some k1nd of contact with the mind of - .~

. thos& about whem he is wr1t1ng", (111) thé h1stor1an 1s bound by

";'soc1a1 perspec tiga

a

>the ex1stent1a7§conévt1ons of his.own era as 1anguage‘agp common

; Qshaped by preva111ng§%bc1al cond1t1bns and convent1ons " L b

.“,
$ a tota]ly ‘objective. h]s}or1ch" eutra11ty"

99. ’, . & “ QC‘—’

4 1mposswb1e

Contmumg, Carr fee]s that (1)' "Soclety and the mc&riﬂuah

‘a
e

are 1nseparab1e, they are necessary and 60mp11mentary to each other,v;§;

“lnot oppos1tes " (11) "That elus1'e ent1ty 'human nature"has | e *3%;

: L
var1ed SO much from country to couﬁfry and from centuryitp century .

-that it is d1ff1cu1t not to regard it as a h1stor1ca1 phenomenon

‘Y111) Because "soc1ety and the 1ndﬁv1dua1 are 1nseparab1e," we can

- v .
arr1ve at no rea1 understand1ng either of the past or- of the o ’
) ,.\' v

o present if we attempt to bperate w1th the éoncept of an abstract

x“ s
&

1nd1v1dua1 standJng outs1de soc1ety "]00 ) E | RO

"7’Tne histeraographi§§¥ﬁnshndences are"_(16.¥helhpdng§ﬁﬁp

h1stor1ca1 wr1t1ng 1s itself cond1tioned as "the know]edge of the '

h1stor1an 1sLnot h1s exc]us1ve 1nd1v1dua1 possess1on. mer,

'_ probably, of many generat1ons and of many d1fferent countr1es have

part1c1pated in accumulat1ng 1t " (11) Histor1ca1 actors are ”%



. w*,k‘ ’ .
o soc1a11y cond1t1oned as “the men ‘whose act1ons the h1stor1an ,gf,,,

studies . . e acted 1n the context, “and unddﬁtthe impulse of a past

: %
spciety.”: (iii) H1stor1ans are themselves soc1a11y cond1t1oned

L. and "you cannot . fu]]y understand or apprec1ate the work of a'
S

~historian un]ess you have first grasped the standpo1nt from wh1ch

he h1mse1f approached it; [furthermo;e] that standpo1nt is 1tse7f

rooted in a social and h1stor1ca1 background "]0] N ‘&.;;ﬁﬁ :‘,
Hav1ng made a]]hthese st1pu1atﬁpns and reservat1ons, how does :?f

) 'S
’ Carr~propose h1stor1ans go- about the bus1ness of‘fhe1r profess1on7 N

ya
-l sha]] venture to believe that the ‘historian. S ¥
'wh 1sgmost consc1ousqof hfs own’ uat1on,1s R A

2 ok ca apable of transcendihg it
R cépab]e of appreciating the ¥ssell > o
“7. . of the differencgs between his oWn soc1ety o ,3&: L
e " and out]ooh and those of otherbper1ods and  VF g T
o .countr1es ~ .‘5102 T A : S

To effect such a 'transcendance the h1stor1an, 1n words eoho1ng

Ber11n must have "a capac1ty to rise above the 11m1ted vision- of

h1s own s1tuat10n 1n soc1ety and in h1stor} " et ‘t

Ber11n and Carr, however, are decades removed from the more

!

na1ve relat1v1sm of Becker and Beard 04. To the former pa1r e
.cannot casua]ly app]y Barrac]ough s scathlngacr1t1c1sm

<« . who to- day, would dare to claim’ that . . .
historicism provides an ultimate view of . rea11ty, o
. an adequate. phﬁ]osophy either for thinkIng or for
‘11ving7 'Thémore’we try to sound the inexhaustible,
-meaning of the oartlcular,, it has. been we]] sdig \4/
- 'the more devé‘Tg erythg seems to be’ of ‘ﬁ' >3
© . meaning in‘particdtar.' That h1stor1c1sm is the '
progen1tor 'of réelativism, ‘is too obviols a'fact to ' -
require demonstrat1pn. Everyth1ng is related, -_ e
judged and evaluated; in relation --"amnd far- too -
- often sole]y in re]at1on¢-- to,t;me, place, context.
and environment; theﬂk are no ab501utes, there is . -
'f_ no tranScendent sanction for man 's action, mora11ty



b
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W N et 15 dtonied particig arized, pulverized,

& ~wnfil in the énd it is held”to ‘be .'impossibl@ to _
' “think one man éssentially mo;;:’ wicked than ca
' ~ another.' The histofiap is t ught;t,o.discévei*,vig o

not whether CharTes I -- or’Hitler -- was right

~ or wrong but 'how his actiom was hist%éﬁta51y;.,} PRERTE
» ¥ LB

¢ - conditioned J to disengage 'the strgctural - **
! . feature® of F conflict which was inperent in the

diglectic of events.' If this is truly his, _
-fufiEtion, the only function hich the matenial ,~ ., -
to his hands pe¥its him to Undertake, then we «: = 5

w2
Rl

*  can_only concliide. Bhat his view of reality is PUE b

. thexvery pro

blems which touch us,’ as individuals, = v °
ma _.]05 : ' o SO PV D PIEN Cowe

9

s Gt e

-

' As=Bef’§’Hﬁ7 . A TR A
“”;Nss . ‘Wajor fallacy of this posjtinn [relativism, Ly
*Tah jectiviSmudn,hiStony}-m@stmby%now_b‘,too e e,

- .obvTous to need pointing out: ‘We'are told'that . ..
.- we*are creatures-.of natugdor environfentl or - o
- of history, and that thisstoloRs our temperament,

y ’ ‘our judgments’, our principles. Every judgtent is

. - relative, every evaluation subjective, madé¥hat

T “and as it is by the. interplay-of the' factors of
' _its own -time and place, indivjdyal=og,collective. . .
. But'relativeitywhat? - Subjective "ih contrast to’ '133'
3 What?'ﬁIQvolved in some ephemeral pattern as opposed

g o'What"COnCEivab1e;.presumab1y-time1ess, independence

= - "of such distorting fattors? Relative terms . -. .
B - Need correlatives, or elSe they.turn out to be

" Mithout meaning themselves, . . .106 = | S

7 In seéking an answer<to "relative to: what," to keep from

I B AT S T

Tapsing into.an inescapable solipsism,  the modern historicist/
av lab _ © - S0 e DI _

- re]atiyist‘fa]Ts,baék,upon'theitbughstone'of fhumah nﬁfure,'

Boraicm un o ) , R g o . ;
Bgcause'we‘are'human we possess-an 'essence' =-. so to speak -—

tely achieve communion with the historical
v n PR . . . . R . - . X

subject. Berlin's aforementioned "common sense" turns out to be -

;f?ar'frbmiq commdhf(i.e.'ftriViélf)'ﬁhihg;f;Iﬁfisfh Febogﬁition~that '

to.be. human s ?ﬁo}befengégéd1in‘angonstantzfitfing;Q? fragment of

4

e _ N
) S . B .

-

N

50 Timited and ‘eircumscribed ;that it $idetracks =~ e

U:‘i o Mo w R
. s‘ S . . . '(\' 5“ N M N . e .", -
T P A N SR Sy , .

';‘9‘3reality:into_thefﬁﬁngle all-embracing pattern that 1 assime.to . ™
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_ho1d for iothers: besides myself, and which I call veality. w107

~Jhis is xhe rea]m of "exper1ences 1n general" wh1ch g1ve§xis

.-"knowledge of 11fe, sense of rea11ty w108 App11ed to h1story,‘_

) "h1stor1ca1 sense [is] sense of what rema1ns 1dent1ca1 or un1tary :

‘. ,109

in d1fferences and in change .We are told that d11 men are

.

’ﬁ,&?

: "endowed wpiﬁ”a nuc]eus of needs and goa1sﬂﬂi*nuc1eus common to )
_s-' - an men which may have a sh1ft1ng pattern,.but one whose 11m1ts

'are determ1ned by the basic need to commun1cate w1th other S1m11ar

3 :
_bE1ngs "]]0 This ' common nuc]eus 1s so 3}ﬁ§1ve [hav1ng a

| ZE v ~
i sh1ft1ng pattern ] that Ber11n does na gQ’Eempt to descr1be
.'ts But he’ 1ns1sts

'1t, nor witi he make c]ear 1ts 'determ1ne.\

o h ‘that we be11eve 1n these "fundamental pategor1es 6f human '

»

exper1ence" whlch are "f391ca1f§ prior [to the gather1nq of

emp1r1ca] data and deduct1ve reason1nq] and are 1east subJect to.

' p ]
1change amonq the e]ements that const1tute our Rnowledqe “]]]

. s

S

It is the task of the h1stor1an to be cogn1zant °fE§%J this and

‘:to descr1be the past in terms of the needs and” als wh1ch are not

-We account for th ! ,”nch Revo]ut1on or the
. character of Napo]eon or the behavior of i
."Talleyrand as we would account for the behav1or -
of our own contemporaries and:events in pur’ own
~"Tives, public and private, with the same rich,"
scarcely ana]ysabTe mixture of: phys1o]og1ca1
.-and psychological, economic and biographital, e -
- - aesthetic and ‘ethical, causfl and purpesive | . T-.: 5F',;
/” concepts, -which provide what we regard as. norma]
- and sufficient answers to our normal’ quest1ons

f_”7-about ‘how. and why th1nqs or. persons act as< ‘].';"
| they. do.?‘zg R S S
: . . - . R L “-:. B R . “ » '.\: J \
e L F A A
" : ¢ 2y '., A~' ‘ \:‘
" .= SRR ‘ .v'\- .
U ﬁ \\:\7 - ) A 5 ‘4":,: S—f;‘ 5
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Th1s is preC1se1y the stance pract{c1ng h1stor1c1sts/

fu11y fa11 into the h1stor1cist/re1at1v1st campl elaborates:

re]ativists-have adopﬁed As Henri P1renne [a]though hS:‘oes not

w1thout benef1t of Pu]ES; what 1s centra]
from what is-ioca],or per1phera1 or trans1ent g

formulate such rules 1s to undertake.a n1ghtmar1sh task

' A11 ‘historical construction -- which amounts to
say139 all historical narrative -- rests upon a
post

all unless one assumes in-the beg1nn1ng that

L Tate: that of the eternal’ 1dent1ty of human- vad
nature. One cannot comprehend men's -actions at‘ -(<i::>/

* thep™physical”and moral beings have been at all
" periods what they are today. Past societies wou]d
* T -remain un1nte111g1b1e to us if the natural needs .-
“-Which they experienced and’ “the-psychical forces, -
which stimulated them were qualitativ y -different
from purs.. How.are the: _innumerable d fferences |
- that- human1ty presents in time .and space to be
. p1a1ned if one“does not consider them as.
'f' aﬁb;ng ‘nuances-of a reality which is in its
essence a]ways and everywhere the same?

I

The hxstor1an assumes, therefore, that he can'

o f*treat the-#ctions of the ‘dead-as “he dees those -
© ° of ‘the 11v1ng who surround .him. And this comparison

- suffides to ‘make comprehens1b1e the- subJect1ve
fe]ement n his accounts 13 )

>

-

As w@ have~noteq, Ber11n asks h1stor1ans "to d1st1ngu1sh;»'

a14

wy

wou]d havevto 1dent1fy the "centra] permanent or un1versa1“

,‘ N aspects of the humaJRcond1t1on, then one wou]d have to dev1se a

- methodology fbr uncoverlnq these 1n the spec1f1c h1stor1ca] WOrk

%

systemwzat1on one sought to~avo1d 1n the f1rst p]ace..n";f

.

Ip f1na1 evaluat1gn of the historgc1st/re]at1v1st pos1t1on,,

: one may app]y the succ1nct andﬂastute observat1on of Hans Meyerhoff

Ly

permanent,»br uﬁﬁversal
Of course, to

F1rst one

= Thls wou1d br1ng the h1storic1st/re1at1v1st r1ght back to expound1Le,{~

‘i dogmat1c"1aws on‘tgf human cond1t1on J- and th1s is prec1se1y the li

'



»

-

-

‘ schoo] Meyenhoff 1s afain pass1ng an indictm

Here he is comi
remarks app1y to an ent1re schoo1 of histor1ography o

On the”one hand it is a p]ea for the status of
history as a science, a summary of the critical
apparatus which modern history, -in condunction
‘with its 'auxiliary sciences,' has developed
“during-the Tast hundred.- years. On the other.
= hand’ 1q%repeats the historicist insight that
' 'to construct history is to narrate it,’' not to
,formu]ate ‘general laws, that each narrative is a
kind of hypothesis or partial exp]anat1on,'
that the search for 'the real meaning' of one's
narrattve may set limits to the employment
of the scientific apparatus, and that the
historian cannot but call upon the exerctise
of the 'creative imagingtion,' which,-in turn,
introduces ineradicable subjective differences »
of personality and milieu. 115 S, o

Such QS the- dﬂemna of the entfre h1stor1&t‘,re1atw'

. P _ v
'»school when he says "[Char]es A. ] Beard never rel hed a sat1sfactory

'm1dd1e ground between h1s po]em1cs aga1nst the pretenswons of the

.sc1ent1f1c method in-history and his.awareness that some standards

of truth and obJect1v1ty are necessary in order to be a respons1b1e

h1stor‘1an."_”6 The seek1ng of such a m1dd1e ground' 1s so‘&Pmnlex
: & ﬁf.

S a task -~ dnd the des1re to avo1d transform1ng h1story into SC1ence

50 great»—~ that in many. 1nstances the h1stor1c1st/re1at1v1st 1s -

',resuﬂt of the need ‘to overcomemgarra%é;nqh s aforement1oned f B “f.

often driven perﬁ]ous]y c1ose to the mode 11 camp. Th1s 1rony is a

.v\

B ,jrelat1v1st $ dllemma and to open up ohe avenues by whzch a h1stor1an

may’ ga1n access to’ the 1ns1de of past events Certa1n1y Berlln, ff;

e : '

d"' after e%oquently expound1ng the. h1stor1c1st thes1s,_1s fbrced to o

y ostu]ate the ex1ste/ce,of a t1me1es§3 un1versa1 human essence

)
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| d whhchmbecomes the gateway t3 _empathy w1th h1stor1ca1 characters.
Andlﬁam1er, who we prev1ous]y discussed ‘in connect1oq w1th mode II
by stat1ng that that mode carrled to extreme his caut1ous thought
[" ', . in allcﬁhte111gent h1stor1ca1 quest there 1s, . . Q,
discrete, tentatlve .search for the typ1ca§/and recurrent in fhe ,///*
act1ons of man (eyen 1n h1s unreason), and a search for a morpho]oqy

of human affa1rs "]]7] qrapp]es with the quest1on of how to“]1berate 5

J T

the un1que from the genera1 : Let us see the fu]] context of ‘;:f§§ i
Nam1er 's words -- words 1mportant enough in h1s mind to serve ﬁf‘ 4’
. : ’mv
open h1s c]ass1c Avenues of Histor :
e ) y U *&*ru&kp
™+ The suthnt matter~of h1story is human ;fa1rs, @- O
, - .men in action, things which have .happened and . O
’ “how they happened; concrete everits fixed in.time - S

and space,-and their groundings in ‘the thoughts

B and feelingg.of men -- not things' universal and

o ~genera11zed ‘events as complex and diversified :
‘#aYe . as the men- who wrought them, those rational . - i
ER beings whosé knowledge is seldom sufficient, . : '
whose ideas are.but ‘distantly related to. - .
rea11ty, and’ who are. never moved by reason alone.. "
Yet in all 1nte111gent historical quest there .4
is, underneath -a discreet, tentat1wemsearch
for™ the typ1caT and. recurrent in_the: psyche
and actions of man (2ven 4n his eason), and

v ..~ a search for ‘a morphology of human affairs,

.. curbed though that search.be by the recognition
% .- . Lthat.absent from the life of communities 1? the
’@@g sg’__‘1ntegrat1on pecu11ar to-. ]1v1ng organ1sms

) € .

';;_&".' -3
c ..

A carefu1 read1ng of Nam1er S words shows a profound but ‘»{
N -

. ‘:ﬂ u1t1mate1y fut11e attempt to férge*a conv1nc1nq m1dd1e ground'

Y

o ﬁbr h1stor1ca] practlce He opens w1th the h1sfor1c1st thes1s |

["the subJect matter of h1story is, human affa1rs“], sw1tches‘toi -

acknowledg1ng a sc1ent1f1c dimens1on ["concrete EVents fixed 1n T

o

t1me and space“], yet tnstant]y reJects the genera11zat1ons of



v~,macro -theories- ["not things universal and genera]1ze
' pleads a comp1ex1ty to human h1story, even an

'Yet beneath th1s chaos there is a. "morphoTo_

_gsence of "th1ng~s umversa] and g nera X

N
v
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"]. -He then
'irra ionality.'
of‘human affairs" --

hough such a morpho]ogy 1s presumably no ref]ect1ve of an

P
[

" and therefore we

‘rta1n1y must not treat’ man as a mass phenomenon beCause groups of

b nd1v1dua1s do not possess the "1ntegrat1on pecu11ar to 11v1ng

\1

. Ry 3

.Qul‘

“

organ1sms " To apprec1ate the h1$tor1c1st/re1at1v1st dilemma, a

' w119

read1nq of the who]e Qf Nam1er S . "Hlstory - the’ open1ng ehaﬁ&er

: of Avenues of H1story -~ cannot be too h1gh1y recommendeé y

,,‘ Jgﬁ‘!
Thr0ughout, he strugg]es w1th the oppos1tes h1s very 1ntroductory :

words summar11y stated ' f_ . L

. wh11e ideas- out11ve reality," names ard words
- outlast both. The nature and meaning of what
. they.serve to denote or express, change often by
. wellnigh .imperceptible deflection: ,a gentTe,
- reassuring process which in practice preserves JEES
- continuity and fostérs an illusion of stability; :120 -
: but which is apt to g1ve r1se to wrong 1nferences h

i ‘. human soc1ety is not.an organﬁsm capabﬁe of
."“unconscious growth: " at. every stage thought and

theory intervene, more often 1mpend1ng than ]2]

promot1ng re-adJustments 1mposed 1n pract1ce.

The' study’ of~h1story <= of human affairs - has .
.to-go deep and remain uncontam1nated to ‘be of value; +

and then the value 4s not in its factual conténts ~--
'education is that: which r a1ns after .one has

fﬁuﬁuj_f R fbrgotten al® one has: 1ear ]ZZ* ;> IR

'Hgf*" ggs history repeat 1tse1f'? Not two events or
: »Chdins.of events are: 4dentical any more. than two
Ny * dindividuals’or their-1ives. Yet the lives of all
’ men can. be summed up,vaewin Anatole France's story, - -
- in eight words: 'They were born, they suffered, =
.and. they died.' The elimination of-jindividual. . - -
var1ants, wh1ch tend to cance] out each other where
1arge numbers are 1nvolved, is 11ke1y to. d1sclose :

B SR
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h1stor1ography. Seekﬁng to avo1d what 1s\perce1ved to be the

certain basic requ]arit1est There may.be ‘cycles

- -ih-history and a rhythm but if there are, the

range of our experience and knowledge is
insufficient to establish them; and if there are

" not, the turn of .oyr m1nds w111 still incline us to

assume their existence and to invent them.  'Is
thére anything whereof men say, See, this is new7
it -hath ‘been already, in the ages before us.'

K-
Man is a repet1t1ve, aping animal; a to basic
reqularities and individual variatiol he adds
the eﬂement of 1m%mat1on and of expec!ed

lgPet1tgon , : ,,t,f" i

As history deals with concrete events f1xed ihov
time &n& space, ‘narrative is Tts basic.medium ~

. but Yed hy analytic selectionvoR willt to =,

narpy The function of the’ historian is akin .-
to hat of the paintér and not of "the photograph1c
tamera: to discover and set forth, to single out -
and stress- that which is of the nature of the-

¥hing, dnd r 0’ cegroduce 1nd1scr1minate]y all

v “'that meets eye.

'fe‘The d1ScusS1on'w ether h1story is an art ora’
'7,;sc1ence seems futile:
. a great deal of prev¥ous ekperience angaknowiedge,'1‘.

it is. like medigd' diagnosis;

and. the scientific approach of the trained mind

‘are required, yet the-final conglusions - (to be

r -exam;ggd in the 11ght of ev1dence)'are 1ntu1t1ve
Y‘t &,_ L : ,

IS .there is concerted research h1story cannot
fth‘agqregates otherwise than in vague . »
lizations: 'to treat’ tﬂem as entities in

‘ we cannot beg excuse for be]abor1ng the above Not On]y d

not requ1re apology, but the po1nt 111ustra5ed 15 certa1n1y a -

,profound and controvers1a1 one.’ In seek1ng to wafﬁ the-'sensib

[
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“whic sach person reta1ns h1s 1ndhv1dua11ty reqd1res .
. 8 new techn1que _ L

oes

the c1t1ng of the thoughts of one of the wor]d s great h1stor1ans

]e

:«‘m1dd1e ground between mode 1. and mode II, most modern h1stor1ans

- have in fact ]eft themse]ves w1thout a cons:stent and defehs1ble

Ay

M

1‘:>“ o

I
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r1g1d1ty, formal1sm and doqmatism of mode. I and mode II the
- ‘ »
7&4ﬁma1nstream modern historians- ultimate]y ask us to believe 1n -

&,' 43 to borrew Beard's phrase -- “wr1tten history as an, act of faith. "]?7
' At first glance this appears almost necessar11y s0. For 1€ is
only in mode I and IIs that we have witnessed a remarkable’
'consistenc;h—- weltanschauungen in wh1ch~comprehensive modes- of
. 1nqu1ry encompass all thought, 1nc1qd1ng historical thought, Yet
_the h1s¢or1c1st rebels aga1nstathe accompany1ng sweeping forma11sm
‘Kf_ - of sych macro- perspect1ves and plzads for the dign1ty of ‘human
1Eb. : '(indiV1dua11ty, the freedom of h n choice. Mode ; offersqno-such
) v‘ compass1on for, to borrow from Sklnner, 1t takes us “beyond freedom
hand d1gn1ty.f1 Ne1ther does mode II a]]ow man or.men any spec1a1
'i place in the universe: we(;re all prec1se1¥ calcu]ab]e momentﬁ
'11n~anibn€3thet1ca11y evo]v1ng cosmos. "t
Thenaeo—mode I:apd neb-mode II schools of h1story have, to¢
y greater or - 1esser degrees, reconc11ed themselves to- sucﬁ.fates. In .
'reward they too can c]a1m a remarkable cons1stency; even s1mp11c1ty, )
in the1r/theory and practice. In: contrast the:histor1c1st rebe]11on ..J
. mmed'lately 'Ieads to re]at1v1sm, wh'ich 1? turn, .15 resolved by thef
pos1t1ng of a very abstract not1on of‘human essenql. The Jogic
: becomes tautologica], 1ts 11nkages become stra1ned the argument
'becomes ultﬁmately unconv1nc1nq. EVen the unquest1onable

“br1]]1ance of a Ber11n or. a Namier cannot make it otherw1se. Yet,

i ]

- sdch is ‘the h1stor1ograph1c~or1entat1on of our most pre-emlnent

Qohh1stor1ans. Ly1ng mid-way between our ant1thet1ca1 modes, they

-

- j*'*borrow from“both and seek consenpu_\~\§ut consensus is a POOF
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substitute for synthesis. The former'meré1y-g]osses over real
conflict by, to use a political ,ana]'bg}ll, attempting to \foster the
illusion of fundamental stability throﬁgh forming a coalition
wherein all voices are heard but none are allowed to dominéte. In
cbntrast, synthesis resolves conf]iqt Hot by seeTing to form a
compromise by effecting an éggreéate of}conflictfng elements in a
'ba]ancg of power,' but by forging a new perspeptive whiéh subsumes
the conflicting elements into é dua]itafive]y new and uhiqug theory.
The resultant theory ig)new becausé it fu]iy inéorporates its
‘antithetical eiements; it is unique because it has not only the
methodological, explanative and heuristic breadth ?f its constituent
perspectives, but is itself a qualitatively identifiable ’ -
weltanschauung which opens vistas not‘perceivab]e f}oh the standboint
of giiher of i}s constituents. As wé sha]] see shortly, fhére have
been attempts even more valiant than-that:of the historicists/
relativists at’Such a'synthesis'-- 'social history'iand 'sociological
_history ' However, we will find that we must wait until our ana]ys1s
of mode IIT to elucidate the é<amp1e of a successful synthesis.

.Before going on first to sog1a1 and scciological history, and

then to mode III, we shall briefly comment on some of the other,

lesser, schools of modern historioéraphy.-

(i) Intellectual History 7 ' B o

A historicist/relativist perspective, with its emphasis upon

. : : _ R
understanding events from the viewpoint of those who were actually in
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the hiSthica] situaéion, elevates the ro]e\@f human thought to the
center of historical curiosity. Indeed, historicism/relativism and
what may be teérmed 'inté11ectua1 history' did rourish togethe-.
As Marwick'notes: “uyith Croce, Collingwood believed that 'all
h%story is the history of thought' and in this, of course, he was
in key with the new emphasis on iﬁte]]ectua] history developing in
the twenties and'thirties."128' |

'~The térm 'intellectual history' is far from unambiguous, and
we E-v 'sing it in a particu]ar sense -- a sen;e associated-wfth

129

the “ist ricist/relativist school. Intellectual hjstory, as

defihﬂa‘@cre, is not concerned with the thesis that there are

130

‘'eternal ideas' with whieh the human mind grapples. It is not

concerned with the thesis that each ége,has its own 'spirit' or

'chari:iﬁrf or eitgeist.J]3]
first

Finally, it is not concerned with

'so1ating and then- 'documenting' or 'tracing' the 'evolution’

132

or 'progress' of an idea through history. Intellectual history

is, raﬁher, better defined ;;other»way.‘ As Felix Gi]bert asserts:
"It mignt be more modest to say that‘the intellectual historian
'reconstitutes the mind of an {ndividua1 or of groups at the times
when a partiguiar eveﬁt Happened or an advance was ac.hieved.‘"]33

6r, as John Higham states, intellectual history "conééntrates on
experiences occurring insidé/men'k heads. It centers on man's inner
| W134 ' '

‘experiences which he has in thinking. -
Clearly this is a task fully compétib]e with the hisforicist/“
relativist position, qnd sure1y>we'can agree with Gilbert that "To

~call this Iabove]_fdrmu]atioh ‘modest” is probably ‘an

-
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under-statehent because ‘thi fask, if fully done, will lead very _
far afietd."'3% It lead:”'far afield' becausé intellectual hister
“ first reinforces and then expands the claims of historicism/
relativism.  These a%e the "almost . . . two differént conceptions

136 The reinforcing

of the discipline” which Higham delineates.
(of historicism/re]ativism)'is found in the conéeption of

intellectual history as "an investigation of the connections

between thought and deed." Here there is a concern with correlating

"thought with an "external context of eventg and behavior." An
expansion of the historicist/relativist ppsition js found in the
type of intellectual history thch*"has insisted principally on-
establishing the internal relationships between‘what some %en write
or say and what}bther men write or say. This kind of intellectual
history directs éttention away froh the confext of events in qrder\
to systematize the conté*t.o? ideas. It seeks the connect%ofis

t."137  This second form-of intellectual

. ¢
history pushes historicism to its logical extreme by ignoring

between thought and though

everything but the "causal connections between ideas. It depénd§;:

‘theréfofe,gfrincipally on-1'nternalana]ysis."]38

Together, both of tﬁese approaches have the effect of greatly

increasing the legitimacy of the-historicist/re]étivist

orientation. They serve to propagate the idea that: "In some

v

,\‘ .

sense all human activity has a mental component, and intellectual A

history is displaying increasing usefulness as an'integrativé tool. "~

This_synthetic objective is approachable by studying the causal

linkage of ideas with political, éocial, and econpmic even;‘,s,"]39

2



184

This is a return to the basic historicist/relativist tenet that
the 'human element' places history beyond both the categoriiations
of philosophic 'systems' and the 'general laws' of science. As
G11bert eloquent]y concludes:

Whatever one thinks of the forces that under11e
the historical process, they are filtered through
the human mind and this determines the, tempo ang
the manner in which they work. It is human
consciousness which connects the 1ongTrange
factors and forces and the indiyidual’event and
it is at this crucial point of the historical
process that the intellectual historian does his
work 140

LTy

- Yét the question of how the intellectual historian 'dbes his <

-1

work' is no}\fesofVed; Precisely the same methodo]ogica]lproblems
which haunt the ﬁisporfcist/relativiet)face the inte]]ectda]
historian. In the final analysis intellectual history Iies midway
between mode I and mode II -- as does historicis@/re]afivism. And
1ike the {atter, it achieves neither a synthesig/of the two modes

- nor does it go much beyond. being a negative feection against the

. forﬁalism of‘thesebtwo modes. Intellectual h1story is, too, part

of the aforement1oned "romant1c rebellion."

(iii) Psychohistory and 'New' Psychohistory

A more recent historiographic innovation is 'psychohistory.'
There is an obvious and direct 1ink between intellectual history and
psychohistory, but there is a]so‘a difference -- more prope;]y
'perhaps a differencelof emphasfs -- which separates the two. As

Gerald Izenberg recognizes: .
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In principle, psychoanalytic explénation is no
S different from any other, form of explanation
which tries to account for historical events in.
terms of the motives and intentions of individuals
and groups. The difference is that psychoanalgsis
is a theory of demystification which purports to
go beneath the deceptive surface of conscious
motives to give the real reasons for behavior --
reasons unknown to the agent,141

In so going 'Beneath' the [psychohistorians would arque]
trivial reasons and motivations accepted by historicists/relativists
and intellectual historians psychohistory, from the time’oﬁ;Erikson

"whose Young Man Luther can be said to have initiated the
142

contemporary vogue of psychohistory," has ré1¥ed upon neo-Freudian

143

psychoanalytic models. The strength of the psychoanalytic model

is twofold: not only is the model wholly 'human' in that it
focuses directly upon the individual, unique, existential entity,
but it also provides historians with a method of comprehending that

.

uniquenes;.without resort;ng to the 'intuitive leap' of the

- historicist/relativist. Psychoanalysis offers a concrete, 'public,’

program -- a formal method -- for understanding the historical
moment from the 'inside.' As Mazlish, in pleading for the widest
possible acceptance of the psychoanalytic historiogfaphic
orientation, argues:
Why should history, the one discipline thét deals
especially with man's past and ggeks
explanation of that past largely in terms of
men's motives, ignore so staunchly the one science
(or, at least, attempt at a science) which ¢ n&ers
itself on research into exactly these areas. !4
However, in so attempting to rescue historicism from its
methodological vagueries, psychohistory soon encounters grave

/
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difficulties of its own. For example Mazlish, i7 his well-known
and expansive essay "What is Psycho-history?," sﬁggests that

psychohistory offers historians the.tools to solve one major riddle
' I

plaguing the historicist/relativist: how does/Bne‘ggasb that elusive
and subtle intefaction of objective 'environmehf"and subjective
individual which results in the uniquenééi oi/é]] historical events?

Psycho-history in its best moments/tries to
combine both insights. It attempts to understand
the social conditions shaping the/deve]opment of
the individual (and group) psyche, and then the
psychological factors forming the social
conditions. Linear language for¢es me to present
these as se rate operations; in/ fact, the
processes “toexist, and correspond, rather than
one being The 'cause' of the other. Hence,

. sociology of\knowledge is broa?qhed to include

» 'psychology of knowledge.'145

.~ Yet in spite of Laz]ish‘s disdain #4"11near language,' analysis

/
of psychohistory reveals that this school -- Mazlish's insistence

I

4

'Upon a 'coexistence of.processes’ notw#thstanding -- in practice
does fall back upon a 'linear’ mode]/bf causa]ity. As Lifton

NS . / I
recognizes, "psychoanalysis stands fgst on the principle of
AR VT | '

historica?l causatibﬁ." Precisely where it stands is a function =
of the psyghoanalytic insistence upon,an~autonpmous, ontologically-
distinct, realm of 'psyche.' This.is a legacy of Freud himself. .
As Reiff states, -

Freud is a monocausalist. His method destroys

multiple causation and thus the full truth of °

manifold understanding. Reducing change to

constancy, Freud collapses histor{ into nature,

religion and politics into psychology.147
In so 'collapsing' the external envirohhent into an internal

psychological realm, "Meaning is polarized as inner and outer. Al]
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meaning is historical. But inner meaning is the‘psycho]ogical
pole; outer meaning s contextual, evéntua]. The eventual
reproduces thé psychological. The outer process, deprived of its
aufqnomy, documents the inner."]48.

Freud's prob]em is inherited by the psychoanalytic schoo] and
consequently by psychoh1stor1ans And the problem is fundamenta]-
to set out a comprehens1ve theory of psyche and then to have that
psyche exist within an env1ronment which is fu]]y 1ndependent is
to allow the existence of countless independent var1ab1es which then
have to be ignored as affective upon the psythe. ‘If Qé are willing
to have two equal and autonomous realms of significance -- mind and
material/social environment -- we will have retreated from the »
position that meaning is wholly centered in existential man. If’we
va]]ow”an 'pbjective' environment .which mechanicé]]y acts upbn the
psyche then_weiare back in the realm of science (3 la mode I) and-
the historicist position.is undermined because then history does |
indeed have an 'objective' dimension -~ the énvironment -- which
“can be iso]ated'anh defined. Thus, to preserve the’historicist
thesis, the"meaninj' of the world beyond the perceiving mind --
"outer meaning" in the words of Rieff -- must indeed be
"contextual." This is the environmental context of historical
events -- and this "outer process" must. "document the inner." To
admit anything less is to severeljfanderm1ne the historicist thesis.

Yet psychoh1story, because 1t cannot live w1th the

essentially naive concept of 'intuitive leap' as a methodologica]l

tool nor can it live with the environmentalism of mbde I, in the end
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itself undermines the historicist position and eémes extremely
close to the mode II orientation in both theory and-practice; The
swing toward mode II is clear when Lifton describes what he
perceives will be the u]timgf; accomplishment of psychohistory. He
says that the germ of this is already present in ERikson's writing,
and the "bringing [of] pSychQanalysis and history together in a way
thgt does justice to tﬁe richness of‘hﬁman experience is at Tast
taking shape." What are "a few of the characteristics which I -
believe that this psychohistorical development will come to
embody"? (i) "It will retain a 'model of time,' but will expand
this model into ﬁew concepts that combine, and give more subtle
expression to, man's individual and collective feelings toward his
past and his future." (ii) "It will evolve a genuinely
dialectical position concerning the interp]ay of man's
psychobiological nature on the one hand and his historical

experience on the other -- . . ." (j§ii) "It will retain Freud's

principle of the past as motor for histprfca] change, while at the

same time taking account of that which is new in the patferns,which
emerge from the three-way interplay of man's psyéhobio]ogica]

" nature; his cultural past, and the existing historical currents
acting upon him." (iv) "It will similarly stress the dialectic
between the reality of external events and man's unique need to
perceive these events only through some form of symbolic
re-creation.” (v) "It will stress man's innate ﬁeed for

' exp]orat%on apd change as a fundamental element ih the creation of

his history, as well as the countervailing tendency toward
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stability and stillness @xpressed in Freud's 'Nirvana pr"inc1’p1e.""]49

A11 of the above e1dquent1y reinforces the historicist thesis,
but simultaneously imposes an 'order,' a 'pattern,' upon the
historical course of affairs and men. In short, while psychohistory
cannot embrace the mechanism of 'science' it also cannot bear to
accept the relativistic implications of historicism. The result:
psychohistory swings perilously close to the perspective of mode I1I
-- seeking therein the stability of order coupled with the
recognition of both qualitative change and the role of subjective
“human comprehension in history. Indeed, Lifton immediately
continues -- in unmistakenly Hegelian tones -- |

In all these ways, the new historical psychology
and psychological history -- they may finally come
to be brothers -- can gradually free themselves
from two intellectual polarities which have all
too frequently dominated both historical and
psychological work: first, the lingering
—Newtonian legacy of the closed, mechanistic

“world of absolute cause-and-effect relatiodships;
and second, the intellectually nihilistic rejection
of all general principles or causative elements.
It will instead evolve a stress upon patterns

~and constellations whose cause and effect
relationships are the intricate transactions
of elements always in process.L?O '

Lifton's analysis is correct -- a logical. extension of the
objectives ‘and method of psycﬁohistory. That extension has been
taken to its furthest logical deyelopment by Lloyd de Mause and
the 'new psychohistory.' There, we have a good reflection of our
second mode of inquiry., Lloyd dé Mause belijeves the 'new

!

psychohistory' to be a result 'ofl -three recent developments:
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The first development was the discovery that .
the history of childhood followed evolutionary 2% _ .
patterns that were lawful, and that this new AN
field of childhood history could form the basis -
for studying patterns of personality and -’ 33 .
behavior of both -individuals and groups in "
history. The second factor was the devélogmeﬁ¢k
during the 1960's of psychoanalytic small-group‘:
process theory, as formulated by W.R. Bioh, - =
Philip Slater, Richard Mann, Graham Gibbard

and John Hartman, a new experimental field

whith began to extend clinical psychoanalytic
.insight into larger group theory by identifying i
group fantasies, group defenses, and other

shared needs on a strictly empirical basis,

while avoiding the holistic reification of

'society' which underlies traditional sociology.

The third factor leading to 'the new psychohistory'
has been a new attitude of radical empiricism by
a new generation of psychohistorians, trained
both in psychoanalysis and in_one of the
~ historical disciplines, . . . 51
Under de Mause, although he would bittqr]y argue the point, we
find psychohistory fusing with neo-Hegelianism. His classic essay

"The Evolution of Childhood" 22

clearly iTlustrates how: history
is a progression Qf ‘ages' -- each is qualitatively different .and
each is a higher and more desirable stage of civilization than the
preceding‘age; there is a dialectical interaction between
generations which is the driving force in history yie]dihg
qualitative changes between epochs; this dialectical inieréttion‘is
both sbontaneous and independent of social environment; the
evplution of civilization is a raﬁional]y'comprehensib1e process
following laws of development. De Mause has in fact implemented
Liffon'ﬁ ideas for psychohistory. - 7

Thus we see that-psychbhiétory and the 'new psychohistory'

e

built upon the tenet of historicism a historiography which Teads
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back to an& parallels mode II. The germ of this tendency was
always there: |

To conclude by way of review: first, to avoid the
historicists' view that a leap of intuition is the only way we cén
get ét the 'meaning' of the paét. the psychoanalytic model was
employed to provide the methodology for so empathetically peering
into the existential soul of past events without resorting to a
mechanistic, 'scientific,' model which would reduce the human
dimension ‘to quantitative formulations. Thus an autbnomous realm
of 'psyche" was posited which, fronicai]y, was fhéught to follow
immutable psychological laws which in the end turned out to be just. »
as iron-clad, just as rigid, and just as ahistorical as the general
laws of mode I or the systems of mode 1. This point is éuccinct]y
articulated by Lifton in his comments on an essay by Rieff:‘

As Rieff points out, Freud saw the 'remoténess

» - [} '—_'r"—.—
of time' as the 'really decisive factor' in the {
experience of the unconscious, so that 'a certain )
event, or events, necessarily in remote rather 1\~//~_///

than near history -- indees at the beginning --
becomes determinative of a.7 that must follow.'
‘Reducing change to constancy, Freud collapses
history into nature, religion and politics into

- psychology.' The difficulty of Freud's method
is precisely that of.'originitis': the exaggeratedly
causal focus through which, as Rieff puts it, .
'History is predestination.' Here are the
beginnings of the dictum from which efforts to
combine psychoanalysis and history have since
suffered, the insistence that there is nothing
new under the psychohistorical sun.!}

Second, the psychoanalytié‘model had to deal with more than the
historical individual if it was.to be of value in‘comprehending
historical events. This is clearly recognized by, for example,

/
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Bruce Mazlish when he speaks of two “"kinds" of psychohistory:
"that treating of individuals and that treating of groups.”

There is uraency to "bridge" the gap between these two forms, and

the matter is complicated.--~
In 1ife-history, we are primarily concerned with
the motives of an individual, suitably psycho-
analyzed, of course, and the way in which these
personal motives are shaped by the culture and

society as well as by his genetic factars, etc.
We then seek to‘understand how the.ingdi idual
interrates with and helps further'tqj§:2p4 his
surrounding culture and society. In whatil
‘shall now calb group history, for wan¥ of a

better term, pe are concerned with groups driven
or inspired common motives. ! " .
The bridging of the indivfdua] with the group resulted in the
gg;féggg_reification of individual psychology sinto.group pSycho]ogy
and ultimately into the thesis that 'environment’ reflects 'mind.’
The necessity of thisawe have discussed, and it .is a process which |
: originatedfwith Freud:, Freud began to "trea£ 'peob]es' as he did )
‘the individua1; R Sociél movements became macrocosms of
individual movements. The dynamic that moves.the.many is analagous
tb the dynamic that moves the one."]55 This tendency is most fwlly
explicit in'the 'new psychohistory' where we have qua]itativé(fi_—\\
.psychological 'ages' of rcivilization' clearly reminiscent of Hegel's
trénsforma£5ve stages.
Lastty, psychohistory comes even closer to the mode 11 |
_orientation with the neﬁ psychohistory's positing of progressive,
qua]itatfve,-civiiizatﬁona] transformations. Freud did not haQ%;a

theory of progress -- rather his was something more akin to a cyclical

 historical theory leading to an age of gloom and perhaps even
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* doom, Freud was, nevertheless, concerned with the notion of

evolution, Mazlish here puts Freud into perSpective when he notes.

Whereas Darwin's theories provided man with an L
explanation Uf‘hig,origin and evolution as a
physical animal, Freud, in what I have callad his
philosophy. of h1story, sought to give man an
explanation of his or1?1n and evolution as a ~

) k) cultural animal:
déé%? 3; " We m1ght add to Mazlish that ereas Darwin advanced the\

f’”>

. hot1on.of biological evolution, and éﬁd/:ntroduced psych1c L =
evolut1on Hegel refined the not1on of spiritual evo]ut1on and the |
"new psychoh1story has built upon Freud to advance a3not10n'of 5
"psychogenetic evolution" which "is not only soontaneous, .. . but:
a]so occurs 1ndependent of social and teéhno]og1ca1 change w158

In the above basic ways Dsychoh1story is a h1stor1ograph1am

orientation which fully embraced-the tenets of h1stor1c1sm, yet
recoqn1zed historicism's methodo]og1ca1 1nadequac1es : In attempting
to elevate h1stbr1c1sm/re1at1v1sm from its methodo]og1ca1 shallow- _

: ness, psychohistory lapsed into a formalism wh1ch para11e1s mode II

:For this reasontysychoh1story cannot be cons1dered a synthet1c |
resolution to the ant1path1es of mode I and mode II

\yefzodd}uded our d1scuss1on on psychoh1story on the toplc of

evolution and progress. Progress is a concept central to the next

two schools of history we shall be didcussing. . ° - o
) ‘.a’ ’ . o -
(iv) Whig History . : 7,t$”“ o . . f
-~ What has been desigmated 'Wﬁfg' histomy has'simi1arities to

Ty

intellectual history, rejects historicism and re]ativism,wand'

.,
R

o N BYERN
.
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embraces a notion of progress.

retdtion of history is initially inseparable from

the vise [of the Whig Party -- with attendant constitutional,
parliagentary, and other institutional reforms -- in England. An
"excellént historital overview of the whﬁg tradition is concisely

undertaken by'HerEert Butterfield in his 1ittle book The Englishman
159

And His History. n eighty-two very readable pages Butterfield -

traces the whig tradition from,seeds datihg back to the end of the
16th century, through its formu]ation i; the late 17th century, to
its institutionalization in tﬁe 18th century and beyond. The
development of an attendant whig interpretation oflﬁistory can be

- found 1in Marwick;‘who focuses.upon its formal crystalization in the

19th céntury. We begin with Macaulay who, "1n a limited sense . . .

wag/; 'wh?g Historian': to his his:orical work-he brought the bias

of a practicing whig po1itic1ah."160 Continuing,
| : i

The first Whig historian {(in both narrow and
broad senses) was Henry Hallam (1777-1859),
whose Constitutional History of England from
the Accession of Henry VII to the Death of
George IT was published in 1827, and the’
tradition was continued throughout the nineteenth
century by historians who would have repudiated
the overt party bias which attached to Macaulay.

" A1l shared with Hallam a spoken or unspoken
assumption that the central theme in English
history was the development of 1iberal

_institutions: thus in the .study of remote
ages they greatly exaggerated the'importance
of 'parliaments' or of bodies, real or imagined,
that they thought were parliaments; and they tended
. to interpret all political struggles-in terms of
the partiamentary situation in Britain in the.
nineteenth century, in terms that is,.of Whig
reforms fighting the good fi?ht against Tory
defenders of the status quo.161 - o

: . h . e

T
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Skipping over the less straight-forward cases of William

Stubbs (1825-1901) and his successor to-the Oxford Regius chair,
Edward, Freemanv(1823-92),]62 we turn to Trevelyan who was
very much a part’'of the 'industry' -of h1story --
a captain of industry one could say -- in that
his historical writings suited perfectly the
, pYeJud1ces .and -beliefs of the upper and middle
{ classes in twentieth-century Britain. Like
Macaulay and 1like Stubbs, Trevelyan was in .
fact a Whig historian, g]or1fy1ng English ‘ s
common sense, English toleration, and English
'liberal 1nst1tut1ons 163 | ‘ .
This tradition d}es hard. In 1944 even Butterfield could
reverse his 1931 position and write, now that it was certaiﬁ“Eng]and
had somehow surv1ved the crest of the Nazi ons]@ught that "we
[Eng11sh] have actua]]y drawn strength from the- cont1nu1ty of our
h1story We have been wise, for we have taken care of the
\—‘//*processes which serve to knit the past and the present- together. 1164
Those 'processes which kn1t_the past and the present' are
found in the growth of ]fberal-democfatic institutions. In England,
this took the fonm of trac1nq HBDE Unfolding of certa1n 11bera]
po11t1ca1 ideas throughout the course of the seventeenth, e1ghteenth

165 Correspond1nq1y, in the Un1ted

and n1neteenth centuries."
States, whig historians saw in h1story "a pure stream of democracy
r1s1ng with Roger w1111ams and flowing from him to Thomas

Jefferson, to‘Andreleackson, and- finally, Franklin Rooseve]t."]6§ g
In Canada, historiahs were able to ﬁdraw lines through certain -

events, some such line as that which leads from Robert Baldwin and

L.H.” Lafontaine and a long succession of whigs to Canadian

N\
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independenee”and bi-cultural nationality . . . [demonstratingj an
obv1ous principle of progress."]67
Five maJor concerns trouble the whig approach. First, there

-7S a certain 1nev1tab111ty about the 'progression’ descr1bed 168

As Butterf1e1d notes, the whig historian starts with the conv1ct1on

that “he has discovered a 'root' or an ant1c1pat1on of the 20th

century.,"]69 From there it is'but a natter of the root taking hold
- and growing: _in the words of.Gerald Walsh,'we are left with "a

mis]eading.impression of a‘smooth and ine]uctab]e onward»and upward
movement of events which belies the rea11ty [which whig h1story]
purports to descr1be 170
" Such a dimension of determ1n1sm is a funct1on of the
abridgment of h1story]7].—- of teléscoping it 1nto general,
'transhistorita1, themes. Because.we have identitied the themes in
.history which are 1mportant ' we need not concentrate equa]]y on
all aspMcts of the past (as the h1stor1c1st would favor). We have
"a handy rule of thumb by which we can easiTy discover what was
important in the past."l’2
Third,. the comb1nat1on of 1nev1tab111ty and abr1dgment results

in a very linear h1story. Nuances become 1ost, attent1on is focused °
upon one [at most, a ve y few] developmer®[s], and abridgment
results insa hiStory.where»3hi;torica] development has taken on
more the quality of an unbroken linear progression, wh1ch moves
forward without substant1a] Tet or h1nderance . o s the study of

the process of change, the trac1ng of infinitely comp]eX‘transitions’

whereby one state of affairs changed-intoﬁanother, is . . . grossly ‘

-
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- (v) New History
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over-simp]ified."]73 a

Fourth, because the"development of 'progressive' historical.
forces is so clear, the whig historian is able to distinguish’

betWeén'historical‘characters "who furthered progress and the men

174

who.tried to hinder it." It is in this moral sense -- the sense

in which theﬂwhig historian "busies himself with dividing the world

175

into the friends and enemies of progress" -- that "it might be

true to say that in Lord Acton, the whig historian reached his
highest consciousness."]76
Finally, there is the over-riding matter of }preséntism.

Obviously whig history studies the past from fhe péfspective of what

“is important or valued tdday; it "studies ‘the past with reference to

t.oV77 gyt whig history is only "oﬁe variant of

178

the presen
. Q .
presentism in history."

Another variant‘we shall fhrn to in but
a moment. | | |

The 5bove 1ndicatg§ that whig history is closer to the
orientation of mode ilgthan that of_mode I. Notions of historical .
'progresS';~the element of the 'ineVitébi1ity' of such progfess;
méking history‘ahistorical by making its themes transhistoricé];
givjng criteria for moral judgment: all these facets contribute to

179

a variation on mbde II which lacks the element of qualitative
S \ - .

historical transformation. Progressive=transformations are

-~

replaced with Tinear progression.

“~
A

Returning to the issue of “presentism,’ we may briefly note the
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emergence of what is known as the 'new history.' New history may be
conceived of as a secularization of whig history. Although whig
history does deal with concrete liberal institutiong, it does so

in an 'idealistic' way -- i.e. the institutions' importance stems
from the 'ideas' the institutions embody, and it is those ideas
which progress through history: thei; institutional cloak %s‘
secondary. Furthermore, these ideas and thei} institutional
structures progress spontaneously -- they are propel]ed*from within
by an autonomous motor. New histo}y grdunds these idealistic

aspects in Darwinism, but the degree.must not be exaggeratéd:"

new h%story remains in essence whig history and is fob riddled with
idealism.

The new history in America was a reactibn,againSt what Marwick

calls the "straight-line professionals" -- the 6rthodox, neo-Rankéan,
“school which was concerned with: '(i).dea1ing "exclusively with
constitutional and political matters"; (ii) "the patient
w180

accumu]ation of facts"; (iiﬁ) "the study of documents. This

(ﬁgi;ow specialization even evoked laymen's complaints that such ‘

. . .
'scientific' history was virtua\ly unreadable -- the 'dry-as—éyﬁzf\\\\\‘_//,’
- histories' which we earlier noted\Carr condemned. ‘

\
On the other. hand, the new and incngasing1y'confident social

sciences attacked this‘fscientific' history as undeserving of that
title as 'scientific' historians did not search for general laws.

" In réaction to these charges, 'scientific' historians iqonica11y

“found phi]osophica]'and methodo]oQﬁba] support in Germany.

i
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A revitalized discussion of historical theory
sprang up there [in Germany] in the 1890's.
Echoes of it soon reached America, partly
through the rfevisions that Bernheim made
after 1900 in his infldential Luhrbuch.
Heinrich Rickert and Wilhelm Windelband
brought forward a sharp distinction between
history on the one hand and the natural and
social sciences on the other. . . . As in their
understanding of Ranke, however, the Americans
once again bit only half of the Teutonic apple.
The German neo-Kantians were rehabilitating the
subjective and qualitative insight by which
the historian apprehends values. American
historians seized upon the distinction between
history and social science with the opposite
intention of keeping subjective thought out

- of their ken. They wanted to vindicate their

' own scientific respectability.18]

Thus the 'scientific' ideal was interpreted to mean sticking tor
'factual histofy' -- not to engage in a search for general laws.
But the pressures'from_the larger socia1'sciénce community
~continued and were stréngthened by the general concern therein with
both the utf]ity of socia]vscience and the increasing conviction
that social science should be ah agent‘of reform -- an agent of
implementing 'progressive' social goals and po]icies.]82 The net
result of these pressures was fhe emergence. of the 'new historians' .
- who yesponded by seeking'to_broadén the scope of history. "Tﬁe New
=History looked outward from ipstitﬁtion to.context, from struttufg\<v
to environment. It soughf explanation of histqrical chanje in the
'social forces' (to use one of Turner's favorite phrases) surji?g
_behind ahd beyond the vfsib]e form -of the body po]itic.”]83
Frederick Jackson Turner articulated tﬁis shift*’frqm
',instftution;tdjcohtext, from structufe fo environment® in fThe
Significan;e:df thé Frontier in American History," reéd at a 1893
3

)
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meetinq of tﬁé American Historical Association:v

" Behind institutions, behind constitutional
forms and modificationt, 1ie the vital forces
that ca%& these organs into 1ife and shape
them to get changing conditions.184

: \ .
The positive aspect of the new history was the defining o
these 'vital forces.'-\The neqative aspect was twofold: a //

rejection, of the purpor%gg ‘objectivity' of the neo-Rankean

-

'straight-line professionéis'; and a rejection of the impYicit

- \ . »
'whigishness' of their method\ because of Mts focus (conytitutional

and institutional forms). As ' //
argued first, that prior ‘to Turner's bold
revisions the 'germ' theory of the Europear
origins of American institukions remain
unquestioned; and second, thét there had
been a general neglect of econamic, social
and geographical factors.185

Turner's pupil, Profesédf Avery Craven, Z;A/

\

This response was formalized with the abpgarance of James
186 ‘

AN
. In the ta:

Robinson's The New History ih 19]2. of chénging and

4

broadening the prevai]ing historical perspective,/Beard and Becker

Jjoined in alliance. [A]thougﬁxthe new historians were esséntfa]]y
aligned Qith thé emerging re]atfv%ets, their sgmilarit es must hot
be over-emphasized. What both grc - wanted was to 'brbaden t;e
ba§g; of history'—-’"A]i.ofvthe lead ng Americanbhistoriansvin thef
first duarteerf this century were comeened to broaden the base 0f
: history, to enrich man's understanding BF the richhess'o#jﬁ?s J
paét.“187 This is what a]]igﬂ/ﬁhese 'radicals' in the "sharp -

controversy between historical conservatives and radicals in the

Uﬁ%ﬁed States. These radicals, who included James Harvey Robinson
~ _ )

/ /\

/

| -
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(1863-1936), Carl Becker, Charles Beard,vand Lynn Thorndike,
challenged the basic premisés of the ruling 'scientific' schobl 6f
history: 1its devotion to 'facts,' its ideal of perfect | |
‘object{vity, and its enthronement of political history as the leading

188

thread in the historical process. ] After these initial and

ccessful attempts to institutionalize the new history, the "most
mpdrtant seéond-generation product of the new history movement was
Arthur M. Schlesinger, Sr. (1888-1965)."'89

Howevir, in spite of broadening the base of recognized

historical orces, the concern with the present and the reformist --
i.e. 'progressive' -- element in the new history forced its revision
into a form of whig history. In the end, the new historians' social
force became as lawful and progreésive as the whjgs' developing r
institutions. This is a function of the new history's quest in
.discovery of the sorts of social laws thai all the new social ~
sciences sought. As-Higham et al. note: - "if historians were going
to be hse%u] in fhe sense of discovering"the‘techniques of progress,'
they would need to participate in»the search for laws or regu]arities_
having some predictivef&alue."]go Herevéﬁe new history's ties to

progre551v1sm, and the h1stor1ograph1c 1mp11cat1ons of Dewey s o

' 1deas]91 -- with the1r ‘attendant wh1q1shness -- becomes clear. 192
Thus the contradictions in the new history become c]ear

”. 193

.'u‘Ask1ng "how can history best reveal the 'technique of progress""

brings into focus a tens1on. The tension results from attempt1ng to

decide if the 'technique of progress’ is to be illuminated
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By joining the social sciences in the positivist
program of constructing general laws? Or by
deriving criteria-of progress in history from
the values that are uppermost in the changing
present? In effect, the formulators of the

New History had recommended both without
distinguishing between them; for they considered
present-mindedness and science-mindedness as
complementary. In time, the two policies
seemed less so. As the quest-for reliable
generalizations grew increasingly urgent, the
struggle to absorb scientific uniformities into
history became incompatible with the tendency
to rely on relative and changing values. In
trying -to hold the two halves of their faith
together, progressive historians stumbled into
deepending perplexities and confisions. A .
movement that began before World War I with the
intention of making history more objective
ended, in the 1930's and 1940's, in making it
more relativistic.194 I :

1
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So, in falling prey to probiems p1a0uing scientific history,

Q;ﬁig'history, and relativism, the new his#ory failed to achieve a

‘ : /
synthesis of modes I and II. Yet it did bear the germ of something

greater than itsef?j\\it\did succeed in one of its prihaky tasks --

'broadening the base' of

birth to the age of social history.

The New History had from the outset pledged.

itself to a grasp of the past as inclusive

" of life itself, . . . Clearly delimited

research on specific institutions languished;
loosely defined studies of situations and p
relationships abounded. It was an age of
social history.195 .

- {vi) Social History

with the fluctuating state of’historiographic affa{rs duri

Social Histary is yet another ambﬁtious attempt to

>

it

. 7

A

subsequent historical inqu{%y. Tt ‘qave

ng the

come to grips



first half of thf twentieth century. It too soughte synthegis of
the various antithetical elements characterizingethe methodological
stéte of the discipline of history. |

" Some major- concerns of social history: first, the \pervasive

influence of the sdcia] sciences upon ﬁisto had to(be ‘

Second, the increaéing tendency of historians\toward specialization
raised a need for the articulation of histery's common ground’,
Finally, the 'broadening of the base' of‘history was a trend which
was welcomed egd was thought to be an avenue toward the increasing
significance and legitimacy of history as a discipline. To ach1eve
'these objectiveé, socié] history‘attempted to temper the 'scientism'
and 'whigishness' of the new histdry whf]e simu]taneous]y reeasting

the 'study of history' as a trans-d1sc1p11nary and artistic/

humanistic: endeavour. ;

A maJoru§1gn1f1cance of the new hiStpry rested 4n its success
in articulating the va]ue‘bf socia]‘sciehce methodology for
hhistorical inquiry. As G11bert observes, in the new history we
f1nd reflected "the 1mportance that the soc1a1 sciences were

ga1n1ng.1n the United States; by stress1ng the role of-social forces .

4

in history, history would be bfought into the orbit of the social

n196

sciences. The result, as Bu]lock acknowledges, is that "there

is hard]y a social science -- anthropo]ogy, ethnology, Soc1ology,

. econom1cs, statistics, demography,‘soc1a1 psycholbgy, even

4

f w197

* Tines of 1nqu1ry into the pas . Social history 1ncorporates

all of these social science influences.



In so allying itself with the various forms of social science,

social history shows itself to be an ambitious enterprise to lay
-

bare what Fischer metaphoricél]y labels the very "lineaments" of -
society: | | .

Today, soc1a1 history is becoming a sophisticated
-study of the lineaments of society itself, as

they have changed through time. The new economic
historians, the new historians of education, the
demographic historians, the new diplomatic historians,
and the new historians of science are all moving

on parallel lines.198

The number of species of history falling under the umbrella

199 and trying to fully

df 'social history' is 5ndeed great,
integrate them rather than a]LPWing them to remﬁiﬁ 'parallel’ is a
troublesome task -- one which we shall address moﬁentari]y. However
the key to classifying any histbry as a 'social' history is that:

it must, as'Gilbertiﬁbféd, 'stress the role of social forces in
h{;tory.' Such 'forces' are‘framed in the detached 'scientific'
Qmethodo]ogica] frameworks of the social sciences, and one frequent
result is that some social h1story Tapses 1nto the very method wh1ch
caused h1stor1ans to reject mode I. [In §h0rt, these 'social
h1stor1es are in fact precisely those -- 'economic,' 'dehographic,'
etc.- -- which we classified at the beginning of this chapter as
'neo-mode.I.' As we shall see, this is not what is meant by
'éocia1'history.'] As Gilbert further notes:

>

The social historian focuses on moyements whose
driving force frequently remains anonymous: '
demographic changes, economic growth, technological
advances. . . . The social historian tends to
imply that a full analysis of the facts with
which he is concerned might 'explain' history and

4
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even indicate future trends. An extreme
expression of this attitude is the view that the
course of history is determined by laws which
can be discovered. In a more cautious form the

{ same idea can be found in the demand that the
historian should concentrate on basic structures
or forces of long duration 1ike climate and
geography; in relation to them a history of
events deals with factors that are ephemeral.

_The imp]ication is that only social history

" comes to grips with- the basic fadtors of
history; only social history is 'true h1story
This claim diminishes the value: of all other
branches of history, and necessarily evokes
the opposition of their practitioners.200

That such neo-mode I-generalizing should be rejected by most
historians is not Zurprisjpg. But it is'also not surprising that
historians should view soé%a] histary as more than the sum of its
partg; lThat is, social history seeks to 'broaden thevbase' of
history not merely By Aaking more_énd more disciplines -- economics,
demography, etc. -- 'historical;; nbr does it seek“;ucﬁ a °
broadenihg merely by including more subjects -- women, Tabor;
urbanization, industria]i:atioh; etc. -- under its rubric. Such
di;ciglin;;y imperialism does ﬁot-qua]itative]y impro;e history; it
merely expands the territory of history. |

To effect a qualitative .improvement in historical methodology
upon 3“ expanded historical 'base,' it is argued that social history
must strive above all to be 'integrated' history --’histOry where
Fischer's 'parallel lﬁneamenfs' are brought‘together to form a
coherent picture; a picture where the lineaments become recognized
as cqmponen?s-of a 1ar§ér corpus. Mere proliferation -- in the form
of either 'his;oéidizing"more disciplines or exFending the 1ist of

subject areas -- will not actomplishithis. As Bernard Bailyn -- in

e

' .
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his introductory comments to his classic study on the historical

development of American education within the context of American

society -- directly and correctly stated:

The field of study with which I was concerned,
unlike the history of science, luv, or Indian-
white relations, has not suffered from neglect,

understand1ng

which firm direction and eg rgetic research
might repair, but from the opposite, from an

excess of writing along certain lines and an -

almost undue.claritv of direction. The
number of books and articles on the schools
and colleges of the colonial period, on
methods of teaching, an the curriculumy

school books, and teachers is astonishingly .

large; and since at least the end of the
nineteenth century the lines of interpret-
ation and the framework of ideas have been

“unmistakable. And yet, for all of this,

the role of education in American history
is obscure. We have almost no historical
leverage on the problems. of American
education. The facts, or at least a great
quantity of them, are there, but they lie
inert; they form no significant pattern.

What is needed, it seems to me, is not so
much a projecting of new studiés as a =~
critique of the old and, more important,
an attempt to bring the available facts
into re]at1on with a general -understanding
of the course of American deve]opment 201

i

is precisely the goal of soc1a1 historians.

As

To so 'bring the ava11aglf facts into relation w1th a general

Cross echoes, "soc1a1 -history 1is, above all, 1ntegrat1ve concerned

with building towards a global picture of soc1ety

consequence, "a]most any aspect of society is fair game for the

In

historian -- c]ass re]at1ons, welfare institutions, trade unions,

violence, forms of land cultivation, religions, even politics.

/'\
J

However to seek

ot

'integration' while treating 'almost any

n202
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aspect of society [as] fair game'qis a rather ]arge'order. In
consequence of this simultaneous atﬁgrpt ét synthesis and
-expansion, the mainstream of what is known as social h1story has
encountered severe problems.
To begin, we caﬁ readily appreciate how -- in light of the
above -- "the term socia]lﬁistofy ha; a]ways been difficU]t.to

n203 Hobsbawm traces three main and distinct uses of the

define.
term in the first half of the century: (i) ", . . the history of
, 'the poor orlower classes.'and’moré specif#ca]ly to the history
~of the move ‘ts of the poor ('Sociaﬁ*moveméhts')." (i7) *.
. works on a variety of human activities difficult fo classify,
i

except in such terms as 'manners, customs, everyday life.
N : ~y

. . ‘ . “' - - - -
(iii) ", . 'social' was usec in combination with 'economic

’history '“204- Clearly all of these-usages are far from '
suff1c1ent1y comprehensive and Hobsbawm rejects them, argu1ng that N
Jthe subJect matter of social h1story cannot be so 'isolated': |

o Social h1story can never be another specialization -
Tike economic or other hyphenated histories because :
its subject matter cannot be isolated. Ve can define - .
certain human activities as ecomomic, at least for
analytic.purposes, and then stydy them h1stor1ca11y
Though this may be (except for certain definable
purposes) artificial or unrealistic, it is not
jmpracticable. In much the same way, though at a
lower level of theoky, the old kind of intellectual
history Which isolated written ideas from their 4

e human -context and traced their filiation from ome “

_writer to another is possible, if one wants to do
that ‘sort of th1ng But the social or societal )
aspects of man's being cannot be separated from -
the other aspects of his being, excépt at the cost
-of tautology or extreme trivialization. They cannot,
for more than a moment, be separated.from the ways .
in which men get their living and their material
environment. They cannot, even for a moment, be

o

< »



separated from their ideas, since their rel ,
with one another are expressed and formulatgd in
Tanguage which implies concepts as soon a
- open their mouths. And so on. The intellectual
historian may (at his risk) pay no attention to
economics, the economic historian to Shakespeare,
but the social historian who neglects ejther,will
not get far., Conversely, while it is extremely
improbable that a monograph on Provencal poetry
v will be economic history or one on inflation in
the sixteenth century intellectual history, both
could be treated in a way to make them social:
® history.205 ,

‘Thi§;¢however, raises more questions than it answers. It begs

@

Perkin's question,‘the question of precisely what is social

history?206’ In working through his attempt to answer his own

[

questiof, Perkin provides us with' an insjghtful and articq1a§é | fl
analysis of the prob]éms inﬁerent in the'toncept:;nd'idealiof\socié]
history. 1In his attemp£ to resolve suéhiprob]ems ahd'attafn that
"zeal, he proVidés us wifh-a most instructive iliustratipn.of the
ultimate methodo]ogica] inadeqﬁécy,-—'failure to.abhieve its

suughf for synthesis -- of soEial history.: f K

We begin by again emphasizing thé-anUeness of the term
'social history':

On social.history, then, there seems to be only
confusion. . , . For, as the late Sir Lewis Namier
remarked, 'human affairs being the subject matter
of history, all human pursuits and disciplines

in their social aspects enter into it.' What is
the field of the social historian? How can

we find a place for him?207 -

-

Seeking to answer Namier's challenge and ﬁerkiﬁ's question
-1s no easy task: "For 'social’ i§ an omnibus word covering in the
first instance all those humanwactiVitjes which disp]ay'awarengss
of othefs. Semantics féi]ﬁ usﬁ“.we'mhét_fall back on common .
sense, 1208 % -

N
s
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Unfortunately, in evoking *cbmmon sense’ Perkin, as we %;a11
see, falls upon precisely the same methodologica]-reefs‘qs‘Isaiah
Berlin and the school of historicism/re]ativism. First, we are
warned to steer a prudent course between the formalism of the
generalizing sciencesland the anarchy of random inyestfpation,
_ Social history, then'is nothing more and N
. nothing less than the history of society. If -
o this is an Odyssey indeed, it:has its wayside
hazards. On the one side there is, since
nothing human happens outside society, the
whirlpool of exhaustiveness, of totality, . . .
On the other side prowls the devouring monster
of social science. :
- First, the history of.society is not.the
history of everything that happens in society.
. . . The social historian must avoid the
attempt to be everywhere at once. .
Secondly, éocial history is‘not a branch of
sociology. It.does not seek practical knowledge,
. descriptive laws, governing principles,
predictive generalizations, . .y 1209
Our guide to'enSuEing we do not drift to either extreme -lies
in a recognition of the "central théhe" wh%ch identifies the
'sorts of question§=which are uniquely relevant to the inquiry of ¥
social hiStbry: "The social historian has his own central theme .
by whith to test the relevance of his ques’cions."?‘10 Yet Perkin
never tells us specifically -- he oﬁ]y vaguely hinfs'—?'What~that
'central themé' in fact is. He relies upon essentially the same
'leap of faith' as thefhistoricist/(elativist when he says —-quing
Rowse's phrase -- that ihe social historién-
must ‘extract the juices of the social” from
- agriculture, ihdustry, and trade, the disteibution

of income and capital, government and public
order, legislation and public morality, education
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in all its many forms, religion, intellectual
and scientific thought, literature, music, the'Z]]
arts, sports and games, pastimes and amusement.

~ Perkin admits that his ideal of social history is a "full
circle, from cosmology to the méﬁning and purpose of_]ifé_égg
specie aeternitatis," and that such "a study as socfa1 history,

: : |
thus ‘delimited, sounds a superhuman task, .. . . But a man's reach

'-shOU1é exceed‘his.grasp, or what's a subjeét fqr?"?lz The leap of
faith is complete when we ask: what are the aids to writing this:
form of history? "The multiple sensibi1ityiof tﬁe historian will
~ connect the most df?erse sources."?13  pnd:

* An educated man, it has been said, is one who
can read every page of The Times or Guardian
with intelligence; but that does not mean that
he needs to be an expert in politics, giplomacy,
law, finance, technology, court etiquette, '
fashion design, Titerary criticism, advertising,
midwifery, marriage guidance, and life insurance, - ..
as well as the construction of crossword puzzies,.
‘The ideal social historian is the ideally .

educated man.214

,I%'We vagueﬁy define the task of sociaT history as the
‘'extraction of‘the'juiées of the socia]fjhnd can. do no better than
stafing that the qua]ificétions'for be{nﬁ(avsocia1 historian
consist of an 'idea]-educétion;"we ha&e not improvéd 6ne whit
upon t;e»methodological inédequacies?of-ﬁhe historicist/réiativist.
Yet‘the ;ocié] historian is IOafhe'tp offer fufther sbecifié&tionS'

on the nature of social history 1est:he/sheiventure too far into
the methodo]ég%ca] territories of éither,mode I or modé'II. 1Liké

) the.historiqists/}e]ativists,isocia+ hisforians séek to 331vagev
the 'human' from -thé impartial forces of_hjﬁtory. The'approaﬁhes

diffef,iﬁutftﬁe result is the same: bybnaive]y seeking the |

]
5
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'common sense' of the 'midd]e ground“'soctal historians have
struck an untenable compromise and. are Teft with an essentially
1nart1cuab1e and u1t1mate]y indefensible methodo1ogy | This s
recognized by the %soc1olog1ca1 h1stor1ans, who attempt to |

overcome the dilemma by more openly embracing the methodo]og1es of
¢ .
SR

the social sciences -- specifica]1y sociology.

_ | ‘
(vii) Sociological History

In turning to soc1o1og1ca1 history we are in fact return1ng to
the methodological perspect1ves of those preced1ng schools of
hjstory which consc1ous1y borrowed from the soc1a1 sc1ences.

Sociological history is indicative of the great 1nf1uence that all
the social.sciences have exerted upon historiography,zys.and jtf -

FE

differs from 'social history"in'that it consciously-appropriates

the formal concepts and methods of sociology. As Hofstadterl
o o
~asserts: )

What is basically true today -- and the o
influence of sociology is much to be thanked -
for this -- is that the historian now has at

his jhsposa] a larger conceptual a?paratus and

a wider range of methods of work .2

The 1nf1uence of soc1o1ogy is so pervasive that even Trevor-

o

Roper can-proclaim: "Today, I cannot conceive of ‘good h1story

w217 Yet the soc1o]og1ca1
d1mens1on Trevor- Roper advocates is really that of the soc1a1
historian, and he is quick to point- out what he perce1ves to be l.
great d1fferences between h1stor1ca1 and soc1o1og1ca1 1nqu1ry 218

The marr1age between soc1o]ogy and h1stor1ca1 study is a ]ong and
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only partially successful one. As Marwick notes:

The connection between history and soc1o]ogy
springs from the history of the two disciplines
and from their subject matter. . . . Both history -

~ and sociology were and are concerned with the
study of man in society: the difference, which.
in the end of course can be a fundamenta] one,

- is of approach. - In the f{rst instance it was
the profess1ona11zation of history which moved

. it apart from soc1ology, ti11 at the end of
the nineteenth century somewhat lacking in
established scholarly stahdards. In the .
twentieth century it has rather been sociology,

. more and more sure of itself, and more and

. more sure that it was h1story that fell short-

.of the desired precision, which has moved

'still further away from history. Yet until at
least the very recent past there has been a N
continued and. fruitful interaction between

- the two disciplines.219 - - -

In cansequence, modern h1stor1ans usually tend to re]y upon
soc1o]ogy as. a source- for aux111ary methodo]og1ca1 too]s As
Lipset recogn1zes "To use concepts and methods deve]oped in
"soc1ology or 1n the other social sc1ences, . .. does not turn the'»‘
h1stor1an 1nto a systemat1z1ng soc1a1 sc1entlst : Rather, these
"offer h1m sets of categor1es with wh1ch to order h1stor1ca1
materials and p0551b]y enhance the power of h1s 1nterpret1ve or

0220

causal exp1anat1ons In the end many scho]ars, both

7h1stor1ans and soc1o1oglsts, despa1r of the. va]ue of - 1ntroduc1ng

" the methodo]og1ca1 approaches of soc1o1ogy or the*other soc1a1

sc1ences into h1stor1ca1 work, w22l

Neverthe]ess history has benef1ted in concrete ways from

.soc1ologlca1 methodo]ogy,222

and the: thr1v1ng of 1abor h1story,
‘urban h1story, h1story of . the family, etc. a]l obv1ous]y owe great T

debt to the d1sc1p]1ne of soc1o]ogy The reason for the great use
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of sociological conCeptS and methods in current histbriography

Ties with the be11ef that sociology is a part1cu1ar]y fru1tfu1

»avenue for reso1v1ng the old h1stor1ograph1c problem of reconc111ng

the un1que]y 'human ex1stent1a1/psycho]og1ca] e]ement in h1story

w1th an 'objective,' independent, environment. Of course

psychological history a]so‘attempted'to reconcile the existential

with the'exterhaT_f— but we have seen that environment was, in the

end, conceived of as a'mere function of the psycho]ogica1f‘

“Sociological history attempts to avoid such anthropomorphiza-
W

" tion of the social environment., As Meyer notes, soéio]Ogy offers

the'hope'that "all shall be ekp]ajned in terms of man,"Awtthodt
j .

ignoring ‘the very. real externa]thistqfica1 cOntipgencies which'
impehd at all moments. Thus the aforementioned 'social forces' . -

which’§ocia1 historians try to gfabp]e\with are sociologically

conceptua11zed and cast in the framework of social systems:

In liberating themse]ves from gross]y nonhistorical
principles of explanation -- gods and demons,
dialectical materialisms .and idealisms, etc, --
historians have come to see their task as that of
understand1ng the interactions between the human
agents of history with their environment. But this
has not safeguarded them from neglecting their main
task: to incorporate those human agents themselves
fully into history. . . The alternative to an
historical psycho]ogy must be at some point simply -
to postulate the existence of someth1ng standard
‘normal and even normative that 'behaves’ in history,
and to do'this, simply to postulate it, is to = -
surrender the h1stor1ca1 me thod.

Probably the most alluring such postulation today
is to be found in sociological history, with its
freedom not only from theological and metaphysical.
assumptigns but also, supposedly, its freedom from
the fallacy of analogies drawn from the natural
sciences as well: all shall be explained in terms

Ps
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- of man. Here, the explanatory context of all
events is a social system. Structural and
functiohal sociology is in itself timeless and
non-historical; it becomes history, supposedly, with
the study of responses to disturbapces in the system.
These responses constitute the events which

_historians try to understand,. and they find the

~ terms of their understanding given them in the
social system. The postulated psychology in this
‘may be 'nothing more' than that of a pure
plasticity, a 'human nature' capable of all the
known” vardeties of social systems and more,
capable of an infinity-of 'social characters' (in
which case it becomes tempting to conclude that
the words 'human nature' have no operational
meaning at all and comprise a needless concept
carried over from pre-scientific habits of
thought). The question for historians should be
clear: suppose such plasticity does in fact

~describe a reality, how did it come to be? So
far, no answer has been forthcoming from' the
non-historical sciences of biology, neurology,
biochemistry; and short of one it is a question
for history. History must comprehend its
essential subject matter, human nature, in

‘historical terms.223 '

Thus sociology, whatever its beqFfité, u]tima?ef&“bééomes.
.ahistorical énd sociological histgry'comes-clbser and closer to fhe
mode I oriebfation-jn bhdpdrﬁion to the degree to which ff relies
~°u56n_socio]ogica1_nethpdo]ogy; This ié; of course, precise]y what
the‘SOCial Historipns‘wanted fouavoj ‘jn‘the first place. We can

see that sociological history offers|no hovél‘solutions‘to"the

dilemma the--social historians recoéﬁﬁzed and.tried to resolve.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS
The_breceding“distussion4of various schooTs of history is not

intended to be exhaustive, and our historiographic typology is. not

meant to be rigid, inflexible, or definitive. The purpose of this

+
}
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lengthy exercise is rather t0»111ustrate how our two m‘des of
inquiry may serve as analytic reference points from wthh the
methodological problems -- often severe -- of the major.modern
schoo]s of history can be eXamined from an [for Tack of a more
suitable term] ‘outside’ vantage-point. Thus our two modes have a -
heuristic value: allowing understanding of some of the major

problems inherent in modern historiography through provision.of a

conceptual framework from which compar1sons ‘of schools.of

"_ historiography can be made

Yet we have seen that not&one of thevschoo1s was fully
‘successfu1 in.effecting a synthesis of our two modes of inquiry.
Modes I and II provided two antithetical reference points -- such :
cons1stent encompassing, we]tanschauungen that ex1stent ’
h1stor1ograph1es either gravitated toward one or the other in the1r
methodologies, or tried to keep equ1d1stant from both, thereby
v_]os1ng virtually a]] methodo]og1ca1 consistency. In short only .
compromise, not synthesis, was achieved. It is only in mode I};“
that we in fact effect such a synthesis. |

It is to facilitate our jump into mode IIT that we c]oséd our>
discuss1on on the 'chaotic state of modernuh1stor1ography with
"the example of sociolog?ca] history. Our long citation of Meyer
_points the way. He asks:. “how‘did ii_come to be?" The. 'it' he
'refers to is that system which sociological theory seeks to
describe. Of course, structural- funct1ona] soc1o]og1ca1 theory has
in fact art1cu]ated a mode] of the social system which is very | |

compat1ble with the methodo]og1ca1 tenets of mode I. But there are

L
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.
other,.opposing, systems -- those of modeVII?‘ The essential point

is: both\mode I and mode II construct meta-systems which --

although opposite -~ are both overwhe]ﬁihg]y determinate ones

wherein -human. ex1stent1a1 consciousness becomes a dependent var1ab1e, .
an 1ns1gn1f1can¢ factor because it is subordinate to larger

causal forces. H1stor1c1sm/re1ativism in particular attempted to
recapture the 'human h1stor1ca1 dimension,’ but succeeded only at

the cost of re]egating the h1stor1ca] environment 1nto

\ . "
. . [

insignificance. ,
| In other words, the31ine between man and his environment was
never satisféctoriiy drawh%and the interaction of the twoAnever
clearly i11uminated.\ Thus"’zfor example, Popper views ‘man' as .
reflexive of material rea]ity; Hegel views. him as‘a 'moment '
dependent*upon the state of a sp1r1tua1]//unfo]d1ng cosmos: in
- - both cases man is but a ref]ex1ve speck 1h a larger cosmo]og1ca1
, rea11ty Co111ngwood‘s attempt to reverse this state of affa1rs
-- to make man the center of rea11ty and env1ronment the dependent
uariab]e -- mere]y exaggerates in the other d1rect1on Popper and .
Hegel make the system' ahistorical -~ 1t 'exists,' a priori,'and
binds history rather than being bound by hﬁstory' 60111ngwood
makes 'man ahistorical -- the mater1a] unfo]d1ng of history is
merely a superficial trapp1ng for the worklngs of 'human thought
Along th1s continuum, the schoo]s of h1story ana]yzed a]1gn
themse]ves [Figure 2 1s a cnude visua] representat1on of where we

.may conven1ent1y place the schoo]s of h1stor1ca1 thought

d1scussed ]
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Mode 111 questions these onto]ogica] priorities. In
answer1ng "where did it come from?' mode III releases both the

historical environment (the 'system') and the historical entity

- ('man') from their ontological stasis and thereby historicizes

reality,. In this perspective the term 'history' itself becomes
transformed; describing not merely é’discip]ine,ha subjecf and/oh
a work [our three noted uses of the term), but rather the very
env1ronmenta]/ex1stent1a] process of the deve]opment of man and
his social wor]d_through tjme. The mode III synthesis was

224 Mahx's syntheSis was the result of

effected by Kar] Marx.
conSC1ously not subord1nat1ng any one e]ement of either mode to |
another. Rather, all elements were incorporated 1nto a grand

metaWeltanschauung of such breadth that each element became a,

’const1tuent of an explanatory model whose dbma1n not only includes .~

~the mode I and II perspectives but extends to vistas not

comprehenSib]e.from either concepfua] standpoint.

o ~

C/"
,
.
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MODE I PURE TYPE
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10815a1ah Ber11n, "Logical Trans]at1on," in Pro. Baings of
‘the Aristotelian Society, New Series, Vol. L, seventy-first
session, - 1949-1950 (London Harrison and Sons Ltd., 1950),
_ pp. 186~ 187 - .

109

Ibid., p 12.

]]OIsa1ah Ber11n, Four Essays on L1berty (London Oxford
University Press, -1969), p. Ixii. . :

" Mgeriin, "The Concept of Scientific History,” p. 43.
1712

]]3Henr1 P1renne,-"What Are Historians Trying To Do?" in
Meyerhoff ed., The Ph1]osophy of History in Qur T1me, p. 95.

Berlin, H1stor1ca1 Inev1tab111ty, pp. 51-52:+

]]4Ber11n;_"The Concept of Scientific History," p."50.

]]sMeyerhoff ed., The Phllosophy of History in Our TJme,
p 86. The essay by Henr1 Pirenne which he is commenting on is
"What -Are H1stor1ans Try1ng To Do7 " pp. 87-99 of Meyerhoff's
edited work. .

116
p. 138.

: ]]7L B. Nam1er, Avenues of H1story (London Hamish Hamilton
Ltd., 1952) p. - See also footnote 69 of our second chapter.

- - 1185
119

Meyerhoff, ed.; The. Philosophy of History in Our Time,

Ibid., p. 1.
Ibid., pp. 1-10. .
120 PO

121

122,

Ibidi, 2 R3.
Ib1d s P. 4,
Ibid., p.-5. o | ~.
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123
124
125
126

Ibid., p. 6.
Ibid., p. 8.
Ibid., p. 8.
Ibid., p. 10.

127540 Beard's article of the samé title: Charles A. Beard,
"Written History As-An ‘Act of Faith" in Meyerhoff, ed.,
The‘Phi]osophy.of-History in Our Time, pp. 140-151,

]28Arthur Marwick, The Nature of History (Delta ed.; N.Y.:
Dell Publishing Co., Inc., 1970), p. 103: . .
]29As Marwick, rather casually; states:
The fashion for intellectual history was
. . . associated with the tide of philosophical
doubt which swept the Western world in the
aftermath of the First World War, washing -
away much of the older faith in the existence “:
of solid historical 'facts.' 'Everything is
.relative' and 'It's all in the mind, anyway' -
‘were the cant phrases which affected and
reflected thinking at all levels of intellectual
activity. (Marwick, The Hature of History, p. 87.)

, ]BQThié is what Arthur 0. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being:
A Study of-the History of an Idea (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard ‘
University Press, 1936), undertakes. We stated in chapter one that

~ we approve of Lovejoy's recognition that superficial differences
between philosophic viewpoints may in fact obscure fundamental,
structural, similarities. Lovejoy, fhowever, goes further and

‘changes what is a methoqggogical analysis to an ontological
critique. Thus the "thr® ideas whiich have, throughout the greater
part of the history®of the West, bg%n so closely and constantly
associated that they have often~opZ¥ated as a unit" [p. 20] take

on a Platonic permanence which obs¢ures the cognitive, rationalistic,
psychological and epistemological processes of idea construction

and thus attention is shifted to a very idealistic analysis of. the
ideas as optologically sui generig. Failure to draw this distinction
‘partly accounts for the difficulties which mark his introductory,
.methodological, chapter ("The Study of the History of Ideas") to

his remarkable The Great Chain of/Being [pp. 3-23]. The problems
inherent in equating.intelTlectual; history with the study of the-
history of 'eternal ideas' are ex&ensive]y analyzed in a now

classic essay of Skinner's: Quentin Skinner, "Meaning and
Understanding in the History of Ideas," History and Theory, Vol. 1
(1969), pp. 3-53. Accepting the Platonic notion that eternal and
universal ideas exist is what Skinner designates (and refutes)

as the "text approach" [pp. 3-39]. N v
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]3]A point stressed in Fe11x Gilbert, "Intellectual
History: Its Aims and Methods" in Felix G11bert and Stephen R.

- Graubard, eds. Historical Studies Today (N.Y.: W. w Norton &

Company,. Inc., 1972), p. i55.

132 '
Th1s is closely tied to the 1dea of Zeitge1st As Gilbert

| notes, "there is still a Hegelian flavor in the assumption that

each per1od has its own Zeitgeist." Gilbert, "Intellectual
H1story Its Aims and Methods,”™ p. 155. This notion of the

'progress of ideas' is also c]ose]y related to another historio-
graphic orjentation -- the whig schoo1 -= of wh1ch more will be
said shortly. .

]33Gi1bert, “Inteﬁ]ectual History: Its Aims and Methods,"
p. 155, ‘

]34John Higham, "InteT] ctual H1story And Its Ne1ghbors,"
Journal of the H1story of Id as, Vol. XV, No. 3 (June, ]954)

~p..340. "
13561'Ibert "Inte]]ectua] History: Its A1ms and Methods,"
p. 155. X
@ 136ngham, "Intellectual H1story and Its Ne]ghbors," p. 341.

Higham criticizes these two approaches and concludes with a call
for a more "synthet1c" form of intellectual history [p. 347].

137

.o

Ibid., p. 341. o

1381pid., p. 347.
1391pi4., p.. 347.

S
]40611bert "Inte]]ectua] History: Its Aims and Methods," ,
p. 155,

]4]Gera1d Izenberg, "Psychoh1story and Intellectua]-
History," History and Theory, Vol. XIV (1975) p. 140. A broad-
ranging and most interesting essay of Manuel's -- Frank E.' Manuel,
"The Use and Abuse of Psychology in History," in Varieties of
Psychohistory, ed. by George M. Kren and Leon H. Rappoport (N.Y.:
Springer Pu5i1sh1ng Company, 1976) -- discusses the antecedents. to
psychohistory [see espec1a11y pp. 38-53]. . Interestingly, for our
purposes, psychohistory's connections w1th historicism, and some
exemplars of mode 1I, are also touched upon.. The 1atter point

'becomes a concern in our work momentar11y

]4212enberg, "Psychohlstory and Intellectual H1story,"'p..

© 141, Erikson's classic work is: Erik H. Erikson, Young Man

Luther: A Study in Psychoana]ys1s and H1story (London : Faber and

230 - -
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143A most sensitive discussion of the Freudian legacy of
psychohistory is found in Erikson's Young Man Luther. For a
concise and very insightful examination of Freud's historical views
see Philip Rieff, "The Meaning of History and Religion in Freud's
Thought," in Psychoanalysis and History, ed. by Bruce Mazlish
(Englewood C1iffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963), pp. 23-44.

144

Mazlish, ed., Psychoanalysis and History,'p{ 2.

]4SBruCe Mazlish, "What Is Psychohistory?" in Kren and
Rappoport, Varieties of Psychohistory, p. 21.

]46Robert J. Lifton, review of Psychoanalysis and History,

ed. by Bruce Mazlish, in History and Theory, Vol. IV (1964-1965), .

p. 353.

]47Rieff, "Tﬁe Meaning of History and Religion in Freud's
Thought" in Mazlish, Psychoanalysis and History, p. 26,

148

Ibid., p. 37.

ifton, review of Psychoanalvsis and History, pp.~357-358.
yn original. : * : ‘

151 1oyd deMause, ed., The New Psychohistory (N.Y.: The

Psychohistoyy Press, 1975), p. 4.

152 oyd deMause, "The Evolution of Childhood" in The History

" of Chilgood, ed. by Lloyd deMause (Harper Torchbook ed.; N.Y.:

Harper /& Row, 1975), pp. 1-73.

Lifton, review of Psxchoénaly%is and History, p. 354. :
igi .- The essay referred to is Philip .Rieff, "The

Meanind, of Histopy and Religion in .Freud's Thought," pp. 23-44.

138 1ce zlish, "What is Psychohistory?"‘fn Kren and
Rappoport, Vafigties of Psychohistory, p. 18.

1

Rieff, "The Meaning of History and Religion in Freud's

Th6ught," p. 35. : ”

]56As noted by-Rieff, “The Meahing-of History and Religion in
Freud's Thought," p. 30. - For Freud's views, see, especially,

‘Sigmund Freud, Civilization and Its Discontents, translated and

edited by James Strachey (N.Y.: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc.,

1962); and Sigmund Freud, The Future of an I1lusion, translated by

W.D. Robson-Scott, revised and newly edited by James Strachey

%Anc?or Books ed.; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday & Company, Inc.,
964). - | L T "
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]57Maz11sh ed., Psychoanalysis and Histogx,;no4.

]SgdeMause, "The‘Evo]ution of Childhood," p. 3.

: ]SgHerbert Butterfield, The Englishman And His History,
Vol. 19 of Current Problems, general editor Sir Ernest Barker
(London: Cambridge University Press, 1944).

: ]GOMarwick, The Nature of History, p. 52. vCarr qoes much
further,-calling MacauTay "incomparably the greatest of the Whig
historians." Carr, What is‘History?, p. 32.

161

Marwick, The Nature of History, p. 52.

1821p44., pp. 54-56. .

]631b1d s pp. 70-71. In\speak1ng/bf Treve]yan s England
Under Queen Anne, Carr states that hidden "therein is "the best
summary of what is nowadays called the Whig 1nterpretat1on of

history":

For, if following the technique of connoisseurs
of detective novels, you read the end first, you
will find on the last few pages of the third
volume the best summary known to me of what is
nowadays -called the Whig interpretation of

_ history; and you will see that what Treve]yan is

- \ trying to do is to investigate the origin and
development of the Whig tradition, and to root
jt fairly and squarely in the years.after the

,ﬁdeath of its founder, w1111am 111. (p 23)

Carr 'S reference is to George Macau]ay Treve]yan, Eng]and Under
Oueen Anne, Vol. III, The Peace and the Protestant Succession
(N.Y.: Tongman's, Green and Co., 1934), pp. 315-321. '

]64Butterfie1d, The Englishman and His History, p. v. .Carr

" notes this reversal in Butterfield's position; as does Fischer.

~ See E.H. Carr, What is History?, p. 82; and David Hackett Fischer,
" _Historian's FalTacies: Toward a Logic of Historical Thought
{Harper Torchbook ed.; N.Y.: Harper & Row, 1970), p. 139.

) ]65Page Smith, The H1stor1an and H1stoAy (N.Y;: Alfred A.
,Knopf 1964) p. 159 ‘ , .

1665444 p. 159.

]67Terry Copp, "The Whig Interpretat1on of Canadian History,"
in Teaching ‘History in Canada, ed. ;yy Geoffrey Milburn (Toronto:
McGraw-Hill Ryerson Limited, ‘1972), p» 110. Copp lists Edgar
McInnis and J.A. Lower as recent wh1g historians (pp. 111- 112).

1
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]GBGera]d Walsh, "A Survey of Philosophies of History ‘in
Canadian High Schools," in Milburn, ed., Teaching History in
Canada, p. 131.

]GgHerbert Butterf1e1d The Whig Interpretation of History
(Norton Library ed.; N.Y.: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc., 1965),
p. 12.

]7OGer61d Walsh, "A Survey of Ph1]osoph1es of H1story in
Canadian High Schoo]s," . 131, ¢

© 17Mipid., p."131. See also Butterfield, The Whig
Interpretation of History, p. 7; 24.

172

Butterf1e1d The Whig Interpretat1on of History, p. 24.

]73wa1sh, "A Survey of Ph11osoph1es of History in Canad1an
High .Schools,” p. 131. ,

]74Butterf1e1d The Whig Interpretation of History, p. 11.
See also Copp, "The Whig Interpretation of Canadian H1stony,"
p. 109. -

175
176,

Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of History, p. 5.

Ibid., p. 109:
177

Cibid., p. 0.
178

F1scher, H1stor1ans Fa]Tacies,'p A139.

‘ ]798utterf1e1d on p. 113 of The Whig Interpretat1on of
History, commenting on Acton's views on "the moral furiction of
ﬁistory,ﬂ draws an analogy with Hegel: i

- It is an attractive.exaltation of history,
~which gives it the power to bind and Toosen, .
. to be the arbiter of controversy, to reign
“and not to serve; but one may believe that
it is a theory which takes too short a cut -
_ to the absolute. It is history encroaching
like the Hegelian state, till it becomes
all-comprehensive, and stands as the finality

- in a moral ;Sfld .-
]80Marwick@,The atufe of History, p. liO. _
181 igham et al., Hiltory, p. 108. As Higham et al.
continue, on the same page,1n.a footnote:
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The first considgrable report of the new

. German_wisdom wa® Fred M. Fling's 'Historical

- Synthesis,' AHR, ix (1903), 1-22. Note Fling's
defensiveness about history and his delight
that Rickert has supplied 'a scientific basis
for the methods of history.'

W

]821b1d , pp. 109-112. -

]83Ib1d.,.p. 13.

184Quoted in Marwick, The Nature of History, p. 82.

1851p44., -p. 83.

]86James Harvey Rob1nson The New History: Essays
I1lustrating The Modern H1stor1ca1 Qutlook, with a Foreword by
Benjamin Keen (Sprinqfield, Mass.: The Walden Press, 1958).

187

Marwick, The Nature of History, p. 88. R

]88Keen, "Editor's Foreword" in Robinson, The New HiStory.
]89Marw1ck The Nature of Hlstory,_p 87.

]9OH1gham et al., History, p. 113. B

191

For one analys1s of Dewey's historical views, see Henry
w Hodysh "Historical Theory and Sacial. Change in John Dewéy's
Philosophy," Educational Theory, Vol. 20, No. 3 (Summer, 1970),
pp. 245-252. Hodysh quest*ons" '

‘ The place of Dewey s values in historical
\\\§; - research is brought into question if one . o
.- » accepts his view that history may clarify
ethical problems and point the way to social
reconstruttion, Might not such an approach .
to inquiry lead to a distortion oﬁ)the past? 7
How, for example, does the | 'direction of -
" movement' affect the determ1nat10n of evidence?
In what. sense does this d1rect1eg, toward what
Dewey calls 'stated outcomes,' act as a 'lever
for moving the present into a certain k1nd of
future?' - Moreover, is Dewey's use of ‘the
inquiry method in history free from any moral
and ideal meanings he might wish to foster’

’ (p. 246)

- Above, Hodysh is quoting from John Dewey's Logic: The Theory of
Inquiry (N Y.; Henry Ho]t and Co., 1938) R

o

o
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]ngross undertakes an exce]]ent and Tns1qhtfu1 ana]ys1s of
Robinson and the 'new history' in David Gross, "The 'New History':
A Note of Reappraisal," History and Theory, Vol. 13 (1974), pp.
53-58. He specifically-focuses upon what we term the whigish
tendency.in theégew/ﬁiizory, and he relates this to the feo-
Darw1n1an perspective of Robifison and-the new h1stor1ans '

§ e o o-aN assumpt1on Robinson never ser1ous]&
: . quest1oned in The New H1story -- was that
- the only 'reasonable’ position to také to the
world as given is adjustment to it. Here the
» notion of 'adaptation' occupied a place of
central importance. In Darwinian-language,

Robinson pointed out time and aga1n that the -

ideal for humanity was & become 'perfectly
adjusted to [the] environment.' Our task,
he wrote, is 'conScious social adJustment' and
follawing that, 'emotional adjustment.' To
this.end, he added, we must learn how to
'readjust our .views so as to adapt them to
our present environment.' In proclaiming
"this Robinson assumed that the present was -
simply the culmination of the past -- the
high. point and logical unfolding of evervthing
that had gone before. This being the casg,

_ 1t made good sense not only to accept 'what

. but to celebrate it and acclimate onese]f
to 3t. (p. 54) R

Above, Gross acknow]edges reference to pp. 22; 103; 131; and
246 of Robinson's The New History. : 3

3 193H1gham et al., History, pn..115-116. _"m%t“
194

Ibid., p. 116, &
195 '

- ]9661]bert "Intellectua] History: Its Aims and-Mefhods,"'
p. 150. . ' ‘ ' o

]97A1an Bul]ock Is History Becom1ng a Social Sc1ence7 The

2 e

Case of Contemporary History, The Leslie Stephen Lecture, 1976
{(London: Cambridge U‘Hvers1ty Press, 1977), p. 3. »

198

199See H.d. Perk1n, "Soc1a1 History," in Approaches”to
History: A Symposium, ed: by H.P.R. Finberg (London: RoutTedge- &

-

Fischer, Historians' Fallacies, p. 218.

Kegan - Paul L1m1ted 1962) pp. 51-82. Perk¥®gutlines the h1story

Ibid.; p. 190; . N
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[+

of the concept of social history, as well as drawing the inter-
connections of the various forms of history allied with social-
history. His 1isting is far from exhaustive—-- but it is very
insightful. For a review of the Canadian literature falling into -
the broad category of 'social-history' see Michael S. Cross,
“"Recent Writings in Socia] History," History and-Social Science

~ Teacher, Vol., 14, No. 3'(Spriqg, 1979), pp. 155-T64.

) ‘wﬁzooeinert, "Intellectual History: Its Aims and Methods," - '8
pp. 154-155, - ' ' :
‘. ZO]Bernard Bailyn, Education in the Forming of American- - ,
Society: Needs and Opportunities for Study- (Chapel HiTY, N.C.: .
- The University of North Carolina Press, and, N.Y.:: W.W. Norton
- .& Company; 'Inc., 1960), pp. 3-4. ' ’ _

202

‘203E.J. Hobsbawm, “"From Social History‘td the History of

:Sociéty,t?in Essdys in Social History, ed. by M.W. Flinn and T.C. .
Smout (London: Oxford ‘University Press; 1974), p. 1. As we have
- . .noted ‘in footnote 199 Perkin, in his essay "Social History,"
-7, -outlines theithistory of the concept of social history..
. B 2Of"Hobsbawm,'"From Social History to the History of
Society,".p. 2. - RN L T ,

-’

& ' . )
Cross, "Recent Writings in Social History," p. 155,

2057p44. 5 p. 5.
o 206Perkin,”"30cia1 Higtory." . :
* * 071bid., pp. 51s52. Perkin acknowledges reference to -

Namier's "History, Its Subject Matter-and Tasks," History Today,
- 11 (1952), p. 161, - e : \ :

. ,208Perkjn, "Socia] History," p. 53.
‘ 209

Ibid., pp..59-60. o -
210, . PRI - - _
- Ibid., rp.,67.,_ ‘ e .
o 2”Ibid., pp.‘66-67. Perkih’acknowiedges borrowing'Rowsé's

. phrése-from A.L. Rowse, The Elizabethan Age: I, The Engiand of
Elizabeth: The Structure of Sbciety, 1950, p. viid. ;

c212
SRR

21p4d., p. 79.

Perkin, "Social History," p. 74. TItalics in oribiﬁa];

Ibid., % 77.
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2]SSee Marwick, The Nature Qf History, pp. 156-169; and . .
. Richard Hofstadter, . "History and Sociology in the United States,"
in Sociology and History: Methods, ed. by Seymour Martin Lipset
and R1chard Hofstadter (N.Y.: Basic Books, Inc., ]968) pp. 3-19-

- 216
p. 18."
27y R, Trevor-Roper, “The Past and the Present: History and
Sociology," Past and Present, No. 42 (Feb., 1969), p. 12.

2181pig., pp. 317 S
219

~ Marw1ck The Nature of History, pp. 156- 157

Hofstadter, "History and Soc1o]ogy in the Un1ted States,"-

220Seymour Mart1n L1p§et,<ﬁH1story and Sociology: Some ‘
~Methodological Considerations,”" in Lipset and Hofstadter,
Sociology and History, p. 23. .
221, . . " v
. Ib1d.,«p.451. R | —~, ) .
2225@@ Marwick, The Nature of History, pp. 161-167, for an
v'overv1ew of some of these advantageous methodo]oq1ca1 borrow1ngs

- 223Dona1d’il Meyer, review. of Young Man Luther, by Erik H.
Erikson, in History and’ Theory, Vo] I (1960-1961), p. 294. -
Italics #n or1g1na1 . o o

224We must stress ‘that Meyéer, as the preced1ng footnote

11]ustrates, exp]1c1t1y reJects the Marxian orientation. - OQur
reference was only to Meyer's recognition that sociological:
history does not address the question of the determinants of the
" sociological system itself. He-theréby: recogn1zes an important
inherent Timitation which we wish to pursue in our own way -- a .
way wh1ch quickly br1ngs us- 1oto d1rect conf11ct with Meyer's
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MOﬁE.III._ MARY S SYNTHESIS

The greatest strength of mode I and II 11es in the remarkab]e
internal, Ioglcal, cons1stency ~- sweeping from onto]og1ca1
presupp051t1on to h1stor1ograph1c pract1ce -- of both wor]d views.

R1

The qreatest shortcom1nq of each mode is: that both posedlsome |

quest1ons and 1nvestigated some aspects of rea11ty whoIIy outs1de the

scope and method of the other. The ultimate methodoqu1ca1 tragedy

~of the h1stor1oqraph1es d1scussed in chapter four is that aII
' perce1ved --in vary1nqueqrees of cIarltz -- the po]ar1t1es of the'-

, mode I and II“or1entat1ons yet could not resolve their fundamental

ant1path1es The cost of unsuccessful comprom1se was loss of

' methodo]og1ca1 consjstency throuqh 1nterna11zat1on of conflicting

'eIements of both modes We now turn to what, it is argued, is in

=

» fact the First successfu] synthes1s af modes I and 11 1nto a-
qua11tat1ve]y new’ 1nvest1gat1ve and explanatory parad1gm -- one
which at once retains-the strenqths, dlssoIves the ant1path1es, and
expands the 1nvest1gat1ve and heur1st1c fieIds of its component
perspect1ves The corpus.of Karl Marx 's wr1t1nqs contain such a
synthes1s - th1s 1s our th1rd mode of 1nqu1ry '

F1ve qua11f1cat1ons before undertak1ng our expos1t10n of mode III

1238 -
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METHODOLOGICAL GUIDELINES

(1) Marx's Works Considered as.a Corpus

Above~af1, we are\not going. on yet another journey in search of
the ‘real Marx.' Pbst-Marx'Tﬁterature abounds with ‘theses on; to
borrow a phrase frOm H. B Acton, that Marx rea]]y said. nl The
core -- but not the: entlrety -~ of such debate focuses on the now

famous "ep1stemolog1ca] break" which A1thusser be11eves Marx effectedf

-— suppoSed]y in 1845 with his Thests on Feuerbach and'Ige German

‘.Ideo]ogy.z Our approach is to treat the entjrety of Mar;»as a

~ whole. Ih—so doing we seek to outline the fundamentals of Marx's,

thouoli® and it is only"in’the next chapter that we wj]]“i1]uminate

“the po]arization of his-concépts‘[for which such divisionS“as.splitting

h1s work into the ' young and mature Marx serve as one bas1s] This

is neither a strategy of e]us1veness nor- a forewarn1ng of unwarranted

| reduct1on1sm . It 1s, rather, a recogn1tvon that —- because Marx ‘

was 'so prolific a wr1ter -- one can, as a fr1end and co]]eague has ,

noted, sort of p1ck and choose citations from Marx to compose qu1te

differing pictures of his or1entat1on The resu]t" an 1nte1]ectua1

‘ Smorgasbord of well documented current hypotheses on the 'real Marx.'
Suah 1nte11ectua1 puzz]e construct1on obscures one crucial

fact: beneath all the var1et1es of Marxism there 1s an identifiable -

core of concepts and methods wh1ch al]A'Marx1sts rec0qn1ze if they

- are to call themse]ves such. It _s- toward 111um1nat1ng that’ A

'foundat1on that this chapter ded1cates itself. ‘In other words, just

as there are 1nnovat1ons w1th1n modes 1 and,II we can still 1so]ate |

the ske]eton -- the pure type -- of both or1entat1ons Those
4 , , ro.
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frémewqus_provﬁde the touchstones for 'neo,' 'post,' 'radical,’
'orthodox, ' etc. mode'I and II brientations}_ So it"is with Marx. f
By 15miting ourselves in this chapter to the most baéic‘components
of his world view, we are constructing a third 'pure t;pe'_mode of
inquiry; The subsequeht emergence of dichotomies and contradictions

within that mode must wait until the next chapter.

(ij5 SeUrees

A second consideration, Which'folloumhdirect)y from the first,
concerns the possible preb]emetic of equatjng.'Marx%sm' with the
collected works of_Marx and Ehge]s. To avoid Such broblems we will
-not on1y refyict ourselves to primary sources, 'but thbée ‘sou'rces
themselves w1}1 be a]]owed to emphasize only one pr1nc1p1e author
In this respect our 1ntent10n and method 1is prec1se]y that of Melvin .

Rader:’

‘ My intent is to exam1ne ‘'what Marx said and not
to re]y on secondary sources. I have been wary
even in citing Engels, his close friend and
‘occasional collaborator. Aware that their
opinions were not identical, Marx objected to
lumping the ideas of Engels with. his. "What is -
so very strange," he remarked about a contemporary-

© ‘reviewer, "is how he treats the two of us as one:
..'Marx and Engels says' etc." This 'strange’
lumping together, with.Lenin's ideas later
~dumped into the pot, has persisted down to the
present day. The safest procedure is to allow
Marx to speak for himself and_not to ‘put the
words of others in h1s mouth, : :

‘ This does not of course mean-that Engels will be ignored. What
- is intended, rather, is that works under his sole authership wi]]rbe

" treated as secondary to Marx's own, and to jointly authored, works.
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" (i1i) Marx's Works in the Context of Modesdf and I1I -

Third, a]thoUQh Marx certainly did not think in terms of
'mode I and II,' we will see'that his ideas can fruitfully be treated '
as; (1) a conscious recognition of the strengths'each mode |
fexemplifies which must be incorporated into any synthesis, (2) a
conscious response to the 11mitat1ons 1nherent in these modes -of
inquiry wh1ch must be overcome in. any conv1nc1ng synthesis, (3) L
f1na11y, he sought to redef1ne rea11ty, to describe its dynam1cs in a
new form, to offer a new notion of causa11ty, to expand both the
heur1st1c domain,of exp]anat1on and the field of reality open to
' 1nvest1gat1on. Thus (1)land (2)f11]um1nate the structure and method
. of the synthesis, while (3) will reveal the unique quaiitative nature
{of'that synthesis. | | | |
These points must be kept 1n mind throughout this exposition of
'Marx -- i.e. mode III;‘ Aspect (3) will unfold in' natural
consequence-of our'worktnq throuqh the formai categoriesvof the -
Marxian synthesis -- aspects (1) and (2). o ‘
| Some major cons1derat1ons relevant to aspects 1y and (2)

noted above are:

(a) Strengths of mode I

L _ :
1. Attempts to rep]ace unver1f1able propos1t1ons w1th

ver1f1ab1e ones. - This ]5 coup]ed-w1th a w1]]1ngness'to
abandon‘estab]ishedgproposifions when they are
-challenged by better ver1f1ed ones

. 2. Has a comprehens1ve ep1stemo]og1ca1 theory based on the ‘

verifiable propos1tions ofvemp1r1c1sm; resu]t)ngv1n an

R

M
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unambiquous conception of ‘know]edge '
3. Gives clear-cut internal cr1ter1a of ]og1c, va11d1ty,

obJect1v1ty and truth '

T

4. This results in a_h1gh1y refined, Eqnctete,

°methodo]ogica-] program for all inquiiry.

(8, ]
.

Has a clearly delineated concept of féxp]anation(t

[

o

. - Within its bwn de1ineated;bounds,‘defends the claim
that it is the single method for a]f 'rational -

~inquiry.' S | 3

7. Recogn1zes and acknow]edqes its owni'11m1tat1ons --

- undersfbod as the limits of 1ts ep1stemo]og1ca1

methodo]og1ca1 and explanatery scope.

,(b) Heaknesses of mode I ' \

ﬁ]. Flawed by.a very e1us1ve concept of causa11ty which 1is
a]ways cond1t1ona1 upon an endless end ever more
'e]aborete stétement of 'antecedent conditions.'
2;. Th1s resu]ts in an extreme1y limited. pred1ct1ve/
| retrod1ct1ve capab111ty

3. Lacks va]uat1ona1, soc1oIog1ca1 and ethical criteria:

cr1ter1a of ¢ mean1ng. R

(c) Strengths of mode 11 ,
. . Y \v
1. Has a c]ear concept of causalhty.’

o

2. Th]s gives r1§e to great predjctlve and'retrodictive

Jal
potential.

A

3. Square]y addresses“vqfuational, sqgég]@gica1 and ethical

\
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'quest1ons has criteria of 'meaning '

4, Not on]y includes aspects of rea]1ty 1gnored by mode I
but relationally 1ntegrates all 1eve15 of reality .
within a comprehensive cosmo]ogy.‘ |

5. Uses dialectical logic to explain change ghdvprpceSS‘

- these are outside the scope of mode I's formal legic.

" (d) Weaknesses of mode II

1. Requires ah ontological '1eae of faith' in which -
sensory data assume the funct1on of a dependent
‘variable and a who]]y ccntextua] SIgn1f1cance
2. Is not nearly as unified a movement"or 'school’' a
mode I because of a 1ack of clear cr1ter1a and methods.
v3.'v0ur access to under1y1ng reality is consequent]y
problemat1c -~ we have no clearﬂep1stemolog1ca1 rules.
In consequence, mode II is without‘avclearbmethedopoXﬁ:‘
‘ for the conduct of inquiry. |
4;' fhe duaTism dfh'bhenomenal'-and 'metdphysft&1'-reé1ity
: introduces a rigidly HierarchjcaT onto]ogfcaT,
epistemological, and ultimately socio]bgica]
structufing. | l
;'fhes we again_see,thaf, in genefa], the 'weaknesses' of mode7f'

become the 'strehgfhs' of mode-II and vice versa.

r\ ’
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(iv) The Need for New Conceptuai and Methodological Categories

Fourth, we will have to elucidate mode 111 in categories other
than those utilized for:modesml and 11 -- i.e. 'ontological #dn
presuppositions;"'eondnuent'epistemologies,' etc. Such categories
represent pneciseTyvéome‘om the structural aspects of the forms of
thought, cognition, conceptualization and social practice which the
Marxist synthesis strimed to transcend. To ‘see’ Marx throUgh the
condeptua] tool of such schema'is, 1n‘fact to‘mechanica11y‘reduce
mode III 1nto the categor1es of our first two modes.

The estab11shment of new conceptua] and methodolog1ca1
categor1es is essent1a1 to sa;1sfy a cr1ter1on which Marx h1mse1f
would 1ns1st upon in. any anaTys1s of his. work we cannot merely.
:sommar1ze his concepts and method -- we must 'work fhrough"them fon
oUreelves. In so‘wonking fhrough mode III, we cannot overly
concentrate on specific aebects.of Marx.-- we must.go through the
basic system and develop'it for ourselves as we go'a1ond In short,
'we cannot 'present' mode III -- we must atmempt to become s
Marx1sts ourse]ves as we systemat1ca11y deve]op his thought

The categories of ana]ys1§ used in this e]uc1dat1on will
therefore s1mu1taneous]y be ana]yt1c, structura], exp]anatory and
-’heunist1c This is. one of the greatest 1mports of mode 111 -- Marx .
';is‘not S0 s1mp]e that he can be viewed from one d1mens1on H1s is a
mu]t1-d1mens1oﬁ:I)and dynam1c concept1on of reality wh1ch challenges
“the 1nte}1ect nurtured on the re]at1ve1y stra1ght forward forma]

]og1ca1 categor1es of mode I, or the rhythm1ca11y unfo]d1ng,
ant1thet1ca11y prope]]ed perfect]y pred1ctab1e, sp1ra1 of the



245

Hegelian cosmos. There is in consequence no.single, foo]proof way
to approach the elucidation of mode III. We can on]y offer one |
'fru1tfu] path which has at least the virtues of an_acceSSTble

| starting po1nt for discussion;-a deve]opment which does not violate
basic pr1nc1b{es, illustrates’ Marx in contrast to our previous. two
modes; defines mode III 1n a manner wh1ch reflects the quaJ1tat1ve
uniqueness. of the Marx1st synthes1s, leads to«a point of theoret1ca]/
pract1ca] consc1ent1zat1on wh1ch is recoqn1zab1eﬁas a basic j A
: dgject1ve of Marx s work “and po1nts to 1ts own cont1nu1ng

'reformulat1on and development.

'(v) In Defense of Neo;Marxist-Conceptual and Analytical Frameworks'

Fifth, and ]ast‘ the abore objectives necessitate that we
\estab11sh some conceptua] cateqor1es and ana]yt1c frameworks wh1ch
@arx h1mse1f d1d not emp]oy " As Fromm notes, Marx did not actua11y '
use, for example, the precise terms 'd1a1ect1ca] mater1a]1sm and |
'hlstor1ca1 mater1a115m. 4 ‘Nevertheless, these categor1es “have
become wholly" assocnated w1th_Marx [just as, to use another examp]e;
"noble saVage' ‘has with R0usseau] In splte of the concess1on that
- this is a neo-Marx1an deve]opment the use of such categor1es is
fu]]y Just1f1ab1e on two main- grounds. |

In the first 1nstance we shall document that they. &re ne1ther
B reduct1on1st m1sd1rect1ng, nor ah1stor1ca1 Our terms and c'
categor1es do not 'simplify' Marx™ to the po1nt where subt]e shades of

<h1s perspect1ve are 1ost they do not change the focus or emphas1s of

Marx s own work they do not read 1nto h1s work in retrospect

¢
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“meaning for authoritiesgnsMa
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anything which was not there to- begin with. In the second instance,
our categories serve a heuristic function not only in terms of
understanding Marx himself, but facilitate the evolution of our

analysis withfn.the exjstentuljdlzgture in the field. That s, not

: ep’ K Bo. Marx; it will also have
' i ud‘f} our-catehories and‘frame-

‘fi own de e1opment nor are they

work are not inconsﬁstehi_‘

- .

" alien to subsequent development§~o§?Marx*s 1deas Ne do, however,

O

"wr1te in the trust that our approach is an. innovation within

estab11shed‘11terature, one contributing to a fuller exp11cat1on

'R

and comprehens1on of Marx's v1ews

We propose that mode III can be general]y conceptua11zed in

. three levels un1ted w1th1n one "structura] Er1nc1p1e"'-- all are

—

,s1mu1taneously aspects of onto16§TEaT—transformat1on and

j:} _p1stemo]og1ca1 swgn1f1cance~ " The "structura] pr1nc1p1e" wh1ch

-keeps us cogn1zant of the centra] fact that we are always dea11ng

','w1th a "d1fferent1ated and dynam1c structure rather than a. static.

) unjty, or at the oppos1te extreme, a mere heap or collection” is the

orinoiplerf "organic tOtality " The three levels of onto]og1ca]

transformat1on ‘and ep1stemo]oq1ca1 51gn&¥1cance are dialectial

mater1a]1sm, d1a1ect1a1 eco]ogy and h1stor1ca1 mater1a11sm

.

Each level 15, in actua11ty, 1tse1f a 'mode of 1nqu1ry because' o

each ¢ould be cons1dered to be onto]691ca11y and ep1stemo1og1ca1]y

| -comp]ete. Yet, the ultimate methodo1ogica1 1mport of mode III is-

that 1t is a soph1st1cated and comp]ete’lgﬁegrat1on ‘of three levels -

W1th1n an organ1c tota11ty wh1ch results fn the breakthrough of what



-

may be described as a 'meta- weltanschauung far: surpassing the
combined scope and breadth of both hodes 1 and IT and of its own
~individual constituent’ 1eve1s.f

To further d1fferent1ate, d1a1ect1a] mater1a115m may be

concetved of‘Fs a - mode of reaction’ whose structural components are

. material existence and material re]at1ons Dialectical eco]ogy may

be conceived of as a mode of 1ntegrat1on whose structural

)

.-components are the means of subs1stence and the re]at1ons of

reproduct1on. Historical materialism may he conceived of as a

£

'mode of production’ whose‘struetufal components are the means of

production and[Sooia] re]ations. ‘Figure 3 offers a schematic
v 6 _ _

~ presentation.
A

. DIALECTICZ\L MATERIALISM

We beg1n our 1mmers1on 1nto mode I1I W1th 'd1a1ect1ca1
mater1allsm 6 Here re]at1ons -- most 1mp0rtant1y, as.we. shal]
momentar11y emphas1ze mater1a1 relat1ons -- assume a pr1mary

) onto1og1ca1 1mport

T () Materia] Relations

Relat1ons are of four basic. types: ,
| (1) Ent1ties in re]at1on 'to each other.
- (2) Aspeets of an ent1ty in relation to eaoh-other;
(3) Tne wnoie of which (i) and‘gg) are constituents.
~ (4) Changes in (1), (2) and (3} over time. |
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we note that (1) and (2) begin to express the imperative of
?'tota11ty.' D1alect1cs is here understood as the tenet that
ontology is. not merely a phenomena] state, but s1mu]taneous]y a
state of reTat1ons that phenomena exist within. Furthermore, these
compr1se a 'whole' -~ (3), -- whose components are ‘entities and the1r
re]at1ons. but the whole itse]f possesses ontoioq1ca1 un1queness as
1t too displays character1st1cs (1) and (2) Thus a’ 'whole' cannot ;
be conceived as mere]y an agqregate of its components, it must be
recogn1zed as another onto]og1ca1 level. - Yet the ex1stence of a
"whole cannot be diverced from.the phenonenal and re]at1ona]
onto1oq1ca1 bases of its const1tuents - thus we ;mst th1nk in
': terms of an_ organ1c tota]1ty wh1ch recoqn1zes 1nterpenetrat1ng
_']eve1$ of ex1stence which cannot automat1ca1]y be - reduced to the1r
const1tuents w1thout destroy1ng ‘a rea] onto]oq1ca1 state It is
(4) wh1ch extends these reTat1ons over t1me, thereby e&tend1ng the
cr1ter1on of tota11ty to 1nc1ude chronographlc changes in the _ “. B
re]at1ona1 aspects~const1tut1ng ‘the onto]ogy of the ent1t1es and

c’
the whole’ w1th7n which they exist,

" Ye may now ask~ f1rst, what as the bas1s of relat1ons (1)
(2),~and'(3), and what is the impetus behind change over time (4)?Q'1

Second, what is the nature of those ent1t1es 1nvo]ved in such
o= . £
‘relations? } o - SR
‘ ‘ %
" The baSIS of the re]atlons entities have w1th each other, among
.'elements of the1r own” se]ves, and within the who]e const1tuted by :'? o
~<dntera6t1ng ent1t1es, is contradict1on The ontological pr1macx,

‘ gﬁ ex1stence is that an entity ex1sts in oppos1t1on to' other K

\ L



~and djstinct -- their ontology rooted in autonomy of being. In
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Rl . ‘ ’ o - o . “ » ‘ \
entities.” This is, emphatically, not to be confused with the.

ggontologica1'imperative of mode I. There entfties exist as separate'

Y

 mode I1I, ontology is the 'tensiOn'tihat eritities exhibit in a sort

.ofceternal strugg]e for ex1stence._

b
:’%.

By way of 111ustrat1on Tet us postu]ate a universe of but two'

atoms. At f1rst thought,~one wou]d suppose that each atom exists

autonomou51y This is'untrue-because.gravity also exists --

necessar11y and s1mu1taneous1y =--as one ‘with our two atomsh,

-';'Grav1ty thus becomes 111ustrat1ve of both the re1at1ona1 and ; -

»tens1ve d1mensnon of onto1ogy in the context of basic re]at1on (1)

i, e. entities in reﬂat1on to each other. we cannot avo1d this

—N

. o

'order for our atom to ex1st td keep 1tse1f from d1ss1pat1ng,

“ ‘j.‘b s.fbn

[ne]at1ona1 and tens1ve onto]og1ca1] d1mens1on even through : ,‘
i

_ postu]at1on of - a un1verse popu]ated with but a s1nq]e atom. Now

._,grav1ty ceases, but the- e]ements const1tut1ng the atom are’

nevertbe]ess c]early -and- necessar11y in a 'cohesive' re]at1on. ‘In -

e !
-

’vht 1east exast between the nuc]eus and the electrons.
- :

u..‘,

o ot

Regard]‘

&

{of hgy fay we sp11t this ond” atom and descend 1nto;the

ethere&kfunﬂd of sub atom c part1c1es we are always ]eft w1th an

AN

enttfy)wh1ch cannot maintahn its ex1stence w1thout ma1nta1n1ng the’

Lan&‘befwéen ihe neutrons and protons conta;ned within the nucleas;'\;e{

—

coﬁbsﬁon of 1ts bouhdar1es. [Indeed contemporary phys1cs specu]ates

T oA th\t\\f anything w1]] u1t1mate1y '1ose- 1ts d1scernab1e onto]og1ca1
e y
*»hdentity through an endless process of reduct1qn 1t w11] probab]y be

f*‘ mass - notnfﬁe energy which b1nds mass ] Thas is our second bas1C' '

.,A~
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r

k;‘type oﬁ/relat1on -- 1. e. agpects of an ent1ty 1n relat1on to each -

DI

'4»1ygﬁqfl; Importantly, we see tbat the relat1ons in (2) cannot be

-4

;.;Ahl“ectly reduced to typ,e*ﬁ) rel%tﬂs In the world of pfgysws, to
.b{return to\our examﬁf%, sclgnce d1ffereqt1ates between qrav1tat1onal

-l

A 1'1_\”

S
-,f relat1ons -- i.ef#thE*?dﬁées of,a;tract1on between ‘bodies of Jmass -
S

o 'and relatwns based 0’;: 9Tectrostat1c forces of attraction operating

i

w1th1n energy leyels'l,-- i. e forces of cohes1on at the atomic and

v v

'nuc)ear level Both=are the same 1n’pr1nc1ple---'1llustrat1ve of the

’(,~

xrelat1onal and tEn51ve d1alect1cal aspect of real1ty -- but they are

not ontolog1cally 1dent1cgl To force, for lack of better terms,‘an

equ1valency into an equality of 'identity' is tb ignore a real
ontological level. Continuifig, it is obvious that the notion of

'singleness’' is meaningless here (we always have elements in
. 7 . B

- . ° " . . R Q -
relation) so we can-readily see how: (3) -- i/e/ 'the whole' -- is

alWays'existent‘and its ontological basis is inseparable from (1)..

“and (2. - - 4 B 3 ¥ Ly

-

Thus d1alect1cs reJects 5htblbgy a;' 'essence'’ -- as 1nd1v1dual
Af atom1zed be1ng a la mode I. Rapher, ontology is struggle —
relat1ons of tens1on w1th1n a,whgye Essence as 1dent1ty is replaced
'<w1th ex1stence as contrad1ct1on | Real1ty contrao1cts 1tself
becayse 1t s always threatenlng to become someth1ng other than what -

“oit s at any g1ven moment It 1s,always in the process of

. ‘ negat1ng 1%self -- of changlng,from what it iS' to what it 'is_

3 ik '

nx ,not ' In our 1llustrat10n above io grav1ty and energy levels show

the real1ty of the need of a relat1onal dihension; to separate the

ent1ty from these re]at1onal d1mensions is to 1qnore a real

' wéw

Bk S
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ontd]ogicﬂl&component‘of the entity; L .istence of the‘entity is ;&
real]y a relationship of tension, of reality as a bélance of forces.
which proVide a f]eetinq‘stabilfty unti] upset. Changes in (1)
l‘1 -e. relations of entities v1s a-vis each other -- - and (2) -- i.e.
nnternal relational. aspécts of an entity -- necessar11y take p]ace e
w1th1n,(3)‘-- 1 e. a whole -- which becomes upset resu1t1nq in (4)
, == 1. e change over t1me |

- Most importantly, such,changes are‘qualitative onto]ogical
changes. Such qua]itative é%gnges are not permissible within mode

I as there we have a‘ fixed notion of 'essence' as ontological base.

- s

;(11) Mater1a1 Ex1stence .

Turn1ng now to the nature of the ent1t1es 1nvo]ve6<$h 1), (2)

and (3), we enphas1ze that dialectical onto]ogy cons1sts of Only @' A

mater1a]' ent:t1es. The process of dialectical chapge is 1§h§rent in
mater1a1 nature 1tseif operates who]1y autonomous]y, and yields -
'who]]y mater1a1 transformat1ons D1a1ect1cs 1s part' of ontology
1n that re]at1ons and process cannot be separated from the
mater1a1 wor]d That' 1s *also why we 1abe11ed d1a1ect1ca1
‘mater1a11sm a mode of react1on. Th1s 1s the leveT of 1norgan1c
nature, a level where the only pr1nc1p1e of re]at1ons among
entities is the comparatlvely s1mp1e relation of ent1t1es whose
-phys1ca1, 1mmed1ate, aﬁa whoTLy unconscious d1a1ect1ca1 ex1stence is
the whole of the&; be1ng Th1s d1fferent1ates d1a1ect1ca1 (f
mater1a}asm from mode IIw’*There, d1a1ect1cs was a process w1t
‘Pature: a gu1d1ng proqéss, the work1ng thrUUQh' of an 1mm1nent
, Y

._“.. .
.
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a

'dialectical 'force.' This force unfolds throuqh history,' hurt11ng
toward rea11zat1on’of itself.' Material entities are the 'vehicles'
for that dialectical force. This is a de facto dualism On the one
hand we have '"nature, ' on the other hand ‘the order1ng.pr1nc1p1es

which ass1qn the reIat1ons of mater1a] rea11ty Th1s 1strec1ser j

the Hege11an v1ew. .,"' o . o , - L

No such dua11sm appears 1n‘d1a1ect1ca1 materialism; mater1a1 : *fﬁé
rea11ty and the re]at1ons of its e]ements in process are one ) ¥.
ontological ent1ty, To argue otherw1se is to confuse an ontolog1ca1 »

- state with an ep1stemoIog1ca1 method. In the former, dialectics is
' merely the innate dynamism of material reality; reality as a state of

-

tens1on wherein eIements are ever in a process of contrad1ct10n QE'
'In the Iatter, d1a1ect1cs is 'know]edge o; nature ; both a IR *lﬂi |
descr1pt10n of the processes of material chanqe and the coqn1t1ve
appercept1on of the dynamics of that process To, so to speak, .
infuse 'th1nk1nq into.'reality' is to comm1t the'cardina] error-of
hode II: anthropomorph1zat1on of ontoquv w1th ep1stemoIogy It is
to confuse two aspects of ‘dialectics.’ _ Aspect one: d1a1ect1cs
'in' nature; as a 'property' of nature. This includes the
recognition that diaIects is inherent in aII forms of natural .. e

'phenomena as well as in nature as’ a whole, Aspect twog d1aLect1cs

about' nature, d1a1ect1cs as 'khowIedge of nature 8 ‘ ' ~

-

That is why mode . III stresses that IeveIs of ontoIoglcaI
transformat1on and ep1stemo]og1ca] significance. EXTSt w1th1n an -
W organic tota11ty At the basic IeveI of d1a]ect1ca1 mater1a11sm

(1) D1a1ect1cs as l1n natyre and d1a1ect1cs as 'know]edge of nature

. .-). . . Y v . . ‘
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are onto]ogmca] and ep1stemo]og1ca1 realities which 1mp}y‘Bo u1t1mate o

- Iontolog1ca1 dualism. (11) Ontological transformatlon is inherent

in all phenomena, all onto]og1ca1 re]at1ons and a]] the processes
rd

- of nature (iii) Ep1stemolog1ca1 significance is 1nherent in the

processes of nature itself, requ1r1ng no '1na3§§”é8‘ﬁ cond?ptuaT

methodologies for the examination of rea11ty That 1s, ;
‘ ep1stemo]og1ca1 method is structural]y 1dent1ca1 to onto]og1ca;
. process. o _ s ‘
| This, however, 1s‘far from the. totaiity of mode III.- B‘ ,

before gojng on, we c1te Marx's strugg]e with the p1vota1 concept

-, L

of d1a1ect1ca1 mater1a11sm

Two<consideratioﬁ§ must guide any'attempt at a_.precise

0]
comprehen51on of Marx' s*concept of d1a]ect1ca1 mater1a]1sm Ftrst,

we again rem1nd that the term 1tse1f is an 1mpos1t1on As we noted,./
Marx never actua]]y used that'exact phrase ~ However, as we'have

) a]so noted th1s does not in any way detract from this category s
ut111ty as. a tool for compnehend1nq Marx's own cont1nuous
art1cu]ations gf what ‘he ca11ed’"d1a1ect1cs" and "mater1a11sm."
Second “the pr;gary fbcus of Marx 'S, work was soc1a]' - that is, hev
‘was concerned abov§?a11 ‘else. *4thbanaTys1s of the human cond1t1on

To that end, hJSWk w?s d1recte?.xover\vhe1m1ng]y, to our third 1eve1

4 E LY
»

- of ep1stemofog1ca1 s1gn1f1cance and oﬁiologiggﬂ transformat1on1»

'h1stor1ca1 mater1a11sm . Some wr1ters~uouid-se1ze upon ‘this. to

>

argue tha§~ﬁhat~we ca11 our f1rst ]eve] of eplstemolog1ca1

s1gn1f1cance and onto]og1ca1 transformat1on wou]d const1tute, for

[

lack o3 better phrase, a sort of metaphys1cs of d1a1ect1ca1

0 . . "~..’ "
‘ ‘ AN

Toon
"'.:;..‘.
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: materialism which Marx wauld h93ECt.és pure speculation. Furthérmore,
‘%*§>, because it is in fact mainly Engels who wrote on this topic, the
temptation is to tréat Ehgé]s as an alien element in the Marxian
perspective, along with the ané]ysis of dialectics in nature. we
" cite the prominent example of Melvin Rader: |

" To suppose that 'the materialistic interpretation
of history' implies a certain- type of meta-physics, .
such as cosmic materialism, is‘a mistake.z The , '
fact that Marx was a historical materialist, in the
0 sense of stressing the mode of production, does not
commit him to a metaphysical position, such as a '
‘dialectical materialism' extended to embrace the
.. whole universe. Unlike Engels he say§ almost
. nothing in his mature works about the metaphysical -
nature of the universe, and it is problematical
to what extent he agreed with Engels. Even if v
he did agree, he never bothered to sketch a cosmic

T . metaphysics, or make hig agreement indubig}ble.9
L The.untenabi1ity‘of suih a positibn;hgcomes cfé%i{j% we rgcall_
théipr@ceding_diécussion on dfa]ectics andvmgtgrialism. If [to‘ o
app}gach this issue from'6né dirqﬁtion]"we admit afdistjnction L
between dia]eéffcs 'ihfnaturei and dia]ectics_as"khbwledge 6% nature’
:.whiéh'treats,thé latter as merely a formai,‘appeﬁceptualiy ‘arfifiCiq]'
[in that it~imposes'a ﬁoncepfua1<mode1-upon;‘rather than accurately
reflects, the object*of‘study -- i.e..nature], conceptqa] tool, then

__-'~we/have inaf&qt thrown-bpen to rejection the epistemo]ogicallbasis.of“
. ™ ‘ _ o

(Ehe en?i ‘y of mggg;III. 1yg have cast doubt-upon man‘s abiiity to
R ocial reality becaus;jhé.c;hndijeQén,lit;fs‘asserted,fknow the
(pfesumaﬁiy)‘simp1er cd;é of mate;iéllﬁg§1ity.' of Couréé, we could -
qxgjd this QQandfy with the &ssertion that Marxidid'[orf if he - .
actdﬁi]y didn't; theﬁ\he wdu1d, or cbu]d] have tﬂo»ontologiéal and

epistemo1ogica1,positions -- one appropriate for 'nature'; the other,

e
.
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_’mechan1ca11y, formal]y, reduce Marx to only the f1rst 1eve1 of mode
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1presumab1y,'for 'mah;f The positing of such a dualism is, in our

‘opinion, wnolly unwarranted as Marx always and explicitly speaks ofﬁ

his 'method' -- never. methods

'4

Y Marx spent a 11fet1me batt]1ng the content1on that we cannot

’know the “"real basis" of our ex1stence, and it seems 1mprobab1e that

the bold facts of physical rea11ty shou]d be 1naccess1b1e to human

comprehens1o%?, The great fear of writers in the vein pf Rader is the

.,

belief that, if we admwt a Marxian "cosm1c mater1a11sm," human

“existence itself w1]1 become reducible to the catbgorles of 1norgan1c

r,\;

" nature. - The fear s that *human ontologﬁﬂiWOu]d become phys1ca1

“Ti.e. 1norgan1c nature] onto]ogy ‘However, it should be obv1ous

in view of the preced1ng that such a reductlon could not be undertaken
w1thout a refl onto]og1ca] 'Toss.' As we have seen in our s1mp]e

111ustrat1ons us1ng 'parts, ' 're]at1ons -and - who1es, even nature

‘1tse1f wil] not tolerate such reduct1on1sm w1thout the violation of a
- real ontb]ogwca] Ievel We are/dea11ng with 1evels of 's1gn1f1cance

"and transformat1on H there is no attempt here to 11near1y,

.7?$

CIII.

That there not only 1s but must be corre]at1on 1n"the sense

of the: d1a1ect1ca] inter- penetrat1on of ]eve]s of onto]og1ca7

S e

transformat1on:{1 e. natuﬁe, organ1sms*-man 1n society] concurrent]y

w1th d1a]ect1ca1 inter-penetration of levels of ep1stemo]og1ca1

.'s1gn1f1cance [i. e. Views of nature, understandlng of organ1sms, grasp

and pract1ce of rea]1ty] is wel] recogn1zed by Marx. The pr1nc1p1e

of organ1c tota11ty recogn1zes that sch1iis between cosmo]ogy.and
. . ., //’ : N

E
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- of Marx's doctoral dissertation. There Marx re¢ogni2gd, and was

socia]lrealify -- and all ‘that falls in between --

their own resolution. -An illustrative and concise example is

3

'fouﬁh in the.pasterly use of the dialectic by Marx and Engels.in_

' . o I ’ i
their compact description of ‘the _history of "French Materialism."

A sample- passage: - A L

. . . the downfall of seventeenth-century metaphysics
can be explained by the materialistic theory of the ,
eighteenth century only in so far as this theoretical -
movemént itself is explained by the practical nature

17 of French'1ife at that time. This Tife was turned.
. } . to the immediate present, to worldly enjoyment .and

worldly interests, to the.earth] world. Its

’ "anti-theolqgica],-anti-metap ysical, materialistic

practice gemanqed,corresponﬁing'anti-theo]ogica],
anti-metaphysical, materialistic theories. N
- Metaphysics had in practice lost all credit.  Here
- -We have only to Tndicate briefly the theoretical
‘course of events, - . - -
In the seventeenth. century metaphysicg\(cf. ~
‘Descartes, Leibniz, and others) stil] ¢ tained a
” positive, secular element. It made discoveries in
‘mathematics, - physics and .other exact sciences which
~— seemed to .come within its scope. This sembTance
-was done away with as early as the beginning - of the
eighteenth century. The positive sciences broke
away frem metaphysics and marked out.their independent -
fields. The ‘whole wealth of metaphysics now consisted
only of beings of-thaught and heavenly things, at the.
very time when real?beings and earthly things began a
- to be the centre of alj intere§t. Metaphysics had
become insipid. In the very year. in which L.
Malebranche and Arnauld; the last great metaphysicians
.of the seventeenth century, died, Helvetius and’ ’
Condillac were born.10 " A _

Can we.therefore keaSonab]y be]ieve“éitﬁer that Mérx_was 

éctua11y.without a view on the ultimate, so to\§beqka 'nature of
nature,' or that'his view on that-subject shou1d;be-in'qny-Way 3
'fundamehtal1y:oppbsed'to his—othérv§§§ws? Both conjectures are

highly improbable. Above all, we haVe ihe evidenCQ\Of the subje¢t

. L ; -

,:5!,
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troubled by, the failure of two ‘thinkers to arrive at compatib]e
existential, social, and ep1stemo]oglca1 persp ct1ves - 1n sp1te of
both start1ng from compatib]e onto]og1ca1 premises.

Apart from historical testimony, there is much
other evidence for the identity of Democritean
and Epicurean physics. The principles -- atoms
and the void -- are indisputably the same. Only
in isolated cases does there seem to be arb]trary,
hence unessential, difference.

: However & curious and 1nso1ub1e riddle remains. ‘

\ " Two ph1losophers teach exactly the same science, -
in exactly the same way, but -- how inconsistent! --
they stand diametrically opposed in all that
concerns truth, certainty, app11cat1on of this
science, - and a]] ‘that refers to the relationship
be{ween thouqht and reality in generdl. I say . .
that they stand d1ametr1ca]]y opposed, and I '
sha]l now -try to prove it. _ b

Marx found the solution to this 1n‘his rea]ization chat-
Democrl‘ retamed -a mere]y metaph_ysmal' qrasp of atoms and/\“
vo1d wh11e Ep1cdrus recognjzed that atoms and void were “act1ve" |
components which not on]yrtians\ended ontolog1ca] Teve]s but were

themse]ves ep1stemo1og1caTTy s1gn1f1cant Thus we have the great
ﬁéﬁaL,fYony of the father of 'mater1a]1sm -- Democrvtus -- reveaIed as an

‘ «~ - ultimate 1dea11st because he was unable to successfu11y ‘translate

or conv1nc1ng]y corre]ate h1s cosmo]og1ca1 views across what we

Ll

term 1eve]§ of ohtolog1cal transformat1on and ep1stemo1oq1ca]

. s1gn1f1cance "As Marx concludes =
o The d1fference between Democrltean and Epicurean
‘ Pphilosophy of nature which we established at the
end of the general section has been etaborated -
and confiMed.in_all"domains of nature. 1In e
Epicurus, therefore, atomistics with all its -
» contradictions has been carried through and
. completed as the natural science of self-
* consciousness. This seTf-comsciousness under - - -
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the form of abstract 1nd1v1dua11t' is an
absolute principle. Epicurus has thus carried
.atomistics to its final conclusion, which is its
dissolution and conscious opposit1on to the
universal. For Democritus, on®the other hand,
the atom is only the general objective .expression
of the empirical 1nvestigat1on of nature as a whole.
Hence the atom remains for him.a pure and abstract
category, a hypothesis, the result of experience,
‘not its active [energisches] principle. This
hypothesis remains therefore without realisation,
~ Just as it plays .no further part 1n determining
the real 12yest1gat1on of nature -

In other words - and most s1gn1f1cant1y - Democr1tus suffers ;'
from the same defect aff11cting mode I He is unable to draw any
correlations between consc1ous'and normat1ve human act1v1ty, and
‘objective’ nature . The very bas1s of Marx's favoring of Ep1curus
-.over Democr1tus 1s that the: former was ab]e to do prec1seT& that
[In this sense, when Marx cr1t1c1zes Feuerbach and the so—ca11ed
"old mater1a]1sm" in h1s famous "Theses on Feuerbach " he is
: cr1t1c121ng mode I: "The chief defect of all préevious mater1a11sm -

that of Feuerbach 1nc1uded~-— is: that4E§1ngs [ egenstan 1, rea11ty,

sensuousness are conce1ved only in the form of the obJect or of

: contemp]atlon but not as human sensuous activity, pract1ce, not .
1113

.'subJect1ve1y 1 Th1s crucially, 111ustrates that mater1a11sm

1s not pos1t1v1sm On]y the former 1ncorporates the 1mperat1ve of .
recogn1;ing corre]ations among_onto1ogica] ﬂevejs. In.so doing,

only the former does not 1ap§e fnto treating'ontology as —

'speculation.' Thus mater1a11sm charqes p051t1v1sm ‘Wwith reta1n1ng

merely the rhetoric that‘?\tatter dea]s with- nature ‘as 1t 1s and

11fe *Sn the concrete.



~ Thus to maintain that Marx is without a cosmolooy is untenable._-
It belies or® of the centermost concerns of Marx ‘as a young man.
Neverthe]ess, the quest1on of why Marx was so Iittle concerned w1th
to use Engels' words, the d1a1ect1cs of nature in later 11fe remains.
The answer, as our above citat1on from Marx S ana1ysvs of the h1story

9

of French mater1a1ism revea]s centers on Marx's rea1ﬁzat1on that

-

cosmo1og1ca1 specu]ation tells us more about the spectulating subJect

-
S

-= map -- than about the object of speculat1on --"the universe; Thus
Marx qu1ck1yu}\a11zed that the real' subJect of mater1a11sm should
be man. Th1s does - not, again, 1mp1y that there is ang fundamental

ant1pathy between the st y. of man and the study of nature. At the

beg1nn1ng of his ph11osoph1ca1 11fe as a doctora] student such
d1screpancy was a foremost concern' At the c]ose of. h1s stud1es,
Marx treated the exlstence of such compat1b111ty as a causa] .'f%i.
observat1on of the ogv1ous. For examp]é, after a d1scuss1on 1n‘
aE1ta on the m1n1mum amount of-money or'vaIue which {s d1rect1y' .
transferable intp capita] -- the amount thh which a "possessor of
‘ money or commod1t1es actua]1y turns 1nto a cap1ta11st"'-— Marx notes
that "Here, as in natura] sc1ence, is shown the correctness of .the
law d1scovered by Hege] ¢in h1$ 'Log1c )s that mere1y quant1tat1ve
e d1fferences beyond a. certa1n po1nt pass 1nto qua]1tat1ve changes "]4
i Thus the organic tota11ty of our levels of onto]og1ca1
‘ -’f' transformat1on and ep1stemo]og1ca1 s1gn1f1cance were recoqn1zed by
Marx from the beq1nn1ng to the end of his wr1t1ngs Furthermore, we’

“have suggested that the: quest1on of the nature of the un1verse

became secondary [but not a11En to nor 1n.opnos+tton to ] the o

s nr B . A
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material study of man. ° Indeed'MarX“seems tO'havé'recognized this
even as he prepared his thesis for pub11cat10n as is i11ustrated in

. his 1841 "Draft’ of New Preface"

"The treatise that 1 herewith. submit to the public
is an old piece of work and was originally
- intended. as part of a comprehensive expgSition of
Ep1curean, Stoic, and Sceptic philosophy. [Since
- in the meantime political as well as philosophical
‘work of more immediate intérest prevents for the ,
time being my finishing a complete exposition of
. these philosophies -- since I do not know when
. I shall again have the opportunity to return to
this subject -- T am content to . . .] ,
At present, however, political and phi]osoph1ca1
arrangements of an entirely different kind prevent
‘me from br1nq1ng such a task to comp1et1on

Only. now the time has come in which -the systems

. of the Epicureans, Stoics and Sceptics can be
understood. They are the philosophers of self-
consciousness. These lines will at any rate
show how 1ittle has so far been achieved towardS*
solving this problem.l : :

Engels on the other hand, reta1ned a 11felong fasc1nat1on for

o

Studying. the work1nqs of nature. Indeed, one of h1sx1ast works,

h Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of Classical German Philosophy, .

concerns 1tse1f w1th a conc1se, but comprehens1ve, expos1t1on of -all

‘1eve1s of onto]og1ca1 transformat1on -and ep1stemo1og1ca] s1gn1f1cance

from Marx’s perspect1ve 16 As the editor's "preface” notes, the work

coversf"Thg e§%ence and tasks of mhi1dSophy, the essence of

. mater1a11sm, the cr1t1que of mechan1ca1 mater1a11sm, the essence of i
- the dJalect1ca1 method the d1a1ect1ca1-mater1a11st theory of

: cogn1t1on, the mater1a11st concept1on of htstory**the—orag+n of
1deo]og1es, 1nc1ud1ng that of re1lg1on the s1gn1f1cance of eth1ca1
norms, etc. . ;»'"]7 Some conc1se, d1rect1y re]evant, 1]1ustrat1ons

on how dur key not1on of d1a1ect1ca1 mater1allsm must be understood '

. ; L
1. - N
. . v
- .
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within an organ1c un1ty encompass1ng 1nter penetrat1ng 1evels of
onto]og1ca] transformat1on and ep1stemolog1ca1 significance:

[Materialism] resolved to coﬁprehend the real
world -- nature and history -- just as- it presents
itself to everyone who approaches it free from .
pre-conceived idealist fancies. [Marx] decided
relentlessly to sacrifice every idealist fancy -
which could not be brought into harmony with the
facts conceived in their own and not in a

- fantastic connection. And materialism means .
nothing more. than this.  But here [in Marx] the ©

- materialistic outTook was taken really ser1ou$1y '
for the first time and was carried thnough cons1stentlx
-- at least in- its basic features -- in all doma1ns
of knowledge.18

«[pjalectics is] the science of the general laws:
e 0f motion -- both of the external world and of
uman_thought -- two sets of laws which are
fidentical in substance, but differ in their
expression in so far as.the himan mind can apply
them consciously, whiTe in nature and also up to
now -for the most part in human: history, these laws
assept themselves unconsc1ous]y in the form of. ’
external necessity in the midst of an endless
series of. seeming accidents.19 ‘ _

Thanks to these three great discoveries [of the

cell as-the basis of more complex life forms and

.as capable of change; of the law of conservation . .
of energy; and Darwin's theory of evolut1on] and

~the other immense advances in natural sc1ence,

_ we now have arrived at the point where we-can

*demonstrate as a whole the processes in nature not

only in particular spheres but also in the
interconnection of these part1cu1ar spheres ,
themselves, and so can present in an approx1mate1y
_systematic form:a comprehensive view of the inter-
connection in nature by means of the facts

provided by-empirical natural science itself.:

To furnish this comprehensive view was former]y .
.the task of so-called natural philosophy. It could: o
do this onity b ace of the real but as i

‘ yet ‘unknawn_interconnections ideal and imaginary.ones,
. <. loday, when one needs to comprehend the results
" of natural scientific investigation only dialectically,
that 1s, in the sense of their own inter- connect1qns,
in order to arrive at a 'system of nature' sufficient
for our time; . . .ttoday th1s natura1 ph1}osophy
B f1na1Tyfa1sposed of. A N ~i§




.. ..But what is true of nature, which is hereby :
“’vrecogn1zed as an historical process of development

v 1s also true of the history of society in all its
> branches and of the totality of all sciences which
o . bccupy themselves with things human (and divine) <U

In conc]us1ﬂ we may recogmze our first 1evel of ontologma]
transformat1on and épistemo]og1ca1 s1gn1f1cance as one aspect of an -
, Qrgan1c totality wh1ch must never be considered as 1501ated #rom o
other 1eve1s D1a1ect1ca] mater1allsm appears in-all of our three . %.'
levels, in that the- claim is COHSIStent]y defended that (a) 4N
of rea]ity is matenna],:(b)_all_of reality exhib1ts dialectical . . + |
re1ations, (c) we”can truly: 'know' n;aittyionly through dialectics; |

For heur1st1c purposes, we have chosen to 1abe1 our f1rst level C e

BEFN

'd1a1ect1ca1 mater1a11sm,' but both as component and:process Jt is S 4:
.:f1ntegra] to all other 1evels “In our f1rst 1eve1 we have merely e
emphas1zed qt in one dom1nant forms-— 1norgan1c nature. Thds is

mere]y a function of recogn1z1ng that Marx a]ways demanded” proof'

for the rea11tw of both 'd1a1ect1cs and’ mater1a11sm, and one s,

Q\;M..

».plaée to look 1s»1norgan1c nature Enqe]s often chose to ekamine‘”

o ;‘x"’
o
'l

inature from the sta;dpo1nt of natural sc1ence in the ques; of’such e
proof For,example, jn an 1858 Tetter to Marx he is enthus1ast1c dﬁ&gfﬂg".'
about "the progress made by the. natura] sc1ences 1n the 1ast th1rty B
" yearss” Most s1gn1f1cant is the estab11shment of the 1aw of ° -
transformat1on of energy. why7 —- "y th1s not a splendid material 3§,t

4\ L

proof of the way in which the determ1nat1ons 6f ref]ex1on are

T resolved 1nto one another?"Z]

Indeed it does appear to be splend1d proof,.~but Marx also ‘ -
- wrestled w1th the myster1es of 1norgan1c nature in anot er, more time
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,“; v hONOred way'-- “in"the footsteps of the great materia] ph1losophers
A 9
Jn’ Marx S doctora1 dlssertat1on That d1ssertation was equa]]y a

fgg_ quest ﬁo ascerta1n that d1a1ect1ca1 mater1a11sm was not but another
V@ Jo 1dea11st1c fangy -- to prove that nature}herse]f embod1ed d1a1ect1ca1
aﬁ!ﬁj; . mater1a]1sm These two or1entat1ons -- Enoef: natural science and.-
ngarx 3 mater1a] ph1losophy --‘were qu1te d1fferent 1n appnoach (one
pr1mar11y rat1ona1 the other pr1mar11y emp1r1ca1), but they

“ [ T
o conceaped themselves w1th the same object - nature* - and the same

J

S : a
o ob3§ct1ve - ascerta1n1ng the onto]og1ca1 and ep1stemo]og1ca1

W peality of d1a1ect1ca1 mater1a11sm But manu spTendid Pfoofgy °f

o d1a]ect1ca1 mater1a11sm are needed andiisg£€%:1c nature pP9V1dES o
£ ' \-
- : on]y one ground Marx qu1ck1y turned to othe grounds - e

Sy

‘2

spec1f1ca11y our. th1rd 1eve1 of ! h15tor4%31 mate:1a11sm --‘hh11e
Enge]s not on]y shared th1s concern of Marx s but always managed‘io

retaln his fasc1nat1on for: the contr1butions (i.e. proofs ) wh1ch

L

4norgan1c nature was w1111ng to provide for d1a1ect1ca1
mater1a11sm.2? Neverthe1ess, emphatica]]y, aga1n, d1a1ectica1
materiaifsm exists at. all of our, three Tevels. As Marxvr
,summar11y and unequ1voca11y. asserts | S

- . - . .. my method of deve]opment is not Hege11an
o < . since-1 am a materiaTist .and Hegel s an-
:iﬁ@'* - idealist. Hegel's dialectics is the basic
form of all dialectics, but only after it
Has been stripped of its mystical , and-
(it is precisely this. which distinguishes my
method.23 X -

e

Dialectical materiaIism sought to strip dia]ectics of its
~ .
: metaphysical form at all levels of existence. ~Dia]ecticsva1so

268
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H. Democrqtus, Epicurus), Lucretius, Gassend1, etc. -- a11 are recogn1zg§a B
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recogn1zes.the onqan10 ity of nature, and therefore d1alect1ca1._

(\

-

',C'nmter1a11sm exﬁsts -- althgzgh it is: transformed Onto]og1ca11y and,

. assumes qua11tatjy:'

- each 1eve1 Such ont{

. , '*J\L‘V
N ique ep1stemo1og1ca1 sagn1f1cance --.at

(2}

PR

'og1ca] and ep1stemo1ogicaﬂ cdmpat1b1l1ty
\
w1th1n the organ1c un1ty characté¥1z1ng the powerfu

meta we]tanSChauung of Marstm w&s never quest1oned by;MaRx

2 ¢
Rather, ag was perhaps to be expectﬁn{ he took it to bera

W
commonp!ace' ‘a matter of course, We&1ndu1ge ouqag)yes in but tne
'y

N
fo aa;:a. el
P vk Tt
i‘ B A
3 -

. F1na1 1&1ustrat10n vf th1s - an exchange of cornespondence betﬁ%eqy

Y

Enge]s wr1tes o ; fa;;ﬁ'
. -& . l‘ .

" Ag’j Have read Hofmann [Introduct1on ;Q,Mqae«
e ' The more recent chepical thegry, with alladts '
o ,«fgp isa great @advance ‘on-the farpdestomic . ¢
. one, - The moleculeas the smallest part 'of. matter . v
;igpab]e of 1ndependent existerice is a perfectly R ~€;>
tional category, a Tnode,’ as Hegel put it, in - k
the infinite series. of divisions, which 'does not
conclude them but estab11shes a qualitative S
dffference The atom -- former]y-represented as k
the limit of divisibi1§£y --.is now noth1nq morl$,
than- a re]at1on,,, . ‘ ..

Marx rep11es- RS W - ’

-~

— “You are- qu1te r1ght about Hofmann You will
~ %%, also see from the conclu®ion of.my Chapter 111
* '[of Capital], ‘where the transformation of the
~~handicra t-master into a ‘capitalist -- as.a’
e, result of merely quant1tat1ve chanqes --is - L
touched upon, that in that text ‘I réfer, to Hegel's :ﬁﬁgget;
.. discovery -- the law of merely quant1tat1ve changes %X -
' . turning into qualitatjve changes -- as holding -
- good a11ke in h1story and natural. sc1ence ;

That dialect1ca1 mater1a11smvshou1g be*ovenwhelm1ng]y treated as-

’ signiflcant on]y in its soci;? fbrm - iaeﬂl'hlstor1ca1'mater1a11sm,

our third level --vis a distort1on of Marx1sm and)a reduct1on of

9 - Ll . . i -,
' Mari&aud Enge]s. EE R - e T o
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mode III to somethmg Iess than 'Lt is: a’ qrasp of reahty and: i %

‘ex1stence 1n aII for'ms, a world- vuav demonstratwely more expanswe,.

5

e : 50phlst1cated and penetratmg than. poth‘!hode I a.,nd mode II S
. . "f'ﬂza . »\~J” ‘ . '
_{ *‘ f . < [ 5 . .
R . ' Y e & . N _" e PSR 5 )
DIALECTICAL ECOLOGY sl _ ’;‘K «\&: :
- \ I . . . Cy . ’ ' . . “. l ‘.:v ‘ . e
. 4 {-'-g\, 4 J bt W - .
To cont1nue our, anaLy51 3 of how mode II ’E'mbodle§ eve]s'of o
N o
'fonto“logma‘r transform‘%tqon and epg stemo]ogwal s1gmf1cance w%hm =
av

Maa
g

PP

““the- cohesaorsxofgn orqamc totahty,uwe may ne;? con§1der th& more o
' »'

' 'comple; ex1s¢ent1$,] leVeI of advanced mamna],s " Her

-of d1a1ect1ca1 matemahsm 1s tiﬁ Ieve] of . s1m?rder1nq

‘Above aH whereas our first level 1Hustrated how ex1stence is both

ﬁﬁén the T &

<

) b"* -
- precedmg d1scuss1on on d1a1ect‘?¢h] matemahsm wﬂ] app]y, however o

\oo% .. e

both onto]ogwal form and e;ﬁstemo‘logma] su;mﬁcance now ex1st -a«;

w1thm a: qua11tat1ve'ly new context% uhereas the ex1s.§nt1a1 Ievel .,

K oo

i

re]at1gns amon§ phygd]y 1nert' mte?*actmq tities, the .'
ex1stent1a] Ievei of " d1a'lEct1ca1 eco]ogy s a Ieve] of compIex e

ordering re]at'lons amonq 'bmlog1ca11_y actwe mteractmg ent1t1es

- This is not a d1ffer;)ent1at1on in temms of mere comp]ex1ty 3 1t .
J

.1s a quahtatwe d1fference Here, d1a]ect1ca1 mater1a11sm still Tt

ex1sts and apphes, but in a umque and transformed form- and manner, |

s

©
-~

perpetuated and changed, in dva'lectlcal eco]ogy the fo“tus 15 the )
mamtenance and evqutmn of hfe .‘ ..
We ]abeI d1a'lect1ca] eco]ogy a. mode of. 1nteqrat1on because

activity takes p1ace at this Ieve] This 1s not the case 1n our

. first 'IeveI where parer material bod1es existed mthm a umverse

e . . o . L S o BN

. L ) S A . E A&
e N o -;'f sy - ) - . ) ' .
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‘wh1ch was marked above a]] by the perfect]y'regular 1nteract1ons of
Aq $ . -
1norgan1c entvtles follow1ng mere]y the laws of phys1¢a1 matter
The 1nteract|ve not1on of act1v1ty recognizes a’ fundamenta]
[y

‘d1st1act1on between “- but~not mutua] exc]usion of -- the

d1a1ect1ca1 1nteract10ns tak1ng p]ace at: these two Tevels.

én) Means of Subslstence o | ’i_” 3 . !}Q:‘,
y ) _— , i . . " . /- : -
L1fe must act1véﬁy seek the means of‘?ts phys1ca*

5 - . tt;nuatmn, thus an1ma1s b1o]ogwca1 const1tut1ons "lﬂc]ude what"-.
‘;;7\-

’ .
may ‘crudely ca1ﬁ an Yintuition' to seek the perpetuat1on of their - .

e phys1ca]rex15tence (search ?Br food, avo1dance of enem1es m1grat1on, _
etc ) A]reéﬁy,wWe can see hOW\th1s observation great]y complgcates. f{';‘
the comparat1vely*s1mp1er case of d1abect1ca1 mater1a11sm In that .Vk;,
1nstance, ex1stence mas its own cond1t1on - ent1t1es d1d not need \' J
“to undertake any, for laek\of a bd'ter tefﬁ 'd1rected strugg]e to
ma1nta1n the1r onto1og1ca1 form " True, any part1cu1ar form of
£xkstence wasqyoss1b1e on}y through,tﬁ/’ma1ntenance of a 'balance of ‘
2 <; forces. ’ However when such a balance. ¢- through the aforeméht1oned
' ? - ‘pr1nc1p1e of contrad1ct1on - beggme’ﬁEZEt and any given ent1ty

ey

. qualltat1ve1y changed into anothér, that qua11tat1ve change was,

1

. e

. w1th}n the parameters of one onto1og1ca1 1eve] 1norgan1c matter.
' In other words, 1norgan1c ent1t1es changed 1nto other 1norgan1c

ent1t1es. However when organ1c entities [1n th1s case, h1gher :

'

,mammals] undergo a*suffiC1ent1y 'traumatic' qualitative4Change in the
, fbrm of ldeath ' _then. they not’ on]y undergo a qualitative change Qut

there 15 a change in ontolog1ca1 1eve1s.. They 1ose the onto]og1ca1

4

,‘-4‘;4;._ ~ - - ' «' ‘."Al . ., .“ _‘.' -~
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quality of l"act.ivity' - - their‘onto]oqy becomes WhoI]y*that of our

, first Tevel. S1mu1taneous]y, a Ieve] of ep1stemoIog1ca1 s1gn1f1cance

e

is lost as the nox *inorganic ﬂent1ty -cap be understood without

. '
need of 1ncorppr ing its 'aghive"qua]it{é5_27 Sy

v

In short, an'OntoIogica]“and epistemodogical basis of organic

) . . . 5 e . . .I !
quagbecomes lost. Organic life, like inorganic existence, is, .. -

frqual]y,wstill.diaIecticaI and still material. But dialectics now
not ¢ onIy apc]udes the mere phy51ca1, chem1ca1, e]ectr1ca1, etc

- W
ﬁﬁﬂch an1ma1$ (because they . are madé of matter) 1ncorporate,

. ’ ' s A}
o but now fhc]udes the act1v1ty9 oﬁﬁthe orqiipsmmes it med1ates 1tse1f‘

fih TtS env1rdnment to ma1nta1n its. ontolog1ca1§Eompon§nt of 11fe ", '

7
Thus anigals se]ect1ve]y take ~food from the envrronment and they

kjl; d1fferent1a11y protect‘themselves from -the e]ements and otber )

- animals. In other wordsy the d1a1ect1ca1 re]at1od§h1p of creature
™ Q& :
-~ '-f" with env1ronment is not for Iack of a better term, 'btind.! 'Life'

is an ont8§§51ca1 rea]]ty [demahd1ng a forrespond1ng edﬁstemo]og1ca]

transformat1on] wh1Ch med1ates betweeﬁ'the organ1c ent1ty and the

: 1norgan1c environment. Th1s 1s, aga1n, not to say: that the * ‘

' . 2~ 4
.. ' med1at1on s nét 'd1a1ect1ca1 ,Ne1ther 1s 1t to fn*Ty that e1ther
11fe or the envaronment are not mater1a1 : Under no c1rcumstances

. ..v.k,:xddwyejtns1nq$r .

- reality.ga

mde III \bews life«a; 2. r;u faphysical’

However, mode III recogn1zes that d1a1ect1ca1 eco]ogy -- s

the d1a]ect1ca1 1nteract1on of organ1c entity with 1ts 1norgan1c an\
]

, -organ1c enV1ronment ‘to preserve the onto]og1ca1 trait of 'I1fe - \\
Nm:requ1res that: (I) we- recogn1ze a new ontolog1ca] Ievej {2) that<ij-
¢

.new ontolog1ca1 Tevel both 111ustrates the pr1nc1p1es of and .can only

e-.,‘v_ -

~



“(11) Re]at1ons of ReprodUCt1on - ‘ A

‘;qual1tative change takes p]ace w1th1n theabounQS of our f1rst 1eve1.f

269.

o

4 i

be understood w1th1n the ep1stemolog!ir1 framework of a mode of

"2

ntegrat1on. The neceSS1ty of this is even more dramat1ca1]y

i1]ustrated by the fact that re]at1ons of reproduction"' cqnst1tute.

yet another dimension of dialectical ecology. - -:EQS( v

o . . » S A i

¢ ;
> 51 ol

In the tase of 1n0rganﬂ5‘matter, we “have, noted that ”@”-

Na
Thus,mfor examp]e the 1aw of transformat1on of . enerqy -- whlqh was

3con§1déred to be very s1gn1f1qms f. he eyes of Nangand Enge)s - o
.'_,becomes!one ep1stemo]og1ca1 tool' to recogn1ze ‘!ﬁf!&mt ﬁ.-f T

.qua11tat1ve dhanges dd; OGCUr, yét a 'real’ (1 e. mater1a1) ' ;'.'—

-
v

nto]og1ca1 bas1s {i. e.. 'energy ) rema1ns intact. .(Such 1aws are
ep1stemo1og1ca1 too]s 1n that they conta1n both an ob3ect1ve and’

cogn1t1ve e1ement That is, modé IIl's search for fully¢ .- j o
. .

»'d1a1ect1ca1' 1aws of nature -- of which the law of transformat1on

" of energy [m1staken1y, as we. sha]l ater emphas1ze] was: thought to
r‘be an examp]e *-.yields new. descript1ons of obJect1ve nature.;°The o

‘ i v
recogn1t1on of such 1aws ‘as d1a1ect1ca] laws becomes an ep1stemo]og1ca1 .

-

" act and method wThus the obJect1ve [d1a1ect1ca1] work1ngs of

v

/ nature were Seen to. be correspondent to the [dga\ﬁét1ca1]
- 3.

b8

-

@y
.work1ngs of the human m1nd ! thereby prov1ng the\rea11ty and

- T

un1versa11ty [1 e, fqund in 'hature and human cogn1t1on 1 of

‘."

d1a1ect1ca1 mater1a11sn )¢ ‘iéjsv. '

At the Peve] of d1a1ect}ca1 ecology, however, the d1a1ect1ca1

} transfonnat1ons can, at a crut1ca1‘p01nt, esu]t in the 10ss’ of an -

‘. " -
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"ont010§ﬁca1 ]eVe]*' To ensure. that transformat1ons stay w1th1n

i
permissible bounds presents a.problem obv1ou§1§ the individual

"act1ve un1t the ‘11ve ent1ty) w11§ evéntua]]y'*be¢1sh' fi.e.
- i

loge an ontolog1ca1 leve] and assume the onto]ogica] status oﬁaour .

i .f1ﬁst Tevel). 4Thus the dia]@ctica1'proceSSes of ma1n§a1n1ng the "
-I' v 441 . 9& d o, M .
1nd1v1dua1 un1tw(1 e. meansyof subs1stence ) are not suffﬁc1ent

L Y ’-"k

in thiiex1stence of the second 1eve1 1tse1f (1 €. »PT , ‘

v R 3
e, then,the on]y*levéglof rea11ty 1s our fﬁrst One )
AL d1a1ect1ca1 ecoTogyémustyfhc]ude."d1mens1on for ' ';T"

. .Ov‘ . "» Ay i ﬂ’s i . :‘:F.AT:’I
‘.p:eservat1on of 1tse1f a;*a stnuctural cgmponent w1tﬁ1n our orgah1c . ,{
0 ' _ .

~ eV, - 0._ \t.._‘. . ..

tota11ty . ;‘ e - "

e . . . e .. . - Ll . .
. S ' A .
K ’, : 2 T .
-

Such a d1mens1on we ]abe] the re]atfoﬁs of reproduct10n ",  -

Here it is recognized that 11fe<not on]y 1nvo]ves the surv1ua$ Qf

C e o
an 1ndngﬂdual unlt but s1mu1taneous]y 1nvo]ves the mantenance of i ‘%}
L W . o
%éthe species.’ Ind1v1dua organlc ent1t1es per1sh (1ose an onto]og1ca} L
% _ .

H
it

Teve]) but '11fe ma1nta1ns 1tse]f across t1me. Thus the
ep1stemo1og1ca1-s1gn1f1cance of the means of subs1stence is to be
found in the comprehens1on that this is a cont1nuat1on of. 1nd1v1dua] T

5' ex1stence-2»'ex1stence 1u the short run’ -- through the dJéTEtt1ca1-
eco]ogica1 process of se]ect1ng frpm.the env1ronment those S ;qg,ﬁﬁ
necessary mater1a1s by wh1ch 1nd1v1dua1 un1ts surv1ve., -The : |
ep1stemo]og1ca1 s1gn1f1cance of the relat1ons of reproduct1on
[mat1ng'patterns, protect1on of young, abandonment of . unfxt'
offspr1ng, teach1ng the young SUrv1va1 sk1lls etc ] 1s to be found

in. the&tomprehens1on that th1s 1s a cent1nuat1on of 11fe as a mole
'~5.,“-. ) K c- . .




»entan] a transqenerat1on 1 d1mens.

‘dimension - they cannot be 3 1d to'show an evolutlon.

: qenerations adapt1ng and chanq1n‘ over t1me. Ingzgdrgan1c nature,

271
B o T :

genera] ca gory -- i. e. ex1stence 1n the '1ong run' qikﬁhrough the -

d1a1ect1ca1- cological process of adapt1ng to an ever- chanqing

, env1ronment T a]]ow the cont1nuat1on of the species [Of course, the

2.

further orqan1 unity of the means of" subs1stence and relations-of
t. . 1*' ’
reproduct1on is bvious- both must;Pe Lcompat1b1e as both,are

necessary for the ’ontinued structura] existence of the mode of

| 1nteqrat1on as-a qu 11tat1ve1y identifiable 1eve1 Qf onto]og1ca1

transformat1on and ep'stemo10q1ca1 s1gnﬁf1cance ]

%s. of - reproduct1on necessar11y

éﬁﬁave 1ntroduced an

With the reéogn1t on that r 1 }

: onto]og1ca1 and ep1stemo] 1ca] d1men51dh yh1ch cﬂearly is not

%

‘7ex1stent in our ﬁgrst Tegel\’ Wh11e 1norgan1c 1ntéract1ons obv1ously

‘ﬁg(

may have a pattern over tike -- i e. there is a transtempora]
29"

1anguaqe and concepts of b1o]og ca] onto]ogv entail the. not1on of

any: use of the concept of oenera'1on 1s whblly m?%aqhor1ca1 and

anthropomorph1c.. W1§g§§§e not1on ] adaptatnon we clear]y have a

;un1que temporal d1mens1on wh1ch reco_n1zes an ontolog1ca1 un1queness.

“This: corresponolng1y-demands a. hew fo n ofacomprehension~for 1ts \

EPYS

: framework to grasp the uniqueness of wh

]

cyunder tandjng In Darw1n, we f1nd the bas1s for a conceptua1

4,—
*

t might be ca]ledythe

\-
\

: 4,
there 1s any neo-Heqe]ian element of consc1ousness or q\S1gn

‘here. Even_ﬁs Darw1n recogn1zed evo]ut1on 15 a ‘reacfﬁuE‘ conﬁept

¥ ¢ ey

“']" organ1c ent1t1es respond to env1ronmenta1 cha ] 5'Dialecfic 1

)

L's

N

,l organ1c d1a1ect1c. [However, this is’ certa1n1y not to 1mp1y that

The very o

~
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h_ mater1a]1sm recoqnized the'dynam1cs of 1norqan1c 1dent1ty and change

~ "Mode of 1ntegrat10n maintams organic unity fmtegratmg

g ,organic existence (means of subs1stence) and species perpetuat1on ‘ g.-'

d1a1ect1ca] materia11sm 1nto another level characterized.by ?‘d1v1dua]

K A
(re]ations of reproduct1on) wh1ch form a new structura] component we

htermﬁ;dialeqtica] eco1ogy -- another onto]oq1ca1/ep1stemo]og1ca1

T

: 1eve1 o S e "“ B : t ., ds

7.compr§hens1on of Marx s v1ews at &11

'z' DidTectical eco]oqy forms a sortdag StePP1ﬂ9 stane' iR the/

tolog1ca1 and ep1stemo10q1ca1

1¢Ne%s. wh11e both man and an1ma] are const1tuted of 1norga§pc '

«matter, ne1ther can ‘be mechan1ca11y reduced to 1n0rgan1c matter

Nh11e man and anTma] share character1st1cs, the human onto]og1ca]
level cannot be reduced to the an1ma] onto]ogica] level |

(Consc1ousness in the form of product1ve act1v1ty, as we shal]

T

.a} T
"momentar1]y see, is the 1nterveninq variable: ). vAt the Ievel of -

.\,J_Y -

,d1a1ect1ca1 eco109y the perpetuat1on of 1mméd1§t§ life and 11fe v
&
across generat1ons is. the d1st1nqu1shing characterist1c "The who]e‘
‘ulb

- character of a spec1es - 1ts sgec1es-character -- is conta1ned in

‘W1th its 1ife act1v1ty It does not d1st1ngu1sh itself from it.

hIt 15 1ts life act1v1tyﬂ, “an an1ma1 on]y produces what 1t . z;;‘

;”1mmed1ate1y needs for 1tse1f or its younq It produces one- sided]y,

It pmoduces on1y under the dom1n1on of 1mmed1ate phys1ca1

meed, . . An an1ma1 s product be]ongs 1mmed1ate}y to 1ts phys1ca1 .

BV

h standard and the neea of the spec1es ‘to wh1ch it be]ongs,;;f,

.

body, . ". An an1ma1 forms gbaects onIy in accordancermtrLthe :
u30

3 e . we . L. o . s . N o
ST T . ~ DAY

'f’the charaﬁPer of 1ts 11fe act1v1ty", The an1ma1 is 1mmed1ate1y-one v

A}
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“T"Jﬁowevér;_iéfin”the case of d1a1ect1ca1 mater1a11sm, Marx d1d‘hot

dwe]] T“q on this onto]oq1ca1 and ep1stemo]og1ca1 level. This is’
evident even 1n the more romantic specu?at1ons of Marx the young '
man: "Nature herse]f “has determ1ned the sphere of act1v1ty in'

, wh1ch tﬁ@ an1maT shou]d move, and it peacefully moves. w1th1n that

:‘_sphere, w1thout attempt1ng to go beyond it, w1thout even an 1nk11ng‘“

‘of any other.' '31

on the Cho1ce of a Profess1on are. 1mmed1ate1y reJected as’a program '

. for human existence. And four years later, Marx summar11y asserts )

rthat "If a phﬂosopher does not f1nd ;&utrageous

)

»;an anima] he cannot be made to under

3‘31

4e The true sub,]ect of human contempla‘

. -
o
- N

: ,human ex1stence.» Aga1n, it is to th1s subJect that Marx qu1ck1y

turned and devoted his enerqy Aga1n as .in the case of his studies’ !

1n the natura] SC1ences, Enqe]s paid much more attent1on to the 1eve1

" of d1a1ect1ca] ecology than Marx d1d r It was Enqe1s who tr1ed to
-artlcuipte prec1se1y the subt1e qua]1tat1ve d1fferenszs bef@een the |
]eve]s of d1a1ect1ca1 eco]ogy and the mode of. product1on, between‘

;an1ma1 and human ex1stence, and 1t is: he who tr1ed to out11ne the ©

. prec1se processes through which the qua11tat1ve, evo]ut1onary,
‘s,vtransformat1on of an1ma1 to m%i?h1stor1ca11y occurred H1s 1876
"'*b essay “The Part Played by Labor in the Trans1t10n from Apé to Man"33

has assumed the status of a c]assic. However, we may fol]ow Marx 53

\ —

_“f exampIe\and Bpess on to our’ next 1eve1 oFf onto]ogica] transformatlon 4

and ep1stemologlca1 e sub' ct, none-the Iess, w111

1gn1ficaﬂceﬁ7;

vnotabe:abandoned asiwe,wml-'cont1hue to discuss Marx 'S v1ews on I,if‘

273
\

) These open1ng 11nes of Reflect1ons of.a Young Man..

and act1v1ty 1s agawn,; .
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s now address how d1a1ect1ca1 ecology [and necessar11y - because '
= mode égI § levels form an orqan1c tota]ity - dia]ect1ca1
mater1a11sm] is an 1ntegraT necs;%ary, component of h1stor1ca1 E
&Ji‘ mater1a]1sm [It 1s not of course a suff1c1ent component. as 3
’,"“ f h1stor1ca1 mater1a11sm cannot be reduced to d1a1ectica1 ecoTogyd

: w1thout 1oss of (an) onto]og1ca1 and eplstemolog1ca1 level(sq ]'i

,HISTORICAL”MATER&ALISM

. - . - .
- : BN . 5 . .o

" At ﬁhe ontolog1ca1 andrep1stem61o:

B 'retain in a cumulat1ve, qua11tat1Ve1y new, form a11 of the elements -

4':“ . . g )
'y of the prev1ous 1ev1ﬂs. IR _A : ,7 S ;@' _ v
*‘f.'f"‘ : o - ¢ ‘ .,_;
L . F1rst as both Engels and Marx c]ear]y recogn1ze, Tife” 1tseﬂi§ T
, . ‘ar a - . .
demands that ;he means of subs1stence and re]at1ons of rdaroduct1on
i “ T
rema1n 1mperat1ve Cons1der .“2;flc;‘ E
. 1" "Accordlnq .to the mater1a11st conceﬂt1on, th U
. S detera1n1ng factor in history is, in the fin -y .
oLt - to:. . cinstance;, the production and reproduct1on of- . L
¥ o . . 7 immediate life.. This, again, is of .a twofold - E
ST character:, on the one side, the product iori of
AL the means. of exfsténce, of food, clothing and”
.- . % shelter and the toods necessary for that producﬁaon,
&% on the other’ side, the productdon of humar beings -
.;'Af'.""" S themselves, the. pnopagat1on.of the spec1es*34 ¥ LV,
' S ' -
I Enge]s above v1ew.1s clearly compat1b]e w1th Marx 5 -= not
,5?".;s onJy 1s 1t one«of Engels' 1ast works, bu; a work WHQCh ut1]12ed
o 2

Marx s so-caJled "Ethnolog1ca1 Notebooks." 5 Marx expresses

\

precisely the-same th0ught e]sewhere. -

'»’,.-

“%f" £ha1ect1ca1 eco]oqy as a component of historica] mater1a11sm CWe -

IR



. «...the first premise of all- human- existence and,-
therefore, of all history, the premise, namely -

. that men must be in a position to live in order

- to be able to 'make history.'. But 1ife involves
before everything else eating *and drinking, a -
habitation, clothing and many other things. The
first historical .act is thus the production of

. SV

. - material life itself.36 = = : | .

E#g ) :Ahd, K . N - ,f L “;‘, | -.. S ~ff
i; :

. The third circumstancefwhich,‘from the very ‘outset, *
enters into historical development, is that men,
who daily remake their own life, begin to make other

. 'men, to propagate their kind: the relation between- ~ -\
.. man and womar, parents and children, the familét?7f Y
e * Even the above brief comments illustrate ﬁog the‘basié . o
. .principlésvdiscussed'Under‘the framework of dialéé}ica?%ggp}ogy'i; ’
s, " giremain, yet become’transfobmed, in our-£hird level. It.is true. .
U ’ - v . [- I g oo e N -
b e S c . . e &y
. that men engage in relations of reproduction’ and secure th91r ﬁzéns SR §
"of subsistence, but all thié_takes place in a qué1itati?e1y new’ o
. context. Above used terms’ Tike “inyhistory“%ghd "production, .t for *
fexamp]e;'qre inseparable from the human means of subsigte@ce and . |
relations of reprbductioﬁi,this was not the case in our §é¢bnd ;»3 : .
e "“‘ : . . . : 'f’. (Q _: T - ‘ R Q' . » h
o~ level, As Marx states: © - AT ‘ : '
‘ ‘ Men can bé distinguished froﬁldnimhls By . t s
~: consciousness, by re]igion,/or'anythjng;else you. . .
" like. ,They'thanse]ves“beginetp.distingdish Ty Ly
" : xtheﬁ§e1ve§ from animals as soon as they begin+ - ’

a ~ to produce their means of :subsistence; . . .38 o
S ) -~ 'Such production is-not@m‘pelx pérpétuatipn of life: . . >-“%§§
e e . RS o e . R
oot The way, in which men produce their means of : R '

. _ . .4~ ..subsistente depends first of all onthe nature. = . |
Ty .~ of the actual'means of subsistence they find_ in'
Lo Jexistenceﬁand-hQue'tQ‘réprOQuce.% This méde of .
. . production must not be considered simply as S .
! o being the production of-the physical existence gf - ¥
., the individuals. Rather. it is a definite form of .
,activity of,these'individuals,,a'definite form

e Lo : - . . . i - ) . S \\ .

. BRIV
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of expressing their }1fe, a def1n1te mode of 11fe
- on their part. 39 A

vt
‘.

- Stated comparat1ve1y, more complexly, and in expanded form
]2 ‘In creating a world of oblects by his pract1ca1
- activity,?in his work upon 1norgan1c nature, man
' - proves himself a conscivbus species-being, . . .
Admittedly animals also produce. . They build
. , . themselves nests, dwel]fngs, lije the bees, beavers,
L . ants, etc.” But-an animal on]y pduces what .it - .
. zfnmmed1ate1yg§geds for itself or¥its young. It -
‘_Sf T gstiuces one-gidedly, whilst. man. pr‘oduces unwersa]ly 1
’ Jt‘produces on1y under the dom1n70n of 1 ed1atshs
‘ o p?gs1ca1 need, whilst man produces even’ whiien he
o e from, physida] ‘need Snt ohFymtruly produces-" - = .°
S8k freedom therefrom, - An anfa™produces only, = '-“;'w
I F tself, whilst man reproduces’ the whole of nature. »
ST An an1ma1 s product -belongs: 1mmed1ate1y to its o
e phys1ca1 body; whilst mah freely confronts hts - .
o T op , An ‘animal forms objects only in '~ ,
.";v accor with the standard and need of the =~ °°
‘ i 0 which it belongs, whilst man knows how to
, pro i\ accordance ‘with the standard of every
. S species, and knoys how to-apply. evenywhere the
Pa e ainherent stlandard” to.the object.. ylan therefore . R
~also forms ob¥ects 1n~accordan§e iith the laws .. - =
. of beauty. - It is just in his, work. upon the. R
- objective world; thereforg, that-man really o
proves himseTf to be a *pecxes Being.40 . oo
- 4 e
the]ess, the prlnc1ple of organ1c tota11ty precludes an

L]

"htolog1caﬂ spl?t between man gnd the rest of the w0r1d
"‘jgf(i'e¢ thetento]og1ca1/ep1stemo1og1ca1 ]eve]s of d1a1ect1ca1 ecology }%

and dJaTect1ca1 mater1a]1sm) Cons1der

e ‘{[{ . The 11fe of thé spec1es, both in man and in
. - - animals, consists phys1ca11y in 'the fact :that man -
r~ (11ke 'the animal) 1ives on inorganic: nature; and
. the more.universal man (or ghe anlmal) is, the
. - . . more universal is the sphere. of “inprganic nature
oo T -on which he Tives. Just ‘as.plants, animals, stones, 4.
oo © .- . air, light, etc. constitute theoretically a part =~
.o S . of human- consc1ousness, partly as ebjects of
~ ., 7 -natural sc1ence, part]y as objects of art. -- his-,
')/(; ”sp1r1tua1 ‘inorganic. nature; spiritual nour1shmenﬁ
/o vwh1ch he must first prepare to make palatable an
R d1gest1b1e -- so also-nn the rea]m of pract1ce they

ok




‘Jﬂ» '
B exhib1ted in 'inorganic nature. In 11ke manner, man is. not

I i itself d1a1ectlca1 4§Q\_

R o

constitute a part of human 1ife and human activity.
* Physically man lives only on these products of nature,
whether they appear in the form of- food,. heating,
‘ clothes, a dwelling, etc. The unfversal1ty of man
©* " appears in practice precise]y’in the universality. .
s *which makes all nature h inorgani¢ bpdy -- both -
.._inasmuch as natur® is (¥) h
“"and (2). the material, the object, and the instrument
.. .of his’ Tife activ1ty. Nature is man's inarganic body-
¥ - -~ pature, that is, insofar’'as it is not itself human
LT body. Man lives op nature -- means that nature is his
& ¢ body, with-'w whith he gust remajin ‘in. continuous \3
N ..interchange Jf he i

S s not to die. That'man's physical™
P and spiritual 1ife 7s/linked to nature means simply

A .~ “that nature. is<finked to 1tself for man f% part of

nature. 1
9

Put another yay, recogn1z1ng man's onfb]og?ca11y un1que=spec1es

/

be1ng in no way Just1f1es the p051t1ng of ‘an absolute autonomy of f‘f

aﬁﬁbnomous ffbm/%he d1a}ect1ca1/ecolog1ca] cont1nqenc1es of the. mode. :

. A N |
of 1ntegrat1on. o L - ; et ' )
| v ‘Man is d1rect]y a ‘natural being. - As’a natura1
~* * -being and as a living natural. be1nq he is-on R
“the. orie hand entlowed with natural powers, vital .. oo

owers -- he is an acti¥e natural being. ~These
fdrces ex1st in him 35 tendencies. and abq11t1es

“w-- as instincts: . Qn‘the other hand, as a natural, . - -
- corporeal, sensuou ob3ect1vélle1ng he is a . Ty
» .suffering, conditioned and Timited creature,. 11ke T

animals’ and plants.42 : = - T,

However, of course '
~ "But man is not merb]x a natura] being: he'fsva.:'
o human natural being. : >

-7

The cond1t1on,and creat1on of such consc1ousness is, of course,4
C ..

o ¢ .,
-

‘;j The animal is. 1mme tely identical with its —~ *. .- =
s life-act1v1ty. -1t Hoes: not distinguish itseTf) Sy e
© from it It is 1ts life activity. Man makes R

k]

B
R LU e s S B
- U o . - S e . v . o, ¢

W s T e -

/ L o . - R - ’. . . + . :
& . . e Yoo - : B C . *

1s direct means of life, . ' & .

‘man’ from the d1a1e€%1ca1/mater1a1 5ea11ties of the modb of react1on

!

. cew -
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to the repub1ication of Class Struggles begins: f

The work here republished was Marx's first attempt
to explain a.section of.contemporary history by
. meany of his materialist conception, on the basis
of the given economic situatfon. In the Communist "
Manifesto. the theory was applied in.broad outTine ,
. to the whole of modern history; in the articles by
- Marx and myself in the Neue Rheinische Zeitung it
-was constantly used to interpret political events -
" of the day. Here [n Class Struggleg] on the other
hand, the question was to demonstrate the -inner
causal connection. in the course of a deve]opment W -
~ which extended over some years, il '

iFurthermore, as Enge]s notes, Class Strugglds "later briIIiant]y
stood the double test applied by Marx himsé]f 3

Thus C1ass Strugg]es is a very practica] appiication of mode -

_III historiogrqphy. Ane1y51s shouId serve the heuristic objectiveu

| ofﬁrevealing mode III‘s generai methodoIogiceT'tenets [which WE N
summarijzed. previously] in their distinct historiographic form ;
[while illustratinq these historiographic criteria in an ana]ysis

of a context-specific historical situation].

'nom-:sm Hrsmk‘mswrirc GRITERIA

../-

Perhaps the most succinct\summation of any guidelines to

.”; the fonhulation of: mode III historiographic criteria whichﬂwiil not

’._vio]ate that mode's’ comp]exity is the’tenet that both the obJect

and method of historical inquiry/"ase'be recognized as simu]taneousiy L

"_,V fu]]y materia1 and dia1ectica1 Hode III Offers the fol]owing

'1fminima1 historiographic criteria

Pl (1) fhe Historica] Object of Study Must'be Recognized as Fu]ly
' Materfdl :
D)

* On February 23. 1848” puinc demonstrations and the erection

PO . ; . . > .
A : - PR - . P




T Ecades n. the center, west and east of’ Paris heraldﬁd events
"-thich incJuded the fa11 of Loufs Phi]ippe [the so-cal]ed "July

_Monaréhytlt the establishmgnt of a Republican France. the Parisian

bloodbath of Juné 23 to- 26, 1848 and the establishment of a tense

, domestic stabthy in France which culminated in the December 2,
‘1851 coup d' etat of Louis Napoleon fo]lowed by the subsequent -‘

' rep'lacement of /the Second Repub'lic with the Second Empire. Class

. B trugoie"deals'wjth the'period'February, 1848 to autumn of 1850,

” . ;,‘[Origin Hy. what is now Ciass Strqu'les appeared in seria]ized

"v"i;‘ﬁm The. anal ysS of “he period February, 1848, to March 1850,

' ‘,‘;‘;ippeared in the. Ja:,,ary, February and March 1850 issues of the
‘»”;Neue-Rheinische Zeitung, Politisch Umonomische Revue. The analysis

- of the period ﬂa':‘i"h to. autumn, 1850, appeared 1n the final -- autumn,

: 1850, --. issue of the Neue, RheiniSche Zeitung. 'This 'last msta]]ment

e "was \vritten with the assistance of Enge'lsﬁ] e '

| The chaotic. tumultuous, upheavels which characterize this )

| ccmp'lex, fascinating and destructive (of human 1ives and property)
-

:_;historica'l moment ‘all find their existence and explanation in a

.'ful'ly materia] basi5° all these events are manifestations of

,'vemerqing contradictions within specific modes of production, these -

| 1 contradictions are embodied in the speci?ic form of class struggies.,

A

'The manifestations of these strugg'les are fu'lly demonstrab]e o

"empirica'l'ly. the dia'lectical contradictions are. quy rooted in the "

J"underlying materia‘l mode of production which the empirical documents. _

"Thus the events may be understood in their ovm terms, and neitherx

< externa'l inﬂuences nor metaphysicaI abstractions from the material

-\' - . . v e ) - e
o R L Ve e, .‘ o L

o, o e i
. . . S . . g .
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‘realfty need be invoked. Let us 11lustrate.

]

o Jéjoday Gordon wfigﬁt writés that "boredom" ihd socfalist |

"brépgﬁghdhﬁ;tan‘be pouhted among_;he c;hsél'factors 1ead1ng.to th¥
.\eGentﬁtéf_TS%B;sticéntury Sefore—ﬁright, Ma}x,notes that with:the\
pregiaﬁhi:"’jﬂb‘h,vhbf the repubMc - ’ | o '\\

... . all the royalists were transformed into |

* ° . y'repubTicans and all the millionaires of Paris
"~ % into workers. The“phrase.which corresponded to _
5 this imaginary abolition of class relations was: .
- fraternite, .universal fraternization and brotherhood.

o 11s ‘pleasant, abstraction from class antagonisms, this
+~  septimentdl reconciliation of contradictory class

1ntere?ts; ﬁ?isfvision?ry elevation a?ove tge c;as?
: struggle, this fraternite was the real catchword o

ul theAggerary Revolut‘lon.g : :
: .o . f

o

-

S

| #;'15 Qrecise]y against such "imaginary ébqiitidnﬁvék the
_"dﬁdérTyiﬁé‘meekjaf rea]it} of revolt, QQ54nst 5uch-"p1easant,
aBEtfactian%kéﬁa fV}éiohary‘e1eVation“ affer the events of
Februqry,_1848;-£hat'ﬁﬁrx rebelled in hjs-work. AN fhéig'évents
— fiqditheir-onﬁoiogica] Bése {nkthe maierial Eealfty of c]éss
.:‘stragglgé.withjn'a que'oflprodUCtion, and all events'mu$t be

recuﬁﬁi?ed“wfth that_bééiS”aS'"ﬁmaginary"4so]utiqhsihéve no‘plété_

.J‘»=‘1n.materja1 reality. Thus the general elections insta]}ing the
L.»Natidn&I<Assgmbly:which'convened ori May 4, 1848, showed that

+ .Universal suffrage did not possess the magic
~ . powerr which republicans of .the old school had -
ascribed to 1t.  They saw in the whole of France,
'at Teast in the majority of Frenchmen, -citoyens
»o 0 with the same intereéts, the same understanﬁ?ng;
. v.7. . ete. - This was their cult of the—people. Instead -
-0 . o of ‘'their imaginary people, the elections brought .
© /7. the real people to the 1ight of day, that is,
", “represefitatives of the differént classes into
. which it falls. ., . But if/universal suffrage
| U . was'ndt the miracle-working magic wand. for which -
"o o+ 7+ the republican worthies had taken it, it possessed
= -, the incomparably higher merit of unchainifg the’

4 *
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class struggle, of letting the various middle
strata of bourgeois.society rapidly get over
their 11lusions and disappointments, of tossing
all the sections of the exploiting: class at one
throw to the apex of the state, and thus tearing
from them their deceptive mask, whereas the o
‘monarchy with $t$ property qualifications only
let certaih fattions of the bourgeoisie comprise
. themselves, allowing the others to 1ie hidden
. behind the scenes and surrounding them with the .’
' halo of a coMmon opposition.7 ,
s

| This does. not, of urse, mean that the election p]atlforms, |

- political agitations, etc. are. ‘real’ oaly in the sense that they are

empinjcal phenomena. The difference between the empirical' of
mode I and the. 'material' of mode III we have 1abor10us1y _ |
articulated and the argument nqu not be restated. Empirical
contgnt retains an atomic, often irreconcilab]y contradictory, form

until 1t becomes rlso]ved within a dialectica] and materjal base.

"‘ It 1s for this reason that Marx cr1t1c1zes, for exampIe, Louis
3 BIanc s 1nterpretation of the "contradictions" in the National.
.ﬂ Assembly BIanc "confuses the 1 guage of- the struggle on- the

e platfonn, through the press and the clubs with its real content

n8

we will riot dweII on the dialectic here, -but ‘the material

‘historiographic imperative of mode III offers a great chaIIenge to

historians -- and great hope. To use the prominent examp]e of Hright

lé.again, mode III comp]etely avoids such contradictions as the

-assertion that 1848 was "a result far out of proportion to the

~cause."9 The notion of causaIity loses all utility unless it is. .

very\precise in documenting such "proportion";. but then vague bases

'I‘such as "boredom” or the minf]uence of some 111-def1ned propaganda

'7’cahnot but yield jmprecise corre]ations; ;Such is mode 1II's argument

A

78 -
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~ . .
with not only Mr. uright but with all h/;tafies which utilize .

vague. metaphysical. abstractions.
1

‘lp(ii) A Material Basis Makes Possible Verifiable Propositions and
Causal Sequences )

With the establishment of a material basis empirical phenomena
lose their atomic characteristic [a development which we' shall
-discuss later in the context of dialectics] and ambiguity is ‘
removed Materialism alwayS'strives toward‘a'precise'testing of
both the -very existence of that material basis and its heuristic
utility. In mode I1I, the material basis is’obviously the mode of

production and class antagonisms are relations which correspondingly

'necessitate an economic explanatory context. B
About one thing we must be clear" the nitessary recourse to a
.'predominantly philosophical manner of exposition in discussibn of
mode II]!s insistence upan a fully material basis -for historical ”
reality may lead some ta,. the conclusion that such laborious .
’ndistinctions, as ﬁor example the profound differences between 4
vempiricism and materialism, are but another variety of the same
, “sophism" ;hich Marx - was so quick %o accuse 'idealistic philosophers
of practicing The exact opposite is the case as mode 111 is
:'unequivocal and strikingly bold in asserting clear causal '

' connections and testable propositions./ Cﬁusal sequences are _

precise and not in Any manner relativistic as they~ ardy‘lmly rooted

in an economic explanatory franework (which i S itselfo uhol ly
'embodied ih a more general ‘mode of prdduction) HltHESS‘ .
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The devastation of trade and industry caused
by the economic epidemic’ made the autocracy
of the finance aristocracy still more unbearable.

e« « o In Paris the industrial crises had, moreover,

‘‘the particular result of throwing a. multitude .

* of manufacturers and big traders, who-under the

- existing. circumstances could no longer do any
business in"the forei?n market, onto the home
market, ‘They set arge establishments, the

competition d!}uhi tuined the small epiciers

bankruptcies” 9 s section of the Paris

o bourgeoisie, gnd hence their revolutionary action

in February.

a

S and boutiquiers en mdise. Hence the innumerable s

> :One cannot but ‘be struck with the clarity of language. one is

’impressed by the boldness of the assertions' and one is challenged
"v;by the clear and unequivocal causal sequence which lays itself out

- so precisely that it invites its own refutation. Mode I1I, hecause :

it has a material basis, recognizes that its own validity can be

. challenged by anybne on- the basis of the facts.

~ ' Contrast the above causal_ sequence with the analysis of

another

eminent authority, Pricilla Robertson- after elaborating how under

Louis Philippe France was cdhparatively economically well off "how

the lot of the poor was actually improving since the days of

..Charles x and-how Frenchmen possessed l;hertiES which compared very

‘favorably even with Enqland ]I Robertson concludes that the people .

!

) partjpipated in the upheavals of February, 1848 were car
’1=hy the tide of emotion ’nd the whole event was really sort of

\

» wdisprove.“

",..
[ -

r]pd away-

j facqﬂdent ]2 Hou does one cope with such an analysis? - one does

,.not becauSe there is no real material hypotheses to prove or

COnsider further the more preciSe formulations of another
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autnority. Frederick deluna: ' L,

MWhat brought down the. regime and released social
‘forces previously inert or suppressed was insur-
. rectionary ajtion in Paris resulting-from the
f a p8litical and economic crises.

congunction '
SR T is not here sugjested that revqlution
must inevitabiy result fr?m such a combination,

clearly that of 1848 did.

We will quibble over one -- but one very crucial -- word

.
"Conjunction" of forces implies a parallel development of social

y

| forces and also implies some degree of independence of respective
movements " The result is. analytic imprecision. and a‘hypothesis
which is not fully testabié "Caused,“ "made, " “resui‘" and "hence”
. == the linkirg tenns in Marx s above assertiOn ---stre s a clear

‘ causai relationship where one fictor“is independent and the otger,
“ /

~ dependent. _ ‘
without specific'testable assertions there is np possibi]ity
- of establishinq a clear causal sequence which can be proven or

‘_disproven. Thus C]ass Struggles' reliance upon statistics, thus -

iithe clear explication of terms which correspond to fuFly materia]
'.entities -and categories. thus the clear outlining of both. nateria]
R “forces and material categories. ‘The ”financiaiimeasures“ which
o - the Republic employed in ‘the task of "adapting itself to the
;relations of bourgeois society ane explicit]y outlined L “The
_ »ﬁgradual revolutionizing of‘the peasants was manifested by various

ﬁ ..s_vmptoms""5 which are neticulously Tisted. After a discussion on

the circuiation of bank notes bei.gen March 15 1848, and August 6,
1850, we are’ not Teft 1;: any doubt as to the material point of the

' Jj’zi,iscussion..
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That' the bank wls thus placed in a position
to increase its circulation and therewith its
active capital by 123,000,000 francs, or ’
k5,000,000, is striking proof of the correctness
of our assertion in an earlier issue that the’
finance aristocracy- has not yet been overthrown.
by 'the revqlution, but has even been strengthened.
This result becomes still more evident from the
following survey of French bank legislation
during the' la?g few years. On June 10, 1847, -
L] * [ ] etc L ] :

Al this precision is possible because the frame of reference
“is very clear and unambiguous -- because 1t is fully material ‘The

economic context, again, is what makes it so and Class Struggles-

is wholly explicit in delineating that material context. Thus

Class Strugg]es begins with economic causes, ends with economic
causes ("the statis quo [will now continue] . . . until the
economic,relations themselves have again reached the point of

development where a new‘explosﬂbn blows into the air all these

Il]7) .

squabb] ing parties,with'their constitutionai republic .and on -

‘every pege 1& between the eéonomic frame of reference is fully
:explicit Whether outlining the'economic basis for the class - -
. interests comprising the mode of production for either the Fren

18

bourgeoisie or the peasants,19 the materia1 basis al]owing an

investigation and testing of the content of Class Strugg]es is

always explicit

(iii) Principles of Historica] Deve1opment Must Similarly be
Articulated and Ultimately ‘be Testable '

!

The preceding discussion must not, of course, be interpreted N
in any way as a demand for 'scientism' ala mode I.-. Remembering

.. that the mode of production is both»e general [apﬁ]ying to all

N .
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epochs] and specific [appiying to the content and dynamics of one

~epoch 1n particular] material [because it fs based on the ontological

actuality of social fea]ity as 1t'exisf§ﬂ category;'we reéognize that
we must make a distinction between 'principles' and 'rules.' That '

is, the specific manifestations a specific mode of'production

'exhibjts are specific to that mode. However, the general

interactions and coﬁponents of a mode of production are-common to

all modes. Puf.formally, the‘gen;ral material propbsition (mode of

production as a material category) provides the necessary conditions

“into which the spegific material proposition (the particular mode of ‘

. production as a specific material content) provides the sufficient

~ relationship must be stressed:. .

cpndjtfons for both development and analystﬁ. This intricate

e
! - The development of the| industrial proletariat is,
‘ in general, conditione the development of the
"industrial bourgeoisie. Only under its rule
does the proletarfat gain that extensive
national existence which can raise its revolution
to a national one, and does it itself create the
modern means of production, which become just so
many means of its revolutionary emancipation. -
?ﬂy_ its rule tears up the material roots of
eudal society and levels the ground on which a.
-~ proletarian revolution {is possible. " French
..~ industry is more developed and the French
bourgeoisie more revolutionary than that of
the rest of the Continent. But was not the
February Revolution levelled directly against
the finance aristocracy? This fact proved that
“the industridl bourgeoisie did not rule France. * -.
The industrial bourgeoisie can rule only where
" modern industry shapes all property relations to
siit itself, and industry can win this power
only where it has conquered the world market,
for national bounds are inadequate for its .
development. But French industry, to a‘great . .-
extent, maintains_its command-even of the =

national market only through a more or less

r



0

modified system of prohibitive dutfes. While,
therefore, the French proletariat, at the moment
of a revolution, possesses in Paris actual A
power -and influence which spur it on to a drive 'g@¢
beyond its means, in the rest of France it is Ee
crowded fnto separate, scattered industrial

tenters, being almost lost in the superior {$~u
numbers of peasants and bourgeois. The struggle _

against capital in its developed, modern form, 4§§2
in 1ts degisive aspect, the struggle of the - . --\\
industrial. wage-worker against the industrial .
bourgeois,™s in France a partial phenomenon, - -

‘which after the February days could so much the
less supply the natfonal content of the revolution,
A since the struggle against capital's secondary
«  modes of exploftation, that 0f the peasant against” °

.usury and mortgages or of the petty bourgeois
against the wholesale dealer, banker and
manufacturer, in a word, against bankruptcy, was
sti11 hidden in the' general uprising against the
finance aristocracy. Nothing is more understandable,
then, than that the Paris proletariat sought to
secure the advance of its own interests side b
side with those of the bourgeoisie, instead
of enforcing them as the revolutionary interests

, . of society itself, that it let the red flag be.

v lowered to the tricolour. The French workers
o ® - could not take a step forward, could not touch
" a hair of the bouroeois ‘order, until the course

of the revolution had aroused the mass.of the *

nation, peasants ‘and petty bourgeois, standing’

between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie,

against this order, against the rule of capital,

and had forced it to attach itself to the

proletarians as their protagonists. The workers

could buy this yictory on]y through the tremendous

defeat 1n June.2° )

, We must therefore be vEry carefui not to 1apse into positivism
n and tceat the 'testing' of any single agsertion as the oniy
‘criterion for deciding the validity of the material mode of

production as ah ontologicai]y vaiid‘category. Engels, for '
 example, admits several errors in his ani Marx's views on the events

'of 1848 Contrary to their anaiysis. ‘the time -Was in fact not ripe ‘
/
fpr-felimination of capitalistic production“; they-did not fully

" -
VAR
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~—--—appreciste-that—the “capitalfstic basis" 1nh 1848 "stiT] “had great
' capatity for ‘expansion"; upon reflection it is apparent that
- between 1848 a‘nd 1885 history has "completely transformed the .
conditions under which the proletariat has to fight. The mode of -
. strugg'le of 1848 is today [1895] obsolete in every respect. w2l .
Does this, however. negate the validity of mode III'
perspective and method? It does not if the sufficient conditions
do not contradict -- if they merely quaiify -~ the genera]
~conditions, ‘ '
‘One of the great. virtoes of mode III, we receii, is the
abol ition of methodological diogmatism without an %tendant tolerance
= for imprecision in.method Thus the neoessary conditions for'tﬁe
acceptance of the mode of “production as a fully material concept
[which chapter five articuiated] are recognized to be princip]es
‘which must in the fina1 -analysis be verified But such principies .
~ because they are materiai, are alwgys manifested in specific forms
-and therefore the constant re- interpretation of the "correspondence"
: (to use a favorite term of Marx’ s) between the general category and
the specific Phenomenon. 1s essential. - 1t' is only with the
fntroduction of ad hoc hypotheses that the fundamenw (f.e.
necessary) conditions for accepting the val idity of mode II1
become vi&lated Thus fundamental tests for mode ITT may take the

Lol

form of, for example, Lenin's Imperiaiism The Highest Stage of

(:algitanism.22 The crucial question is:+ are developments in modern,
international, e.cdnomicsconipatiole with the tenets of mode II11,

" or is ncorrespondence” with these facts impossible?
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pursued here, but the virtue 6?$mode II1 is precisely that while

its Material basis invites and makes possible the constant testing
of its necessary conditiqps for acceptance, it is encompassing -
'enobgh -~ in the fqrﬁ of mode of'prodwctiqp.as a geﬁeral category
-- to serve as a tool to devisea mult{tude'ﬁfftdn;rete tests which .-

must then be examined in terms of correspondence to this general

.category, As Marx asserts:

~ If June 23, 1848, was the fnsurtection of the .
+ revolutionary proletariat,.June 13, 1849, was the s
#surrection of the democratic petty-bourgeots, -
exch of these two insurrections being the -
. classically pure expression of the class which . .
d been s vehicle.23

Public ¢redit and private credit are the
.~ economic thermometers by which the intensity
~of a revolution can be measured. The more .
they fall, the more the fervour and generative

_ power of the revolution rises. ) _ ‘

~ A

However we do not -~ to use an analogy‘ffom mode I -- livg in a
'frictionless universe.' Thus it is difficult to isolate a
. "classically pure" instance andlﬂafx immediately notes

-, Only in Lyons did it come to an obstinate;

# bloody conflict. Here, where the industrial
bourgeoisie and the industrial proletariat
stand directly opposed to one another, .where the
workers® movement ts not, as fn Paris, included
in and determined by the general movement, June 13,
in. its ‘repercussfdn, lost its original character.
Wherever else it broke out in “the provinces it

. did not kindle fire -- , , .25 LS

Furthermore, 1t is precisely the manipuldtion of .credit which was a .
" major concern of ‘the Provisfonal Government and the i}até and the .
- i . A N - - ,k j' 9 .

&;. \” “ . ‘ - B

-
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\covin“_ercial financiers: "Public credit and priyate credit were

naturally shaken;*Z6" "The provisional Government vanted to strip

the republic of its ant‘l-bqurgeoi's’ abpe;réhcé. Apr)d so 1t" had, abdve

all, to try to peg the _exéhggewa;}u&oﬁthjine;l;f’gr\m_‘ of state, its
quotation on the Bourse. Privéte credit riecessarily rose again,
.o We see :that: R . o . . >

- Direqtly threateneqd not only in its rule but.
in verMiexistence by the February Revolution, -
i Lried from the outset to discredit the >
: by makihg the lack of credit general. R
g Y7stopped- the credits of the bankers,
the manufacturers and the merchants. -As it . LT
~_+ did not immediately &al}) forth a _counter- - A
° revolution, this manoeuvre necesSarily.reacted on U
the Bank itself.- The capitalists drew out the
money which they had deposited in the vaults of
the Bank. The possessors of bank notes riished to
the pay office in ordér to exchange them for 9o1d

and silver. . . . (

The Provisional Government could have forced-the
Bank {nto bankruptcy without forcible interference,
in a legal manner; *t would only have had to o
remain passive and Jeave the Bank to its fate. .
The bankruptcy of the. Bank would have -been the L
, deluge which in a tr¥ce would have swept from o
v French s0il. the finance aristocracy, the most- :
. powerful and' dangerous enemy of the republic, '« . :
the gdlden: pedestal of the July monarchy. And - .7~ -——
. once-the Bapk was bankrupt, the bourgeoisie¢ itself ™ .
-would -have had to regard it as & last-desperate SRR
attenipt at’ rescue, if the governmeht had formed a T
national bank. and subjected national credit to the '

control of the natfon.

tig T e LT

The Provisfonal Government, ‘on the contrary, fixed a = - .
coypulsory ‘quotation for the notes of the Bank. ~ ° -
. I¥ did more, ' It transforined all provincial banks
%  into branches of the Banque de France and allowed

. 1t 0 cast¥its net over the e ot France. -lLater ,
# 1t pledged the state forests to the Bank as a .
 guarantee for,a loan that-it contracted from it. *

. In this‘ﬁay;ﬂe February Revolution directly -

" strengthened ahd qn]drgsg-t'he Jbankocracy which it

. should have overthrown.<®. ' p'- - = ey 7
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' Thus we can appreciate that the complexity of social?realityﬂ
_can be grasped without loss of precision and with criteria for

testing the validity of the materia1 basis of our third mode of .
. -

: inquiry.

-

' «(iv) The Historical Moment Cannot. be Captured in Isoiati%n from
Dialectical Historicai Process

Further. mode - 11T recognizes that inherent in social-rea]ity;
, are processes yielding qua]itative chanqes. .[It is here, of
course. that the full necessity of the mode of production as a
L}

genenlﬂ materia] category, found ‘in a11 epochs, becomes evident --

as the specific context varies from epoch to epoch ] The o

centr&ﬂity of dynamic, qua]itative, change is S0 foremost in mode -~

T that Ciass Strugg]es begins by unequivoca]]y emphasizing that '

it is the process of events -<" the process w1thin whichﬁthe -

: period and events covered are.but one dynamic link -\-that is to be .

h emphasized The significance of the events beginning in February, o

1848 centers on an’ emergence, not an existent cledr de]ineation,

--~1¥of'the c]ass lines and the contradictions inherent in the capitalist

- mode of production. To misconstrue the process Within which these

R events occur is to misunder uand the events themselves

' Hith the excepv on. of oniy a few chapters,

- ‘every more ip rtant part of the annals of the
jonArom 1848 to 1849 carries the heading

the revolution' : .

, hat succumbed in these defeats was not the
.. revoiution., It was the pre-revolutionary
" “traditional appendages; . resuits of -social
B relationshipsnwhich had not yet come :to the
- -point of sharp class,antagonisms -- persons,

;iilusions, conceptions, projects from which -_";55, . —J[‘ |

e T . S - « ..

B
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.the revolutionary party before the February
Revolution was not free,. from which it could -

- be freed not by the victory of February. but
“only by a series. of defeats.

S In a word the revolution made: progress, forged

’ ‘ ~  ahead, not by its' immediate tragicomic achievements,
T " but on the contrary by the creation 6f a -powerful,

1 . -united counter-revolution, by the creation of an' -
- ' opponent ‘in combat with whom, only, the party of

overthrow ripened into a really revolutionary

ﬂ‘b;rwir' party. .
- To prove this is the task of. the following pages.29

The understanding of events within the context of a ’

| ‘dialectically unfolding historical process is synonymous with the

}grasp of - history itself That perspective develops the historical
Adepth of vision which Engels refers to in hlS "Introduction" to

ER

--_the Class Strugg]e5° - ~ﬂ o
4 After the defeats of 1849 we 1n no way shared 5
‘the illusions of the vulgar democracy around
D , . the future provisional :governments - in partibus .
. . e o « [which] reckoned on a speedy and finally -
\_.r)ﬁ» . decisive victory of the -'people' over the
- ¢ ‘tyrants,' we looked to a long struggle after
© .. . the removal of the "tyrants' anong the_ahtagonistic.
- 'ff.'?. ~'elements concealed within this peopl tself.30

/The "long struggle is that process which sees the general
. .material category of the mode of production d1alect1cally resolve
itself within its specific material historical context - in this :‘~"
-case the capitalist mode of production. Thu?’the 'historical '

‘,} moment' must not and cannot be isolated from the"historical

a s
/

| _i process.’ - However, if we may call this the dimension of’ 'time N

A7.‘C(to use a wholly inadequate term), there is alsgaa geographical'
2:;(to use an even more 1nadequate term) dimension which is fully .

‘f*fldialectical and must _be fully recognized as another dimen51on tdc5:‘

EERUVN

e
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within which_the. specific historical -moment-must- be understood»—~»»m-a~
Marx is. clear 1n elaborating this contextual reference as a’ '
necesSary criterion for any adequate historiography National events
are understood within the context of‘very specific class antagonisms _

and world events are the.context of ‘generalized class antagonisms

,,/which find. their echo in relations among nations in a dynamic

-«{men of talent "

process within which individual events must be understood ~ Thus, -
for example. the conflicts between the French "finance aristocracy"-'
and the "industrial bourgeoisie" were at the expense of the "pgtgy
~.bourgeoisie of all gradations, and the peasantry also, [who] were
completely excluded from political power. “Finally, in the official
opposition or entirely outside the pays legal,.there‘were,the'.
id;ologica drepresentatiVeS~and:sookesmen:of the above cla;sESff
their servants,’ lawyers, doctors, etc., in a word: - their so- called i

3 The shifting alliances and recurring antagonisms

‘~within and between these classes contributed to domestic chaos, butv
ilclass conflicts cannot be fully isolated within national borders

and the domination of the bourgeoisie directly effected foreign policy

sin concrete ways:.

Rien pour la gloirel Glory brings no profit'
La paix partout et toujours! -War depresses
the quotations of the three and- four per - .
© > . cents! the France of the Bourse jobbers had
~ inscribed on her banner. Her foreign policy v
~was therefore lost in a series of mortifications
- to French:national . sentiment, which reacted all
- the more vigorously when the wape of Poland
" was brought to its: conclusion with. the
incorporation ‘of. Cracow by Austria, and when .
~Guizot came out actively on.the side of the
~ Holy Alliance in ‘the Swiss Sonderbund. war.f,
-"The victory of the Swiss liBErals in this

- . Lo
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- “mimic war raised the‘selt-respect of the
bourgeois opposition in France; the bloody
uprisings of the people :in Palermo worked 1ike A
an electric shock on the paralyzed masses of . a

. the,people and awoke their great revolutionary
memories.and passions. 32

These international events. however. must ‘be reconciled with

even laﬁ[er world events which dialectical materialism recognizes

_ have concrete effects and materially form part of the dynamics of

the historical moment and process. Marx reminds u3 that . .

<

- The eruption of the general discontent was

finally accelerated-and the mood for revolt
ripened by two ecoriomic world events.

among. the people. -The dearth of 1847 called
forth bloody conflicts in France ay well as

A 5 .
 The potato blight and the crop failures o
of 1 increased the general ferment -

©-on the rest of . the Continent SN

Tha second great economic event which hastened

* the outbreak of the revolutibn was a general .

commercial and industrial crisis in Englan

,élready heralded in the autumn of 1845 by the-

holesale reverses of the speculators in railway - .,

shares, staved Qff during 1846 by a “number of - s ;?;,

incidents such as the impending aboltion of

-~ the-corn duties, the crisis finally burst in. .
- the dutumn of 1847 with the bankruptcy of the

. _London wholesale grocers, on the heels of which
. -foltowed the insolvencies of the land banks and
~.. -the closing of the factories in-the English-

industrial districts.‘ The after-effect of this"

- -crisis on.the Continent had not yet spent. 1tself
'when the February Revolution broke out. 33 v

Thus we quickly realize that the dialectical interactions of

‘events over 'time and geography play a crucial role and must be

'liincorporated in, any historical account This is not a 51mple

) correlation, as the interactions are dialectical and must be

i recognized jd‘fnesnggften_apparently contradictory forms; ,But all

Ko - : .
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_these relations_am_ m_t_e_r_ig]_ and. J:here is’absolutelyno .

metaphysicai-or idealistic or relativistic vestage in such an

' analysis. The‘uitimate'key to fina]iy'effecting a coherent history._

1s realizing that such re]ations, because they are dialectical, can
have their contradictions resolved within a dialecticai framework
Thus, in addition to incorporating process over 'time,‘ and process
over geography,' the third dimension to ensuring th%t the

b \rvcal moment is. not captured in isolation from dialectical

historicai process is the use of the dialectic to resolve apparent

: contradictions in the (historical) -data. That Marx S0 skilfu]ly
-\achieves this is perhaps the u]timate significance of his method m~
in terms of its technica] formal, methodologica] achievement. The

point is crucial enough to: warrant the labe] of a separate

o

historiographic criteraon
. 4

7(v) Apparent Contradictions Must be Reso]ved Through the Diaiectic

- We may perhaps best appreciate the force of the mode I '

' isynthesis by dwelling on SOme of the- seeming]y contradictory and

~ often apparentiy il]ogical events which have been documented by -—

“and have sometimes troub1ed and cohfhsed -- some authorities on the

1848 Revo]ution and recasting these in the syn&ﬁesizing light of the

" mode III material dialectic.; o :i ‘-g_ ‘ \ f

(We may beqin by noting Gordon uriqht’s comment that o _y ' ("

The révolution that destroyed the regime of -
" Louis Phillipe has often been called a.resuit ‘
- without -a:cause. A more appropriate phrase C
“would describe it as-a result far out of proportion -
to the cause. Frenchmen were not beinq oppressed
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or, tyrannized the government was not confironted
by bankruptcy or undermined by a powerful 34 '
, subversive movement plotting its overthrow. | .
‘ This perspective is emphatically not shared by Marx for. he. as
: Engels wrote,” L ~> | )
... had first discovered the great law of motion
of history, the law according to which all :
" historical struggles . . . are in fact only the
more or less clear exgression of strugqles of
: social classes . e . N
| Thus it may be true that. as Pricilla Robertson writes, the
France of l848 was 1in fact a comparatively prosperous nation and - :
Frenchmen possessed comparatively, an enviable amount of liberty.3§ .
' . But one must look to- the mode of prqduction to understand the . |
distribution of that wealth The economic interests of the rulinq
qlass (the 'finance aristocracy ) were out of harmony with the \
. economic realities of the time. Marx concentrates upon the central
material, point ‘that an anachronous (for Tack of a better term)
section of society was crippling every effort toward self— .
determination bv the ‘truly productive (within the emerging new .
/ economic reality) sector of society (the industrial and petty
bourgeoisie) 3’ Thus Marx recognized that the very efficient
stranglehold that the ‘finance aristocracy had on the economic
sphere (through political~-- i e.a'legal'»s- safeguards38) allowed .
it to exploit the rest of French society so blatantly and '
mercilessly that the latter s only truly effective (i e.. powerﬁul )
sector was left with no recourse but to rebel. ["It was not the
French bourgeoisie that ruled under Louis Philippe, but one

faction of it' bankers, stock-exchange kings, railway kings, owners
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‘mines and forests. a part of the landed - »

proprietors associated with them -- the so-cailed finance

| aristocracz."39]

[ .
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That is why, as deLuna documents, the barricades went up in -

i

both the working class and the petty bourgeoisie districts of Paris

in February.40

\
This solidarity between the petty bourgeoisie and the

working class -- which was to prove to be very short- Tived -- wds

- the perfect]y lo
'French society.
We note tha

<yet before Febru

gical result of the material relations within

t the petty bourgeoisie won a repub]ig.’br itself,
ary 1848, deLuna points out, repubiicanism had iittle

. de facto empathy for the lot of theapoorest classes: the peasants .

| and the worhers,

4 For Marx, this does not present a di]emma.; The

.iliusion of -‘common interests'between the workers and the. petty

‘ bourgeoisie resu

Tted in the “alliance"42 against the 'finance

_ aristocracy. The workers contributign to that strugg]e put them -

into a position

the bourgeois go
: The fi

" Paris

right

S Upto

 Nation

. Government was an attempt to-¢
~ the workers' demands] by ‘an .a

\ been. proclaimed; on the other:
) -~ ministries had already been d
/. bourgeois’elements of the Provigh
/v -and- among the generals, bankers a

where they could demand certain concessions which
vernment was hesitant to rgant e '
rst act in the Tfe Gf“thé‘ﬁ?&‘

to sober. France. Lamar:
of the barricade fighters

" republic-on’the ground that only:‘the: ty of
‘Frenchmen - had that right; ., .7 ¢ :

noon of" February 25 the} epubli
and,

al.- But-thé workers were. determi"

time not to put up with any bambooz1emen efﬁ;:fpi,'
, that of Juiy 1830 They were ready to take;gp E ;yf"

i
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: tne —fight anew and to get a republic by
force of arms. With this message, Raspail
‘betook himself to the Hotel de Ville. 1In the
name of the Paris proletariat he commanded
the Provisional Government .to proclaim a
republic; if thfs order of the people were not
fulfilled within two hours, he would return at
the head of 200, 006- men.43

" Indeed, as deLuna notes, it appgprs that there was an excellent
‘ possibility.that right up to the early afternoon of Februagy 24,
1848, the Chamber of Deputies might have accepted the regency of the

44 However, as deLuna continues, the dye was in

Duchesse d Orleans.
fact cast on the evening of February 23 when the workers turned to
republican politicians for leadership 45 lt was this factor which
i'ultimately resulted in the government' s concession to the workers'
demand for a republic (even- though that ‘demand was met late aod_
'.wlith'reluctance);46 and it was this factor which soon oave ?
' republicanism such an aura of popular support that -- probably out
of fear -- ‘seemingly everyone, as deLuna notes, was a republican
'shortly after the events of February 47
. The issue of republicanism is merely the tip of the iceberg,

‘however, and hints at a more general pattern of bourge01s attempts
| to wrestle full control of the state machinery for 1tselfu |
o The existence of a struggle for power between workers and the‘
'bourgeoisie became evident very early after the ' success of the

revolution. v Robertson describes how this manifested itself i:§the
reluctance of the Provisional Government - at its first meeting in
‘the Hotel de Ville -- to accept "workers representatives” in the -
_‘government Louis Blanc, Ferdinand Flocon and Albert .were

shortly accepted as full“members of.the government,.but only after
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- deluna emphasizes.

initial reluctance to admit them, followed by the attempt to
relegate them to ‘the status of "secretaries (i.e. 'consultants')
rather than as full members of the Provisional Government.4
- Indeed, one wonders what the political course of\even(zi:;;id///{ ‘
have been had the ”workers representatives" been successfully
excluded from the Provisfonal Government. The government did not
5 want to set up an imbediate republic -- as we have noted -- and it
- was in fact pressure from the more "radical" elements of the
government (Louis Blanc, Flocon, and Ledru Rollin primarily) which
helped the workers' demand for a republic to be satisfied --as
49 o S
However. these struggles of 'backroom politics soon’ gaVe way
'to more ominous events. - ; ‘ ,
The fact that a. bourgeois government had been established
. freally only Louis Blanc and Albert could realistically be conceived -
as representatives of the working classes]50 and that the,government :
'represented interests which were antagonistic to the interests of the
working classes, becomes more evident when we consider the overt
military actions of that goverhment During March. and April ‘the
| government (which had no military forces at its disposal after the
revolution) took steps to establish military units within Paris which
-i could count on (the Garde’éobile and the amy -- which was brought
'in from the provinces. five regiments strong) Ihis was all done,
as deLuna notes, in the. ‘name of preservation of order.5] '
DeLuna documents how, on the political front, we can discern a

"purge" of the leftist elements within the government After the

°
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. . . the moderate cast of the Assembly betame appArent
when, in creating an Executive Commission¢to supp)ant
the rovisionai Government, it eliminated the sqgcialist

. left. . ... Blanc and Albert were the only membérs of
the Provisionai Government who formed no part6f the
\__ - new one.52

Hére the bourgeois nature of the February Revoiution ame fully

evident.

The first experiment i poiiticai
produced an Assembly neither of pro etarians nor
of great notables, but rqthgr of bourgeois and
lesser provincial notables.53 ’

Thg bailot box had apparently confirmed Marn's assertation:

Fhe first thing that the February republic had to . - |
do was, . . . to complete the rule of the . -

bourgeoisie . o '
DeLuna and Robertson document how quickiy Parisian society was

- -, increasing]y becoming conscious of its own internal polarization
iThe workers demand -~ expressed through Bianc -- for "iejproit au
: travail"55 was soon -ignored: = Louis Blanc's vision of the National
Workshops never fuiiy got off the ground. ["As ea?ﬁy as May 13 the
| :executive commission decided to aboiish the workshops "56] |
"7 By approaching*the above events from the perspective of the' _
dialectic, Marx recognizes the underiying cohesion of these often
"*acontradictory forces_and‘confusing events. The Juty Monarchy fell;
but'nhy? After all, the*aforementioned reiative prosperity of
vFrance. the fact that the events of February seemed to catch , ‘
| éveryone of f guard, and the apparent/impotencyﬂof~the—ehamber—e£—-___e_,se
:Deputies at the most cruciai mom/nts presents us with ‘a coilage '

circums}ances,whichnseem to reveal no obvipus pattern in tpe context :

5 ¥ ] C . L !
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of the. social upheavals of February and Jqu. 1848. .

Marx.,in‘seeking an apswer, lovked beyond the blatant .

~ empirical manifestations of discontent (i.e. political agitation,

éditqrii] outrages against scandals, etc.) and recognized tht such
antipathies find resolution within the dialectical medium of the mode
of prodqétion. Factionalism within the 'Party of Ofder.' the -
squabb1es‘petweenjthe industrialists and financiers, the shifting
loyaltjgs within the army elite -- all begin to make sense Qhen y#
appreciate the.divefse. and Very real (i.e. 'materialg) economic’
self-interests of these;factions. Simi]afily,.c]ass aﬁtaéonisms
begin tovsharpen as econémic qecessity (in the form of a debression)'
Eoup]ed with the closing of a;percef¢ed sourcé‘of refdge from the
effgcts_gf fhaf depres#idn'(the Nétionai;ﬂorkshop557) literally
forced the brg}eiarfét Into a realization that 1t9‘1ntere§{§fwere
not-éoﬁpatﬁb]efwifg tﬁe‘ipterestsrof the petty bourgéoisie,v Now
+%h€:boqrgeois1e-had what iti;antgd and did pot.see:thefneed for any

o further agitation. (Quite the contrary. What was.needed wés,peacé,

-'stability, order; commerce and industry cannot functfon.without a

s ~s£ab1é énvjronment. For‘thiﬁ'reason tﬁe_jnsurfection of Jhne;

1848, had to be stopped. - For this reason (after June France did not

- '© " beginning of 1851, the commercial bourgeoisie raged

} fh]jyfreqch_sbcf§1Jstability) the nation eventually turned to Louis

_Bondbarfé. o S R CL “~
'*Hheﬁ<trade was 'good, - as 1t;stil] was at the.

agajhst nny¥par11amentary_styuggle,.lest trade’ be
put out of humour. When trade was bad, as it - -

- continually was firom the end of February; 1851, the
commercial bourgeoisie accused the parliamentary

struggles’of being the cause of stagnation and :
cried out for them to stop in-order that trade might
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__start_again._._. . The_status quo could be maintained
in only two ways: prolongation of Bonaparte's
authority or his constitutional retirement and the

/ election of Cavaignac.

Thus the dialectical processes of historical materialism find
genera] expressﬂuL)A%hin the mode of production. ’
The development of the jndustrial proletariat is,
" in general, conditioned by the development of the
industrial bourgepisie.99 .
. The specific material expressions of the dialectical process

studied in Class Struggles ‘show that

The first thing that the February republic had to

do wasy. . . to complete the rule of the bourgeoisie
by alfowing, beside the finance aristocracy, a11

the propertied classes to enter.the orbit of
.political power.bU

Tle emergence of antipathies in their clear form ensued, and the
.attendant flurry of events finds'coheSion-inrthe very fact of these
' antipathies : . / - ‘ s

. In a word: the revolution made progress, forged
ahead, not by its immediate tragicdmig achievements,
but on_the contrary by the creation of a powerful,
united counter-revolution, by the creation of an
opponent in combat with whom, only, the party of 61

-. overthrow ripened into a really revolutionary party.

. We ﬁow intefject our 6Ut11n1ng of mbde III's,histofiographic
criteria to put forth a vital qua]ification The above five

i criferia are what may be termed ‘formal' cr1teria That is, the e
| above are methodological guide11nes which focus upon the necessary
.structural conditifons of comp1y1ng witB\MQge 111 historiography

This structura1 aspect does not provide the necessary xio10g1ca1
'conditions fbr adequate historiography.. Left-in pure1y formal form,

fthe above lapﬁes into the dilema of mode T -- few valuationai ‘

-~
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‘lessons' can be drawn from all‘this. As we have previously

emphasized, the great strength of mode III is that it does indeed

have a clear axiological component .- but arrives at it without the

‘vagueries and idealisms inherent in mode. 11.

As chapter five emphasized the axiologicai dimension permeates .

mode ‘111, and this must find inclusion in any historiographic criteria

[ ]
\ of adequacy. Fortunately, we may very quickly iist these criteria

g

and bring this extended discussion to.a speedy conclusion. The
lengthy sorts of elaborations attending our first five criteria wili

not be necessary as virtuai]y every line of Ciass Strugg]es exudes .

the following axiological criteria. thereforecdetaiied illustration

wouid be rather Tike describing a forest in terms of individual trees.

(vi) Historical Explanation and Understanding Include Bofh
Description and Empathy with a Class Perspective

How historical description must be effected we have noted, but
the existential meaning of the historica] work and the historical
subject is an.equaily vital component‘of mode f?l historiography.
All of Ciass Struggles is written: from the vantage point of ‘the

. proletariat. This is understanding of History not as an

objective flow of events, but understanding history through

. finding a meaning in the. historicai process. Indeed, all of the

events C]ass Strghgles depicts are the backdrop for the real,

existentiai human actors within Rhese events. The lot of ‘the
peasants. the suffering of - the proietariat the frustrations of the

. bourgeoisie: these are the realities of the human condition which ,

- Class Struﬂgleg cieariy illuminates. - .

L1
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___'History,' after all, 1s only to. be found in the * o

--text of the mode 11 historical work.

oy

_ epistemologféal and axiological Ievei We, as men and women, occupy.

That is why Class Strugg]es so unashamed]y evokes emotive

expressions and so cleurly identifies antagonists and protagonists
in the bitter: struggles of men with men andimen with their socia]
environment that the years 1848 to 1850 witnessed Do

No "dry-as-dust“ history is possibie in mode III because the

mode of production fs populated-with creatures of consciousness and -

flgsh -- not mode I 5 physical entities nor mode. I1's metaphy51cai

forms,, But this axioiogicql dimension s not Timited to the materiai

Y

(vii) The Historian is Himseif Part of the‘Historicai Process

" As we can identify proqressive and reactionary modes of
production, and classes, and individuals within those modes, SO can
we accoroingiy identify written histories and Historians Preciser

because a mode of production is a whoily human reaim, all activ1ties

B of men have an effect upon that mode. He as individua]s are not the

dtomic entities df mode I, nor the oxen tied to a- cosmic wheei as
mode 11! pictures us. Howioitenahas Marx emphasized the "activity"

: Vs
of men? How little does it take to- reeIize that all. human activity

has a meteriai effect 1n that each of us contribute to the reIations

'constituting the mode of production? Like every other activity,.

" . the act of urif“/g history 1s necessariiy a social actiyity -- as is

the act o?\reading any historicai uork.\ For. the historian, the

a -

'escape from history 1s am impossibility. We may claim we on1y

*
A y
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in rpret" the worId, 1n fact we are constant]y contribut1n
‘toward'"changing" 1t .

| The historian cannot heIp but choose ideas cause, no
..v-matter what he/she does, he/she-wiII be on a side ~ The worId of |
“men 1is the worId of cIasses. “As Iong as cIass strugg]es mark our
_.modes of production, the historian and hisfher historical work . _

vserve respect1ve1y as . soIdiers and ammunition w1th1n that struggle. o
;fBut then that is as ‘it should be, for s it not befitt1ng a conscious -
f"creature to recognize that he/she has such contro] over his/her

personal destiny? '

If the forcefu] language of Class Strugg]es str1kes us as

unpro§ESsiona1' because it 1s nérj'detached' and . 'impersonal r

>

the. unequ1voca] approva]s and condemnat1ons r1dd11ng CIass StruggIes o

-

$trike\us as 'bias, 1f the cIear statement of _general Iaws in CIassﬁ

1

- Stru es strikes us as “arrogant,' then we may take cynical comfort

:'jg the fact that these presumptions are a11 ppen to refutation upon a ;"

- ;‘1

Class‘r}

ug Ies not onIy*ta&es a stand, :t

s W
'fu]1y material basis.,

_vwzfrﬂutvin the open,‘ so to speak. Furthermore, ‘and more
7,important, it c1ear1y points to 11nes of 1nvestigation wh1ch w111
’fAf,e1ther affirm or refute its theses. Th1s a]one, in a disc1p11ne
| 'thlch is. aII too often characterized by ambiguous and ill-defined
ﬂiimethod0109ica1 paradigms, should be_enough to recommend mode III
histor:ography Methodologica]]y.and existent1a11y, histor1ograph1c _n
‘ziicriter1a six and seven ‘are fuIIy defens1b1e and essential and b‘ _
fgI-fully correspondent to criteria one to five. This chapter~five I:HI e
'fi:made eﬂear, and in the 1nterests "’brev1ty the linkages need not

. -,-7. PO —~" .‘~, '~‘. v e . -.' 3 R .._ o o :
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S of the nature of the Parisian "proletariat.?uyi'ﬂlfnﬁjq

A

" be restated here.

A CRITER-IA OF TESTABILITY: REF‘UTATION THROUGH THE MATERIAL BASE

The above seven tenets comprise at least the basic and necessary '
methodological criteria for- mode 111 historiography These seven
criteria also illustrate the strength of mode III histo?LOQraphy 1n
both positive and negative terms Positively, we have seen the -

' successes of mode 11T historiography concretely illustrated in the

tumultuous events which Class Struggles coped with Neqatively, we

0 recognize that mode III historiography reveals clearly its material '
| ba51s, and that basis [prec15ely'because it is material] is
correspondingly Open to refutation It 1s to the question of
refutation that we now turn _ f ‘
Indeed material questions have been asked which do challenge '_'u‘

Class Struggles.. We note, for the sake otYillustration but a few _

of the challenges which have been raised ‘We begin with the question

As ‘Marx notes in gita it is a law that "accumulation of .

- capital is e [accompanied by an] increase of‘the proletariat "62

This is a consequence of the tendency of capital to centrgsize,
RN the development of the productiveness of
- social labour ‘pre-supposes co-operation on a. large
- scale; -, . . [as] the means of production [are] 53 L
‘ s “ecOnomfzed by concentration on a vast scale. ooee
_Ebiiﬂhat‘is to be stressed is that the proletariat is an

industrial proletariat As the COmmunist Manifesto asserts

4

"Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the

SR " jv Joa ‘, oo PR R i
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‘ patriarcha1 master into the great factory of th industria]

capitaiist,“sf

-h

It is precisely this increased centraiization65

whiCh increases the size and strength of ‘the pro]etariat,66

‘and 1t
is precisely the resuiting polarization of society into "two great
" hostile camps"67 which wi]l bring about the revolution of the
:/proietariat ; . f, |
y However, it is not fu11y ev1dent that the Parisian proletariat'
1.which manned the barricades was in rea]ity an industrial
A ”proietariat. As deLuna observes, most of the worker's were employed
" in small shops producing items for loca] (Parisian) sa]e,68 nd: -
. ) In the: artisan sections of Paris there was: no se]f—evident ‘
‘distinction between smali empioyers and the workers they employed. ‘
'(ii) Many fighters were prosperous workers th,were materiaily
\ iaffected by economic upheava]s. (iii) Few fiqhtérs came ‘from e
'fmechanized 1ndustry, instead most were drawn From traditionai R
crafts.- (iv) Most fighters ‘were recent 1mmigrants to Paris.s?
7 o Marx might counter that "the pro]etariat is recruited from ail
Z}fxfclasses ofwthe population,"-?0 however the unequivocaiiy s ted
";preconditions for the creation of the "proletariat" (ceqtgaiization!
v'of capita] and industry, etc ) perhaps were not c1ear1y present
iin France.' Indeed one may specu]ate that. the 1nfiux of workers
:into Paris - some ofithe same workers who were to man the
"1Lbarricades - was the result of Louis Phﬁlippe S p1an to fortify
| fParis., Once the task was compieted, great numbers of woukers EE
ff”remained in Paris.?? This is hardiy the type of "proietariat" Which

£~
~.

—wouid be drawn into the cities from t?e country by the demands of

A VN
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‘institution of universa] manhood suffrage

‘force when c0mparedfto prev1ous epochs.

| industrx.73 One could in fact argue that this more or less
] . : LR, : o

transient element of the population is more 1ike"thea31umpen-

proletariat"74 than the‘true'industrial pro1etariat which has been'""

UE
\'.\

| \forced into "abso]ute impoverishment"75 by the dynamics of the
. ;capita]ist mode of production. (There is doUbt if Marx wou]d concede

to historical evo]ution )

A further prob]ematic centers on the "progressive” reforms

»~undertaken by the “bourgois" governments between February and June.

W

.The reforms range from the ideoiogica] and po]itical --»i e. the:

76

(but in _the end more crucial) economic reforms 7? The question is:

~ Just. how ' repre551ve and explo1tive was the government between ;
’5February and June, 1848? In terms of Marx s general historical

o perspective. we know that he con51ders capita]ism as a "progre551ve“ ;

78

. February and June (and the time in between) Marx seems to put the

'.f*governments of that time in a purely negative 1ight

In the Nationa] Assembly all France sat in .
Judgmént upon the Paris. pro1etariat -The Assembly.
broke- immediate]y with the ‘sacial i1lusions of the
February Revolution; it roundly proclaimed the
- -bourgeois republic, nothing but the bourgeois .
.. 7~ republic. It at once.excluded the representatives
*.. of ‘the- proletariat ‘Louis Blanc ‘and Albert, from: the
‘Executive Commission appointed by it, it threw out
- the proposal of a special Labour Ministry, and
- .received with acclamation the statement of the _
- Minister Trelat: . 'The question. now is: merely one of _j
bringing labour back 10 its old conditionsa

S

-- to the more mundane )

However, in speaking of o

.'that the lumpen pro]etariat cou]d ever make a positive contribution 1v)~

L4
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The above ‘polemic -- notable for its blanket cbndemnation

‘of the Assembﬂy, without concern for any genuinely humanitarian

P
reforms which may have been undertaken -~ is not uneharacteristic

‘of the whole of Marx's: analysis as found in C lass Struggle . Indeed.f

Marx often goes further in his condemnation. He accuses the

government of c;:sciously provoking the working classes into a battle"

5o that it ‘may destroy them.

. The Paris proletariat was forced into the June B
insurrection by the bourgeo isie. This sufficed ° .-
- to mark its doom.-. e N ,
Y
.. Having constantly before its eyes the scarred,
irreconcilable, invincible enemy -- invincible- _
, because his -existence is the condition7of its =
own Tife -- bourgeois rule, freed from’all™~ :
. fetters, was bound to, turn 1mmediately into
bourg is terrorism 80 - ,

" The charge that the qovernment provoked the workers into battle

.=~(in June) makes sense only if the government was sura bf VICtoPy. .

‘The opp051te has been argued -— namely, the government was not ‘syre -
. ;vof its ability to quell an. armed 1nsurrection. As deLuna notes

"The thesis of provocation rests on the unhistorical

-0 assumption that the triumph of the government was .- w

- dnevitable, when in fact the issue was in doubt for :
some time, and in the end four days of diffjcutt
combat were necessary to defeat the insurgents 81

'7‘> The 1ssue is crucial because the dialectical course of history

“'-fis in question. If. the "completion“ of the rule of the bourge01sie

‘is a necessary step in the process of history, and if the "i;¢¢§5t‘

5proJetariat can realize self-COn3ciousness only through 1ts claSh _f_f

‘with the b0ur'geoisie'82 then battle is inevitable. "[Nhenever the .;.,ff_~"~



‘_bourgeoisie ascends to a position of power) it has .'f-.

[instituted] naked, shameless. direct, ‘brutal exploitation [of - _ .

“:_ the working class] "83 This assertion of Marx can be tempered in

that® it ignores the reform legislation of the Assembly, it
'i‘assumes that the. bourgeois(e is so strong that it canriot other than
- win the initial battles with the proletariat, and it implies that

g the bourgeoisie consciously wishes to sotidify its rule - through

force if. necessary. We "have seen that’ thelfirst supposition

«

‘(reform lagislation) has been 1gnored by Marx, we have noted that

_ the physical capability of the bourgeoisie to win the battle was 1n'
".'question, and it can be 5uggested that the last assertion (conscious
‘ -exploitation by the bourgeoisie) is also questionable |

For Marx.-the National Horkshops hold a centrgJ 1mportance for A

"the understanding of the events of June.

o ”_The proletariat v . . on the lSth of May, . .1;5
" pushed its way into the National.Assembly, sought.
- _in'vain to recapture its revolutionary influence _
> -and only delivered its energetic Jeaders..to the .
o _jailers of the. bourgeoisie., 11 faut en finir!l .
'»~Th : sftuation must end! - With This cry the. S
S onal ‘Assembly “gave vent: to Tt&-determination”
‘}‘f.to force the proletariat ‘into-a decisive struggle. :
. The:Executive Commission issued a. _serfesof .
© . provocative decrees,.’such as. that prohibiting '
' congregations .of people, etc.. The workers were
7 ... directly ‘provoked, in$ulted and derided from the
" “tribune of the. Constituent'Assembly. 1But the .. .~

a .

“real paint of the attack was, as we have seen T';{f{'. S

., the.national ateliers. . The Constituent Assembly
7 “imperiousTy. pointed.these out ‘to the Executive
. .. Commission, which: only waited to hear its own
S plan proclaimed the command of the National IR
”n';Assembly.;~s : \i,b_ Sl ;, : : 4~',, :‘fgt; g

’]lEffThe Executive COmmission beqan by making admission ;
. “to"the-national ateliers more. difficult, by- turninq
SR he.day waqe into a piece wage, by banishing :




' ostensibly 8w, the - construction of earthworks.

-, These earthworRs were only a rhetorical formu]a
-with which to embeliish their exile, as the
workers, returning disiliusioned, announced to
their comrades.84 . w :

Is the above in fact an accurate description of .the situation?
Did the National Assembiy seek to 'provoke’ the workers, or was the
fai]ure of the Norkshops not the Assembly s fault? Robertson has
suggested that the opening of’fhe Norkshops was responsible for

such a great infiux of unemployed into Paris- that the workshops

' couid not possibiy have met the demand for assistance.ai, This

shifts the 'b]ame for the failure of the prog mme from conscious
provocation to unavoidabie fai]ure. L ' (i ’ ‘ .
| Indéed, one may weli wonder about the nature of the Parisian
revolutionary masses._. It is worth stressing that the qovernment )
members -= in spite of notabie differences of opinion -= managed to

work togethen. Even Louis Blanc supported the ru]e that order
86

”J‘[ was necessary to preserve. That same‘”workers representative"

: cdisassociated himseif from the events of June - even though he

“s'in England and presumab]y free to spout any sympathies he might

.”ve cared to.87 Had Blanc been co-opted', or were there enough

-1umpef‘pro]etariat- among the honest pro]etariat in the i_,z
barricades to make the June insurrection mere»mass vio]ence rather

than 2 struggie for liberation ? 3fff?ujsﬁ ft*n,iffj?'ii .

“3Thekabove are. al] important questions. ones which at 1east




qualitative transformations throuqh social upheavals. Of course,
| the issues center around whether these are qualifications upon -

‘. sufficient conditions, or whether these qualifications actually
'zl‘effect the necessary, general, material tenets of mode TFL. It is
' not our 1ntention to Taunch into that debate here, rather we wish
to suggest that it is perhaps a fair criticism of mode III that the
_ dialectic .- irrespective of the fact that it is material -- is

possibly not sufficiently explicit . so to speak to fully
'facilitate a tightly controlled testing of its own validity., This
| brings us to another material'nuestion and another desirable

- criterion of testability R

..,,‘ ; ». V . . . »v . . ’ . . . ' . o _,“.l

A CRITERION OF TESTABILITY: THE,SPECJFICITY'OF THE DINLECTIC-'
il T N
R ' e T
Before we can decide whether the.necessary conditions of the

, mode 1003 perspective are being Jeopardized by the sorts of naterial
v qualifications alluded to above. it is of course 1mperat1ve that f-f\\k.f’

"&ie dialectic be- clear, and material and therefore precisely

'L-Qtestabie as a result. That is why mode»III must take very’ seriously

f-_the haunting criticism of Popper. That is why we keep returning to ;'

_i"fPopper S insistence that "the dialectician need never ‘be afraid of

_” ,ﬁanyfrefutation by forthcoming experiences" because'"any development ,
f&jewhatsoever will fit the dialectic scheme.f'88 - | X
s Hhile we have argued that t\is criticism 1s indeed true in |
‘fanthe context of dialectical idey'ism a la mode II, we have also

fﬁ?f argued that it'is not true in the context of‘mode III dialectics.:f',

.."“ . N B i B . . . . . "-' ..”



That Ys because the mode fIl dialectic is a material dialectic.
and therefore open to ‘material investigation. o
It is toward the end of allowinq material verification that
‘ _> Marx so painstakingly outlined the general' relationsrof .
production Ihese he cast in fully material form material
because they fully correspond to the actual, material, specific
relations of production which existent modes of production exhibit
Since the general. relations in the specific context exhibit their
'own contextual peculiarity, the necessary and the sufficient --

[

' i.e general and content specific -- cannot be—treated as ont logically
ha

‘.identical although the specific always exhibit and embody the g
": general The question now -is: are the general necessary, ‘ i, ‘; '.

/ —

i'conditions suffic1ently precisely outlined to be fully testable?
»It can be argued " that thls goal is not being met. |
Marx, it must be ~stressed, .fully recognized the need to avoid
}ﬁfjambiguity in his dialectics - otherwise there would be little ’
‘ Adifference between his dialectics and the dialectics of mode II.
_"Marx 5. resolution to the problem relied heavily upen the notion of |
o correspondence"-_ that is, all relations in the mode of production . ,} ;
; »as a general construct must correspond to actual real, relations : o
fjlin social reality -- i e. mode of production as. a specific f ‘ ﬁ}
l.; constructa Thus social reality provided a firm, material _
‘."reference base for the general relations of the mode of production
'-fas a general construct Because social reality is fully material .
“l and because the general relations of the mode of production as a ;17’f*

f:;general construct fully corresponded to—this fully naterial social



rea11ty. the mode of production as a general construct is therefore:
fuIIy material e o
That is why mode III 1s a.fully "scientific" mode -- as Marx

Aso often emphasized -~ and he aIways took great care to be most

explicit about the unqualifiedly materia] base of the mode of
production as a general category. Mode III always started study

~ from the‘basts of "real. active men" and buiIt-on]y upon the "basis

of:their real 1ife." Only this way can "mystification and
specuIat1on" be avoided "The fact is, R that definite

‘_1nd1v1duals who are productively active in.a- definite way. enter

. into . .definite social and poI)tiéaI reIations. Empirica]

:observation must in each separate instance brinq out’ emp1rica11y, :

f;fand without any mystification and specuIation, the connection of

 the sociaI and politICaI structure with productwn.“89 Th1s

A~ .

f

3

:correspondence within modes of prodUction is thus fully naterial,

;and has a further correspondence w1th production in genera]“ which -

B4 .

s, also fuI]y materiaI

L er

j:frwhenever we speak of production, then, what is -
... meant:is always. produqtjpn at a definite stage
. of social development production by social
© individuals, . . . However, all epochs of . -
. “production .have certain conmon ‘traits, common
characteristics. Production in gengral is an .
- . absgraction; but a rational abstraction in so =
far as it. rea}ly brings- out and fixes the- common
Aelement and thus: .saves us repetition 90

Such "correspondence" Is the bas1s of mode III s scient1fic

| /dfalectical materialism. :HONEVer, 'scientific and mater1a1‘ does :

/

not translate 1nto positivistic and 'empirica] . This cannot be
OVeremphasized“f To rely upon an equation of empiricism with

N
e e e ._,_.__.%?;_.,_ e



:-f‘thereby [through a formal rationalization which is suspiciously

~accurate -- concept of materialism is the foundation of-a

';”to a particular mode and time and place, etc ] conditions and

scientisn is to lapse back into mode ] and to lose -- at the very

least -+ the dialectical dimension. The empirical does, as Marx

jstates, “bring out" retations, but it is not actually these

R relations. “The relations are dialectical, empiricisp cannot

incorporate&the dialectic; therefore the broader -- but more

-"scientific" dialectical‘mode of inquiry, =

This is fine and qood but, Jis there not a way to make even;-'

;more explicit the precise nature of the material. general

: dialecticallrelations tosmake easfer an implementation of our

.above criteria‘ofﬁtestability -- i.e. 'refutation through the ‘v ?v§§

;,material base 3 The degree to which the general material relations &
L are- specific is. after all the degree to which it becomes more

| and more difficult to excuse apparentl y! contradictory [_as )

' fpreviously out]ined] data as but mere sufficient' [i.e. Specific

,“flike the sophism Marx fought against] deflect any truly critical

'“analysis of‘the ultimate base of the mode III world view --f.e. -

: analysis of the necessary conditions comprising the mode of

-

' d,production a7 a general material category.

Io‘avoid such charqes and to strengthen the criteria of

‘nn"rtestability. it-is suggested that a fourth general principle for
- .':t,v;dialectics be recognized.v Accepting what are qe"e"a}'y ‘”"°°9"1z°d
:;ifilﬂto be ‘the. mqﬁbr principles of dialectics - the principle of
, Vx*?ffcontradiction, the principle of ‘the, unity and 1"ter‘pe"etrat1°" o




113

Q

,»,_sw__mw_opposites: _the. principle. of.tnansfonmation;of.bothmqualitativemn R

9

categories and quantity into quality ~- we propose a coroiiary ¢

principle which is at base a sort of partial reconciliation of the
material -and empiricai*and will provide for the greater specificity
and therefore the more precise testabiiity of mode I11's dialectical
method: the principle of 'criticai mass. S
"By way of\ieading to this,,]et.us Took at some examples in the
physical sciences -- the soft whichyiead Popper to discount”both
dialectics and "whoiistic" perspectives (into which he would
inciude mode III) as vague verbal SOphistry [Popper does. _
;_however, admit a very limited Sense in which the term 'whole' can
have scientific -=in the positivist sense -- significance |
when it denotes "certain speciai properties or aspects of the thing
" in. question, nameiy those that make it appear an organized structure
rather than a 'mere heap. (1,et) S regu}arities oﬁ,structure, '

(for exampie symmetry) which can be found in certain things such

as organisms,<or eiectrica} fields, or machines. "92]

L - A critical- remark may be added on wholes in. .
P sense (b) [f.e. Popper's above cited qualification],.
o - which I have admitted to scientific status. without
e ‘retiracting anything T have said, I'must point.out’
..+ . . that the triviality as well as the vagueness of the
' - .- 4tatement that the whole is more than the sum of
o _ . its_parts seems to be sq]dom realized. Even three
SR - _apples on-a plate are more than 'a mere sum,' in so
" ‘far as there must be certain relations between them
(the bigqest may or may not 1ie between the others,
etc.):  ‘relations which do not follow from the fact.
that there are three apples, and which can be
- studied scientifically. Also, the much-advertised
. opposition between the 'atomistic' and the 'Gestalt'
~ approach-is entirely baseless, at least as far as
. atomic physics is. concerned: for atomic physics does
T not. mere]y sum up' its e]ementary particles, but .
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;;»‘~—~—~—~¥~f~~_~~—~5tUd1e$~Pirticle»szstemsAfrom»aupo1ntwof—erwmost~--*T-~

'deilq;:ely concerned with wholes in sense (b). .

What kost of the Gestalt theorists apparently
wish to assert is the existence of two kinds
- of things, 'heaps,' in which we cannot discern
- any order, and ‘'wholes,' in whi¢h an order or
symetry or a regularity or a system or a structural
plan may be found. Thus, a sentence such as
'Organisms are wholes' reduces itself to the - ,
triviality that, in an organism, we can discern.
some order. Besides, a so-called 'heap,' as a
rule, has a Gestalt aspect tbo, just as much as ¢
the often cited example of the electrical field. :
(Consider the reqular manner in which pressure
increases within a heap of stones.) , Thus the .
distinction is not only trivial, but exceedingly
oo ‘vague; and is not applicable to different kinds
o of things, but merely to different aspects of
the same things.93 w .

. The above examples are 1nstructivg in that, appafent]y,

*. relations are studied-{eﬁpirica]}y' in the sense of mode.I and,
more imporyant1y;11t ﬁppears that.iﬁ the case of Popper's "heap of
stones" we even have the inéIu:fbn of qualitative'chaﬁﬁe.‘ fhé‘- |
'moment’ and‘thé“ffofces' - i,e.,'rélatiOps' -~.at which mefamorphic
changes oécur are, .after all, calculéb]e duTtg_precise]y and can
1A.in consequence bé_stated huite precisg]y; Bu; the lTevel of

reality thé'abdué exaﬁples deai wfth are all'tagggdfrom our firft
Tevel of bntéiogical trahsformétiod‘shd epiSteﬁb]ogjcé1 significancé:
%s there a pdésiﬁility‘gf‘correspdnddng precision'in the third '

Tlevel? s | - _
" The question is significant because the 'general® principles
. . - ' A

of empiricallscieﬁce must be recogniied as just that -- general.

Aﬁ_we.have-stated; we do‘got lfve 1n a frictionless yorId and all

'p;sqféntists.know that any s#ientific “law" s not-fuliy ah‘empirically .h’_
T e . - B o ' :
e e . .

; S
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~ precise statement because there are always circumstances which A;WI_MIW_;I

affect the empirical reality and processes -- such as entropy -,
'which qualify the empirical result Nevertheless. empirical laws

L

l do outline. the absolute Timits of variation which the specific
-context may affect, and thus the correlatjon between necessary and
sufficient cgnditions --"or the general and the specific -- is
quite precise. This greatly facilitates the tes?ing‘of the
general Taws, N " o '
- Thus, if mode III is to reply to any accusations of vagueness,
it must do so by first outlining the absolute 1imits of the general

N

‘relations of the mode of production. Granting that . these are

LS
~

materidl, mode . LIImmust nevertheless seek an pirica

correspondence which will state at what point material relations |

_must result in qualitative changes. It is for this reasﬁn we used
~ the term critical mass': this will give the Erincigle s of °n

ff material dialectics the opportunity to" fonmulate more specific

“ boundaries and help uncover at what point ‘em —Tiiiijj] phenomenon in

the form of appropriation of wages, concentration of capital etc. 1@ '

_vwill push the material- relations of the specific mode of production

- to generate‘ﬁhtipathies which must result in dialectical upheavaF
'».To restate. in terms of our aforementioned genera!@grinciples of
dialectics we ask: recognizing that the dynamic 'whole'f-# i.e.ﬂ |
..the principle of. the unity and inter-penetration of opposites'--;frth
undergoes constant tensions - because of- inherent contradictdo s.~¥i‘

3umat are the absolute limits (which the enpirical nanifestations S

: -'give evidence of) at which the transformatfon of qualitative

o . Ve
.._vH:'H“. Rt
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‘-_context,.?4 -

:the contrary 5 he was aiwavs‘peekimgrcorrgipondence between the two '

“ffof documenting with precision;the materiai base iw;

' categoriesvmuSt occur..

This is not to’ propose a radical innovation, it is merely to
further c]arify the correspondence princip]e The obvious '

imp]ications of this are that deve]opment of genera] categories n

:‘withespecific context w111 again proceed hand in hand and that e {
"the focus of study wili concentraﬁe upon smaller units but Without

| f;any loss of a maCro perspective Indeed C1ass Strqu]es shows

"such Virtue because, as Enge]s' "Introduction“ acknowﬂedges, Class
' A
' Struggle 1s an application of what is without question a "broad 3

s f outiine Of thé whoie of modern htstory" to a much more specific

N
. v

e e

What, we feel, s, often not- fuiiy appreciated is the sheer

amount. of . simpie detai] that Marx put into his own work and the .

: laborious prec1510n he sought in his own writings. He"could and

&% .

'-Jd]d work simu]ﬁﬁheous]y in “broad oﬂflines" ahd what we wou]d today
'term micro-studigs 3 and he5§aw no conflict between the two Quite

uthu;and testing tbe fbrmer thrdugh the materiai context of the latter L

, f the empiricai'“-- but the‘former embodies the iatter and the latter
?fihas 3 rightfui p1ace in the important task of beinq one major method




1 :will help clarify the general conditions. ,;'A _‘: S
" we. of course, are not under the illusion that we have solved |
any such problem. but we believe we are at- least pointing toward R
real problems in mode III which warrant serious attention Howeverk
(and here we are in no manner attempting to. denigrate the |
'-.importance of the above) it must be recognized that the criteria
of testability which we labelled refutation through the material
.if:base and specificity of. the dialectic are, respectively, what f'
, may be called 'investigative and methodological' problems.) In ‘ -
_ 'the former, it is ‘a matter of conflicting data and. this leads to
‘:the latter in the form of the question does such data in fact
‘?fathrow into question the concept of mode of production ‘in general v i

. ﬂor is:that data explainable in terms of a particular context which

"ftf:actuiﬁyy corresponds to the general conditions? Important as these
f !fj;issues°may be. we are still left with the realization that data can
. ivbe resolved and principles can be saved even if it ultimately means

t;fﬁfthat nbw general (but nevertheless compatible) principles must be ,f r"ﬂ

"gi;f4 | In other words, the above are hot problems which necessarily

'j7*fthreaten the survival of mode III, although they may force an jh:,efvff’:“

“h‘adaptation or;reformulation of that mode. Thus they are second




‘MOBE 111 ,AS A "STRUCfURAL TAUTOLOGY‘J)RA 'CLOSED SYSTEM'

The Basis of the Systems Approach

o’

Ne be]ieve 1t can be argued that mode III 1s fundamental]y

-

':compatib1e with what has emerged today as a powerful and encompass1ng
'weItanschauung systems phi]osophy or the systems approach L
E we are not the first to draw attention to 'the aff1n1ty of the
;;Marxian orientation and the systens approach -and elements of the '

latter are- found in other viewpoints. R1chard Mattessich observes

e

* We distinguish between the. . systems approach' or systems
- .philosophy' as a general category, and specific forms of- the systems
.. -orientation.. The most concrete forms of application of.the systems B
.. 'approach. are the cybernetic models. employed by information,
-',organizationa]. management; &tc. theory, as well as, of course,
-v,modeIS used in the study of ‘physical proceSses in the natural
: Vﬁasciences. In- the,form “of - ’functional1sm the systems approach
finds a. broader - socio]og1ca1 -~ scope, - -and in the guise of
‘General Systems. Theory s elevated to an attempt toumify all-
- science under .one .conceptual ‘and -methodological umbrella, Genera] .
“Systems Theory ‘is a precise articu1ation, and because of that very
L ~prec1sion it is. but one. form of the 'systems approach"and&
* .- general..:As W. R: Ashby notes, Genetal Systems Theory was "developed
© o incthe. hands .of von Bertalanffy and his co-workers, and] takes - .
[ th&"world ‘as we find it, examines the various- systems that occur = - .
- 7rincit == zoological, physiological, and so:on ---and then draws up
= statements. about the regularities, that have been. observed to hold,”
-, "This; method is. eSSent1a11y empirical.!95 "1y is further, as: Richard- S
- Mattessichnotes, an attempt-“at a unificat on_and peculiar R ST
i reconstruction of most, if not all, sciences."36. ~Qur concern. tike
Cnde T, Downing Bowler' S 4s’ to present .General Systems. Theory fasa L
o ideriesiof aniversal qeneralizations.“97 :Thus, "in Laszlo's words, ~" - *.
~ . "The general: systems theory, :pioiteered by von Bertalanffy, Kenneth e
.. Boulding,:Anatol Rapoport and their collaborators, gives us.a. "
T p;theoretical instrument for: assur1ng the ‘mutual: relevance of . ~;7 L
.. selentific. information and p Tbsophicameaning. “Extended 1nto a a';;t,v
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~ The systems approach seems to be e oA special
methodology rather than a.new science or super- -
. Science. - In particular it is a ‘methodology which
, ;grows out of a holistic view, and this“is not
~ bound to a singTe discipline or a limited. R
“number of them.- The. holistic world view is no -

t inovelty but requires the’ acceptance of certain- ' "rg:"<3

- basic ‘assumptions. It can be &ncountered in
~ the philosophies of Giambattista Vico (1668- l744),-
~ .G.W.F, Hegel (1770-1831), A.N. Whitehead (1867-1947) -
-"and, many other philosophers (perhaps going back as
- far-as Heraclitus and Lao Tse), and-is necessarily99
L accompanied by a- stronq emphasis on history, < e s

,IMore specifically, Alan R Thomas and Martin Lockett in a recent
inSighchl paper explicitly delineate the compatibility of what we .

termed mode III and the systems approach ]00 and these authors note .

'*nga recent endeavour of P. Oquist who “sees some interpretations of

| Marxist method‘to be qenerally consistent with ideas of action-
b.research [one special case of the systems approach], ";'."lOl. ;'
If node III can be shown to be a special case pf what we now

-’term the systems approach then we can expect lt to exhibit the :

"f‘ffﬁmethodological strengths and weaknesses of that orientation. To B

-n‘fa‘begin the strenqths of the systéms approach are f°'midab1e ™ and

""fﬁcompatible with the strengths of mode III These strengths we may .,Ij'.s

Vot

#uffappreciate through' first, examination of some of the most basic_ jjhf'

‘“:Ifﬁpremises of}the systemS'approach
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o e e 1t 1s possible to postu]ate the following
" five ontological hypotheses, which might be
~‘regarded as the most basic principles of ‘systems
methodology.- As with most postulate statements,'
e -they .sound either obscure or trivial or both.
{-~ - . Besides, their high degree of generality doés .
not promise any immediate practical appyicatfon
or usefulness. Nevertheless, a systems
' ;approach without them resembles a plant wfthout
. .roots,. and their explicit formulation seems to
- complement rather than duplicate past efforts in -
- systenis  research. . Their -dual’ nature tempts us .
to -a-double formUIation, in such a‘way that the -
.- ontological hypotheses are 1isted . o [with] s
'__the corresponding. sxstems p;Jnciples Sl

The first princip]e systems theory recognizes is the "po]arity,
A princ1p1e", a princip]e whose "apparent triteness vanishes as soon '
\’;‘7ﬂf as_. it jolts us out of the conventional belief that we can analyze -
’ [ 3

"35?an entity w1thout heed to its counterrent1ty, and as soon as qt

-::jf‘dawns upon us that polarity and tension are the most . fundamenta]

-;'jfﬂﬂnotions under1y1nq the phenomenon of Beinq.ﬁjo3 The onto]ogical

| s{;;.hypothesis 15- ‘"Being (i e. any kind of existing ehtity) pre—‘ B <
fo;;\supposes another 'being of opposite polqrity.. This reSU]tS ’" a »

AA:';:ftensidn, the release of wh1ch tends to annihi]ate (fully or part]y) |

“7“ff7fone or both of these entities, or to create a new ‘one with 1ts f;f7?_

i753m7ﬁown oppos1te.”?9§ ‘

Here the d1a1ecti¢ is strikingq'

dent, and inherent. tension




e

O

’;7.of them and possibly"creates a new or changed system_uith its

.onwn counter-system "105

' ‘The centrality of process is a consequence of the

':recognition of rea]ity as a state of diaiectital tensions which

-.uare resolved within states of tenuous stability.. Thus the principle

=.i,0f poiarity yie]ds the princip]e oég"peniodicity"'i5 ggiarity. which

'-’«fapparentiy can'be sustained only by a constantiy recurring change"]06 |

1"f'«fresultszin the recoqnition of the inevitabiiity of "periodic"

Je-
. N L AN _'.v'
. Sy
Uy ! o

:iii;"periodfci

,changes, “Becoming, the dynamic aspect of Being, presupposes
”(cyc]ical helical or simiiar) Qeriodi *uhanges "]07 Through this

ontoiogica] hypothesis change and stability are incorporated as but

“$.'antithetid£1 diaiectical moments yieiding the'systems PPT"C’p‘e °f

any system is subject to change, obeyﬁng.some kind

L
i
P

"i‘f;eriodicity does not impiy relativism, ‘tota]ity

jrecognizes the ho]istic nature of system inter-re]ation. Our third




RN
‘l

In speaking of hoiism and the holistic principie, it is

‘»; to be emphasized that these are not random wholes or (as Popper

;:phrased eariier) "mere heaps“‘ B

]g"=The principie of formative preference is :
. intricately ‘interwoven ‘with the holistic out]ook
.- of the systems approach. Preferences, norms and .
- value Judgements’ can. perhaps ‘be neglected as
.77 .7 long ‘as one deals with: a,€011ection of- descriptive—‘
4 -~ ‘sentences (e.g. sciencé’ in%the positivistic . .-
L ”sense) “But_the moment the' System boundaries v
~are broadened to include the:dyhamic aspects of

. -creating these .sentences, preferences inevitably .-
*enter the picture. Of course, seen from a-general .

- point of view, these preferences need‘not express those

y [)of human beings.112 o R AT

ﬁl}Thus 00r fourth ontoiogica] hypothesis states that "every existing L

As;fentity is (or can be interpreted as) the result of a selection

igajgroces within this or somen'}her entity, manifesting a norm' ‘or

;ht_formation of a system implies ‘selection among aiternatives which ;;;ﬁ,

Qﬁjpreference.“113 Correspondingiy; we derive the princ1pie that "the T;“j"[A>‘



o EnVironment. constitute a variabie information source for this N

j‘? *" system Such informations determine’the characteristics and
| behavior of the system "1]6 | j o ‘
| . In outiining the above ontoiogicai hypotheses and corresppndihgl
“principles, we have of course outiined an. extremely comprehensive |
'i-perspectivev-- a cosmology which inciudes both man and matter. The |
| .‘ striking simiiarity between mode E&I and systems phiiosophy iS'f
‘*i{readiiy perceived' correspondence between different ontologicai
) j"]eve]s, recognition of such correspohdence w1thout 1apsing into
) “fh[reductionism. the emphasis upon change, the recognition that
lflﬂﬁfquaiitative categories can undergo.qua]itative transformations,:p"
Eiifthe'dialectic. fension and the unity of opposites, hoiism, order,
"Vdirectionality, meaning - in the sense of conscious norms at

.~ :jfthe_human ievel and instinctuai evo]utionary or pureiy inanimate. :

' *5j-gigphysica1 ordering processes at other ieveis of nature

Thomas and Lockett make more exp]icit the general affinities

3:1f;hﬁtiof mode III and&ihe systems approach They list severai

i 7*§;f"similarities'betweén systemsﬂand MarxiSm ._.,, (i) hoiism
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SR clearly constitutes a single system, i.e. a coherent. -~
I — fwho1g74»wh14st4Marxwarguedﬂthat~1ﬁ~7~?1production. R
E e distribution, exchange and consumption . . . are all
S - ‘elements of a totality,+distinctions within'a unity.
. Production predominates . . . but there is' interaction:
' " between the various elements. This is the case in o

- .every organic whole . . .' (quoted in Bottomore and '~ . _

Rubel, 1963) Also, 1ike many systems theorists, - ©
- Marx made use .0f organic ‘analogies to stress the

. _importance of holism, for example his argument in
- Capital that '. . . the present society.is no.solid .

© ™\ crystal, but an organization capable of change, and
% - “constantly changing." (in Feuer, 1969) ' o
.= .~ (i1) Meta-disciplinary perspective.  Both Marxism
.. . .and. systems theory are not confined to a particular: .
.discipline. - Checkland's (1979a) description of ' =
- 'gystems' as 'a meta-disciptine, one which can . L
~ talk about the subject matter of any other: - : bt
- disctpTine' is echoed in"Marxist analyses of other
. disciplines. .In particular both systems and Marxism -
el " ¢édn be used.(a) as a distinctive perspective within -
=T o exdisting disciplines,-and (b) as an overall framework
. . - -=for-inyestigation. So, for example, Gaines (1977, -
L S  -’quoted in Lafreniere et al., 1979) at a major - . "

- international conférence-on ‘app]ied general

‘.. u+  systems research' argued that: “Gereral.Systems !
. Theory is essentially-a dialectical method rather
AR ',2>;f;'thqnja;disciplinenand:itfis_characteriséd}hy.the ,
IR IS freedom'it;gnjoyS;to_asSimi]ate‘dhange at any . -

ST (A1), Multi<causality, - The cause-and-effect Model -of . .
.. classical scientific. method is recognized as., . -
©.tw ' 2 'inappropriate in many cases by both Marxismand - . 0
D osystems. “Engels_(1975) argued thats: i iocause -
. - and-effect -are conceptions which hold goods o

heir application-to individual cases.  Btheir .- -~ -
“general. connection with the universe as a whole'they . = " I3~
% run into each other, and they become confounded whenwe . '
contemplate. that universal action and reactionin - = - .- .
hich cause§kandiéffectsjafe;gtera§T1j*Changtnggp1acgs,i_'.JjJ;
t what is-effect here and riow will be-cause . ..~ - ..~ '

here.and. then, and vice-ver

-

o systens fiethodologists, idéas of multi-causality - - -
re also important:and multi-causality may even rank = . . -
with holisn as one of the defining concepts of systems .-’
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rejection of pos tiv st scientific method, both
~ systems methodologists and Marxists emphasise *
* change -- both as a relatively unjversdl’ phenomenon
' -and-as the object of analysis and action. For
‘Marxists, ;the study of society Tedds one to see
;the possibilitfes of change which action,
particularly by sacial classes, can bring about.
- Within capitalist societies and in a transition to

- ;ﬁii . 'soctalism, the specificaiiy emphasise the. role of
4 7 the working- cla ansforming society and o

socia] reiations.f SR S
o Similariy systems methodologies are" concerned with
... cthange -~ though, as we have. noted above. often at
_ '-ythe organisationa] levei 118 ,
And finaily. Thomas and Lockett note a fifth similarity

_;mode III's emphasis upon human action and sociai practice as an

'hfintegral part of theory is aiso compatibie with the systems
"“?approach The "inteqratidn of 'theory and practice'" in the

.T, process of generation and ‘.Iidation of knowledge is a concern of

' "ﬁl,both Marxism and systans action-research' whicb“is QQefined by -

w:ﬂfij‘practical concerns of people in an- immediat prob]ematic situation

“R.N. Rapoport €1970) as aiming to .'.,. c,iiribute both to. the o

a’

"}']igahd to the goals of sociai science by Joint%coilaboration Within-'.*

: edoe an"" jts. va’lidatton."‘?o B
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because it shares such structural simiIarities. also falls prey to

been well documented and criticisms revolve. around basicaliy one
centra] structural feature of the systems approach which, if

mode 198 shares it. wouId greatly diminish mode III s claim to

'being a synthesis that truIy breaks the methodo]ogical bonds of the

first two- modes.

We- herein refer to the fact that the systems approach in

‘ spite of aII the above talk about change, contains such chanqes
§ which - firm]y deIineated bounds. ThIS is because the systems approach _'

, hoIds what may be termed the Iaw of conservation above all others

. That IS‘. a system is seen to be a 'dynamic entity beCause it

- is but one particular nanifestation of many possibie combinations
."of the dialectica] tensions which constitute its being Because |
' tvﬁa_the particuiar stabie form the system is asswninq is a rather '
'1; de]icate and consequentiy tenuous 'ba]ance of such 'forces,

T diSequiIibrium can occur and a new balance wii] emerge which w1II §

" in fact resu]t in a new system with unique cﬁaracteristics. .

‘“'7{jNevertheIess, the new system is really a: redistribution of the

';-ﬂ.iforces constituting the old system; and the sum totai' of sucﬁ

'ugffﬂforces fs equivaient in both systems. As Gerald weinberg notes,

'Ititﬁthe "total- energy ih;a system is constant.'?zzn This 1s most |

":Qfobvious in physicai sy’tems. but the very universality of the

""7»L;osystems approach has resu.ted in_thé\ipp1icati°" of: the.same

: "%{Liprincfpiﬂgof conservation‘to;social ‘ystensi

As Arthur Brittan
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systems concept is tied up to concepts relating to equilibrium
'fi’and homeostasis. thus indicating 1ts “association with mechanical
and organic models."]23 | '
" The above does not imply that ﬂe‘muSt"think of all the energy
in the universe and all the dialectical tensions and all- the
. existent 'balances’ of Such-energies and tensions as one
undifferentiated system [although the systems approach is
univeralistic and one can view: literally the whole universe as
one system ]. There are obvious qualitative differentiations
within reality, and thus we recognize the principle of
'structuralism.’ Structuralism,_however,,also implies the notion
of correspondence: | o T | L
. .‘ehmodern systems theory makes the same
‘sort of statements about the isomorphy between
levels. as does structuralism, but in conceiving

- of systems as being the units of analysis special - ]24
& attention -is given to. the key concept orqanization !

¢

a

s o Inorganic, biological and soc1al reality are three convenient,

v

'f»and obvious, structural divisions which, in-spite of ‘1somorphy,

‘ g cannot be cavalierly reduced to each other, Nevertheless. there

“is correspondence between these levels. Further, Wlthin each
'u”’astructural level there are a vaniety of possible dialectical
fresolutions :0f the forces and tensions [i e. the energy of the
: .' | system(s)] Yo' aost readily conceive how such resolutions :
e ~i,manifest themselves we may rely upon the following definitional
l'approach. articulated by Richard Jung. | ‘ . |
y He may conceive of a ‘dialectical _ygt__}as a set' L

. e;consisting of two subsets-' the subsets and the: relations of these
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subsets. This satisfies diaiectical criteria of including

- entitiés 1the subsets - which can bé.themseives composed of.

entities existing in. re]ation to other entities) and 'forces (the

relations between the sets which may be conceived as relations of

tension). The above general definition of a system beg1i

yield order when we. conceive of what the field o the siystem is:

- that is, we effect a union of all eiements in the subséts (which,

'.of course, can be viewed as the creation of a new set) When we

Qartition the field aionq various co-ordinates (we must have a

| minimum of two co~ordina§es) we delineate the space of the field.

' The space of thé field defines a]i the p0551b1e states of the field

To make a particuiar selection from the fieid is to isolate the state .
of the systenq. The state is a particuiar selection from the field,

it is some particu]ar combination of eiements. If we make known a]i

' the germissibi [because of the tension of forces, obviousiy not

' .all theoretically - possible states are in reaiity permi551b1e ]

'states of the systen, we have qiven the gggctur of the system of

o .7course. because the system is dynamic, it ‘has severai possib]e

]

Afstates. Thus we recognize that ‘the system has a. Erocess process

‘ -'traces the - 'transition of the system -- not only in time, but a]so T

in. direction - and documents what may be éalied a string of

states., Process is a transition of states W1thin the systen

ofFinany. we must be aware that the system may evelog. Uniike
' process —a- which saw transition of the system- within permi551bﬂe

'f_é o ;;states of the system [i e. within the é?ructure of the system] —- 8

deve]opment sees the entire structure of the systen change Such an



E

occurrence is possibleeabecause 1t is still within the 'field'

‘W““”;f“"?*“°f‘*he system*-but>1t 15"1mpermlsslble+‘because it falls Gutside B

the structure of the system. We can see how the 'transition of

o

the System through process may 1nvolve fairly so to sgeak

traumatlc changes. but by comparisan a 'development‘ of any

‘system;ﬁnvolves a truly fundamental even’ catastrophic";evolutlon o

of the_verysystem.‘?5 o . T -Vo a

‘;‘J

'y Methodological Limitations of the Systems Approach >

~\$7_~ o The abovevtheoretical discussion qu1¢kly ylelds a concrete
'.methodolog1cal point when we realize that to know the history' of
. a system is to know the ! ;tocess through which the strugture of
Ithe system has~«prognessed ' However, to pred1ct the 'development'
of the system is to offer an at best hazardous quess because the -
tricky quest1on of ’why is one development more l1kely than ‘
‘another?' aﬁﬁses.» after all, anything outside the permlssible
.states of the system 1s Just.that -- not permisslble -< 50 how can

'know where such a new development of the system will occur

e

q>' , uﬁtil after 1t occUrs. [i e. This will now become part of the .
process of. the system.jt>rnis point is. absoiutely crucial .
_ The>above allows us to fully appreciate Thomas and Lohkett s
u'jinsight that the “1mp11c1t values in [systems methods] applicationf;f
- lrllare llkely to be managerialist. technocrat1c and reformist "326 A

7_fsystems dpproach is necessarily s0 because systems analysis concerns

e |

_”'1tself with only the structure of the system and the proeess therein._33’~l

"ui.If the systen 1s 'sOciety, then any speculations on the«'development'

[ et . A L co _"rr_—‘ . tor 3
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: speculations unfounded by any

‘«“.v %

emph;ical support because they deal with concerns which are by

of the system are just that

definition outside the structure yf the system. Because there 'ls an »
- a‘lmost 1nftn1te number of: theor.et‘lc‘ally possible states outside '_
the actual structure of the system [of in this case, 'society’ ) R
but theoretically pbsslBle states whlch are st1ll wlth'ln the field

,gf the system ---we are hard pressed to glve .evidence that

o

automat'lcolly becomes par:t of the ructure of the
o a part of the prooess»of the system. But th'ls is pg ' facto, and

LA
.

anyth'lng within that range of impermissible states is more erly '_;
than an_ytmng else. ' :;-»-'i:.'« ,-;;_ e e , o
Of course, aga'ln, if a development occur ’the new state

.stem, and thus .

scient'lfivc‘ "fn the sense ,of el’ther mode I aor mode III [lﬂe recall .

. X ,;Di ‘ ‘»4 e

Marx s stress upon the .faé‘t that : reality must prove' t,heory

£ and reality -v'in the form of actual h'lstorical process (i e, the

a

process o;f the s‘ystem) = cannot yleld certain, know,ledge of a R
possible, ‘Futﬁre, development of the systen as ariy development w1ll " o

}.see't systén assume what is by material definitlon an b

. developmen.t sanﬂot be pred'lﬂed frdm process 1t‘ one wishes to remam IR
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structural change - 1 e of 'deveJopment v Thus we see that in
| ‘~sp1te‘pf a]l the rhetoric about change,' 'dynamism, etc.. ,
lf’?"f systems theory 1s 1n reality a 'conservative' approach And here, v
n ‘betause we have 11nked the systems approachiyath mode. III we have B

.H-'fisureiyxantagonized almost-the whéle of the_'Marxist' novement ‘Are;.

ee .

tp‘ﬁtrfwe 1nsinuat?ng that Marxism 1s not radica1;"'revo1uttonary& .
N ;etc. and not predictfve of a society [1 e a state‘ of the,so‘ial ;l?;;

5]#2 system' of humanity] which 1s anythinq short of a form of soc1a1
tf;existence_wh011y and»qualitatively different from previous forms h

Cpe- o

*jﬁl[statesi of social existence [i.e a"'development"of the system
e {}rather tﬂin a part -5.Qprocess - of the structure]? S

;4;ﬁ‘¥7,ft15 He are forced -- hesitant]y and with some reservations == to

343answer 1n the affirmative.‘ Because Harx was 'trapped v so to speak.

;:;"ffff?fby notions of ‘scﬂentism' [in th,aiffeifll sense of the term], H‘_,;-’:”“"

.,éﬁle1aborated a hD “,viewi[proaekted a state of human society] which [hg;;*;y‘




a3

T . - : . . . . . .. 2

'“Q"‘ necessitate. however, that there be a uni]ateral and tota1
4"determining of socia] existence and consciousness by the means and
| -ire]ations of production. “It is on]y the generai character that is
' ﬂ#jﬁdetermined and the whole mode of production is the determinant "128
'c?Importantly, the underlyinq means pf production embody very precise

-

"relations. Brown emphasizes Marx s assertion that

o The distinction should always be- made between

.. the material ‘transformation:of the economic

- " conditfions of production which can be determined
v . <77 . with the precision of natural .science, and. the "~
S i Tegal, -political, religious, and’ aesthetic.or -
oo : *_philosophic - in 'shoft. ideological .-=. form. in

.. which men become ‘conscious of this conflict [of
_the.forces and relatéons of production] and

ﬁff';fight it_gu;. .-...1 9_J, S o
Thus it is'reasonable to conciude, aionq with Brown, that "It o

A

.....

is}bf their understanding of these,new forces and by their contr01

Gver them that a new c}ass of men become historicaiiy agents of

n‘ 30

sociai change.*ﬁ_ However, it is equal]y reasonable to further

- -

L agreelwﬁth Brown that ;,i,j,;;t;<;~-;\;,‘,»f;;aa. : j_t;. Z_T;j';i;i}?

Marx was. howeVer. not. preparedﬁto leave h1s :
redictdons of the future course of social: change
- 'to :such_tenuous connections. ' Withip his genera]
© . theory-and at the heartéof it there is t
~"economic structure whose ‘transformation * can be
= _j}determinedrwith the: precisiofof natiral, science.
- When-Marx ¢ . write the . Preface to:Capital he. -

says. that,‘itJ the ultimate aim of his work, o R
“to lay bare the ecohomic Taw'of motion of modern **_Qar_, R
osociety -= 4% -can neither clear by bold Leaps,_;},t,,, ’

nor: remove by egal enactments, the .obstacles: :

ngs. These.laws then are’ something
to thf“wii] .of ihdividuais. .'My :

F-the economic”formatio of soci$§¥_
rocess’ o tural history.'




g i
e Thus we can perceive that at the heart of the mode III

,,a_eéperspective 1s what s’ clearly recognizab1e as a "591f-regu1at1ng
vfh:system"-.. ‘aaﬁv:;@g._;‘.- .

-*?fg Thele;onomic laws that Marx enunciated 1n Cagital PR

The ‘Law: -p<a11 these.areﬂmanmadepafﬁ;jf
: o ‘ ‘,s;ofqnature,:fbut they are'fiot: = '
: ;'Jy;.conscio«§1y,manmade. -Hhen prodiction: comes to be
R when. 'the ‘extraneous, objective forces -
ave hitherto verned. history. pass. dWder. the

) -on]y from -that -time will
nsciousness, make his own
Marx 1s describing-a ;.j%~ .

.th 15 a question of -

UCtUrSS 1nﬁﬂarx s,sc,ema of society, then, the

... -necessary. conditions are not deterministic. .. -

" Inside the economic: structure the laws are much more

;}Tmechanica Iy““pplied 132 ;, » e
The key to this self-regulating so to speak 'core of mode

III is the labour theory of va]ue. He fu11y agree with Brownfthat

. S ? ' -'.,,-' SR

nomi anaiysis.'
,dily be rewritten in terms‘_tf




.'thf.43difff e

: ':'..“-‘. =

. Because the iabour theory of value defines vaiue -as a fixed """
fﬁfiquantity --:1 e that which 1s produced by men. and this is,-‘ 'Q _{ffif"f”f
"fjimportantly, quantifiabie -- a]l that any means of production can e

':L;"do is re-distribute this fixed amount of the Ff"tai vaiue’ o

‘”;available to society through the productive ('labourinb') activities’fw3ff;

*jilof its members.“ L}ke‘energy, va]ue is neither created nor f;n;;ﬁ.-..
destroyed it mereiy assumes different forms - i e. the states
/pf the system are different modes of production which constitute

-t he'structure'of the system.: The iilustration of the systems

hjithinking fnvo "edVianarx ‘ abour theory of va]ue is found in’i;" ’

‘f”fi'three forms within>thetmod ﬂproduction. the individuai capita1 'tif

'Lffﬁfiand,machinery.




Thus machinery is'a significant component of the capitalist"}

‘" .gfmode of production, but machines j’nnot createAva1ue, machines, as

o :e'Marx conceptualizes them, can rea]ly on1y appropriate the va1ue
"*:ff:that 1nd1vidua1 labourerffwould hav @prOdUced 13.5."‘Thu5° S

Fixe& oapitai. considered s'a'means of. produttion“.
whose:most - adequate. form 1s: ‘machinery,:only:"
producessvalue.( ; ncreasessthe value of the

740 'so far as it has. R '%ﬁ.*-uﬁ_:g
1S far- as 1t. 48" {tself the: product PRI

our; @ definit ’quantity of labour in an; Do
objectified £

( 1us. 'boun to necessary Iabour by
“possible for Tabout, by. 1ncréasinq ity ~

1€y, to’ ereq;e more. ‘quickly a.larger amount
,_f s neede';for the sustenance-of lfving

136"




o " : ;'-v.surrmari zés =

' "Generalizations whic- can reveal the un'lty of va]l
raliable knovnedqe must be derived from the arefu]
1nvest‘lga don ‘of -the:specialized bodies of - S o .
v The' purpose 0F such an 1n}vestigation, j TR,
' fy ~those . 1somorph1$ characteristics e |

' € begins:- tb-‘:define the ..
1 vexistenc ang f-the essent1a1 naturev-,;‘g_.
r . e,




(as a friend an'iadvisor has pointed out) beqfn to be pushed into |
'uigthe bacquound As rigidity sets 1n, mechanism begins to assume a

'fﬁfmethodologica] dominam:e._._.__i,f-?'-“"'-5’.-_"~ _,-?V“»}ﬁ\\"f

"'7?fj-perenn1al problem" with Marx f* he;fluctf‘tes. trying.io make his

This is (as a friend and adviSOr has again pofnted out) a -}j7'5f  5



f;aif'spd resu1t of the next qualitative transformatioh in society T |

/ /use systems termino?ogy~‘ what-will be*the new state o?’the social
B R - :

Ne have noted'that systems theory cannot scdent1f1ca11y
predict a 'deve1opment‘ 1n the system' 1t Can on]y'consider the
process of the system - a known series of 'permissible states.. i

I'“coqpe;uence, when discussing any 'new' state. the state has to be




: usti’f,'_cation and proofi" of' the.*lnevitabi'litymf conmunism. : It 1s o

-against';.the divigon of labour that Marx so rebel?ed and 1t 1s for

S !

.f"e'j echuSWe sphere of activity but




C a0

for the possibﬂity of our projected state. ,
| It is in the,above ways that mode III reveals itseIf to, be a | |
structurel tauto]ogy. : In seeking a materiaI basis for the‘éry S )

\J,k

Marx had 'tq'__‘tufn to the rea‘th of the structure of the social |

-((comnun'ism) The proof for this takes

~:_;I deny thht freedom exists at a'l].t I must , Do ‘

deny it <="or my program: would beabsurd R

o “You:can't_have a-science about a subject = - T Lo
o matter which hops ca_pr‘fn&”ous‘iy about 141

the sort of radtca:‘l .behavvor}m which Marx wou]d abhor Yet in




. 5
) \".

: Ne can counter with the assertion that in mode III's materialist' o
’version of the historical process there is in the final analysis also
" no [or perhaps little] "genuine development from the ‘¢1d to the new."
: This is a consequence of the systems orientation _permeating mode
III; and it is in this sense ‘that, aqain with qualification, we can
2 s%pport Hook's blunt criticismahat .
R L'. orthodox Marxism, particularly where it
‘invokes the notions of dialectical necessity
-and ‘historical inevitability, is shot through

with metaphysical elements-every whit:as,
questionable as the views it criticizes 1

+

"'§cznoiue- MODE 111: AVENUES OF Exetommn' |

- The severity of these criticisms certainly warrants greatér
o attention than our above sUmmary and general castinq Why we do.. not
';fl undertake a detailed exposition here [aside from obvious constraints -
'Tﬂl of‘time and space] is evident if we recall a cent’ET*ETﬁ of both mhis
’lq: entire exercise and of our exposition of mode III in particular

f'e as to the latter point, we note that this work is not undertaken as
'defense of mode III against.alJ criticisms or to hold that mode
1p: up as a flawless exemplar for glind emulation by all historians -—

g therefore ue feel compelled to offer at least a sketch of what we -

ff:;Aufrceffe;to Qe major problens. Vis-a-vis the former POlnt this

~1? dissertation is intended to serve as a heuristic tool and exercise o

~fﬁ{ dedicated touard the end of continued refinement (and optimisticallyz;
£1). of: historical methodology I the above criticiSms
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”7L3fatq.use a:stock phrase,-detepndpi

‘ :problems?in'the mode'IIITSynthesis, Tet us now conclude,”hoﬁeverW“m“*"“m

_ ‘Correspondence. Determinacy. Autpnomy

briefly. with an even broader and more qeneral speculation upon '

possible resolutions ‘to. these problems. .

¢ .
-t

we may begin by questioning the central tenet of correspondence.

1This notion’was, and is, extremely useful in two senses. From the

%

' cosmoloqical' standpoint. correspondence revealed that dialectical

' guprocesses and material existence permeated all “Tevels of reality [1n

.'universe to emerqe. “Thus, in terms of ig

fprinciples of dialectics and materialism.

L transformed states] allowinq an integrated, ‘organic’, view of the

u;,dustification of the ' ".

the universe itself "," B

‘*‘frOm man- to inorganic matter - offered apparently irrefutable

'“..::application of the qeneral princ1ple of correspondence allows mode

*"Z:‘relations (super—structure) indicates more than a mere

__-correspondence- it indicates a causal co_f Jadd

- theory is obvious ] -%’ff

- proof' of the validity of the mode III perspective It is upon. such b
_universal validation of dialectical materialism that the scientific

L ¢{status of mode III rests.. [Here, aqain, the conqruency Nlth systems

o\

o

RN

Second - once such a- correspondence establishes a

‘%Jﬁ'scientific basis forg;he mode III perspective -- the further _ o o

Q

_III to precisely outline qeneral social dvnamics. -The correspOndence L
fbetﬂeen objectiveiy identified rglations in the means and relations ' //f
"?I:oi,prodﬁction (infra-structure) and the obaectively identified social

‘This causal “lil

’ fcorrelation is a 'two-uay street.a Although the infca-structure is,iﬁr"]'

"in the last instance,"]M t‘he o



O
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443 -

h re'lations within the super structure also elgert an influence upon

I .3

| the mode of production. The historians task is to document ail - ’ -

i'these empirica'l re]ations through time in order that the;%t
fmechanics of the dynamic tensions within the mode of production, ﬂ;

-

-w‘ithin social relations; end between the infra and super-Structure

‘j"can be understood Thus history 1s capabie ofn providing empirica]

. .correIations which wiﬂ allow limited historica] prediction

This. at ﬂr&t g‘lance, begins to open the system we cal'l

‘ social re'lations as now men can do more than merely adjust to their |

: historical moment. Tampering with the mode 6f production or with-

R ;' cond1tions, can even result i‘n such an unbalancinq of these inherent
’ .

. socia‘l V@'Iations effects }he entire system and, qiven specific

4

. of production win resu]t in a hew corré'sponding consciousness gn the

"._'Of a revolutionary class.

'“'rether the result of a. consciousn s ? which is whoﬂy connected

‘]with the mode of product_:‘n' through c1ass “The exigtence of

u145 ’ o \ﬂr

Thus any form of com.scious mterference by men into the process

*-w..._

egoch" one ‘Iives in. Human GonSciousness ~is never ab]e to ﬂmy

.revolutionary ideas fn. a particular period presupogses the existence A

K3

‘“‘“"of hi.story‘is actua'l],y extremeiy problenatic.. Above a'll what miq) ‘

. h\ @ -

‘ ‘-‘tensions that a"*who]esa’le r‘evolution erths The restructured mode R

e






'our dissussions pn systre:ns'théory ﬂiustrate.




Mce. to produce a _;product

Bs defined’in ‘terms of an |
,,,,,, e reprodu::ab] é? B k : j,'; PR

ntext?) This ‘Is. e
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» f Or !'e sake_of" _this‘ d."s&,.sS‘iom we. accept T

_"}‘.(qﬂ_,in renarkably different ways) but not by .

J,of existential autonomy. | eff,{f'f"

"bf the theory .S»to de_tenﬁine the, CERU U
‘ity Of thet‘esu}ts On_v.;-’mg‘a.‘surement e
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L R R :

- \know1edqe cen compe] physics aqain to relinquish
-7 our: present/statistical theoretical foundation .’
. in: favor of. a ‘deterministic one which would: . -
”lﬂdirect y'with physical rea]it”;152,.

.:""iP"Obabi’l-ity of an event. not a deterministic statement that the
. ?.-_"l’-’f*'e"e"t Wm happen or. that it wi’ll not."‘_‘53 | |

}f_ The affront to the Newtonian wor]d view is obvious, Einstein too

s',f;;v§f;;5explicit1y rejected any such squestion that "we must accept the iff’?f}i
'"Jview \hat events in nature are ana]agous to a qame of chance.'f154

| "uwas'not, intef'stingly and important1y, that Einstein argued with
*r":;;?jﬂeisenberq s dataf:

rather. he himse]f acknouﬂedqes that his .177‘ ]
ftc°"V1Ction in favor of strict determinism isa “belief "]55 As
;f_f-.Com .*{ius Lanczos sw‘rizes, SRR R L v

-_——

s '5?To assume that: everythinq in nature is on1y S
. gtatisticall, that.all ‘our predictions in: ,-;<.*
,_physics can; only be based on the Taw of 1arqe .

: b hiM§”but chance, . was g
hat.: he- [E stein]-cou1d not recoricile.
wayof ‘thin ing.,,'The Lord: .doesnot
way he expressed it.~n- .

{s-voice fn. favor of ibét;s,n
3tb°“t "ﬁich.he cou1d n




“pttendant '

;"157 True. Heisenberg 5. theory is a theory

o , scientific and socia1' thouqht was Jf“f?3777-fj{

'5falso keen1y percefved by N1e1s Bohr - the author of %he famous

2
jfl'cOpenhagen'in rpretation']sg of quantum theory., As Patrick Hee1an -

1n huantum Theory and Objectivigx,notes. S fz;ﬂ; ﬂ .ﬁ*;f T_7ij, 7;f 5$',L; S

;vThe period: qf srisis 1n physics which 1ed to the. -
construction .0f the: quantum’ theory was viewed at . " NI
the:time byt se, intimately connected with it; not R
: Yy -as’ dnge hysics,  but as a change. in - e

rspe ive ‘about man, reality and human '
0 pressed’ by the ‘difference between
day- v of :a:s011d material worlg and.the

n-given of:it in-quantum: mechaniés¥ came: to
-a:-physicist can no longer take -
de towards fruth, reality ad -




e

"721hf1uence ubon matter. Above":

';~the instrumen »-hrough which we 100k disturbs what ,zuw-J g
15 out thére and that we: see,’ qonsequently, not- w?*jffy B

. what, {§.there. but 'something ‘which is 1n part ato o o
- Tedst Q: product of. the act of jobservatfor.. When

. we sbeak-of the pictureiof n#re in- the exact
“science of our:aqe, ' he [Heisenberg] wrote, '
.. donot" mean ‘a. picture- of nature so much as a
@ﬁpicture of our re]at1onsh1ps with nature._‘@1




SN . 455
':'j:‘Richard Mattessich that .
f.“%gj-: _-there is the theoretica11y important distinction t |
S ~between an open system, permitting inputs . (matter,
A energy, -information) from the environment.and

T out uts (transformed, matter. energy, information)
" e environment. and a closed- s stem which is .
‘,se1f~conta1ned, permitting neitﬁer nputs from, . -
nor outputsto, the environment. 1In practice '
. .the éntire universe seems to be the only true
-closed system, hence'the. predominant interest,
of systems research, in open systems.163 " o,

E | We may conceive. bui1ding upon Heisenberq, that the systen of 1 |

‘“"»’;inorganic nature- is ' open An two senses endemical]y and
.i'environmenta11y.< That is, first, because matter itself must be

': conceived of as exhibitinq dynamic processes which are not f g

o abso]ute1y prec1se fluctuations but rather unpredictab]e

‘;jjfluctuations within a general range of parameters (i e. the

L v'boundaries of the system), spontaneous j-- so to speak --

| Haeakrgent ohenonena can be the result of such random 1nterna1
..>i~act45%§y bf the inoragnic system. That 1s why, as Bowl r suqqests,
’:17»i,it 15 dégirab1e to: think of an "open—ended universe" A

'x‘zz,_'-ﬂ '?we don t know what comparab]e negentropic
.. processes may®be going,on. in other parts of -
- thé universe, but-the process on earth
. 7 indi#dtes’ that the.universe is.open-ended in
S the, dfrection of. evolving,somplexity. -The.
" .. more complex the system, the larger the .
S5 E requirements for energy, but the abundance ,.i S
‘- of energy ngejmgkr agliated from-all the’ suns
o rof all t € gal8xies suggests that the 1imits S
‘ 'If"haven been tested yet. " Further, the pattern
- of emergent ‘novel’ characteristics’ suggests o
. that the: universe is unpredictable with .
ireferenceito .3 new. 1eve1 of comp]ex systems.
It is not "Hkely that. an exhaustive’ study. of
“atoms of -hydrogen and oxygen could have . R
“predicted the characteristics of water without- - -5 L.
-knowledge:of: some..comparable ‘synthetic system on. o
ethewsame ieveﬂ Even then the: prediction woqu be %

‘..
N Sy e
- SN . -
SV s :
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‘ “his critdque of objective and 'determ1n1§tic perspectives. As he .

—~--—on1y a caIquated guess.— In~short, -a- qeneral- P
_ systems view reverses the old philosophic self— . ‘
evident truth that thg;cause must be greater
than the effect. rth, the effects are
R continuously greater than the cause, 1.e., as '164
. T +long as qreat is equated with negentropic comp]exity.

Inorganic nature is, furthermore, 'open' in an environmenta]'

-~ sense in that the very observation of matter is an influénce upon | .

matter. This 1s the heart of Heisenberg s conceptua] revo]ution and

: T.Ai
notes [after d1scuss1ng the development of the Newtonian world view]éz;

-

e Thus was formied the sol4d framework of ‘classica] ‘,Q

- physics,. and. thus arose,the conception of a ..
. materiat world in time-and space comparable to .
L A machine iich, once-set in motion, continues
- to- rup, ‘g o by “immutable Taws. ~The fact
" that this {@ine as well as the whole of science
qgre themsélves only products of the human mind
..~ appeared frrelevant: and.of no. cqpsehuence for an -
i-understanding of nature. 165 ; ,

EquaIIy important is the reaIizat1on that comb1n1ng He1senberg

»'and the systems approach resu]ts in 3 type of integrated and ho]1stic

. world vmew which mode III so seeks to effect. Because even

'f»finorganic matter is -now an environmentalIy open system (i e~ man 3

'V'f;-himself effects that system) the dialectical unisy of a who]]y

‘v“‘:i;material universe is much more clear]y evidenced.

Turning to our second leveI we :see 1n 'dia]ect}cal ecoIogy

corresponding endemic and environmental dialectlcaI open systens

oC sses.‘ Neo-Darudnism has amp]y-out11ned how organ1c nature is
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: For the salée of ﬂlustrat'lon, we may- note but two biologica] L

e

' evolution theoHes - ghe neutral theory of bio]ogica] evo]ution

" but by random drift of mutant‘ qenes that are se]ectively eguivaIent.

and the ‘transposab'le genetic e'lements theory - which fu'Hy
correspond with the 1ndetenn1na‘princ1p1e. As Motoo Kimura writes;‘

" " The Darw1n1an theory of .evolution throuqh, e
© - -natyral selection is:firmly established ~ - = - -
. arong biologists. " The theory §that, . L LY
o eyolotion is the ‘result .of an: interplay R N
‘.. between variation and selection. . . . species Co
.. evolve by accymulating ‘adaptive mutant’ genes = - . T -
o ‘and the charatters to- which those qenes give g L e

‘[The neutral theory of molecular evu'lut'ion T e o
-+ holds that] most of the mutant genes . .cmare .. oo

~adaptively nefther more-nor less than the R AR

‘genes they replace; at:the molecular Jevel: = 0 - ...
o ,most evo]utiona ¥ ‘changes ‘are caused: by the e

-~ 'random drift' selectﬁely equivalent L [
‘mutant genes. . | | - . / B
Consequently. "at the mo]ecu‘lar level most evolutwnary change and
;f_,most of the variabﬂ 1ty with1n a species are cauﬁd‘ | L‘;by __e,g]'ec'ﬁon «
. 157/:" > E

In reference to the thmry of 'transposab'le genetic e‘lements, - o

*&nley Cohen and James Shapiro argue. ) '.

o Untﬂ recent]y mutat’M and’ homologous recombination o
~;-: . '« . appeared to -be the. onl y important ! RO
mechan-icismsior .generating.bfologicml diversity. o e
" They seemed: to be able £o-account. for the degree ,,,p
~of diversity observed in mést specles, ‘and.the /
1mp'lic1‘t ‘constraints of homologous. recombination
ich prevent. the exchange of genetic mformat-l
en urme'lated ‘organisms lacking extensive - ..
c ‘sequen '-',-simﬂarity.-- appeared: to' be consisterit SRR
uith both-a modest rate of biological: evolution e
and the persistence -of distinct. species that (- e

; -basic: identity generation after S
~9eneration. .;; S DS TR e S
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- lmm,ﬁ",m: usr deca ¢or s0, JWP"

€1e or:ng- -licTeot 1de-sequenice’;
z-and thag siich’ processes playra significant.

. creasmg‘ly pparent, thagitl
1Hegitimate’ recombina®!
In together DNA; s ’ ;
09y,

e organization of .genedic. {n ormation

no ,Mwiﬁ* he’ ‘t‘egﬂhtionfg:“ ts: expression;. ' Such, -

fected :by- transposabli e"
_tructura'l’ly and .genetically
"DN,AT\that have the . abﬂﬁzy to

T‘lt‘ﬂe , y et
'can;ffect evol {.i‘on
4 ﬁ ste Se




























stems ";'-_heory suageSts that t‘,he universe 15
sended. in the, direction of synthetic novelty
do .mean’that atl things are possible, . = .
obut d_oes mean, that ther arre'aIways some: other
.. 'possibilitigs. " There {5 no cosmic or geneti 4: faovile
“_’;char‘t‘-.v or "t} e roper" programing f a humn




“as;our
e
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the material ev

pro pssa'of;f-,infdﬁmj.:t.i'bp_f‘a;ccuﬁimét’i_@;f‘_l o
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_Thef'efor" whﬂe 'our above dfscussion_closed—mth an argument
‘the opening ! of'tbq human system to ¢onsc10us huran 1nput

\ w%
hwnanists remain dissatisfied on two accounts. _,:;._f.j rst Bhe

degree

. } om’so affo:‘ded they r-ecognize to be Tﬂnimal at best -- ,' '
| kenism at worst Second, andl of dj_m_gt consequence, .
. reject the basic fonn /df argumem: ut'ﬂifed by e
y ) o ERNUNE ;1
J ;as they peréeive 1t to be met ) ological]y ﬂawed ‘,;a ‘ <
v f K
*outHned‘ bbve gloss, over 5" rea'l contradiction 1n the Lt
| : e

' 'story viith men s Lo
ast: With the . f{&l ,."x?




,, L tl} pos:ltivistic andbformalistic trap of subsumption of tbe
i Wlectical ant'lpatbies of' a who'le within one category. That *is.'
' by ma“k'ing humamconsciousness whol'ly reﬂevae of an' 'independent' e

-

and objective socia] rea]ity,'_hdhan consciousness‘d activit_y

L, ' .;.; Hin an thetr formzs Secbme'_meré su’bwasses of a l‘argér', inclusive,

SRR o
\, replity

. s
-

PEPCIE
..~° )
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That the dialect“icf—stmcturﬂism marrhqe wds
'Iml ssib‘le. .had _a]ready been’. shown ‘by

e o dea‘lt wtth by dialectical: qufc is rad‘lca“ e T
T @ " diffegent froni 'what he called the 'bad totality of S e
, .’;'-» % structuralism. . The reason:for this is that whereas the .. 7 i
S e 7T totality-of the materfalist dialectic s a‘prog e Y "
© . .creatiqn.of spfritual.and material reality ahc , e |

© . the same-time, a process of creatiog of man as‘a:. ‘, T
| “subject, uthe ‘bad.total ity of the strucgralist "rs a cona ALy
i) mechanical combination of auﬁgnomous p e A
St . - constituted: strictunes, that .Proca‘n} éffect '
¥ each othér only externally. . The attempted. - ., . 7 "W .07
T v junction of the dialgctic and, stv‘ucturﬂism ina’ e
BRER ‘mec vical fashion cquld on}yabe‘gnvisfomed By o
% thos Lwho' #re either’ fgnoran’ ‘of - the tare qf the- s _;»'; LR,
B dia'fectic o structurh‘lism,-or of: both TR L

a
N




472

~

That is,-the ontological fallacy ts chargéd to be that
structuralism has given its categories the same a priori, 'objective,'
independent of man, ontological statu§ as positivism bestowed'its
atomic entities with. The epistemological fallacy is seen to be
rooted in a return to the positivistic notion of 'truth' as i
‘discovery' -- i.e. of investigation of the onto1ogicaT>y given:

The praxiological corollary is that human action and thought
become reflexive in the behavioristic sense. Humanists see a way
to avoid such pitfalls, and Piccone above uses such phraées as

”

"revolutionary praxis" and "human emahcipation“vto indicate that

~there is a manner in which the driving force of social change --

human activity -- can be‘recognizéd as suéh.

The solution lies in recognizing that the form of
structuralist argument we utilized in the previous section in fact
offers oneanriety of a formal’critique to incorporate the 1ogiqa1
criteria of a. post-Hempel model of scientific‘method‘whefe the
developments of modern Stience are consciously recognized and the
need forbcorrequndence is consciously held to be a'neces§ary
criterio® of being 'scientific.' The‘notioﬁ of correspondence
"Tocks in* --isb-td speak -- ontological levels within an

epistemological matrix which treats both the object of study

('reality' -- social, organic'and inorganic) andAtheJnéthod of

studying such reality ('science') as 'givens' which the subject
v . . 9] )

undertaking &tch study (man) must conform to if he/she dares claim

,/to be a 'scientifié matéria]ist.' Obviously the dialectic is lost

§n al thfs; but we can regain it -- and thereby regaﬁn
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"reyolutionary praxis" and continue with "human emancipation“ -- if

we but recognize that a fundamental law of dialectics (one we

have consciously ignoreq/to this point) is the negation of the
negation. it is this law which is the criterion'enab]ing us‘to
retain dynamics; it is this insith which Kuhn effected in the realm

of the inorganic sciences; it is this criterion which recognizes

- the phenomenologigal and sociological dimensions of inquiry. 1In

_short, with the negation of the negation we can conceive of how the

'rules' .(to use a horrowed phrase) for being 'scientific' change;
. £
how the actual OfoE(ts' of such scientific investigation change;

and how man's ac.,a] yqa11ty -- one's mode of perce1v1ng self and

environment, with all attendant affective changes -- changes. 187

As Piccone notes

- The traumatic nature of this process in science has
beén described by Thomas S. Kuhn . . . In terms of
the d1a1ect1c, all such revolutions take place in
man's historical process of self-creation and
are expressed in fundamental" reconst1tut1ons of

the base-superstructure relationship.188 °

Thus -both the structure and man (3% a-knew1ng=and actiné creature)

change. =

The degree to which Marx was cogniz;et ef all this is
problematic. ’He was, after all, a ‘man of hfs own fime as'vell as a
revolut1onary thinker. We feel it is safe to say that he v1ewed

'science' in a fairly 'linear’ manner -- much 1ike Popper today
Indeed, it was his desire to be as’ sc1ent1f1c as poss?ble as he
desperately sought 'proof' for his radical views. Neverthe]ess,
Marx was fully aware that ?nou&eielopmentrcan'take place in”any

e

»
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sphere unlesseit neqafes its old forms of existence. n189. It is
.‘ our content1on that Marx d1d Qo a very considerable distance in
break1ng the shackles of positivism, of going beyond the criteria of
correspondence, and even in going beyond a closed systems'
perspectjve.]go
i We have seen how Marx strugq]ed to,articu]afe dialectical
.materielism as an advance upon materialism. We ‘have also witnessed
how ‘- 1n fa]11ng back upon the '1eq1t1macy the powerful pos1t1v15t1c
‘mode1 prov1des for 1nvest1gat1on, he relied very heavily upon the
cr1ter1a aof correspondence Ve must however take care to
recogn1ze that ‘correspondence' is to be d1fferenp1ated from
'identitx.'v The general laws of dialectics and the prdmacy of
materialism do take many concrete, qualitatively unique, forms.
, Thds Marx's dialectical materialism relied upon the 1inking concept
of 'correspondencef es a heuristic tool to illuminate the ;who1istfc'_
(in the sense of 'organic-unity')‘netUre of reality in all its
dia]ectical and materia]‘manifestatjons. That is not, however, any
verietyvof reductionism 3 ]a‘mode'I. And finally, we_recogniie that
////Miri was go{ng-beyond closed'systems thinking in that he was doing
o more:than merely 1nterna11y criticizing cap1ta]1sn thle
cap1ta11sm is 1ndeed 1ocked into a closed svstems consciousness as a
resu}t of the centra11ty of the ]abor theory of va]ue, it is also
true that the Grundrisse outlines -- very qenera]]y -- alternate
modes of prodUCt1on. Marx anticipated what we may term -- to use a

borrowed phrase -- the ’psychoanalytic insight. [ what is Marx's

contribution if not that he showed us how to grasp consciously those
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~ determinants of our condition which werevoﬁerattng'at an unconscious
Tevel (i.e. the mode of production as$a"mode of consciousness and

action)? This insight itself is enqﬁqh to ‘open' the system and

to begin to allow us to control th¢ direction of our own ]

191 192 /

evo]ution. [See for instance Habermas' Legitimation Crises

whereln the consc1ous quest1on1ng of what we wish to retain from
‘ other modes, while usher1ng in a»new, is paramount. This is the ~ ]
perspective of critical phenomedoldgy -- wh1ch places man-in the /
.position of act1ve creator of hhs social and ex1stent1a] rea11ty ]
' The pr1nc1p1e of the negat1on éf the neqat1on shows that the
“‘return' of man to a state of; communism' is not really’'a return
after all as there is no neceésgty for man to 'justifxf a
revolution in the moee of phéduction by arquing that the new state
is 'legitimate' because it ﬁs a perm1ss1b]e state [as per our.
discussion on Marxism as a var1ant of svstems theory] ’As Gurvitch
stresses, Marx does not USe "the dialectic as the apo]oqy for the
end of history. w193 Rather, as Piccone notes, "Marx never spoke
about the. end or goal of h1story, but on1y of the end of the pre-
history of mankind. "}94

The "end of the pre-history of mankind" will be precisely the
time that men finally recognize their individual and collective
'rofe in the construction of réality and their self-assigned
: existential_roles wtthin that reality. By making the hitherto
- unconscious ['anconscfou;;not'understoad in a 'menta]ﬁst' or no
material sense -- rather ih the sense of the material, dialectical,

relations of the mode of production] conscious, men are in a
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position to be 'liberated' from their inherited historical

condition in the sense that they can enter into a critical

' ref]ectieﬂ’ﬁabﬁ/their own evolution. 'S

Concluding Remarks

In spite of the great differences between the 'structural' and .

'humanistic' varieties of mode I1I, it must be stressed that both are
: /

wholly concerned with the réa]ities and possibilities of the human

o

‘condition. If nothing elsZ, certainly mode III has 'humanized' /
inquiry by squarely placing man as the proper subject of history ao///

inquiry -- someth1ng modes I and II fa1]ed to achieve. By closing

our discussion with a focus on human freedom and self- determ1nat1on, - .

we hoped to illustrate/that the 1nternec1ne warfare mode III is

experiencing must never be allowed to cﬁoud recognitiop’ of e1ther / ’

what an improvement mode 111 is over modes I and II or phe hope 1t'

offers for the bu11ﬂ1ng of a better fUture It A's this possibility

inds us that

i

: wh1ch/¢romm strives to communicate when he r
/s

h1stori£a1 deve]opment has pHov how dangerous

the neglect of certain aspectS of Marx's

philospphy has turned out to Fe. Marx was one

among /the great humanist phi)osophers who, 1ike the

‘humanZsts from the Renaissante up to those of our

day, have stressed the ideafthat all social ‘
arrangements must serve thd growth and the unfolding

of man; that man must alwals be an end and ggver a K
means; that each individugl carries within-$fmself /
all of humanity; that humgn progress in science and /
in art depends on freedonf; that man has the _ /
capacity to perfect hins lf in the process of - /

history. The main. difference between Marx and his v
great humanistic predecgssors does not 1ie in their ;
concept of man and the goals for his life, but in ,
the idea that these aims cannot be realized only by - :

f
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teaching, but that necessary economic and social
changes are required which will permit and further

-the fullest developgment of man. It is an fronical

fact that the main accusation against Marxism

in the capitalist countries has been his "materialism";
this is ironical because it was precisely Marx's

aim to fight the materialism engendered in bourgeois
life and to create a society in which man -- the
creative, "self-attive" human being -- is the

summum bonum, in which the rich mah is the one, as

-ﬂErx put 3 who is much, and not the one who has

much.
' Our industrial civ111zation. both in the socialist
and in the capitalist areas of the industrialized world,
has led to an ever-increasing neglect of man. Man

has become alfenated from his work, from his fe]]owman,
and from himself; he transforms h1mse1f into a thing,
occupied w1th production and consumptioh

Unconsciously he feels anxious, lonely, and confused,
because he has lost the sense of the meaning of life 195
and the co viction of who he is and what he lives for.

It is the common tatk of structural and hupanistic Marxism to

the focus upon

understanding of the human‘cond1t1on and the noles of man in

éxpanding the scope of hu‘an potential and achievement.
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existent as is capital-in-itself.

Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selected Correspondence (Moscow:

Foreign Languages Publishing House: Published in Great Britain by

Lawrence Wishart .Ltd.; London, 1956), p. 452. Italics.inoriginal. .
Marx often appears to be less rigid in his causal notions --

at the consequence of being more ambiguous. See, for example, the

introductory pages of Karl Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of

. Ibid., pp. 57-60. ‘ s

‘Political Economy, Introduction by Maurice Dobb (N.Y.: Internatiqna]

Publishers, 1970].
145

146

Marx and Epngels, The German Ideology, p.‘65.

{]47John Jagodzinski, Aesthetic Consciousness and Historical

~ Criticism, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation (Edmonton, Canada:
University of Alberta, 1980), pp. 22-24. Italics in original.

Jagodzinski makes refererice to L. Althusser, For Marx (London:
New Left Books, 1971). S > ‘

148

Jagodzinski,,Aesthet%c Cdnscibusness, pp. 29-30} The

reference to "the distinction between 'economic factors' and

economic structure" is acknowledged to be from K. Kosik, Dialectics

of the Concrete (Boston: D. Reidel Pub. Co., 1976, Boston Studies

~in the PhiTosophy of Sciehée% 52). E

jggB.F.‘SkihneF, Yalden Two. See footnote no. 141 above. -,

. 150gyy thanks to Mr. Juan Espinaco for stimulating informal
discussions articulating the concept of ‘Angst.’ o

15]Marg, "Preface" to A Contribution to.the Critique of

..Politicaleconomy, as cited in Brown, "Marx's Economics as a

Newtonian Model,' p. 126.
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o _]§2Albert Einstein.M“The,Fundamenta]gidf Thédrétitél»Phyéics"-A
in Ideas .and Opinions, by Albert Einstein, ed. by Carl Seeling, and

other sources, new trans. and revisions by Sonja Bargmann (Laurel

ed.; N.Y.: Dell Pub]ishihg Co., Inc., 1954), p. 325.

]SBBernard d'Espagnat, "The Ouantum Theory énd Reality,"
Scientific American, Vol. 241,. No. 5, Nov. 1979, p. 165.

154Einstein, "Fundamentals of Theoretical Physics," p._326;
%51bid., p. 326. )
- ]56Corenlius Lanczos, Albert Einstein and the Cosmic World

Order (N.Y.: Interscience Publishers, a division of John Wiley
& Sons, Inc., 1965), p. 116. S '

]57d'Equqnat, "The Nuantum Theory," p. 160.

]58Werner Heisenberg, Physics and Philosophy: The Revolution
in Modern Science, a vol. in WorTd Perspectives, planned and edited
by Ruth Nanda Anshen (London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1959)..
See chapter 11, "The Role of Modern Physics in the Present
Development of Human Thinking," pp. 161-176. -

‘lsgsee Heisenbherq, Physics -and Philosophy, chapter 3 (pp. 46-
57) for Heisenberg's own account of the so-called 'Copenhagen
interpretation.":. ' : S

160

Patrick A. Heelan, Ouantuh Mechanics and Objectivity:

A Study -of the Physical Philosophy of llerner Heisenberg (The Hague:

Martinus Nijhoff, T965), p. 10. Heelan cites from Niels-Bohr,
Atomic Physics_and the Descfiption of Nature (Cambridge:. 1961).

]G]HéeTan, Ouantum Mechanics, p. 42. Fmphases in citation of
Heisenberg are HeeTanTs. The citation is from W. Heisenberq, The
Physicist's Conception of Nature (London: Hutchinson, ]958).

' zszHaro]d'J. Morowitz, "Rediscovering the Mind," Psychology

‘Todaz, August, 1980, p. 15. Italics in oriqinal.

]53MatteS$iéh, IQstruméntal'Reasoning,‘p. 274. fIta1ics in
original. o ' '
164

ISSWefner' eisenberg,;Phi]osophicai Problems of,Nuéﬂeaf
Science, trdans. by F.C. Hayes (N.Y.: " Pantheon Books Inc., 1952),

Bowler, "ﬁenera]'sysfems Theory as Philosophy,” p. 28.

p..22.
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]GGMotoo Kimura, "The Neutral Theory of Molecular .
Evolution," Sc1ent1f1c Amer1can, Vol. 241, No. 5, November 1979,
p. 98. : o

167

Ibid., p. 98.

]GBStan]ey N. Cohen and James A. Shap1ro, "Transposable
. -Genetic Elements," Scientific _American, Vol. 242, No. 2,
' February, 1980, pp. 40- 41

‘ff ]69K1mura, "The Neutral Theory," p. 126

: 170¢0hen and Shap1ro, "Transposab]e Genet1c E]ements,"
pp. 47-48. A

-]7]M0row1tz, "Red1scover1nq the M1nd " p. 16.

o
]72we1nberq, An Introduction to Svstems Th1nk1nq, p. 209.

Our emphases.

173y, Bohm, "Indication of a New Order in Physics" in Shanin,
Rules of the Game, p. 256. Ita11cs in original, .

) ]74Ue1nberq, An Introduct1on to Systems Th1nk1nq, pp 231-232.
. Italics in orig1na1

]7sBrown, "Marx's Economics as a Newtoniah Model," p. 142

]
]76As cited in Brown, "Marx s-Economics as ‘a Newtonian Model,"
p. 135. - The citation is from V. Kiernan, "Motes on Marxism.in .~
1968," Socialist Req1ster, London, Merlin, 1968, p: 104, as noted
by Brown S -

: T77See, for'examp]e,.Aroﬂ‘Katsenélinboigen, "Creation as a
- General Systems Phenomenon" -in SFGSR Proceedings, pp. '76 80

]7880w1er, "General Systems Theory as Ph1losophy," pp. 28- 29

: ]79Yatsene]1nbo1gen, "Creation as a Genera] Systems
- Phenomenon," p. 76.

. ]BoGerard Radn1tzky, Contemporary Schoo1s of Hetasc1ence
(3rd, enlarged, ed., three vblumes in one; Chicago: Henry Regnery
Company, 1973), p.. 195 Italics in or1q1na] ’

o ]815 Bowles and H. Gintis, Schoo]1ng 1ng§gp1ta11st America:
Educational Reform and the Contradictions of Economic Life (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1976)*;p 148. A :

. ]82Morow1tz, "Red1scover1nq the H1nd "p. 16. Our assertion is
meréﬁy ‘inspired by Morowitz; he uses "observer s ignorance” in .a
different context. ' SRR

4 PN



489

183 dam Schaff, Marxism and the Human iﬁdividua], ed. by
Robert S. Cohen, Introduction by Erich Fromm, Based on a translation
by OlgierdWojtasiewicz (N.Y.: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970), '
39, , o ' '

p. 139
184 1hid., pp. 139-140.

1850501 Piccone, "Dialectical Logic Today," Telos, Vol. 1,
No. 2 (Fall, 1968), p. 74. A

18614id., pp. 80-81.

]87My thanks to Dr, Harry Garfinkle for assi?tance in .
i “culating these concepts. * .

]88Piccone, "Dialectical Logic," p. 75.

]89Kaﬁ1 Marx and Fredekiék Engels, "Moralizing Critique and

Criticizing Morality," cited in V. Afanasyev, Marxist Philosophy:

" A’Popular Qutline (Moscow: Foreign Languages PubTishing Hoase), .
p. 124, o : ‘ ) ‘

. ]goMy thanks to Dr. Harry Garfinkle for stressing these
 qualifications in conversation. .

s

S 9, | | L

]gzdhrgen Habermas, Legitimation Crisis, translated by
Thomas McCarthy (Londonf Heinemann Educational Books Ltd., 1976).

193george Gurvitch, Dialektik und Soziologie (Berlin, 1965)
~as cited in Piccone, "DiaTectical Logic,” p. 65. s

_;194Piccone, “Dialectical Logic," p. 65.

195¢ ien Fromm, "Introduction" to Schaff, Marxism and the

Human Individual, p. x. Italics in original, ' '
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